Public Hearing Agenda March 14, 2022
Public Hearing R-5/21 of the City of Castlegar Council held in Council Chambers at the
Community Forum, 445 13th Avenue, Castlegar, B.C., and via Zoom live meeting, commencing at
6:00 p.m.

Please click the link to join the webinar Castlegar.ca/ph
or telephone: Dial (for higher quality, dial a number based on your current location):
Canada: 1-587-328-1099, 1-647-374-4685, 1-647-558-0588, 1-778-907-2071,
Webinar ID: 854 6150 9595 Passcode: 268376
1

CALL TO ORDER (6:00 P.M.)

2

APPOINTMENT OF CHAIR AND SECRETARY

3

THE PURPOSE AND INTENT OF THE PUBLIC HEARING – CHAIR

4

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES PRESENTATION – R-5/21

5

PRESENTATION FROM APPLICANT

6

QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC AND COUNCIL

7

FORMAL SUBMISSION PERIOD

8

COUNCIL CONSIDERATION WHETHER THEY REQUIRE ADDITIONAL INFORMATION FROM STAFF IN
RESPECT OF ISSUES RAISED AT THE PUBLIC HEARING AND DETERMINE IF IT IS NECESSARY TO
ADJOURN THE PUBLIC HEARING TO AN APPROPRIATE DATE AND TIME TO ALLOW FOR THE
PREPARATION AND DISCLOSURE OF THE REPORT

9

ADJOURNMENT
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include a Home Occupation) and 790 square metres (8500 square feet) of commercial space
(retail stores, general service uses, and office uses). The greenspace provided within the
development is proposed to integrate with the 2412 6th Avenue portion of the existing park
(Brandson Park). See the submitted Site Plan (drawing A-102) attached to this report.
For the project to proceed, it is necessary to amend the current zoning designation of the
Subject Properties. The proposed site-specific zoning designation would amend the R-1
zoning designation of 2405 Columbia Avenue and the P-1 zoning designation of 2404 6th
Avenue to Comprehensive Development Zone 2 (CD-2).
The Subject Properties are owned by the City and Notice of Disposition as per the
requirements of the Community Charter will be required if Council chooses to proceed with
development approvals.
This report is to recommend First and Second Reading to Bylaw 1379 to further discussion
and move the application to the Public Hearing stage. Additional community feedback and
revision to the proposal may occur at that time. Following the Public Hearing Council will
have the opportunity to consider Third Reading and Adoption of Bylaw 1379.
Public Notification and Community Engagement
The zoning amendment process for this application provides several opportunities to solicit
public input:
•

A Notice of Development sign was installed on the Subject Property.

•

Notification of the proposal was provided through direct mail out to property owners, a
media release and the City’s Facebook page. Summary of written feedback is
attached to this report (titled, ‘Application R5-21 Feedback Summary January 17,
2022 – February 15, 2022).

•

Public Information Meeting – Public Information Meetings are intended as a means for
the developer to communicate their proposals to the community in a relatively informal
setting (as opposed to a Public Hearing). The Local Government Act does not require
that they be held and, when they are, it is typically at the discretion of the local
government.
In this case, a Public Information Meeting was held virtually via Zoom on February
10th, 2022, with notices of the meeting being mailed to property owners and tenants
in proximity to the proposal. Notice of the meeting was published in the Castlegar
News, Castlegar Source, and on the City’s website and Facebook page.
o Approximately 70 participants joined the Public Information Meeting with
several participants taking opportunity to ask questions and provide feedback.
o The concerns were largely representative of the written comments that were
received prior to hosting the Public Information Meeting, including the loss of
green space, traffic congestion and pedestrian concerns, and whether the
Subject Properties were the appropriate location for this type of development.
o A summary of the comments received during the meeting are attached to this
report (titled, ‘Public Information Meeting R5-21 Summary of Comments –
February 10, 2022).

•

Public Hearing – If First and Second Readings are provided, notification of Public
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Suitability of Location
Staff have provided an analysis of the proposal and its location under Policy Implications of
this report, including its alignment with the City’s Official Community Plan and other strategic
documents.
ALTERNATIVES:
Council could choose to not proceed with First and Second Readings of the proposed bylaw.
Staff does not recommend this, as moving the application forward to a Public Hearing will
provide Council the opportunity to obtain further comments from citizens, and to consider the
recommendations from the Traffic Impact Analysis, prior to consideration of Third Reading
and Adoption of Bylaw 1379.
IMPLICATIONS:
(1) Social

The proposed development aligns with several of the City’s strategic
objectives for housing and economic development. These objectives
need to be balanced with the values associated with the park and
existing greenspace.

(2) Environmental

The proposed development will result in the loss of existing
greenspace and the removal of several mature trees. The proponent
has proposed street trees and landscaping to address some of these
impacts. The proposal will require the demolition of the storage
building currently located at 2404 6th Avenue. This will be overseen
by the City’s Building Official and Health and Safety Specialist to
ensure that all requirements are met.

(3) Personnel

Staff have spent considerable time navigating community
engagement and in the review of this development application. A
Zoning Amendment takes on average 120 hours of staff time and a
Development Permit an additional 160 hours of staff time to facilitate.
Due to the nature of this proposal including City owned property,
additional resources were required toward communications and
engagement.

(4) Financial

Development Cost Charges in the amount of $167,786.00 for the
residential component and $53,06.40 for the commercial component
must be received prior to a Building Permit being issued.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS:
Official Community Plan (OCP)
The Subject Properties are within the Transition land use area in the City’s OCP, and the
proposal is substantially aligned with the Transition area’s policies, including:
•
•

Direct multiple unit or commercial and residential mixed use development to vacant
lots.
Appropriate commercial development includes:
o retail and service commercial;
o personal, community and professional services; and,

Report re: Zoning Amendment Application R-5/21 (2405 Columbia Avenue/2404 6th Avenue)

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Page 5 of 6

Multiple unit buildings with ground floor employment generating uses such as retail
commercial.
Discourage the development of strip mall commercial development.
Discourage parking in front of buildings.
Increase the population in areas designated Transition.
Ensure that commercial uses at street-level create employment opportunities and
generate pedestrian activity.
Encourage a wide-range of live-work or home-based business opportunities.
Encourage redevelopment to higher residential densities.
Ensure that commercial establishments maintain a high-quality facade and street
signage.

See the Transition land use polices attached to this report.
The objectives and policies for Parks and Open Space within the OCP include:
•
•
•

Provide residents with appropriate amounts and types of parkland and open space.
Protect the natural environment and important ecosystem locations by designating
these areas as Parks and Open Space.
Strive to make parks and open spaces usable and accessible to the widest majority of
residents possible.

Relevant policies include:
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

Retain and protect areas currently designated as Parks and Open Space in Schedule
B.
Invest in new parks and open spaces and the maintenance of existing parks and open
spaces.
Negotiate, where possible, the 5% parks and open space provision in new
development to include lands of varying topography and terrain, including any of the
following:
o flat lands - for a wide range of uses including sports activities,
o waterfront lands - for environmental purpose and for public access to the water,
o historical sites – to preserve historic amenities, and
o large tracts of vegetation - to buffer neighbourhoods on sensitive corridors.
Strongly encourage parks and open spaces in new development to maintain and
enhance linkages to existing parks and open spaces.
Ensure Park and Open Space is provided that can meet the needs of residents of all
ages, and that are universally accessible.
Encourage neighbourhood parks within a walkable distance (5-10 minutes) of all
current and future residential areas.
Strive to provide four hectares (10 acres) of parks and open space per 1000 residents
as recommended by the City of Castlegar Open Space Study.
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The subject property is not designated Parks and Open Space in Schedule B of the OCP but
is zoned for that purpose under Zoning Bylaw No.800.
The City currently maintains 49 hectares (121 acres) of parkland which exceeds the four
hectares (10 acres) of parks and open space per 1000 residents recommended in the City’s
Open Space Study. The City’s population based on recent census data is 8,338 persons,
requiring 33 hectares (81.5 acres) of parkland. Despite this, the accessibility of green space
and neighborhood parkland is not equitably accessible to everyone within a walkable
distance as encouraged by the OCP.
Castlegar Housing Strategy
The proposed development is consistent with the Castlegar Housing Strategy objective to
ensure the development of a wide range of multiple unit housing forms throughout the City
and in individual developments.
Castlegar and District Economic Development Plan
The proposed development contributes to the provision of employee housing and
encourages mixed use development with work-live units in support of small business and
entrepreneurship.
IMPLEMENTATION:
• Posting of Notice of Development sign – completed.
• Notification of proposal – completed.
• Notification of Public Information Meeting – completed.
• Public Information Meeting – completed.
• First and Second Reading of proposed bylaw – to be considered by Council February
22, 2022.
• Scheduling and notification of Public Hearing – pending First and Second Readings of
proposed bylaw.
• Public Hearing – tentatively scheduled for March 14, 2022.
• Council consideration of Third Reading and Adoption of the proposed bylaw, as well
as consideration of a Form and Character Development Permit – timeline to be
determined.
• Notification of sale of City land – timeline to be determined.
• Council approval of sale of City land – timeline to be determined.
COMMUNICATION:
Notification of a Public Hearing will be mailed to property owners and tenants and
advertisements will be published in two consecutive issues of the Castlegar News and
Castlegar Source.
Respectfully submitted,

Approved by,

Shannon Marshall
Planner

Chris Barlow, A.Sc.T.
Chief Administrative Officer

Bylaw

Zoning Amendment Bylaw
Bylaw 1379
A bylaw pursuant to Part 14 of the Local Government Act to amend
Zoning Bylaw No. 800.
WHEREAS the Local Government Act provides that Council may, by resolution, amend
a Zoning Bylaw.
NOW THEREFORE the Council of the City of Castlegar, in open meeting assembled,
enacts as follows:
THAT Part 3 is amended by adding the following Division after Division 3.14.
“Comprehensive Development Zone 2 (CD-2)
Standards
3.15.1 Unless otherwise specified, uses permitted in CD-2 Zone shall comply with the
provisions of Part 1, Part 2, Division 3.15, and Part 7.
Purpose
3.15.2 The purpose of this zone is to accommodate a mixed-use development with
multiple residential, home occupation, and commercial uses.
Permitted Uses
3.15.3 Lands, buildings, and structures within CD-2 Zone shall be used for
the following purposes only:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

multiple residential buildings
home occupations
general service uses
retail stores
office uses

Lot Coverage and Density
3.15.4 The minimum lot area shall not be less than 4,250 square metres (45,747
square feet).
3.15.5 The maximum number of residential units shall be 52 dwelling units.
3.15.6 The maximum gross floor area used for uses permitted under clauses 3.15.3
(c)-(e) shall not exceed 800 square metres (8611 square feet)
3.15.7 Buildings and structures shall not cover more than fifty-two (52%) percent of
the lot area.

City of Castlegar / Development Services
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Bylaw

Zoning Amendment Bylaw 1379

Home Occupations
3.15.11

(1) The maximum floor area devoted to a home occupation in a residence on
the first storey shall be 50% of the gross floor area of the residence.

3.15.11

(2) A non-illuminated sign not exceeding 0.3 square metres (3.2 square feet)
may indicate a home occupation that is within a residence on the first storey.

Outdoor Storage and Landscaping
3.15.12

(1) All material and equipment other than licensed motor vehicles shall be
stored within a building.

3.15.12

(2) All developed portions of the lot not covered by buildings, structures or
paved areas shall be landscaped and maintained.

3.15.12

(3) Where a lot line forms a common boundary with another lot zoned for
primarily residential uses, a barrier screen shall be provided along the lot
line.”

AND FURTHER THAT the Zoning Designation of parcels legally described as PID 008343-730 and PID 014-505-363 are amended by changing the Zoning Designation from
Single Residential Zone (R-1) and Public and Institutional Zone (P-1) to Comprehensive
Development Zone 2 (CD-2).

READ A FIRST TIME this XX day of XXXXXX, 2022.
READ A SECOND TIME this XX day of XXXXXX, 2022.
PUBLIC HEARING held this XX day of XXXXXX, 2022.
READ A THIRD TIME this XX day of XXXXXX, 2022.
ADOPTED this XX day of XXXXXX, 2022.

