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To: Jason Monteleone, RM  Kelowna, BC   TR 0721 
 
From: Lynn Lashuk, P.Ag 
 Manager, Agriculture   Kelowna, BC   TR 0721 
 
Date: August 29, 2017 
 
 
COMMENTARY: STEVE NICHOLSON BUILD SITE 

4638 Lakeshore Road, Kelowna, BC 
 

This Agriculture Manager Commentary has been prepared in response to a request by CAM 
Jason Monteleone on Thursday, August 24, 2017 for client support for a commercial building 
project adjacent to ALR land in Kelowna, BC. There may be a perceived conflict of interest with 
a BMO Agrologist opinion, so this commentary is to serve as a guideline only to the developer 
for future discussions with a 3rd party Agrologist and/or City of Kelowna Staff and Council. 
 
The Ag Manager visited the subject property on Tuesday, August 29, 2017 with the client. The 
owner, Mr. Steve Nichol, explained the development and provided background on the site and 
the neighbourhood. The Ag Manager walked the property and viewed the neighbouring 
agricultural land over the fence. 
 
The subject property and the neighbouring ALR property are shown in the GoogleMap below.  
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The larger parcel, shown below the subject property is 4647 Bellevue Road, a 2.822 acre 
property which is included the Agricultural Land Reserve. The land is currently assessed at 
$4,740 which indicates that BC Assessment Authority has concluded that the revenue from the 
farm for agricultural products grown on site meets or exceeds the current criteria for farm land 
($2,500 per year). It is unclear to me at this time how this parcel meets the farm status criteria. 
 
The developer reported that the City of Kelowna has requested a setback from the neighbouring 
ALR land to provide a buffer that will allow for agricultural activities and mitigate conflict 
between the development and any agricultural uses, now or in the future. 
 
I contacted Mr. Carl Withler, BC Ministry of Agriculture Tree Fruit and Grape Specialist, former 
Resource Agrologist with the BC Ministry of Agriculture to enquire about recent changes to 
bylaws and/or pending changes for development on lands adjacent to farmland within the City 
boundaries. Carl did not know of any bylaw changes but did state that the City of Kelowna staff 
has been working on protecting farmland and that there may be new requirements for developers. 
The current Resource Agrologist has been seconded to work at the Provincial Emergency 
Response Centres.  
 
I also spoke with Councillor Mohini Singh, a strong advocate for Agriculture, and Ms. Singh 
also stated that there had been no recent bylaw changes to her knowledge, that would dictate 
buffer zone set back distances for developers. 
 
The developer is challenged with explaining how the project will not incur negative impact to the 
neighbouring farm’s activities.  
 
In my opinion, at this point in time, from an agronomic perspective with consideration for air, 
soil and water quality, and the economics of farming the neighbouring parcel, given the type of 
farm, there will be no negative impacts to the neighbour farm’s activities, regardless of buffer 
zone size. 
 
As for the future, there are too many variables and unknowns to allow for a meaningful opinion 
on the impact of neighbouring properties on farmland. The concepts/buzz words of “food 
security” and “grow local” are great taglines, seemingly replacing “sustainability” and 
“environmentally” in the popular lexicon. The meaning of the buzz words and the impact of their 
interpretation need to be clearly defined and communicated before public policy and land use 
decisions are based these concepts. 

 
 The depth of the water table and potential for contamination from agricultural uses due to 

run-off and irrigation. 
 

In my opinion, at this point in time, from an agronomic perspective with consideration for air, 
soil and water quality, and the economics of farming the neighbouring parcel, given the type of 
farm, there will be no negative impacts to the neighbour farm’s activities, regardless of buffer ff
zone size.

As for the future, there are too many variables and unknowns to allow for a meaningful opinion
on the impact of neighbouring properties on farmland. The concepts/buzz words of “food 
security” and “grow local” are great taglines, seemingly replacing “sustainability” and 
“environmentally” in the popular lexicon. The meaning of the buzz words and the impact of their 
interpretation need to be clearly defined and communicated before public policy and land use
decisions are based these concepts.
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 The proximity of neighbours and contamination from chemical drift using normal farm 
practises (for example, with air blast sprayers) for high value horticultural production. 

 
 The smells from agricultural activities (for example, manures, vegetative waste products 

or growth room exhaust). 
 

 The sounds from agricultural activities (equipment, animals, pest deterrents for starlings 
and crows) 

 
 The light from potential greenhouse operations. 

 
 The farm access requirements for shipping and receiving on agricultural land. 

 
 The overall economics of farming on a small parcel of land. 

 
 
Please feel free to call/email me to discuss. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 

  
29-August-2017 
Lynn Lashuk, P.Ag 
Manager, Agriculture, BC Division 
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SOUTH EAST CORNER
JUNE 21, 9:00AM 

WEST FACING BALCONIES 
JUNE 21, 3:00PM 
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NORTH WEST CORNER
JUNE 21, 7:30PM 
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ATTACHMENT A  
 
 
 

Subject: 4673 Lakeshore Road 

 

1.1 Agricultural Land Commission – Schedule ‘A’ Buffer types (1993) –     
 A1: Minimum Vegetative Screen (Evergreen Hedge) 

Minimum visual screening and protection of farmland from trespass and vandalism. 
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1.2 Agricultural Land Commission – Schedule ‘A’ Buffer types (1993) –     
 A2: Minimum Vegetative Screen (Medium Height Trees) 

