
Agricultural Advisory Commission Meeting 
Thursday, March 18, 2021 

Zoom meeting - Regional District of Central Okanagan 
 
Commission in Attendance: 
Andreas Wins-Purdy, Chair 
Chris Zabek, Ministry of Agriculture 
Kevin Burtch 
Leo Gebert 
Robyn Bunn 
Sandra Follack, Deputy Chair 
 
Commission Absent: 
Connie Muir 
Megan Ludwig 
 
Staff in Attendance: 
Danika Dudzik, Senior Planner 
Michael Czarny, Planner 
Jennifer Maximuik, (recording) 
 
Guest in Attendance: 
Alexandra Wright, Applicant (A-21-01) 
Denise Ketler, Applicant (Z21/01) 
 
1. Call to Order  
 

 The Chair called the meeting to order at 6:31 pm.  
 The meeting is being held on the traditional territory of the Sylix/Okanagan peoples.  
 
2. Election of Chair  and Vice Chair 
 

  GEBERT / FOLLACK 
 
  THAT A. Wins-Purdy be elected as Chair. 
 
       CARRIED 
 

  WINS-PURDY / GEBERT  
   
  THAT S. Follack be elected as Deputy Chair.  
 
       CARRIED 
 
3. Adoption of Minutes – August 13, 2020 
 

  GEBERT / FOLLACK 
  
  THAT the minutes be adopted as presented.  
 
     CARRIED 
 
4. Referrals 

a)  Z21/01 – 5060 Whelan Road  - L. & D Ketler (owners) 
The purpose of this proposal is to consider a site-specific amendment to permit an 
accessory home that does not meet the minimum parcel area allowed for this use. 
 
Staff presented to the Commission an overview of the application noting the applicants are 
requesting a site-specific amendment to permit an accessory home in the form of a 
manufactured home for the accommodation of a household caretaker, which is to be 
occupied by the owners’ daughter and grandchildren to become caretakers of the farm. 
 
The subject property is currently developed with one single detached house and multiple 
accessory buildings, some of which accommodate agricultural operations and related 
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activities. Agricultural uses occurring on the property include vegetable production, fruit 
trees, and forage crops (alfalfa and hay specifically). Some of the existing accessory 
buildings include a wood shop, hot house, hen house, barn, and mechanic shop.  
 
A mobile home was previously located at the southwest corner of the property between 1991 
and 2011. The mobile home was permitted under a previous Zoning Bylaw as a temporary 
accessory dwelling which was subject to various conditions including: 
• the principal dwelling was to be occupied by the owner of the property or the owners 

family,  
• that the use be permitted for a period of 1 year but may be renewed on a yearly basis,  
• that when the temporary use ceases, the mobile home be removed.  

 
The applicants indicated that in 2010, the home was part of an estate settlement and was 
sold and removed from the property. Recently, the applicants discovered that re-establishing 
an accessory home on the parcel was not permitted due to the minimum parcel area required 
to accommodate this use.  
 
The owners have indicated the temporary accessory dwelling was 1500 sq. ft. (60 x 30) and 
serviced by power, a well, and a septic system. The site has an irrigation system, established 
landscaping, and surrounding fence. Should the bylaw amendment be approved, the 
applicants intend to place a manufactured home in the same location as the previous 
residence utilizing the existing site servicing already in place.  
 
Staff reviewed referral comments received to date and noted that no letters of opposition 
have been received and 9 letters of support have been received from throughout the Ellison 
Area; however, only three of these are from neighboring property owners.  
 
D. Ketler provided comments to the commission noting that they are actively farming the 
property and the location of the proposed accessory home is the same location as the 
accessory home that was previously located on the property. D. Ketler further noted that            
the ALC land use regulations permit a manufactured home, and the re-establishment of the 
accessory home would allow them to increase their ability to farm the land, keeping a farming 
family together on a working farm. 
 
Discussion: 
• Discussion occurred regarding airport regulations. D Dudzik noted City of Kelowna’s 

OCP establishes the framework to protect the Airport against encroachments by 
incompatible development and contains an Airport Noise Contour Map. Kelowna’s OCP 
designates YLW as an ‘Airport’ area for land use purposes and identifies specific 
considerations that apply to surrounding properties. One of which, is to avoid 
incompatible development through prohibiting urban residential development within the 
Airport 25 NEF contour.  