Mayor

Director of Corporate Services
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Development Proposal for 2405 Columbia Ave. & 2404 6th Ave., Castlegar
Project Goals and Intent
The Nexus Development Group (“Nexus”) proposes to build this project in order to meet several of
Castlegar’s urgent needs for rental housing and new, attractive commercial spaces. Based on market
research by Nexus and information provided by Sutco Contracting Ltd., local realtors, and the Castlegar
Chamber of Commerce, there has been significant growth within the community and surrounding areas
without a corresponding increase in homes for families and workers. The intent is to work closely and
collaboratively with City of Castlegar authorities, local businesses (in conjunction with Castlegar’s
Chamber of Commerce), and community stakeholders to tailor the project to effectively suit Castlegar’s
needs and provide new, attractive, high-quality, accommodations for residents along with community
amenities in the commercial spaces. In order to support Castlegar businesses the intent is to construct
the project using as many local contractors and suppliers as possible; in particular including Kalesnikoff
Lumber Co. Ltd. (“Kalesnikoff”) to showcase their unique mass timber products.
Proposed Project Description
The project will consist of a mixed use commercial and residential building over 1 level of parkade with
the following characteristics:
1. Proposed building height of 4 or 5 storeys:
• Final building height will be determined by the project proforma in collaboration with
City of Castlegar authorities.
2. Proposed density of approximately 2 FSR:
• Final density to be determined by community needs, the project proforma, and
collaboration with City of Castlegar authorities;
3. Proposed residential construction types - wood frame CLT (cross laminated
timber)/conventional wood frame hybrid with the potential use of prefabricated cladding:
• Intent is for CLT to be considered for the floor systems and roof of the residential
portion of the building and potentially for the structure of the commercial level;
• Intent is for the CLT to be sourced from Kalesnikoff Lumber Company Ltd.;
• Concrete or CLT to be utilized for the commercial level (depending on engineering and
cost impacts);
• CLT panels for the commercial level and roof level could be exposed to further showcase
Kalesnikoff’s product.
4. Proposed parking includes one level of concrete parkade (that will also serve as the building
foundation) along with surface parking along the frontages:

Parkade sizing to be determined by needs within the community and collaboration with
City of Castlegar authorities;
• Surface parking type and requirements to be determined in conjunction with City of
Castlegar authorities;
• Surface parking to be integrated into the project’s overall civil/landscape design and
would incorporate hard and soft landscaping, bicycle parking etc. as determined in
collaboration with City of Castlegar authorities.
Proposed density includes approximately 50 units of residential space including one bedroom,
two-bedroom, and three-bedroom apartments/condominiums in the wood-framed portion of
the building:
• Final unit sizing and composition to be based on community needs and collaboration
with City of Castlegar authorities;
• Top level units may include rooftop deck spaces.
Proposed commercial level includes approximately 7-10 units of commercial space tailored to
meet the requirements of local businesses:
• The intent is to provide approximately 20,000 to 25,000+ square feet of commercial
space;
• Nexus will work closely with Castlegar’s Chamber Commerce and local businesses to
determine their needs as relates to usage, sizing etc.
• Potential tenant targets would include: a small grocery, bank, insurance agency, coffee
shop, bakery, professional service, boutique clothing shop etc.
• A destination restaurant would also be a target commercial space tenant, special
venting and plumbing requirements would be designed-in;
• Building design may include double loaded frontage for the retail space including retail
frontages along Columbia and 24th St. as well as along the interior of the courtyard.
Proposed roof is a flat roof with articulated parapet:
• Intent is to keep construction costs low while providing the most attractive building
form and massing.
Proposed building design includes articulated building elevations to provide visual interest and
break up the monolithic structure of the building:
• Intent is to provide building facades that strategically utilize a push/pull elevation
(creating the appearance of separate building types) as well as differing cladding
materials to provide visual interest;
• Proposed cladding materials include cementitious panel, stucco, and brick in select
areas;
• The intent is to also provide visual separation for the commercial spaces to create a
“boutique” retail feel;
• Cladding systems may include prefabricated panels to increase construction efficiency
and reduce construction duration while maintaining costs.
Proposed building layout is an “L” shaped plan with central courtyard that will be utilized to
provide public space:
• The intent is to determine community needs and use the courtyard space to provide a
plaza for building residents, commercial space patrons, and the community at large
•

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

•
•

Hard and soft landscaping will maximize the attractiveness and usability of the
courtyard space;
The intent is to potentially connect part of the courtyard to the existing city park space
(eg with a path or other related concept).

12.0 TRANSITION
The areas designated as Transition are envisioned to redevelop over time to multiple unit type residential and
other land uses and activities that are appropriate for a residential neighbourhood.

12.1 Transition Objectives
.1 Encourage redevelopment of Transition area from single family homes to multiple family and commercial
uses.

12.2 Transition Policies
.1 Direct multiple unit or commercial and residential mixed use development to vacant lots.
.2 Appropriate commercial development includes:
a) retail and service commercial;
b) personal, community and professional services; and,
c) Multiple unit buildings with ground floor employment generating uses such as retail commercial.
.3 Discourage the development of strip mall commercial development.
.4 Discourage parking in front of buildings.
.5 Promote innovative parking solutions that help create an interesting visual environment.
.6 Increase the population in areas designated Transition.
.7 Ensure that commercial uses at street-level create employment opportunities and generate pedestrian
activity.
.8 Encourage the upgrading of building facades and streetscape features.
.9 Encourage a wide-range of live-work or home-based business opportunities.
.10 Encourage improvements to heritage buildings.
.11 Encourage redevelopment to higher residential densities.
.12 Ensure that affordable, special needs and rental housing is maintained, and strive to develop new supply.
.13 Ensure that commercial establishments maintain a high-quality facade and street signage.
.14 Improve the pedestrian and bicycling amenities as per the City's Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan.
.15 Maintain an appropriate buffer to non-residential uses by means of setbacks and landscaping.
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Official Community Plan

12.3 Transition Action Steps
.1 Conduct a feasibility assessment for land acquisition and other innovative tools to support development.
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Application R5-21 Feedback Summary
January 17, 2022 – February 15, 2022
The following feedback has been received from members of the community
between the initial notification period from January 17, 2022, to February 15,
2022.
Main points include:
•

Concern with the loss of parkland and its value as a commemoration to
Bob Brandson and the families who donated the lands, loss of green
space and accessibility to residents, and loss of play structure for
children who use the park.

•

Concern that the commercial spaces are not appropriate for this
location and will lead to fragmentation of commercial areas
throughout the City.

•

Concern with increased traffic and possible congestion associated with
the number of residential units and commercial spaces and there not
being sufficient pedestrian infrastructure.

•

Concern that proposed parking will not be sufficient for the
development creating on-street parking and congestion.

•

Expressed recognition of the need for housing within the City but that
the location is not appropriate for this scale of development and the
surrounding community character.

•

Concern regarding the loss of the large shade trees located at the park.

I have further comments about this development. You seem to be pushing for
the inclusion of commercial space in this development despite its location at the
far edge of an industrial zone with no similar commercial space like you are
proposing. It seems like an odd place to plunk down some commercial space. Are
you not simply continuing to fragment commercial zones in Castlegar? Does the
creation of this commercial space in a non typical location mean you are also
going to promote the installation of pedestrian facilities on this side of town so
people can safely walk to these new services/workplaces?
I am also a little surprised that you are allowing this commercial proposal to
progress when you are pushing for more development in the downtown core.
Could you please explain the logic of spending money on reports and
development ideas in the core area when you continue to allow for expansion in
space like this, so far from other similar types of commercial activity and
transportation facilities such as bus routes, sidewalks, and bike lanes. Wouldn't a
proposal like this lead to an increase in the number of vehicle trips due to the lack
of infrastructure?
I’m writing to you today as I’ve heard of the new development on 6th Ave in
Castlegar. Though I believe we need more housing in the area, I also know we
need green spaces such as parks and spaces for children.
This area is full of seniors, teens, youth, and toddlers who all benefit from the
beautiful park in our neighbourhood. In all seasons the park is utilized from
tobogganing, yoga, kids camps and play time in general. I can see building on the
Columbia Ave side of this park but please keep some green space alive in the
neighbourhood. We are constantly reading and hearing medical professionals
telling us all to enjoy some nature, get more fresh air and be outside more often.
It is a concern for many parents for children who walk to and from school
(Kinnaird Elementary) as it will make the area much more populated and busier
leading to potential danger and harm to children.
Brandson Park does not only get “utilized” daily by out neighbourhood, but also it
has been a hub in the city of Castlegar for many years for several people. In the
trying times we have all been through, taking away a beautiful outdoor space is
not what our community needs. It is the opposite of what all healthcare and
mental health advocates advertise. By removing this park and adding apartments,
you will take away several opportunities for people to better their mental health.
Like letting kids play, having a space to exercise dogs as well as letting teens
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enjoy the outdoors. Please consider this email as a change mindset as well as
information on how this park benefits our community.
I am a resident on 6th Ave close to the park. This park is an amazing addition to
our neighborhood and a green space that is used daily by the children in the
surrounding area. We are very against an apartment complex on our street. The
children in our neighbourhood walk to and from school and often play in the park
on the way home. I am also concerned about the increase in traffic not only on
our street, but also on the route our children walk to school. I was informed of
this development by a neighbour who is also very concerned.
Here is some feedback on this proposed repurposing of the city park on 24th & 6th
Ave on the Kinnaird bench.
There is no shortage of buildable land in Castlegar, so it is perplexing that the City
of Castlegar is entertaining the idea to rezone this section of parkland. It is
deplorable the City has forgotten that this park was created in loving memory of
Bob Brandson.
This is the only park for the entire North end of Kinnaird. Cities around the world
are demonstrating how important it is to repurpose previously developed land
back into park space, not the other way.
The park is not underutilized, Do you have a traffic study?
There are no other 4 level structures around meaning this building will be out of
place with the current residential framework. This project should be closer to
high volume highway access or downtown, closer to "walk to" amenities such as
shopping, churches, primary, elementary and High schools.
6thAve from 24thsouth has already been designated as a NO Commercial TRUCK
zone.
The intersection of 6th and 24th is already busy. Adding 60+ residential cars and
associated daily commercial traffic will overwhelm this area. Do you have a
traffic study?
Where will the new residents park their trailers? snowmobiles? On the street?
The extremely downsized park will turn into the bathroom for tenant's pets.
Inevitable.
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24th is a main artery to the residents of 5th and below. Busy Busy. There is also a
train crossing here.
Did the City look at school enrollments?
Have you been down 6th Ave lately? Quiet, peaceful neighbourhood where
neighbors know each other, kids play in the street, adults from around the entire
neighbourhood enjoy the non-existent traffic to exercise and bicycles use it to
commute to downtown.
Additional Comments:
Again, very disappointing that the City of Castlegar is even considering this
development for a parcel of land I've been told was DONATED to the City of
Castlegar IN LOVING MEMORY of Bob Brandson by the Brandson Family.
Because of the Developer's needs? Should be the other way around. Castlegar
should have a list of needs to be met by any potential developer.
Castlegar needs housing, agreed. Castlegar also needs parks. Which Park is next to
be developed? Cone Hill? Only really gets used a few days after a snow fall. How
about the Cenotaph? Really only used 1 day a year. Are you seeing my point?
Dangerous precedent setting here. Why would anyone donate land ever again
"In loving memory"? Or a park bench? or a plaque? When the City can dispose of
it when a developers' needs are in question.
As I mentioned there is a lot of more suitable available land for a project like this
without deleting greenspace.
Greenspace that was DONATED to the City of Castlegar.
Re: your e-mail to dated January 19 where you mentioned “employee housing” for
the proposed multi family dwellings and commercial use. Who are the employees
you are talking about???? Also, there were the several properties that were
investigated?? I suggest to you that there are two properties directly south of
2220 Columbia Ave that would be ideal for multi family dwellings that are already
zoned for commercial and multi family residences. But wait, they are not the best
fit for the developer’s needs???? What about the community’s needs??? I moved
here on 6th in 2006 and the two aforementioned properties have been vacant to
date since I moved here and quite sometime before this.
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The intersection of 24th and Columbia is a collecting point for residences of 6th, 5th
and beyond as well as 8th, 9th, 10th, and beyond as well as for the school. With the
additional development proposal there will be a pinch point created as there is no
appropriate left turn signals. Take the additional congestion at this intersection
and traffic pinch point the school children’s safety should be paramount at this
intersection and not the almighty dollar. Sixth Ave at 24th will also have a pinch
point as was demonstrated during the construction of Columbia Ave.
It was stated that the city owned park was under utilized but what measures did
you use or stats to deem the park underutilized or was it a subjective conclusion?
Cities country wide in their forward and progressive thinking are preserving their
green spaces and parks for the citizens mental health and ecological reasons.
Here we are forfeiting it. Shame, shame.
There is commercial/space use proposed for this development, but I must ask
where is there going to be parking for the commercial space??? I would think
there is already plenty of commercial space available in the city or could be made
available other than this location.
No matter how you dress it up this development is not the best fit for the
community/area.
Therefore, the city should step up to the developer and decline the proposal and
step up for the citizens.
I was just reading the article about the mixed housing development at 2400
block Columbia.
How does that work? The city will own the property? Give to developer? Sell and
at what amount and terms? And what about surrounding blocks the city bought
or already owned, for one example like the park fit into this?
Was the plan the city work with developer before the city even bought the
properties? Was there an agreement with the city and developer? Or Transport
company before the city bought the property/properties?
Is this housing going to be for the transport company? A percentage just for
transport company? How will that work?
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You have asked for my thoughts on the plans to take away our, so flippantly
deemed, under-utilized park. Perhaps the recent smoke filled or Covid restricted
years were assumed to have justified it, but I will not begin to give this label any
credence since I see firsthand all the families and community groups that
frequent the park.
I have struggled with the idea of addressing you, as I presumed that my words
would be written in vain. I figured that this correspondence was a required step
in a process with a predetermined outcome. Nevertheless, I have decided to get
over my consternation so as to express my thoughts: raw, personal, and defeated
as they are. Whether the purpose of this letter is persuasion or catharsis need not
matter. So, in reference to the potential redevelopment in my area:
•