Inhibits trespass and vandalism while providing protection to non-farm developments from the movement 
of dust and pesticide spray from adjacent agriculture operations. 
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1.3 Agricultural Land Commission – Schedule ‘A’ Buffer types (1993) –     
 A3: Airborne Particle and Visual Screen (a. Yearly Screen / b. Summer Screen)  
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1.4 Agricultural Land Commission – Schedule ‘A’ Buffer types (1993) –     
 A4: Noise, Airborne Particle & Visual Screen (a. Yearly Screen / b. Summer Screen)  
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Below are the setback distances for principal buildings and design criteria for installing an urban-side buffer 
along the agriculture-urban boundar   our e a ples of design speci cations and la outs follow

Urban-Side Setback & Buffer Design Criteria for Urban-Agriculture EPAs
Setback Distance 
and Buffer Size

Buffer 
Height Buffer Design Features

 

Urban-side Residential 
Setback & Buffer*

Setback 

30 m from agricultural 
area boundary

Buffer Width

– buffer is lo-
cated within the 30 m 
setback 

6 m **

height)

Mixed planting of fast growing tree and shrub species 
with foliage from base to crown – long thin foliage 
desirable. Include at least 60% evergreen conifers to 
collect dust & spray drift.  

No gaps in buffer and no tightly packed hedges; crown 
density of 50-75%.  Design as wedge shaped if odour 
dilution desired.

side Buffer A or B (p.24); or existing vegetation may be 
retained as part of buffer (Buffer C, p.26).

Leave 2 m of low growing or no vegetation from agri-
cultural areaboundary.

If paths and passive recreational uses (e.g. picnic areas) 
are part of the landscaped buffer, the recreational fea-

buffer and they will be located away from the agricul-
tural area boundary.

buffer then the uses should be located away from the 
agricultural area boundary and protected with vegeta-
tion.

 

Urban-side Non-
Residential Setback & 
Buffer

(e.g. passive recreation, 
industrial, or commer-
cial)

Setback

from agricultural 
area boundary

Buffer Width 

8 m – buffer is lo-
cated within the 15 m 
setback 

6 m**

height)

**See Note 
2 below

(with at least 60% evergreen conifers) or just conifer-

from base to crown.

side Buffer D (p.27); or retain existing vegetation (Buf-
fer C, p.26).

Leave 2 m of low growing or no vegetation from ALR 
boundary.

*  Exception to Level 1 Residential Urban-side Buffer requirements:

Residential parcels that are separated from the agricultural area by a road allowance can reduce the size of the Level 1 
buffer, provided new driveway accesses from these parcels onto the subject road allowance are avoided. The siting of the 
residence should still be 30 m but the vegetative buffer can be reduced to 7.5 metre width and located as near and parallel 
to the agricultural area boundary as possible.

**  If spray drift is a concern, tree height should be 1.5 times the spray release height or target height, whichever is higher. 
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The Urban-side Buffer A includes:

 double row deciduous/coniferous trees (see Appendix B for plant list)

 triple row trespass inhibiting shrubs (see Appendix B for plant list)

 double row screening shrubs (see Appendix B for plant list)

 solid wood fence or chain link fence with a height of 6 feet (1.8 metres) and built as per Appendix C or 
as per the local government s fencing speci cations.
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Urban-side Buffer B includes all elements of Buffer A, as well as a berm with a minimum height of 2 metres 
above the adjacent grades.  There are two alternatives for locating a fence, either at the lowest or highest points 
of the berm.  This choice should be made according to design and use of adjacent properties.  The main intent of 
the berm in this example is to provide increased storm water retention capabilities of the buffer, although a berm 
may provide more effective noise reduction and visual screening as well.
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Urban-side Buffer C should retain existing vegetation and use either a solid wood or chain-link fence with a 
height of 6 feet (1.8 metres), built as per Appendix C or as per the local government s fencing speci cations.
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Urban-side Buffer D includes:

 single row deciduous or coniferous or just coniferous trees (see Appendix B for plant list)

 triple row trespass inhibiting shrubs (see Appendix B for plant list)

 single row screening shrubs (see Appendix B for plant list)

 solid wood fence or chain link fence with a height of 6 feet (1.8 metres) and built as per Appendix C or 
as per the local government s fencing speci cations.

shrubs
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3.8.e Urban-Side Buffer Spacing (Buffers A, B or D)
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3.9 Enhancing Agricultural Awareness
Communication tools can be used to enhance compatibility between farming and non-farm uses.  Whenever 
possible, they should be used in conjunction with the other compatibility mechanisms listed in this Guide.  
These tools can increase the awareness of urban residents living near the farm edge about impacts from normal 
farm practices that they may experience.  The awareness tools can be used even where existing urban develop-
ment makes it impractical to address subdivision and housing design, or buffering.

Please refer to Appendix A for an example of how the agriculture awareness tools in this section can be applied 
within Development Permit Area guidelines.

3.9.a Disclosure statements
A disclosure statement, in the form of a restrictive covenant under section 219 of the Land Title Act can be a 
very effective tool.  It can inform the prospective land buyer that the property is close to an agricultural area 
where acceptable farm practices may result in noise, dust, odour &/or other impacts during certain times of 
the year.  

To be accepted by the Registrar of Land Titles, the covenant must have a “restrictive” aspect.  Such “restric-
tion” could include other urban-side tools discussed above – e.g., no building in the yards adjacent to the ALR;  
houses or other habitable buildings must have extra sound-proo ng.

If new development occurs in the Edge Planning Area, within 300 metres of the ALR boundary, a covenant 
could be placed on land titles disclosing the proximity of the agricultural area and the potential implications.

3.9.b Signage
Local governments should consider using signs along the agriculture-urban boundary that inform residents 
and prospective purchasers of the proximity of farm operations within the immediate area and the possible 
activities associated with farm operations.  Here are two sample buffer signs.

Farmers in this area sometimes:

 Make noises to keep wildlife away from 
crops

 

 

 Spray crops to eliminate weeds or 
plant disease

 Drive big, slow machines between 

 Harvest crops day or night when ripe
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