• In the future, if sold, does the structure have to be removed? Staff noted the current 
zoning bylaw allows for a caretaker, and the owners would have to comply as use by a 
caretaker. Should the use cease, an application for approval by the ALC would be 
required.  

• Discussion occurred regarding the agricultural capability of the land. D. Ketler indicated 
she is producing 3 acres of alfalfa, numerous vegetables, fruit trees, and bedding plants.  

• Is the purpose of the additional dwelling unit to assist with the current farming operation, 
or is to further increase farm production? D. Ketler noted she would like to add hens to 
the operation including the sale of eggs. 

• Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Fisheries staff noted the following comments for 
consideration: 
o The type and scale of farm operation does not typically require on-farm labour 

accommodation. 
o The proposal does not appear to constitute a benefit to agriculture in general. 
o An additional non-farm residence on the property may result in complaints about farm 

practices employed in the area. 
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o Amending the Zoning Bylaw for this property may result in expectations for similar 

amendments on other Agricultural properties. 
• Discussion occurred regarding an increase in structures impacting farm land and if it is 

more suitable to keep all the structures in the same general location.  
 
GEBERT 
 
THAT the commission support the application subject to the location of the proposed structure 
be located in the same general location as the other structures to reduce the structural 
footprint.  
 
   DEFEATED 
 

• D. Ketler noted that the proposed location would not create any disturbance to farm land 
as the site disturbance occurred from the previous structure, including the existing 
concrete pad and fencing, also noting that the proposed site already has servicing in 
place including potable water, gas, and telephone, and that any alternate location would 
create additional disturbance to undisturbed farm land.  

• D. Ketler further noted there are no plans to expand the existing footprint and they are 
focused on succession planning to keep the land in production involving three 
generations of their family including the grandparents, children and grandchildren.  

• The AAC discussed the location and existing footprint from the previous structure would 
cause no further impact to agricultural land, also noting the value in proposing the 
applicant prepare an agricultural (farm) plan for a 2-3 year period, in order to demonstrate 
the proposed expansion of agricultural activity on the property. 

 
BUNN / FOLLACK (Gebert opposed)  
 
THAT the commission recommends that the application be supported subject to the condition 
that the owners prepare an agricultural (farm) plan for a 2-3 year period, in order to 
demonstrate the proposed expansion of agricultural activity on the property. 
 

    CARRIED 
 

b) A-21-01 - 2570 Old Vernon Road – A. & J. Wright (owners) 
The purpose of this application is to obtain approval from the Agricultural Land Commission 
for a Non-Adhering Residential Use to construct a second accessory home on the subject 
property. 
 
M. Czarny presented the Commission an overview of the application noting the property is 
currently developed with 13 acres of cherries, 3 acres of apples, 0.25 acres of mixed fruit 
trees, 0.5 acres of vegetables, and 6 beehives. The buildings and structures on the property 
include a single detached dwelling (farmhouse), accessory home, two greenhouses, two 
chicken coops, and a shed. The farmhouse was the original dwelling on the property built in 
the early 1900’s which is not currently occupied but used for agricultural purposes. 
 
The property owner is proposing to construct a second accessory home that will include a 
workshop, storage, bathroom, and lunchroom on the main floor and a dwelling on the second 
floor. The total gross floor area of the accessory home will not exceed 140 square metres as 
per the Zoning Bylaw. The owners rationalize that the accessory home is necessary for farm 
help and will accommodate family and/or agricultural caretakers of the land.  
 
In an A1 zone, accessory homes are a permitted use as per Section 3.18 of Zoning Bylaw 
No. 871. One accessory home is permitted per 3.8 ha (9.4 acres) to a maximum of two (2) 
accessory homes per parcel. As the parcel is 19.3 acres, the proposal achieves the 
requirements of the Zoning Bylaw. If approved, this accessory home would be the third 
dwelling on the property. 
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The Agricultural Land Commission regulates residential uses within the ALR. As per Section 
20.1 of the ALCA, agricultural land may have no more than one residence per parcel; as such 
authorization from the ALC is required for the proposed Non-Adhering Residential Use. 
Staff reviewed referral comments received to date.  