I could appeal to the citizen in you, and point out that spreading

•

Castlegar's commercial space further south does not align with the efforts
to revitalize our downtown. But what’s the point?
I could appeal to the homeowner in you, and ask you how you would feel

•

•

•

to have your living room window’s view, once filled with green space, old
maple trees, and smiling families replaced by a residential/commercial
parking lot. But what’s the point?
I could appeal to the saver in you and highlight that upon the release of
the development notice, the value of my property has dropped relative to
any other in this community. But what’s the point?
I could appeal to the teenager in you and tell you how the love of my life
and I would sit in the swings at Brandson Park and choose our star in the
sky, out of the infinite array, as we were falling in love. I could tell you how
thrilled we were to be able to buy the house across the street from that
park all those years later. But what’s the point?
I could appeal to the child or parent in you and reminisce about the times
when my wife and I would rake up huge piles of leaves from those old
maple trees at the park across the street for our son to jump into. I could
carry on about the moments we spent playing catch, hitting whiffle balls,
or kicking a soccer ball around. But what’s the point?

I’m sure there exists a sufficiently articulate retort to any of my concerns. I’m sure
that encouraging businesses southward will make room for even more
revitalization downtown. I’m sure that the new green space, although achingly
smaller and tucked between a multiplex parking lot and a house, will remain a
haven for the entire community to enjoy. I’m sure it won’t become adopted as
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the condo dog park. I’m sure I will learn to love my new view. I’m sure my relative
property value hasn’t dropped nearly as much as I feared. And if it had, I’m sure
that my fear will be replaced with elation when I reap the ensuing tax savings.
I’m sure glad I have my memories, because Castlegar, as usual, is selling out for a
quick buck. I don’t have enough of those to compensate city hall so that it will
rescind these plans. And that’s the point.
Additional Comments:
For the sake of etiquette, I will be replying to my original email (with the original
mailing list, plus some concerned neighbours added) rather than to your
response email to me. If I misrepresent or misunderstood anything said to myself
or any of my neighbours, please feel free to clarify as that is not my intention.
A Gift in the name of Bob Brandson
After reading the letters sent by my neighbours and the points made by John
Plotnikoff and Glenn Peck regarding the disrespect this would be towards the
Brandson family, I would prefer we, as a community, just did the right thing now
and stopped this in its tracks. As Mr. Peck said, should the city proceed, why
would anyone ever consider making a donation of this sort to the city ever again?
So I may get ahead of any potential “win/win” solutions, I do not believe putting
Bob Brandson’s name on, say, a brick, to satisfy the optics of selling his park, for
profit and tax revenue, could be considered genuine or in good taste.
Developer’s Needs At The Forefront
It is disappointing to hear that, "what best fit [the developer’s] needs" was
considered ahead of this stage of the process (what best fits the needs of the
citizens of Castlegar.) Moreover, it is troubling that a donated park is even under
consideration. A sound moral conviction by your office could have prevented
allowing the developer to have any say whatsoever about this type of land. As
my neighbour Mr. Plotnikoff noted, there are other, specific locations available
that would put the needs of the citizens of Castlegar ahead of all other
stakeholders.
A Request for Park Use Input
I am grateful that you expressed interest in hearing from me based on my years
of experience using and seeing this space used. Therefore, I will put it simply: we
haven’t asked for any change. There is plenty of open green space, which is great
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for laying down a blanket to read or have a picnic. There is room for frisbee or
playing catch. There is a playground. Perfect. This isn’t something that needs to
be complicated or modified. If the city would like to talk about a green space
enhancement project that doesn’t involve selling city property and decreasing the
area of the park, I suppose that could be a net gain for the community. However,
I have no interest in showing any support for this proposal by having any input
towards the proposed condo park. I do not want my name or even citizen count
associated with any plans that involve decreasing the area of the green space.
Since the Castlegar community plan wants to get us out of our cars, forcing us
into them to go to adequate parks is nonsensical.
Progressive Planning
I’d like to encourage you, and everyone in this correspondence, to have a look at
some compelling information at this BC Healthy Communities website. In it they
even suggest, "Providing parks and greenspace are not only ways to beautify

communities and make life more pleasant, but such spaces also play a central
role in human health and well-being. Mounting evidence now tells us that trees,
parks, and natural elements play an essential role in a healthy human habitat."
The Process
I do not wish to waste any of my life listening to a developer’s sales pitch; I have
no interest in hearing how the new, streamlined, and enhanced park will be
better than the current one. Nonetheless, if there is no mechanism to prevent
wasting everyone’s time and energy (and to simply reject the proposal now),
please keep me informed of public information sessions. Better yet, I look
forward to hearing that this process has been abandoned, and that I can be
proud of my hometown.
I believe that the City of Castlegar, Mayor, council and management staff must
take a careful look at the present proposal for this project, especially the location.
There are many reasons to decline is project. There are many unclear details
which are very important. What does employee housing mean?? Where would
the entrance and exit point be located ?? also did I read that loading ramps
entrances and exits will come off Columbia Ave.?? Columbia Ave is already a very
busy thorough fare. A proper traffic study is very important, but this should be
done not only in winter but summer also (to be factual and effective). A project
like this containing 95 parking spaces and 50 plus units, would mean excessive
traffic in this area.
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I agree that Castlegar and area could use a new residential development, but not
this proposal at this location. It would make more sense to put in this location a
development of duplex or triplex units. Then we can see how serious these
developers are.
City council was elected to manage our city affairs. I would hope they will use
logic to deal with this issue.
We have lived here in Castlegar from 1976 and have had many observations
pertaining to our city. I close saying “location is a problem with project.
Thank you for sending the notice to residents around the proposed development
site and for the more detailed information on castlegar.ca. I live at 6th Ave.
directly across from the park and have been a resident there for about 10 years.
A few questions/comments that I hope to receive feedback about:
•

Entrance to new apt. building - plans show entrance from 6th Ave. This
will drastically increase the traffic on 6th Ave. Why is it not possible to
enter from 24th Street? Why force residents and others to enter from the
residential side/park side?

•

Parking spaces - plan shows 115 required, but only 95 proposed, including
12 on street parking spaces. Why would development of a new apt. that
requires 115 parking spaces only plan for 95?

•

Will there be additional parking expected on 6th Ave. in undesignated
areas? With visitors to the businesses and apartments, there would be
heavy congestion of on street parking in front of residences in that area.
This would be unwanted and potentially dangerous as cars pulling in and
out on 6th ave all day long, adjacent to a park, endangers children.

•

How long is the proposed construction phase? 3 years or longer?

•

Will the retained park area be accessible to all or only residents of the new
apt?

•

Is this a "low income/subsidized" or "homeless" development, or will the
apartments be sold at market value?

City of Castlegar | castlegar.ca

Page 10

•

When/where is the public hearing/forum?

I'm strongly opposed to reducing park space by 60% and look forward to usage
figures for the park. As a gauge, the Millennium site was probably "underutilized"
at one time.
Given the linear nature of the City, are we not creating traffic issues by extending
commercial areas along Columbia? Wouldn't this development concept be a far
better fit "downtown"? (eg 6th St. and 11t Ave.; 3rd-4th St &Columbia - 11th Ave.)
Have we outgrown the existing Municipal works yard? Wouldn't a residential use
of the 22nd St. site be a better fit beside existing residential?
At what point in the process are traffic studies considered? The proposal shows
parking changed from the existing parallel to diagonal, decreasing the driving
portion of the R/W. Access issues with truck traffic swinging wide at the 6th Ave.
intersection exists now.
In response to the redevelopment of the former Branson Pool location. As
residents of 6 Ave, we strongly do not agree with the proposal for various
reasons:
• the block dynamic will change from a quiet residential street to a busy
thoroughfare. Apartments and retails stores will bring increased amounts
of traffic onto our street.
• 6th Ave is a narrow road and does not have sidewalks. There are many
children living on the block, people walking & riding bikes. It will turn into a
dangerous road putting the public’s safety at risk. As well, there are no
shoulders to accommodate residents backing out of their driveways onto
a busy road.
• we intentionally purchased our property to live in a quiet majority owner
operated area.
• many children and adults enjoy the large green space using it for
numerous activities & enjoyment. Any decreased size or functionality
would significantly impact the neighbourhood moral. Many people choose
to live in South Castlegar because of its green space, it would be tragic to
take any of it away.
•
•

the nature of unknown retail space and the customers it would attract is a
concern.
retail & apartments should not seep into long term residential areas but
should be in a more appropriate area. There are vacancies in other places
in Castlegar that would not displace long term residents.
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•

lastly, there is more crime, traffic, drugs & garbage etc. related to
apartments and renters which would vastly change the dynamic of our
street.

Interview Summary:
•

•

•

The Brandson family donated the back side of an existing property for the
purpose of building the Bob Brandson Memorial Pool and ensuring Bob’s
passing was recognized with an outdoor community play space.
She believes this property is sacred and should be considered for
development. It should be preserved for park, swings, basketball hoops,
etc.
She has looked everywhere for more information on the original donation
of land, whether it was to the Village of Kinnaird or City of Castlegar but

•

cannot find it.
The south end of town already lacks green space, so she is against any

•

green space being removed.
She does not believe 24th Street is a good location because it’s busy, is
used by many young people travelling to school, and is close to the
industrial area, and large trucks, on 6th Avenue. The intersection at 24th

•

Street is scary already and does not need more traffic.
She believes that with the number of families and kids who will live at the
proposed development, they’ll take up the park and play area and this will
limit general public use.
She and her husband, along with 4 other families, took second mortgages
(of $5,000) on their homes to support the development of the Bob
Brandson Memorial Pool and spent a lot of volunteer time on planning and
construction. There was only one hired person who supported the
construction of the Pool. His name was Ed, Ruth Townsend’s father, and
he did basic work on the Pool.
She believes the developer has selected this location because it’s already

•

serviced and will save them money compared to other locations in the
City.
She spoke to historical friction between the City of Castlegar and the

•

•

Village of Kinnaird and changes that resulted when the transition to City of
Castlegar occurred. In Kinnaird, everyone looked after everyone.
•

She also spoke to the stance Castlegar people took when the Pool was
built. Castlegar had Clark’s Pool at the other end of town and people did
not care if another pool was built in Kinnaird. At Clark’s Pool, the Red Cross
offered all its swimming programming.
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•

When the new pool opened at the recreation center, She was ticked off
that the hard work of the Kinnaird people was not mentioned during any
of the speeches and no plaque was placed. Another contributor wanted
all the glory for himself.

