








July 14, 2026 

Mayor and Members of Council 
City of Kelowna 
1435 Water Street 
Kelowna, BC V1Y 1J4 

Re: North Glenmore Sector Study — Public Hearing, July 14, 2026 

Dear Mayor and Members of Council, 

I am writing regarding the North Glenmore Sector Study and the decisions before Council 
following the July 14 public hearing. 

The proposed North Glenmore growth area is exceptionally large, covering approximately 1,630 
hectares and accommodating an estimated 13,000 homes and 30,000 residents. It would also 
require extensive new roads, water and sewer systems, stormwater infrastructure, parks, trails, 
community facilities, a firehall and other municipal services. The Sector Study itself 
acknowledges that infrastructure costs, long-term operations and maintenance, transportation 
impacts, environmental constraints and the timing of development require further detailed 
analysis before future neighbourhoods are approved.  

The recent lifecycle analysis undertaken for the proposed 580 Commonage development in 
Vernon provides an important warning for Council. That development, with approximately 3,571 
homes, was estimated to introduce approximately $487 million in new municipal and utility 
infrastructure and create a projected cumulative lifecycle funding gap of between $400 million 
and $450 million over 100 years. The analysis concluded that development revenues would not 
fully cover the costs of operating, maintaining and replacing the infrastructure required to 
support the new community.  

Applying the same order-of-magnitude methodology to North Glenmore suggests that the sector 
could introduce approximately $1.7 billion to $2.2 billion in core roads, drainage, water and 
sewer infrastructure, and potentially $2.0 billion to $2.9 billion in total public infrastructure 
and civic assets when parks, community facilities, fire protection and related infrastructure are 
considered. A reasonable preliminary midpoint is approximately $2.4 billion at full buildout. 
These figures are not a substitute for a detailed City analysis, but they clearly demonstrate the 
scale of the long-term financial exposure that Council must understand before advancing growth 
approvals. 

While developers may initially construct or finance portions of this infrastructure, the City and 
utility ratepayers would ultimately assume responsibility for operating, maintaining and 
replacing many of these assets. Development Cost Charges and initial capital contributions do 
not eliminate these long-term obligations. The key question is not simply whether the 
infrastructure can be built, but whether the tax and utility revenues generated by the development 
will be sufficient to support the required municipal services and asset replacement over the full 
lifecycle of the community. 



I respectfully request that Council not advance the North Glenmore Sector toward inclusion 
within the Permanent Growth Boundary, or approve implementing land-use changes, until an 
independent and publicly available lifecycle financial analysis has been completed. At minimum, 
this analysis should assess: 

 the replacement value and expected lifespan of all roads, drainage, water, sewer, park and 
civic infrastructure; 

 annual operating, maintenance and service costs; 
 expected property tax, utility and other municipal revenues; 
 developer funding commitments and Development Cost Charge recoveries; 
 the financial effects of phased development and infrastructure being constructed ahead of 

revenues; 
 impacts on existing taxpayers, utility ratepayers and the City’s capital priorities; and 
 the projected cumulative financial position over a minimum 100-year period. 

Council should also require clear evidence that growth in North Glenmore will not divert limited 
municipal resources from existing neighbourhoods, the Core Area, established Urban Centres 
and infrastructure that already requires renewal. 

North Glenmore may offer future housing opportunities, but its scale creates equally significant 
financial, environmental and servicing risks. Council has a responsibility to ensure that decisions 
made today do not leave future residents with infrastructure liabilities and tax increases that were 
foreseeable but not fully evaluated. The prudent course is to complete the necessary lifecycle 
analysis before making irreversible growth decisions. 

Thank you for considering these comments as part of the public hearing record. 

Sincerely, 

Scott Boswell 
 Hidden Lake Place, Kelowna, British Columbia 

 















July 14, 2026 

Mayor and Members of Council 
City of Kelowna, 1435 Water Street 
Kelowna, BC V1Y 1J4 

Re: Public Hearing OCP26-0004 (BL 12929) North Glenmore Sector Study  

Dear Mayor & Council, 

I am writing regarding the proposed North Glenmore expansion and the consideration of bringing this 
substantial area within Kelowna’s Permanent Growth Boundary. 

The embedded map demonstrates the true scale of the proposal. The North Glenmore study area covers 
approximately 1,600 hectares. When placed over the City of Kelowna, it is comparable in size to a 
continuous area extending from the Lower Mission through South Pandosy, downtown, Glenmore in the 
northern part of Kelowna. 

 

Council would never contemplate approving urban development across an area of this magnitude 
within the City without first completing a comprehensive financial, transportation, servicing and 
environmental analysis. The same standard of due diligence must be applied to the North Glenmore 
Area (1,600ha) before it can be contemplated for inclusion into the Permanent Growth Boundary. 

The North Glenmore Study commissioned by the private interest group is inadequate for council to 
make an informed decision.  The long-term consequences of building a large, automobile-dependent 
suburb must be fully understood before Council makes an irreversible decision. 



Low-density suburban expansion generally requires longer roads, water lines, sewer lines and drainage 
systems to serve each household than more compact development within established urban areas.  

Expanding the city outward could also create significant transportation impacts. North Glenmore is 
geographically separated from many of Kelowna’s major services, schools and commercial centres. 
Without substantial and sustained investment in transit and active transportation, future residents are 
likely to rely heavily on private vehicles. 

A large suburban expansion could also weaken the City’s efforts to direct growth toward established 
Urban Centres, the Core Area and neighbourhoods where infrastructure and services already exist. 
Housing growth on the urban fringe may draw development activity, investment and municipal 
resources away from areas that the City has identified for infill, redevelopment and greater housing 
density. 

The North Glenmore Sector Study acknowledges that infrastructure costs, long-term operations and 
maintenance, transportation impacts, environmental constraints require further detailed study. These 
matters should not be deferred until after the growth boundary is changed. They are fundamental 
questions that should determine whether the expansion is financially, environmentally and socially 
responsible. 

I respectfully request that Council not include the North Glenmore study area within the Permanent 
Growth Boundary until an independent and comprehensive analysis has been completed. The analysis 
should assess: 

 the full capital cost of roads, water, sewer, drainage, parks, fire protection and community 
infrastructure; 

 annual operating, maintenance and municipal service costs; 
 the long-term cost of replacing infrastructure over its full lifecycle; 
 projected property tax, utility and other municipal revenues; 
 developer contributions and Development Cost Charge recoveries; 
 impacts on existing taxpayers and utility ratepayers; 
 impacts on traffic, transit, emergency response and road capacity; 
 greenhouse gas emissions and household transportation costs; 
 impacts on agricultural land, natural areas, wildlife habitat and ecological connectivity; 
 impacts on the City’s debt capacity and capital priorities; and 
 the opportunity cost of directing growth and investment away from existing neighbourhoods 

and Urban Centres. 

Regards, 

Marie-France Menard 
 Hidden Lake Place 

Kelowna, British Columbia 