 Discussion: 
• J. Wright noted they bought the property in 2014 with a long-term vision for the property; 

they have given generous efforts and funds to farm the land and after minimal success 
with farming hay and vegetables not producing a viable return, they switched their focus to 
tree fruits, noting the back yard has approximately 45 peach trees. The placement of the 
proposed residence would be where they had originally intended to place a farm stand, 
and would use the same access.  

• J. Wright further noted that the proposal is in keeping with RDCO’s Zoning Bylaw No. 871 
and the proposed design reduces the footprint on the property with the living space above 
the garage to accommodate the parents to oversee the administration of the business 
combined with providing childcare to allow more time dedicated to farming the land.  

• Discussion occurred regarding the possibility of having the old farm house demolished.              
J. Wright noted that the structure already exists and adds value to their farming operation 
which could be used for various uses for the farm operation such as office space, support 
staff as well as farm workers during picking season. Further, J. Wright noted there is a 
need for a shop, and the addition of pull through doors would allow machinery access to 
better develop the other end of property, noting they are working towards making the farm 
operation more viable.  

• J. Wright further noted the structure could be decommissioned or demolished in the future, 
but at this time the structure has value that may be lost, in addition to the added expense 
to demolish what is currently a viable structure.  

• Discussion occurred regarding the demolition of the existing shed. J. Wright noted shed is 
approximately 16 x 30 ft. and when it is torn down, it will open up approximately an 
additional acre for farm use for more trees or perhaps another greenhouse.  

• Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Fisheries staff noted additional residences on agricultural 
parcels can lead to rising agricultural land cost and increased farm practice complaints if 
the property is sold in the future. The rationale for the proposed request include 
compassionate reasons due to the applicant’s recent health issues. Increasing the financial 
value of property through building construction may be positive for the current owners it 
carries the potential for a longer term price rise not connected to the productive capacity 
of the land and can cause a financial barrier to new and existing farmers. The applicant’s 
parents would be supporting the family and agricultural uses financially; this is not typically 
considered direct farm labour. 

• What is the status of the septic system on the property? J. Wright noted there are two 
septic fields on the property and the proposed structure would connect to the new septic 
field.  

• Discussion occurred noting that approval is required due to the residential component of 
the structure. If the proposed structure was for an accessory building such as a workshop, 
the applicant would not be required to apply for approval.  

• If ALC approves the proposal, the applicant will be required to apply and comply with the 
building permit and septic requirements.  

 

GEBERT 
 

THAT the commission support the application subject to the farm house be removed.  
 

     DEFEATED 
 

• J. wright stated that RDCO’s Zoning Bylaw No. 871 allows 3 residences noting that the 
farmhouse was constructed in the early 1900s can be utilized for other purposes and had 
been used for residential purposes until six months ago. The issue is not that the structure 
is not habitable, but due to the age of structure replacement insurance is not an option, 
and any renovations at this point would be extensive; however, the house is safe to live in.   
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• D. Dudzik noted changes to the ALC’s regulations that only one prime residence is 

permitted for properties within the ALR, and anything above one residence will require ALC 
approval.  

• The commission discussed consideration of including a condition that the existing farm 
house be removed at a later date to allow the applicant time to prepare? J. Wright noted 
the farm house would be useable for another 10 years, further noting that the demolition 
of the structure would require additional expenses to demolish what is currently a viable 
structure. 

• Would allowing a time-frame to remove the farm house at a later date allow the structure 
to fall off the radar and potentially end up not being decommissioned or demolished, and 
over time result in another application in the future requesting to allow the structure to 
remain? 

• The commission further discussed various considerations such as the owner not receive 
final occupancy of the proposed accessory home until the previous one has been 
decommissioned, or should the farm house be completely removed prior to occupancy of 
the new residence? 

• Staff noted that the resolution from the AAC is not the final decision, and is one decision 
included along with various other agency comments forwarded to the Regional Board for 
consideration, which is then forwarded to the ALC for final decision. 

 
GEBERT / FOLLACK  
 
THAT the commission support the application subject to the old accessory house be removed.  
 

    CARRIED 
 

5. Updates 
Staff provided an update on A-20-02. 

      
6. Other Business 

Presentations – recommendation for a future presentation to the AAC, reach out to Adrian Arts, 
Tree Fruit and Grape Specialist with the Ministry of Agriculture.  
 

Adjourned at 8:11 pm. 

CERTIFIED TO BE TRUE AND CORRECT 
 
_________________________  
Andreas Wins-Purdy, Chair 
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