•

She says as a driver travelling south on 6th Avenue, the trees at the corner
intersection should be cleaned. It’s hard to see traffic coming on 24th
Avenue.

Additional comment:
If we are adding people to that area of the City, she feels the City needs to
consider a sidewalk on 6th Avenue from 24th Street to 32rd Street.
This project is entirely without keeping to the surrounding area. Castlegar is
already a stretched-out city and to encourage such a large development so far
away from the centre is not in the long-term interest of Castlegar. It would be
far better to build such high-density accommodation nearer the proper town
centre to minimize the need to take the car every time you leave the house. The
development would be better suited to a site which has already been used and
cannot easily be put back into a green space. It could be put in an area that
needs upgrading instead of this area of houses. This development, intended for
the rental market, which will be compromised of the elderly and young people,
or young families, is not well placed in an area that is far from the centre. The
proposed development will put a strain on the existing amenities in the area
instead of utilizing the ones already in place nearer the centre.
The current park is utilized every day and especially in the warmer months there
are many children that come to play, classes come for activities, many workers
and children use the large trees for shade to have their lunch. The current park
adds a great deal to the community in the immediate vicinity as there are no
other parks nearby. The City of Castlegar should not sell out to pressures of big
development companies. Not all development is beneficial to the city as a whole.
Green spaces must be considered necessary and the amount of property tax
revenue to be gained by development should not influence the decision. To
allow development on parks is not the right way forward, but rather, develop
sites which are run down and need improvement.
Thank you for taking my view into consideration.
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As an area resident, I am in full support of this project. More housing options are
desperately needed in the city, and I hope the city will continue to encourage and
support this type of development.
Thanks for the opportunity to be heard. Last week when my teenagers came
home horrified with the plans for the park across form our home to be turned
into a huge apartment building and parking lot- I thought they were joking and
criticized them for having a bad sense of humor.
Horrific doesn’t really meet the scope of the panic and frustration that came over
us with the thought of the park for kids, and families to use and enjoy would be
turned into a monstrosity of a building that would bring 52 families- that could be
about 150 new neighbors! I think there are less than 125 people living on 6th
Avenue from 24th Street down to 27th Street- within 39 houses. Then there are
the 9 offices and 4-8 business that would generate a lot of traffic that this area is
not designed to handle.
The local sewer system and water supply would not provide the capacity of
consumption that a building of this size would need. We are having issues
already and this would wreak havoc with the surrounding homes.
What you are proposing is a lot of frustration, problems and trouble for our
peaceful and quaint neighborhood, which is not acceptable to the homeowners
here.
There are seniors that live on our street right now who feel safe and secure. With
the proposed, huge amount of people coming into our neighborhood that safety
and security would be gone and living in fear would be the new way of life for
them. They deserve better.
Brandson Park is a donated park for families and the neighborhood to enjoy;
there is not another park like this in this area for climbing and free play, therefore
the children would have to cross the busy highway to get to another park. Of
course, you can see the dangers there. The children would not be permitted to
go to that extreme and this would lead to problems greater that we have now
within the youth developmental, physical, social, and emotional issues. It also
goes to wonder if a donated park could be turned into profitable business by the
city why would anyone else even think to preserve the natural beauty in a
neighborhood by buying the land to save it from development and honor a loved
one.
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I understand the need for more homes in Castlegar, although we are not a city of
the huge apartment building\ business combo. There is plenty of land or
buildings that are not in use and could be available for the city to use and be
turned into smaller manageable apartments that would fit the demographic of
our city; without destroying our local parks and peaceful neighborhoods. There
are other solutions out there- you have the resources to find them. Please do so
and let our neighborhood remain peaceful.
We have recently been informed that a housing/commercial development has
been proposed at 2405 Columbia Ave. As you know, this land is used for
greenspace and a park.
KE is within walking distance from this park and students use this area regularly.
Covid has even increased the use of this park, as it gives more than one park to
choose from. We do not know where anyone would get the idea that this park is
“underused”. KE uses it, so do scouts, cubs, families, and many others. It saddens
many in the community to see that this wonderful area would be taken away.
Housing is much needed in our city, but this is not the spot for it. Students also
walk down from our school to use the recreation centre for swimming and
skating, and sometimes to just have a picnic. The street is busy enough for
students to walk on, and there is no need to increase the traffic on this road. The
intersection at this location doesn’t need more activity. We are asking you to
choose another location for this project as many in our community do not
believe that this would be a positive choice for
our children.
Many of us grew up in Castlegar and remember what that land was for, what it
stood for, and had many memories there. The main one was the gift that Bob
Brandson gave to the community, the park. Castlegar needs meaning, stories, and
a history. Please do the honourable thing here and cherish the land, the park, that
has so much meant to our city. Castlegar needs more green space. Our city is
lacking in parks and areas for families, especially in the south end. Do not take
away one of the few parks we have left.
I am thrilled the City has prioritized building more housing. Very important.
I would be heart broken, however, to see those big, gorgeous trees chopped
down. I think they are sycamores, but please forgive me if I've got that wrong. I'm
referring to the 3 very large trees with 'camo' bark on the NE side of the present
park.
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They are not only lovely to look at but provide much needed shade and cooling
via aspiration in the summer while allowing the sun to penetrate through their
branches in winter.
With the effects of climate change upon us and set to get worse before it gets
better, please protect the existing climate change mitigation devices - ie big
healthy deciduous trees.
I understand there are other smaller trees that will have to be felled for this
project, but I hope there is a way to save these three 'elders'.
The park is not underutilized in my opinion. There are almost always people
there. That's great you're planning a playground for the children but please also
include a picnic bench, grass, and trees.
Thanks very much for your consideration.
Thank you so much for your solicitation of feedback regarding the proposed
disposition of the corner lot located at 2405 Columbia Avenue, opposite our
church property. Our Church Council has discussed the options presented in your
informational package and would be delighted to see the property in question
maximized to meet one of the most pressing and crucial needs in our community
– affordable, accessible housing.
Anyone who has spent any time online perusing rental sites will attest to seeing
posts – replete with photos and mini-resumes, made by students, singles and
young families who desire to live in our city but who are hard-pressed to find
housing. The lot at 2405 Columbia Avenue is close to Kinnaird Elementary School
and is in a great residential area for families with children. Maximizing the
available space by building up four storeys and including some retail commercial
spaces is also great planning that many other cities have capitalized on. We are
happy to see that some of the existing green space is retained as a park in your
proposal.
We feel that the community would be better served if the central storage space
for Civic Works were in an industrial park or a less conspicuous place than a
residential neighborhood and the main thoroughfare for the city.
We look forward to seeing this exciting project going forward and the addition of
a beautiful, much-needed asset to our neighborhood.
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Hello, my response to the proposed development on 6th Avenue, 1 block away
from me. I have lived there close to the park for 21 years. This park has been there
a long time, people go there a lot and even tourist stop there constantly. The park
should be left alone, this park is great attraction for people wanting to buy on 6th
Avenue, as for by Columbia by the 4-way streetlights I could see another house
be built there, but nothing else. I am totally against any development being done
to that park, or any other park in Castlegar. Developers should find other land to
develop not parks that have had made Castlegar great place for families to raise
their kids and have parks to take their kids, developing one park will lead to doing
it to more parks in Castlegar. I think Castlegar citizens should vote on this 100 %.
In conclusion no park should be developed at all or reduced in size for any kind of
development.
The City of Castlegar recently put out the call to residents of the area, urging we
respond to any concerns over this proposed development referenced in the
subject line. Well, here's my response. The email below indeed reflects my
opinion regarding this matter. I sincerely thank my neighbor for obtaining this
information and for actively demonstrating to City Council that they are
effectively trying to "push" this development through without actual
consideration. I say this only because it is apparent by your circulated literature
that you have essentially made up your mind to build this already. Asking for our
feedback is not in any way a democratic vote. It's a decision, pure and simple.
In addition, here's what the City is NOT telling residents via its literature and
discussions. I hope someone will fact check me and please correct me if I am
wrong. Bob Branson Park was not donated by the Family of the deceased to the
City so it could be flipped over to a developer in later years for "The
Development at 2405 Columbia Ave & 2404 6th Ave. Memorial Park". This
action says that the City Of Castlegar is up for sale at any price. I don't trust
City Council at all if this is what you are in fact doing. Please realize that a child
died trying to learn to swim in the Columbia River. His family donated the land
known as BOB BRANSON MEMORIAL PARK in which to build a community
swimming pool. This was done so that other children could then learn
to swim safely and a park to remember the child's name by. That pool was
constructed largely by using donated labour and materials provided by dozens of
area residents circa 1968.
How wonderful was that? How shameful it is that you now want to erase that
goodwill. If this was your kid that died and you had donated this land, how would
you feel to know that the City sold you out and capitalized on the death of your
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son? How would you feel knowing that the City removed the full use of the BOB
BRANSON MEMORIAL PARK and now making money on it? It's bad enough
you filled in the pool with dirt and did not keep that active a while back! Now you
want to remove the green space that holds what is left of any parkland available
in city limits?
To City Council, perhaps consider you might be disregarding the real truth behind
how things came to be. If making someone a dollar and looking good for a photo
op as you cut a ribbon is more impressive to you than the memory of Bob
Branson, then you are not representing the residents of your city. It appears
perhaps the City Council is disregarding its heritage here, not to
mention breaking its own rules. Stop this development. Save Brandson Park
Additional Comment
I have been given clear information on how the park originated and that the city
did in fact donate that land. On that point I do stand corrected and apologize for
clouding the issue.
I am one of the owners of a property on 6th Avenue. We bought this property
partly because it was next to the park and great for the grandchildren.
Unfortunately, I was unable to join the information meeting via Zoom yesterday
and I would like to read the minutes or an outline what was discussed and was
wondering where I could do that or if you could send me a copy or a link.
Generally, I agree that low-income housing is necessary however placing it on
this plot I cannot agree with. The portion 2405 Columbia Ave is under utilized
and I don’t object to developing that lot, however removing beautiful mature
trees, and reducing the park to me is a step backwards. Yes, we need more
intensive housing, but then the public common areas, like parks, needs to be
increased not decreased. Using Park land for housing goes against the general
idea of keeping the planet greener.
Should this development go ahead, I would like to see the building placed farther
away from 24th Street so that no damage or harm comes to the large mature
trees. Also, I would like to see a fenced barrier between the development and
the remainder of the park being held by the city of Castlegar. If it remains
unfenced and open to the development, the park will not have the feeling that it
is an area open to the public but have the feeling that it is private and belongs to
the development. If it is not fenced off the city of Castlegar will be maintaining
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the green area for the development instead of the maintenance being the
responsibility of the developers. The development should be smaller, so they
have their own green space on their property which is adequate for the number
of units that are being built. In my opinion there are too many units.
Some may remember in their Grade 9 social studies, The Tragedy of the
Commons. The Tragedy of the Commons occurred not from misuse by the
public, but the sell off common land for private use. In Castlegar we see this
happening again.
In the Kelowna Capital News (a Black publication) February 1, 2022: “Twenty years
of urbanization erases green space in Kelowna”, and again on February 2, 2022,
on CBC (The Canadian Press): “Long-term Statistics Canada research shows cities
across country losing green space.” One quarter of green space was lost during
that period in Kelowna, the fastest growing city in Canada. This results in
ecological and environmental problems including increased heat. Castlegar City
Council can choose to learn from Kelowna’s mistakes.
While there is no dispute Castlegar needs rental housing, the question is should
the city be selling off park land. The Branson Park was a community response to
a local tragedy. Should that coming together be discarded for profit? Are there
not other available locations this private interest can purchase to develop. Are
there not other avenues the city can utilize to encourage such development.
The reported under utilization of this park came with no statistics or parameters.
What governs utilization; parents or grandparents sitting with their young or
playing on the swings, just walking, or driving past undeveloped space. As a local
resource, the availability of a space that can be walked to by residents is
invaluable. Perhaps if the Branson Park is considered under-utilized, it is more of
a comment on its redevelopment after the pool was removed. Maybe it needs a
basketball court and/or horizontal climbing wall. Maybe instead of doing away
with this public space, it should be developed with public use in mind.
Green spaces in the past were substantially greater than they are now and
spread out more. Various short sighted school board selloffs have changed the
community’s available space. Is the City going to continue that process of shortterm gain for long term pain? The availability of creating new local parks and
green spaces will only become more expensive.
This development by Nexus Development Group/Sutherland Group Enterprises
should not go ahead on this site. It would be much better placed on the 22nd St
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site. The 22nd St location would benefit from a development like this one
because it will improve the overall look of the area. There would not be any
destruction of park and trees, and the area would benefit from the new trees
which would be planted. The 22nd St site is also much closer to shopping and the
recreation centre. As this development is for low-income rentals there may be
many people who do not have cars and this would be an easy walk to the shops
and the bus stop.
There may be other sites which the city could consider even closer into the
centre of Castlegar where there are older homes which could be replaced by
more intense housing. There are many retail units in town which are closed and if
there were more people nearer the downtown area it could be revitalized, and
the money could be invested in the centre of Castlegar. For the city of Castlegar
to even consider putting the development on a park is very disappointing when
there are other sites which are available.
I am part owner of 2416 6th Avenue. I oppose this development because the
trees would be destroyed and park which is utilized by many will be diminished
when there are so many more people in the area. There will be too many new
people and cars on a very quiet residential street which has been that way for a
long time. The city of Castlegar is betraying the residents of this neighbourhood
by considering allowing such a large development which is nothing like anything
else in the area. I would request that this development does not go ahead here,
and the rezoning proposal is not approved.
I am concerned the city is going disregard the resident’s worries and distress
about the tentative redevelopment. Between the neighbours and I we have had
numerous incidents regarding the city and lack of care. For example: several
years ago, a Castlegar city employed dug up many large holes in my front yard.
There was no notification or explanation, and I nearly broke my leg when I
unexpectedly stepped in a hole. I only found out who was responsible after a
neighbour informed me. These holes were off the easement; they were
deep/dangerous, my underground sprinkler system was damaged and
established plant life & edging was destroyed. I phoned The City of Castlegar and
explained the situation to front end staff and was forwarded to Mr. Barlow's line
and voicemail. I repeatedly called and left detailed message after message; I
kindly requested my underground sprinkler system be repaired and the holes be
filled in before someone got hurt. I never received a call back and repaired and

City of Castlegar | castlegar.ca

Page 20

paid for the damage myself. Frustratingly, I finally gave up after calling weekly for
almost two months with no response.
I feel the municipality does not hold the opinions and needs of residential people
with high importance as you are planning to take away our memorial park/green
space. The residents of this block and people that use and respect the space
have clearly and strongly spoken they do not want the complex in this location.
This potential development is poorly planned. It should be built in a different and
appropriate location. It will put the safety, happiness and welfare of the
residential people who live and use this area on the back burner. Our street will
not be able to accommodate the traffic and parking thus destroy the quiet
dynamic that we specifically purchased our homes for on this block. I really hope
our voices will be heard and the development will be built in a different and more
appropriate location.
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PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING
R5-21 SUMMARY OF COMMENTS – FEBRUARY 10 2022

Meeting was initiated at 5:00 pm via Zoom
Presentation was made by City staff and the Proponent and followed by an
informal Question and Answer period

Q What was meant by your green space and the community green space?
A The community owns the park land and the green space included in the
development proposal will also be retained for community use.
Q Will the green place face the commercial spaces?
A The proposal was designed so that the park space and green space are
connected, with unimpeded access between the park and courtyard - including
the retail space and the work live units.
Q Are the units for rental or purchase?
A The units will likely be a combination of both.
Q Long time resident who bought because the area was not built up like the
proposal. Wanted to know if the developer would want to live by the proposal?
A I would not be doing this if I did not think it added to the community.
Q Could you show where the property lines are in reference to the sidewalk and
greenspaces? Looks like the travelled portion of 24th Street has been reduced by
the diagonal parking. Noted the congestion along 24th Street caused by city
vehicles especially in winter.
A Setbacks are based on Ministry of Transportation and City setbacks. A Traffic
Impact Assessment is underway which will provide greater detail on the impacts
of the parking along 24th Street. This is required as part of the development permit
process.

Q Is this building LEED certified as recommended by the City’s OCP and Building
Bylaw and will it be solar power ready?
A When going through the development permit process we will need to achieve
what is recommended by the Bylaws and as the City requests. It is early in the
process and that level of detailed design has not been undertaken yet.
Q There are multiple pieces of land available for development. Why is the City
giving up park land when the rest of the world is converting developed land back
into green space?
A Whenever there is new development the City requires parkland, so the City has
increased green space over all. This proposal satisfies a number of other needs in
the community and the rezoning process will need to determine that balance of
needs.
Q How do we skip over the priority of downtown revitalization?
A The downtown is a priority and the City just completed a downtown area plan.
There are three or four current development permits for significant residential
development downtown as well. There is also consideration of incentives for
supporting this priority in the downtown. This proposal is being considered on its
own merits.
Q The proposal states that required and proposed parking is not in alignment –
why has the developer not planned for the required number of parking spaces?
Concern that parking overflow may impact 6th Avenue which is already used as a
short cut for people coming from Trail leading to congestion.
A This concern will be included in the Traffic Impact Assessment. The proposed
parking is not an alignment and will require a variance as part of the re-zoning
process. It is not unusual to reduce parking based on the proposed tenancy of the
residential units and use of the retail spaces. There is also a proposed reduction in
size. The decision on this will be informed by the Traffic Impact Assessment. Snow
removal and storage is also a consideration with the configuration of parking.
Q The flow of traffic will now go right past the park leading to some concern
regarding safety,

A At this point in time this is just a concept and there will likely need to be
additional refinement once more information is provided by the Traffic Impact
Assessment
Q In favor of development in the community, but feel it is not an appropriate
location, especially the commercial spaces as they will compete with downtown
businesses that are struggling. Concern there is not sufficient walk-in traffic to
support commercial use in this location. Will create additional traffic and
congestion. Will not allow children to play on the streets like in the past. Concern
also expressed with the timing of the meeting not allowing everyone to
participate.
A There will be additional opportunity provided for input and the City will ensure
that the information provided this evening is made available on the website. The
design of the building is like other designs proposed for the downtown with small
retail with residential units above that drive additional use.
Q We should be creating these business opportunities in the downtown core and
then building out elsewhere – this type of development should be proposed
where there is already commercially zoned spaces.
Q Curious as to when in the process there will be more detail provided and also
why the development is a trade off between commercial space and green space
when there is already a lot of empty commercial spaces throughout the City?
A This type of detail is not available at this stage of development approvals. This
location was chosen with the partner on this project. We initially thought that we
were benefiting the green space by integrating the two - but we are hearing that
there may not be interest in that. This is what we proposed but this meeting to
hear back on what the community feels is appropriate or not.
Q The green space is important to the community and is well used. The smaller
space will not be able to support these activities. We should not be taking away
green space.
Q When the Traffic Impact Assessment is completed – will it include pedestrian
traffic as this is a route for school kids for walking to school? This area is quiet and
safe – have a concern with the number of people who will now live here if this
proposal is approved. Where will the kids have to play if this space is lost? The

City’s investment in parks and trails has been its greatest asset in attracting
families.
A The Traffic Impact Assessment will include pedestrian counts and
considerations. Loading zones for the commercial spaces are limited for the types
of businesses being proposed but different options have been examined. Should
not be that much loading requirements for the type of smaller businesses
proposed.
Q Looking at the parking spaces it appears to be less than what was proposed – if
there are 39 homes along 6th Avenue and with the additional residential units that
is a lot of people which will change the entire dynamics of this neighborhood.
A There are an additional 63 parking spaces underneath the building to the parking
spaces shown in the exterior.
Q Concern with the traffic on 24th Street and those along 6th Avenue – 24th Street is
used by many people to get in and off of Columbia Avenue. Concern with the
height of the building and its visual impact. Think the park should stay. Nelson has
constructed several buildings like this, and they are all in the downtown. Is there
any possibility that the building will be lower?
A From our understanding the height of the building is permitted which is why it
was proposed this way, but the purpose of this evening is to determine what the
concerns are and how we can address them.
Q This is an area well used by seniors who need a flat space for walking and
activity. Concern expressed on the increase in traffic and its impacts on people in
the community. General disappointment with the loss of green space for a
development.
Q I am a downtown resident, and I am hearing that resident hear do not want to
see change in their community, but not everything can be pushed into the
downtown. Am I hearing that this proposal requires re-zoning?
A The City’s zoning is quite dated from the 1990s and so the reduction in parking
would be considered at the same time as the zoning amendment and would
require a site-specific zone as there is no comparable zoning in the City’s Zoning
Bylaw. Staff will need to consider the reduction of parking as part of the re-zoning
and based on the recommendation of the Traffic Impact Assessment. The parking

requirements may be more conservative than best practice elsewhere, but
parking will be assessed when more information becomes available.
Q What do you mean that 2412 6th Avenue will also be retained as parkland? Read
out legislative requirements and case law for disposal of park land. The City’s GIS
indicates that both lots are zoned park land. There are differences in legal opinion
and there are mechanisms to decide those.
A The park was not created through park land dedication, trust or through bylaw,
and as such the applicable parts of the community charter and local government
act are not applicable as the lands are viewed as fee simple lots owned by the
City. However, if the lands were sold, it will require that any proceeds be directed
to either park land acquisition, or capital improvements and can not be used for
other purposes. Both parcels are similar in that nature.
Q Where are the people using the park supposed to park? This issue should go to
referendum whether the green space is a park or not.
A Parking will need to be reconsidered as part of the park re-design if it proceeds.
Q There was a statement in the Castlegar news that this park was under utilized,
but there are people from throughout the community that use this space that is
quieter and more private. This area is also used heavily by pedestrians because it is
a quiet street. Additional green space will be lost if parking needs to be
accommodated on the remainder.
A The intent would be that parking be accommodated in the boulevard space.
Q This park is not under utilized – it is used by a variety of people.
A It is unfortunate the term that the City used – we have heard since how well
utilized the park is and how important it is to the community.
Q There is usually only one vehicle space provided for condo units but want to
know where visitor parking and overflow parking will be. There is no way the
proposal has enough parking. The remaining park land will be of more benefit to
the development than to the community.
A The developer has provided a proposal of their parking needs and any reduction
will need to be considered as part of the development approval process.

Q The City does need high density housing but should not be at the expense of the
community. This discussion should not be limited to residents within proximity to
this development. Loss of park land should be a conversation for the whole
community. What criteria was used to determine this site? Concern over the loss
of trees and green space. Once a park is taken away it is gone forever.
Q How many parking spaces would be incorporated into the remaining park?
A Can does not say yet, but we have heard the concerns that the parking spaces
do not infringe on the remaining green space.
Q The people who walk along 6th Avenue would it include the construction of a
sidewalk
A At this time a sidewalk has not been considered, but the Traffic Impact
Assessment will need to consider both vehicle and pedestrian safety.
Q Glad that a Traffic Impact Assessment is being completed but what if the study
says it is not safe?
A The recommendations would be considered before the development approvals
proceed and would need to be incorporated. If not approved, the land transfer
would not proceed.
Q Have we conducted a study as to the amount of green space that is needed for
the people of this community?
A In review of the development there is a requirement for green space, but the
City has not conducted a study of the amount of green space required as it is not
common to do so as part of this process. The City does not consider the green
space at 2412 6th Avenue as part of those calculations.
Q This is not about this development it is about the park. Is this land not zoned
park land? Is this for housing for Sutherland Group and MTI for training? Not
enough parking or foot traffic for the commercial units. Increased traffic on the
road will be immense and require sidewalks.
A Our biggest focus is our business and vendors, so we do hope that this would
enable housing for our employees and help our company and other businesses to
grow.

Q The diagonal parking along 24th Street and will not work here – hope that
Council will use common sense before a decision is made.
A There will be additional opportunities and details shared with the community
before a decision is made.
Q Was it a coincidence that 2405 Columbia Avenue and 2201 Columbia Avenue
were purchased at the same time.
A The City purchased 2201 Columbia Avenue as part of Columbia Avenue Phase 2
as the property was already encumbered by the intersection there and was being
trespassed on. The 2405 Columbia Avenue was purchased by the City for the
purposes of redevelopment for multi-family development. This was prior to being
approached by the proponent. Similar purchase was made at the same time of the
property downtown under redevelopment.
Q You speak of the authorities that you hope to collaborate with – could you
define who those authorities are?
A Before we initiated this project back in September, we tried to get an
understanding of what the community was looking for and what alignments there
were. The authorities included the planning and engineering departments working
on behalf of the City.
Q As a citizen of Castlegar I do not want to see my community expand in a linear
manner like seen in Cranbrook.
Q I missed where the entrance to the parking lot is going to be?
A The entrances are currently proposed off 6th Avenue.
Q Concern expressed that the traffic during Columbia Avenue Phase 2 will create
congestion. There are additional lands in the City that could be used for this
project while retaining the park for green space.
Q Feel that this issue should be brought to referendum. Can you speak to the
comment on how the park is under utilized? People think it is under utilized
because of that statement. Feel a retraction should be placed in the newspaper.
Q Looking into the future – the mail service is going to be discontinued. This area
should be considered a location for future mailboxes.

Q Children need green space, and they will not be able to do that with this
development. Child development and mental health should be considered as part
of the decision making on this project.

Formal Submissions
Public Hearing R-5/21
March 14, 2022

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Potential Redevelopment - 24 St & 6th Ave
Tuesday, February 15, 2022 12:46:55 PM

Good afternoon,
I am writing in regard to the proposed development on Columbia Ave and 6th Ave. I believe that the
City of Castlegar is in desperate need of additional housing and affordable rentals; however, your
execution and due diligence of this project has failed miserably. I grew up on 6th avenue and spent
the vast majority of my childhood playing in the Brandson Park. It would be a travesty to remove this
memorial park and prevent future generations and families from having the same experience as I did
growing up. Your inability to listen to the resident’s pleas and lack of concern for our green space is
absolutely alarming. Changing the City’s bylaw to accommodate this development would be
egregious.
My partner and I are taxpayers of the City of Castlegar and are both working professionals at Mercer
Celgar. We currently live down town and are looking to upgrade. This proposed development has
made us absolutely terrified to purchase another home within the Castlegar limits. You appear to
have absolutely no concern for the dynamic of owner occupied neighbourhoods and are willing to
remove desired greenspace without hesitation. I live in a neighbourhood that is rental based and the
majority of tenants and landlords have absolutely no pride in the appearance of their homes, the
garbage that is disposed of on our streets or any disregard for their neighbours. Again, I agree that
this housing is needed in Castlegar but it should be built in a more appropriate location that is
already predominantly rental based. You are going to push people like myself, who pay their utilities
and taxes on time, to the regional district and be left with “slumloards” who will do whatever
necessary to make an extra dollar. I worked for a municipality for several years and as a City you are
supposed to do what is in the resident’s best interest, listen to the concerns and help build a
community.
I really encourage you to re-evaluate the location for this project. The residents will have more faith
in our City and that our best interests are being considered.
Hailey McLean

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Meeri Durand
Re: Kinnaird Church of God - Response regarding 2405 Columbia Avenue
Thursday, February 17, 2022 4:23:20 PM

Thank you, Meeri!
My husband, Mark and I were on the zoom webinar hosted by yourself and
the city last week and were impressed by all the preparation that had gone
into the presentation as well as the many well-informed answers brought
forth by you and others who were responding to community
questions/concerns.
From our side of the street, and in light of the housing shortage in
Castlegar, the proposed project sounds wonderful. The housing complex
with boutique shops below is not incongruent with the various apartment
buildings and businesses that currently line Columbia Avenue on that side
of the street, except that it would not be dilapidated in appearance as a
number of those are. This end of the city could do with some
"revitalization" as well as the down-town core.
When "Dawn's Early Rising Cafe" was opened just around the corner,
many people from all over the city found it to be a convenient and homey
place to congregate over coffee and meals. As was mentioned though, we
do have many empty store fronts scattered over the city. The financial
impact of two years of restrictive public health orders have not helped
small struggling business owners at all. Having said that, as restrictions
are eased and hopefully, discontinued altogether, winsome gathering
places will once again be sought out; perhaps with even more
enthusiasm.
We appreciate that there are further impact studies that have yet to be
done and many factors which must be considered and weighed. Thank you
for giving us an opportunity to share our perspectives. We hope that a
desirable and mutually beneficial solution can be found moving forward.
Sincerely,
Cynthia Pelletier
Pastor, Kinnaird Church of God

From: Riston Turner
Sent: Monday, February 21, 2022 9:21 PM
To: Development Services <devserv@castlegar.ca>
Subject: Comments on R-5/21 2405 Columbia Avenue & 2404 6th Avenue from Riston Turner and Miran
Kim
Good Evening,
We are the owners of
. Our building has commercial space on the first floor as
well as residential units on the 2nd floor. We currently live in one residential unit with our two children
aged 2 and 6.
We support the development of apartments and commercial space in a mixed use building at Bob
Brandson/Mushroom/Smurf Park.
Living very close to the area, we think the plan fits with both our future plans for our business as well as
the development of the area. The building designs we have seen so far seem attractive and will help to
bring more business to the area, which will fit our plans of opening a new Korean themed bistro in our
space.
Furthermore, Castlegar needs more housing and this is a step in the right direction.
We are also active users of the park. In the spring and summer we use the park almost daily. It is a
very large space and the green space is nice, but it is very underused. Also, it is very common to see
cars parked at this park and engaging in drug deals - something that annoys me greatly when I am out
with my kids. Our main concern is that an appropriate amount of green space and kid play space be
kept - this are could use a kick ass park as the current one isn't very fun.
Finally, I, as many other people, have a personal connection to this park. I grew up learning how to swim
at Bob Brandson pool and have very fond memories of it. The green space around the pool did not have
a playground. Instead it had mushroom sculptures that we used to play on. I seem to remember Smurf
sculptures or art as Iwell. After the pool disappeared we didn't call it Mushroom Park, we called it Smurf
Park. Before the newer houses were built across the street, the park was a popular place for teenagers
to hangout on weekend nights. I think it it important that any new redesign include a Bob Brandson
memorial as well as some designs that include the Smurf/Mushroom Park legacy. Again we are in full
support of this project and think it would be a fabulous development for this area.
Regards,
Riston Turner and Miran Kim

February 21, 2022
Dear Mayor Duﬀ,
RE: Brandson Parkland Disposal
It is easy to dismiss those counter to this development proposal as self serving, not in my back
yard, anti-development types. I know it would be diﬃcult for me to refrain from using that same
filter if I were in your shoes. Unfortunately, the community at large has not been genuinely
brought into this conversation, so naturally you will largely be hearing from those in close
proximity to the park. So, I am asking that you look a little deeper.
Does Castlegar want to be progressive and opportunistic with regard to housing and growing
its tax base? Sure. But, why have we slipped in a section in the Oﬃcial Community Plan (OCP)
about this location that is completely paradoxical to what we say about green space and the
downtown core; completely counter to what we all want (to walk to our neighbourhood parks,
and to drive/bike to, then park and walk around our downtown?) The City of Castlegar’s
Manager of Planning, Development and Sustainability told us why. It is for the sake of the
developer. (“…what best fit [the developer’s] needs.”)
We can look to our neighbouring communities for examples of character and examples where
well intentioned decision makers were led astray by someone looking to tick a box. Please
pause for a moment and think of the connotations that come to mind after reading each
example: Nelson; Fernie; Kaslo; Rossland; Revelstoke; Cranbrook; Castlegar. Some of these
communities have chosen a path of principles. All of these communities are graced with beauty
around them, but not all of them have a history of standing up for a greater community vision not the same as an OCP. Some are character filled destinations, while others display the scars
of catering to developer’s wishes.
As you read in my first letter to Development Services, I felt completely defeated. After a while
though, I knew that I had two choices: I could get involved or I could teach my son apathy. So,
I began putting hours and hours of research into the history of Bob Brandson. You’ll see my
name in the microfiche log book at the Selkirk College Library over several days. I was hoping
to find a donation of land by the Brandson family. But after so much time spent looking at
microfiche, that is not what I found. My elation at finding the roots of the story was quickly
followed by the devastation that what I was looking for was not there. This utterly deflated me.
And then I realized something: what I was looking for was not the real story. The real story was
not simply the name of a family who suﬀered a devastating fate. It was a part of the story. The
real story was in the rally; a rallying of a small number of neighbours within the greater
community. Their motive was pure and simple: it was for the sake of the children of the
community. Like those citizens, I now find myself an unexpected activist. I say this by no
means to suggest my actions, eﬀorts, or sacrifices hold a candle to theirs.
Parks within neighbourhoods are critical to a community. That sounds cliché, but so do most
truths we take for granted. We all know how busy today’s parent is, and we all know about the
negative change that has happened within even the last quarter century, with many kids having
a normalized tendency to sit at home to play video games without ever getting outside in a day.
We also know that it is not reasonable to tell all of those children to make their way down to the
local Millennium or Kinnaird Park.
To say that deleting a municipal parkland lot (2404 6th Ave) designation is, excitingly, a
redesign and redevelopment and is somehow a park enhancement is pure propaganda. And I
think you know this in your heart. It is a sales pitch by developers in partnership with a special
interest group, and Development Services. Imagine bringing your child or grandchild to this
open green space and playground. Now imagine reducing that space to about 40% of what it
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was and having the tenants of the redesign looking down on you from four or five stories
above, all while blocking the sunlight.
Those who have done so much preparation in the shadows to devise a palatable sales
package for you are not in the social welfare business. They are in the money making business.
That is to say nothing negative about businesses making money. It is simply a reminder of the
motives of each of the stakeholders. The order of events of this deal speak for themselves, as
does the fast tracking and the lip service given to community input. The local newspaper was
printing thought provoking opinions not far from ‘yippee’ and ‘I like it’ while those who care
most were catching their breath after being punched in the gut. Citizens were busy looking for
facts and developing a defence for the park. Meanwhile, the paper echoed the term underutilized in reference to our park without quotations or evidence. City of Castlegar’s Chief
Administrative Oﬃcer himself recanted this claim, which was the foundation for this site’s
appropriateness. Only, he did so in a group of exclusive company unlike the audience of the
front page reference he reneged. At the time of our special invite Zoom meeting, we were told
that the traﬃc impact study and the permit happen hand in hand. How about the other
studies? Why are you being asked to sit through first and second readings without knowing the
results of these studies? The truth is that this proposal is foul, and the quicker this tidy, socially
righteous sales package makes its way to you, the less likely its stench is to reveal itself.
To insert the word “modern” into a plan, bylaw, or agenda is convenient for exactly that period
in time. Within a decade or two, however, it displays the depth of arrogance of those so willing
to discount the past. It is easy and quite convenient to say that a people who valued a
community pool, park, or gathering space, were not modern in their thinking [or zoning];
especially when they are not here to defend themselves. Kelowna is now learning the hard way
about the diﬃculty of getting back public parkland that was discounted in a modern plan of the
not so distant past. Its City is currently trying to reverse the, overly confident and fashionably
modern at the time, public parkland decisions, that it once made. Public parkland disposal is
exactly the decision you are faced with today.
With our limited time and resource allotment, we have had an impressive amount of signatories
to our petition at https://www.change.org/OurParksOurFuture. More importantly, I think you will
find the true impact within the comments section. Beyond that forum, I can say that I have
been sincerely moved by the emotions of members of our community who are completely
dumbfounded that rezoning parkland is even a conversation that we are having.
The trucking company mentioned in this proposal is a special interest group looking to benefit
from cheap public parkland disposal, when there are many other non community gathering
green space locations better suited. What you are faced with is not a housing legacy. No.
You are voting on a public parkland legacy. You will be voicing your stance on the
importance of parkland and of the cultural significance of the founding of Brandson Park. This
community park is vital to its neighbourhood, the environment, and to the heritage of our city.
Now that I know more about it myself, I truly understand that it is something we must
celebrate. To celebrate is not to suggest displaying a disingenuous plaque or memorial after
handing over 26,750 ft2 of the public’s municipal parkland. This is a decision about the soul
and the backbone of a community. Do not let the would be profiteers and special interests
convince you otherwise. Do not take lightly the consequence of your position.
Sincerely,

Darren Fontes
C

Castlegar
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Snips from City of Castlegar GIS Map

Photo from the Fontes family

Snip from Nexus Development Group Proposal

"to the developer determining what best fit their needs"
This is an election year, time to decide what values you consider important for your legacy.
Don't sell ANY PARKLAND for DEVELOPERS PROFIT. It is just wrong.

British Columbia Bill 14, Community Charter
https://www.bclaws.gov.bc.ca/civix/document/id/bills/billsprevious/4th37th:gov14‐3‐toc
A disposition at less than market value may violate the prohibition against assistance to business.

This must be balanced against a local governments duty to provide stewardship of the public assets of the
community. Disposal of land and improvements should be considered in the context of the overall policies
of the local government.

City of Castlegar Bylaw 1150 ‐ Official Community Plan (OCP)
This proposed project violates the development focus, policies and guidelines set out by The City of Castlegar Bylaw
1150 ‐ Official Community Plan (OCP).
"Parks and open spaces are core to the quality of life in a community"
The OCP Park Policy


Retain and protect parks and open spaces currently designated as Parks and Open space.

The OCP Human Wildlife Conflict Reduction Policies (Bylaw 1229)


Consider important bear habitat and travel corridors in land use decisions

The OCP Social & Cultural & Heritage Objectives & Policies






A liveable community is a safe, healthy and inspiring place to live, work, play and learn.
Maintain and enhance the quality of life in Castlegar
Recognize the contribution of Culture to the community
Preserve, promote and improve Culture in the community
Ensure the creation of a comprehensive heritage inventory and establish appropriate strategies to preserve and
promote heritage buildings and archaeological places.

The OCP Environmental Responsibility and Stewardship Action Steps



amend the Building Bylaw to require new development to be solar power ready
establish a street tree program

The OCP Growth Area Policies
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From: A. Petoran
Sent: Friday, March 4, 2022 9:43 AM
To: Development Services <devserv@castlegar.ca>
Subject: 2405 Columbia Ave Development
Hi,
We are the property owners at
Columbia Ave. About 4 years ago we purchased
because of
the lot size and future development potential. We are no developers, but we hope that someday we
could afford to build a multi unit since the lot is more than a 1/2 acre on that property.
I just wanted to comment that my husband and I are thrilled the City of Castlegar is planning this
development across the street. There is a definite need for housing in Castlegar and we always thought
this area of Castlegar has a lot of potential and ideal location.
We can't wait to see the progress of the project! Good Luck!
Kind regards,
Ashleigh

Sandra Konkin
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

DEBBIE MCINTOSH
March 3, 2022 6:07 PM
Castlegar City of; Development Services
Chris Barlow
24th St Development

Mayor Duff and Councillors
Please accept this email as my support for the 24th Street Development.
I too have memories of fun times at the park. I recall the squeals of kids, the chattering of parents and the beauty of the
Kootenay sun. Very pleasant memories indeed.
However, what sits with me currently is the need for housing. Each day people are seeking out their space in our beautiful
little City. Each day more people are feeling rejected and panicked that they may have to leave their community because
of the lack of housing.
Supporting a business proposal that would free up other rental housing, add stock to a depleted market, retain the park,
and enhance a section of town that is earmarked for growth is a win for everyone. This project, in my opinion, if rejected
by nothing more than Nimbyism would be a blueprint to shutting down other housing proposals in the City. I applaud you
and Sutco for working towards solutions.
Castlegar City Council, I know that you all understand the urgency of rental housing, I also know that public pressure can
be daunting. When reviewing your decision after the legal processes are done, I ask that you support the plan that has
been proposed, I ask that you be leaders that ensure that new memories are made for future Castlegar residents, friends
and families.
Thanks for your time.
Sincerely,
Deb McIntosh

1

Sandra Konkin
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Gina Oostlander
March 4, 2022 11:10 AM
mayor_distribution_group; sheaton_distribution_group; cmacleod_distribution_group;
mmcfaddin_distribution_group; drye_distribution_group; bbogle_distribution_group
Young Adult Activism
Letter to the editor.docx

Castlegar City Council,
I wrote a letter to the editor of the Castlegar paper and wanted to make sure you were aware of my voice as a
community member in your future council meeting re: Bob Branson Memorial Park.
I am a concerned young adult in the city and hope you will take the time to read my piece as many other youth have
similar values but don't feel that speaking their opinions (or writing in this case) will cause any real change. I have
attached a Word Doc with my concerns and solutions.
Thank you for your time and consideration. I look forward to watching your discussion on the 14th.

‐‐
Gina Oostlander‐Enns (she, her)
BHK, UBCO

I acknowledge the fact that I live, work, and play on the unceded, traditional territory of the Ktunaxa peoples.
M

m

m

BCAK Practicing Kinesiologist and Aspiring Physiotherapist
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As a 24 year‐old in the health and wellness profession, I am shocked to see the disservice the Castlegar
council is doing to the community by removing a park that was once a centerpiece in this city. Bob
Branson Memorial Park has been providing citizens with the opportunity to connect and socialize,
exercise and play, and improve their physical and mental health.
I understand that development is necessary in Castlegar but I believe that there are better uses of the
city’s money and space to create such development. I hope to sway your opinion by providing facts of
the importance of parks and inspire the council to think critically and thoughtfully about their decisions
and their longstanding effects.
Park spaces have been shown to improve health and happiness levels of users and the cost of
maintenance is paid off tenfold by the prevention of chronic diseases (by providing an active area,
reducing obesity) and mitigation of mental health disorders (by providing peace and tranquility,
minimizing depressive symptoms). By churning up green space to accommodate for the demand for
housing, the city is stating that progress overrules parks.
I would like to offer a solution to the city, preventing the reassignment of park space while still offering a
place for development. There is a home for sale in front of the park and a city property on Columbia
Ave. By rotating the building 90 degrees, the face of the building will be on the main highway. This will
promote customers driving by to see the retail storefronts and support local business as well as reduce
the destruction to the park. This park will still be a place of connection – perhaps enjoyed more than
ever by condo users and customers alike – and will honour the legacy of Bob Branson.
Lastly, I would like to plea the city council to evaluate their decisions as they will be in effect long after
they are gone. May you do well for the city and citizens!
Gina Oostlander
Castlegar, BC

Sandra Konkin
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

K McLean
March 7, 2022 7:06 AM
bbogle_distribution_group
Brandson Memorial Park

Good morning,
Vote no for development at Brandson Memorial Park. It is purely unethical and immoral to erase memorial greenspace.
There is much uproar about this proposal; please listen to the people about their concerns and distress.
I worked for Canada Safeway in Edmonton, Alberta for over 20 years. We specifically moved to Castlegar 25 years ago
for parks/greenspace like Brandson Memorial Park. Development does not need to alter special and invaluable parkland
which is the heart of Castlegar.
Thank you,
Kim McLean
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Sandra Konkin
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Danny Beatty
March 7, 2022 1:27 PM
mayor_distribution_group
Brandon Park construction proposal

Dear Mayor Duff,
Please vote “no” to the purposed apartment construction on the site of Brandson Park.
Parks and green spaces are so important to our way of life here in Castlegar, and it is very disappointing to see that the
city is planning to build on such beautiful and established land.
I understand that we need more housing in our community and I’m not opposed to building more homes and
apartments, I AM opposed to building these necessities on wonderful places of recreation when we have an abundance
of empty lots available to do so.
Please take my voice and the many others who oppose this proposal into consideration when you vote on this matter.
Sincerely,
Castlegar Resident,
Tami Beatty
Sent from my iPhone
Sent from my iPhone
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Sandra Konkin
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

K McLean
March 7, 2022 5:19 AM
sheaton_distribution_group
Brandson Memorial Park

Good morning,
Vote no to development at Brandson Memorial Park. It is purely unethical and immoral to erase memorial greenspace.
There is much uproar about this proposal; please listen to the people about their concerns and distress.
Thank you,
Kim McLean
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Christine Datchkoff
mayor distribution group; drye distribution group; cmacleod distribution group;
mmcfaddin distribution group; bprice distribution group; bbogle distribution group; Sue Heaton-Sherstobitoff
Save Our Parks
March 9, 2022 9:10:35 AM

Dear Mayor & Council,
We will be away next week for surgery so unable to attend the March 14 public hearing on Brandson Park. With all
due respect, we must plead with you NOT to proceed with this development.
When we first read about it in the paper we were stunned…and sickened. Our parks are precious, they are sacred.
Once they are gone, we can NEVER get them back.
Brandson Park has such potential, it could be so much more. If it is under used as you say, it is only due to lack of
playground equipment. We should enhance this beautiful park, not minimize it and overshadow it.
Stop this madness. Take the development someplace else.
We implore you. Do the right thing.
Chris & Phil Datchkoff

Dear Council
I am writing to ask you to keep Bob Brandson Memorial Park as it was intended to be, as a gathering
place for people, kids, adults and seniors and a memorial for a young man lost to the Columbia River.
My father and mother, Bill and Lola Cheveldave were pioneers of Kinnaird, moving there in 1955 when
they were married. They saw the value in helping grow the community with more recreational and
family related spaces. They placed a second mortgage on their home when they were under the age of
30 and had three very young children. This seed money helped to get the project started. Four others,
Jim Wisted, Sam Muirhead, Monty Warner, and Ed McGauley committed the same financial help. They
were paid back, but took a huge risk to help get this project off the ground. Ruth Townsend’s father,
great grandfather of many community members, was the contractor and built the pool. (Jeff Townsend,
Val McIntosh’s family) My mom went door to door canvassing for donations to help out. Being
proactive community members, they also helped build Pioneer Arena and the first holes of the Castlegar
Golf Course. Sadly dad passed in December 2020, but mom is still living in the house they built a few
blocks from the park. She is very upset about the short sighted decision to destroy this park, and she
has every right to be. It was intended as a memorial park for Bob Brandson and should remain so.
Although I have lived away for most of my adult life, I have retired back to the area with my husband. I
am a home owner of a property close to the park. I have used this park as a child, my children have
used this park, and now my granddaughter who attends Kinnaird Elementary uses it.

Although the press has said it is underutilized I believe they are so wrong;
The obvious users are mothers, fathers, and their children. This is the only large space that kids can run
a bit in the lower area of Kinnaird. It is used during the day by preschoolers and as a play area when
parents pick up their children from school. It is an area where moms and dads can come together and
socialize while attending to their children; this interaction helps build community and a sense of
belonging.
I have watched people who are walking on hot summer days take a rest in the shade of the magnificent
trees at the park. 6th Avenue is a busy pedestrian area with people accessing the bus and facilities at
the rec centre. There is no other respite for those who do not rely on vehicles to cool off before
resuming their walk. This includes seniors and many foreign students who live in the area.
The park is also a great area for youth to go and hang out with their friends. Adolescents need a space
to visit and gain independence. It’s hard enough being a teen these days, being so connected. They
need an outdoor space that is convenient and safe.
I know that Kinnaird has the beautiful Kinnaird Park, but for the families of kids in lower Kinnaird it is not
that accessible. It is isolated, has wildlife concerns, and is just too far to send kids to play on their own.
The highway also acts as a boundary for many families, it has become so busy and dangerous that it is
safer to keep kids on the east side of it. Valley Vista school used to be a great place to play, but the loss
of its green space dealt a blow to the community. New communities are always developed with
greenspaces, is it because we are an older part of town that you think we don’t deserve a greenspace?

I completely understand the need for more housing in our community, but it shouldn’t come at the
expense of our existing greenspace. I understand that Sutco needs housing for their temporary foreign
workers and Canadian employees. I am unclear whether this development is for the exclusive use of
their workers, or whether it will also benefit others already in the community. There is other land
available without losing our parkland. A profitable company should be able to develop in a more
appropriate area, they are not without funds to buy private land.
I understand that they intend to have a tiny park area next to their five story building. Will anyone be
comfortable sending their children to play here when there are so many windows facing it, with many
strangers watching them play? Would anyone feel secure? Call me paranoid, but I sure wouldn’t.
I am enclosing a copy of a letter that my mom had with information about one of the early
organizational meetings, so many outstanding citizens of Kinnaird helped out to make our community
great.
Thanks Bergen for being a forward thinker, and for the other council people, please make the right
decision and be known as the ones who leave a beautiful legacy, not the ones who decimate it. Bob
Brandson Pool and Park was built as a memorial to a young man and was supported by the entire
community of Kinnaird, please don’t destroy it.
I hope you take time to reconsider what taking parkland away would mean for your community. You all
obviously love your community or you wouldn’t be doing what you do. Please make a progressive
choice and save our greenspace.
Liz (Cheveldave) D’Andrea

Dear Mr. Mayor and Councillors

March 10,2022

Re Development on 24th St.
I am a new resident of
. I purchased my house Aug. 2020 just up the street
from what has been known as the Branson Memorial Park for 60 years, before
Castlegar and Kinnaird amalgamated. Who would have thought green spaces
especially historical green spaces were at risk to rezoning for commercial
development. This is completely contrary to reality; green spaces are precious
landscapes passed on for generations. I am hoping the council will take this into
consideration.
• Understanding the city purchased property on Columbia Ave as a result of
Columbia Ave upgrade and it has no access, in order to access property, you
must use 6th. Was there any consideration of adding the section to the Park?
• Although may be documented on a map as vacant city property but for the
last half century it has been known as a Park, attached is a sign I took in the
Park a city of Castlegar sign, acknowledging the area is a park.
• With all the vacant and derelict properties along 6th Street or even in
Castlegar are there not better options to infill some parts of the city.
• Commercial on 24th why not help your Downtown business’s. Seems there
are other interest at play.
• Seems odd a rezoning process in the works and Contractor has already gone
in dug holes in the area that is being requested to be rezone but also in the
area identified as future Park, gives confidence in the process.
• With discussion of a new OCP in the near future what about putting this off
till community has input into the process. With the Province showing
interest in Community Planning the process will become key to the planned
growth of the communities
• As a voter in Castlegar I am sure your decision on turning down this rezoning
could become a good discussion topic this November.
Respectfully yours,
Robert Gay

March 10, 2022
Hello Mayor and Council members of Castlegar,
I am writing in regards to the Brandson Memorial Park on the corner of 24th Street and 6th
Avenue. This park is part of Castlegar’s history and legacy. The community came together
to build it up after the drowning of Bob Brandson, and it needs to stay a public Memorial
Park. The memories and stories behind the park should be valued and shared, not
disrespected and forgotten. The community stood together back in 1958 onwards to build a
safe family oriented play space for the neighbourhood and the community of Castlegar.
The community of Castlegar, NOT just Kinnaird, is coming together again now to let all of
you know that selling the Bob Brandson Memorial Park is disrespectful, immoral and is
just completely wrong to take away parks and green space from a community. But you
already know this, so how do you actually sleep at night?
Mayor Duff- from the article https://www.rdck.ca/EN/main/government/board-ofdirectors/city-of-castlegar-kirk-duff.html This quote emphases your family. “Him and his
wife Myra live in downtown Castlegar and this coming July they will celebrate forty years
of marriage. They have three grown children and six grandchildren.” Why is this so
important to mention your large family? I think because you wanted us to feel like you
valued families. Yet you will disrespect Bob Brandson’s family and all the other families
who built up this park and all those families that have enjoyed the park over the years. As
well as all the families who will lose the right to use the park as it is now, as well as their
safety and privacy in and around the park by allowing the development to go through on
the site of the Brandson Memorial Park.
I love the irony in what you say here - “I want the best we can get for Castlegar, but
preferably, not at the expense of somebody else,” said Duff. REALLY?
(From the Castlegar news - https://www.castlegarnews.com/community/getting-to-knowcastlegars-new-mayor/)
Or this one from- http://castlegarsource.com/news/castlegar-mayoral-candidate-kirk-duffhis-own-words “Request that if there is disagreement, that we at least try to understand
the differing points of view” Is this what you meant when you told another council
member to stop talking and consider his view, when he disagreed on this project? Or
listening to the 1000 plus members of the community who have signed the petition and/or
have spoken out against this development. https://www.change.org/.../castlegar-citycouncillors... NOT 7 or 8!

Cherry, this is your message to the city before being elected.
https://castlegarsource.com/news/cherryl-macleod-council-election-candidate-her-ownwords-42670
Your comments that make me shake my head- like what?
“If honoured to receive the vote of the people of Castlegar I will work together with all
local residents to make our beautiful, vibrant city even better,” How is destroying a
public Memorial Park – Better?
“My experience working in the school system and as a mother and grandmother helps put
things into perspective. I will bring that point of view to City Council. We need to consider
the decisions we make over the long-term, knowing what we choose now will impact future
generations.” PLEASE DO!!!
“Care for all in our community and make sure no one in Castlegar is left behind or fall
through the cracks – especially our young people.” So don’t take away public parks that
are needed for playing, developing and growing physically, spiritually and emotionally!

Brian you said it best in this quote from http://castlegarsource.com/news/castlegar-councilcandidate-brian-bogle-his-own-words “The City needs to continue to support Affordable
Housing efforts by identifying suitable lands and seeking partners to build and manage
the developments.’ Since when does “suitable lands” mean a Memorial Park? YES- to
more affordable housing! NO to destroying a Memorial Park! You all know there is more
and better “suitable lands” for this development and for “affordable housing” developments
in Castlegar. Beside the point - You all know that this proposed project is NOT for
affordable housing- but for the profit and convenience of Sutco for employee and trainee
housing. NOT ACCEPTABLE!
In short NEVER was it ever mentioned in the pre-election that anyone of you would TAKE
AWAY PARKS! If so; I would not have made the mistake of voting you all in. Castlegar
is known for the community and beautiful environment. Not just physical environmentbut the environment of communities support for each other and the respect. Please do not
destroy that respect of the founders and supporters of the Brandson Memorial park.

Geraldine Hanafy

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Valerie Koochin
mayor distribution group; bbogle distribution group; Sue Heaton-Sherstobitoff; drye distribution group;
cmacleod distribution group; bprice distribution group; mmcfaddin distribution group
Sorry, forgot to put our address at the bottom. Here it is
March 10, 2022 1:44:50 PM

On Mar 10, 2022, at 12:46 PM, Valerie Koochin

ATT: Castlegar City Council
I am writing this letter regarding the proposal to build on Bob Brandson park.
This has been a place of many memories, for many people, for many years. But
there are also other reasons not to build there, that have no sentimentality.
Global warming is a real problem, green spaces with mature trees are now more
important than ever. This may not seem very important to you as this isn’t a huge
park, and you will retain a smaller part. But if you haven’t heard some of Greta
Thunberg’s speeches, or really read some of the scientific studies, you should.
There are other areas in town that could work, commercially zoned, or at least in
the commercial areas in the future city planning.
The city has said many times over the years they wanted to get development back
to city center, stop things from spreading out any further.
The traffic would increase substantially if entrance to a complex this size comes
off of 6th Ave. Anyone driving to Trail and back during the past couple of times
when Columbia was being revitalized will have experienced the detour on 6th.
There was a time they even needed to put a flag person on 6th Ave. so people in
the neighborhood could get out and in.
It’s unfair to say this is just a “Not in my neighborhood” reaction. Although
people who bought in this neighborhood over the years, may have actually done
so because of the green space, and paid higher for it. That does seem unfair.
The house we bought on Crescent st. in the North end is beside a heritage home
with a huge treed and green lawn lot, and lots of space between neighbors. It has
since been sold, and is rumored to be developed into low income rentals, or a
shelter of some sort. Not what anyone is usually pleased with being next door
(possibly lowering neighborhood re-sale prices among loss of privacy etc.) even
knowing these developments are truly needed. Of course we are still hoping for
some nice condos, or possibly a seniors complex, both also needed!
But the point of this story, is that when we bought here, we knew that next door’s
zoning allowed for multi family development. We will not be surprised by the city
allowing something we never thought could be done.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Castlegar City of
Meeri Durand; Shannon Marshall; Development Services
FW: Read carefuly
March 11, 2022 8:52:57 AM

From: Jeff Tudball
Sent: March 11, 2022 8:20 AM
To: bbogle_distribution_group <bbogle_distribution_group@castlegar.ca>
Subject: Read carefuly
It's a boy on a swing. Just a boy, just a boy, just a boy......

#PARKS # ARTS # CULTURE # LITTLE CHILDREN # FAMILY # NEIGHBORS
#LIVELIHOOD # PEACE # JOY

Concerned citizen

Nikki Watson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Castlegar City of
March 11, 2022 1:00 PM
Meeri Durand; Shannon Marshall; Development Services
FW: Concern about Proposed Development at Brandson Park

From:
Sent: March 11, 2022 12:35 PM
To: mayor_distribution_group <mayor_distribution_group@castlegar.ca>; sheaton_distribution_group
<sheaton_distribution_group@castlegar.ca>; cmacleod_distribution_group
<cmacleod_distribution_group@castlegar.ca>; mmcfaddin_distribution_group
<mmcfaddin_distribution_group@castlegar.ca>; bprice_distribution_group <bprice_distribution_group@castlegar.ca>;
drye_distribution_group <drye_distribution_group@castlegar.ca>; bbogle_distribution_group
<bbogle_distribution_group@castlegar.ca>; Chris Barlow <cbarlow@castlegar.ca>
Subject: Concern about Proposed Development at Brandson Park
To the Castlegar Planning Commitee, and also those involved with the proposed project
Though Castlegar has demonstrated a need for housing, which I do not deny its indeed a need in our community. The
choice of where to build a high‐rise development on the site of Brandson Park is a poor choice as it affects the residents
in the nearby vicinity as a physical eyesore but also poses risks for residents.
I have lived in the vicinity since the late 1990s when I was in kindergarten, with my older sister and mother who would
take us very often during the week to play at Brandson Park. Myself and my older sister found the park to be a fun to be
it, and grateful for the large lawn space to be able to play many childhood games. Grandparents with their
grandchildren along with all different ages enjoying the park with their pets and families for a nice stroll or to play!
Many nearby residents have voiced concern over this development as its close to the vicinity to Kinnaird Elementary
School. Many parents and kids walk pass the park on their way to and from school. There is worry that the new
development on the grounds of the park will bring increased traffic and higher risk of car accidents considering the high
traffic of children during high traffic times of the day with the 4‐way crosswalk nearby as well to consider. It is a family
neighbourhood and is not under utilized, but used by many residents of Castlegar, not just those in the vicinity of the
park.
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With one side of the park boarding on a narrow residential street that does not have the capacity to accommodate
additional parking, let alone in the wintertime when the street is even narrower due to snowbanks from snowplows.
This poses a problem as well for weekly garbage and recycle pickup. Too much congestion and additional parked cars
pose a problem for the residents nearby and risk for kids getting run over by a car. As well as construction poses
another risk for families taking their kids to and from school. As well the noise would be a detriment to nearby residents
and property owners.
If the park is seen as under utilized then, put in a basketball court or additional playground equipment. There are always
ways to improve the park for families, kids, and everyone else. There are also other lots in Castlegar that can be
considered for the high‐rise development that does not pose a risk where the project is currently being proposed to be
built.
This a community park with a history of community, for community and used by the community on a daily basis. We
already lost the park at the complex due to the daycare being built due to the needs for more daycare spaces in the
area. Let us not lose more green space to development, lets preserve the limited green space we have for this and
future generations of children to enjoy the park. Bachelor suites within a huge building like that does not fit the
community vision the Brandson Park has always stood for.
All of these concerns and the future generations to enjoy the green space to play in should be taken into consideration.
Thus, the proposed project would be a terrible thing to happen to this community.
Sandy and Sonia Nazaroff

Sent from Mail for Windows
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