
   

 

INTENT 

The purpose of this meeting is to convene the Area C Agricultural Advisory Committee to review, 
discuss and provide comments/recommendations to the Board on agricultural issues.  

Key objectives for the meeting are as follows: 

1. Review and provide input on ALC Non-Adhering Residential Use #62815. 

 

DRAFT PROPOSED AGENDA 

Zoom Details: Committee Members emailed a separate panelist link.  

Members of the public access: https://ca01web.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_Ny1X-8mWQWeN-

cybKB4b8Q    

6:00pm – 
6:15pm 

Opening and Updates 

• Welcome  

• Review and Approval of Agenda 

• Review and Approval of Minutes from Previous Meeting  

 

All 

6:15pm – 
6:45pm 

Review and Discuss ALC Non-Adhering Residential Use 
#62815  
the SLRD received a Non-Adhering Residential Use Application No. 
62815 that proposes a farm employee residence to support farm 
operations at 7334 Clover Rd, Pemberton.  

Anna 
Koterniak/Claire 

Dewar 

6:45pm – 
6:55pm 

Any other items All 

6:55pm – 
7:00pm 

Next Steps and Close of Meeting All 

 
Meeting Materials: 

1. April 22, 2021 Draft AAC Meeting Minutes (attached) 
2. Staff Report: Request for Comments - on ALC Non-Adhering Residential Use #62815 

(attached) 
 

Area C Agricultural Advisory 
Committee Meeting 

Wednesday September 15, 2021 
6:00pm – 7:00pm 
Location: Zoom/Virtual Meeting 

https://ca01web.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_Ny1X-8mWQWeN-cybKB4b8Q%C2%A0
https://ca01web.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_Ny1X-8mWQWeN-cybKB4b8Q%C2%A0
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Squamish-Lil looet Regional Distr ict  
 
DRAFT Minutes of a Squamish-Lillooet Regional District Electoral Area C Agricultural Advisory 
Committee (AAC) Meeting held electronically via Zoom on April 22, 2021 at 7:00 PM. 
 
In attendance:   

Committee: O. Kester; T. Ritchie; C. Charron 

Staff:   K. Needham Director of Planning and Development Services SLRD; D. Kyobe 
Planner; A. Koterniak, SLRD Planning Technician; A. Boss, Ministry of 
Agriculture Agrologist; R. Mack, SLRD Electoral Area C Director   

Public: Two members of the public were present at the meeting (Daniel Delen, Ocean 
Delen) 

Regrets:    R. Mack, SLRD Electoral Area C Director  

 

1 Call to Order  

 
D. Kyobe called the meeting to order at 7:05 pm.   
 

2 Approval of Agenda 

 
 
It was moved and seconded: 
 
THAT the agenda be approved. 
 

CARRIED 
 

 

3 Approval of Minutes 

 
It was moved and seconded: 
 
THAT the September 16, 2020 Minutes be approved. 
 

CARRIED 
 

4 Agenda Items 

 
2021 New /Renewal Membership Update  

• Olivia Kester, returning member, for a 1-year term to expire February 25, 2023 
• Tara Ritchie, new member, for a 2-year term to expire February 25, 2023 
• Elliot Fromowitz, new member, for a 2-year term to expire February 25, 2023. 
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Appointment of Chair for 2021 
D. Kyobe communicated that a new chair appointment was required for 2021.  
C. Charron volunteered to take on the AAC Chair position.  
All present voted in favour of this appointment 
 

5 Business Arising from the Minutes 

 
CanadaGAP Program Update  
D. Kyobe provided an update of the CanadaGAP Program.  SLRD Board Chair provided an advocacy 
letter to the Minister of Agriculture highlighting some challenges of CanadaGAP Food Certification 
Program that have been brought forward by small scale producers in the SLRD. The Area B AAC 
members provided the Ministry with input on the program.  
 
A. Boss 
 

6 Development Variance Permit Application #161 

 
A. Koterniak provided an overview of the Development Variance Application No. 161 to vary the farm 
residential footprint setback on a parcel located completely in the Agricultural Land Reserve. The 
property owners are requesting an increase in maximum farm residential footprint setbacks for 
future farm residence construction. The rear of the farm residential footprint is proposed to be 
extended from the required 85 m maximum to 223 m away from the access road. The applicant’s 
rationale for requesting the variance was provided. Public comments on the application were also 
communicated to the AAC. One letter was in support the of the development variance application, 
while another was opposed with main reason cited as negatively impacting farming potential on the 
subject property.  
 
The applicant’s rationale for requesting the variance was discussed among AAC members including: 
irregular shaped parcel, their desire for solar access during the winter, soils better suited for 
residential construction, and noise and dust concerns. O. Kester stated that she could understand 
both sides of the issue, but was not overly familiar with the site specifics related to soil quality and 
solar exposure. T. Ritchie questioned whether impacts on native plant and animal habitat had been 
considered as part of the application and whether better imagery was available. A. Koterniak stated 
that impacts on plant and animal life of locating the dwelling unit in the forest area had not been 
studied. C. Charron read a prepared statement highlighting the following: 

• Many parcels in the Pemberton Meadows are irregular shaped; this is not a reason to change 
the Farm Residential Footprint. 

• The Pemberton Meadows Roads runs through over 2 km of the subject property; given the 
availability of using up to 85 m from the roadway on any section of that 2 km stretch, on 
either side of the road, there is significant potential to find a suitable location in those 
approximately 84 acres, therefore is no reason to require a deeper set back.   

• Homes sited deep into a lot can affect the long-term agricultural potential of the property and 
of neighbouring properties by limiting their use for some commodities or by making it more 
difficult and often more expensive for existing and future farmers to expand their operations. 
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Houses placed in the middle or back of agricultural properties require lengthy driveways, 
consuming even more agricultural land. 

• The applicants stated that the proposed location of the residential footprint has soils better 
suited for construction of a residential building.  However, when the siting of residential uses 
is considered in the context of farm practice protection soil quality becomes less of a concern 
than ensuring that nearby farm operations are protected from nuisance actions 

• The proposed location would seemingly have less solar access in the winter, due to the 
mountain to the south.  I would suggest that a study of solar availability should be provided 
for the entire subject property, including 9589 Pemberton Meadows Rd. In addition, the 
house does not need to be located where the solar power would be generated.  Power 
generation is routinely done away from our homes, and brought to them via transmission 
lines. 

• The issue of dust highlighted by the applicant can be addressed through the dust suppressant 
that is used on the gravel road in the summer months. 

 
A detailed discussion of the above mentioned points can be found in C Charron’s submission which is 
attached as Appendix A to the minutes. Note that in C.Charron’s submission she refers to FCL which 
stands for Flood Construction Level. 
 
After further discussion the AAC members made a motion 
 
It was moved and seconded: 
 
THAT the Area C AAC does not support Development Variance Permit Application #161 for the 
following reasons: 

a) Another suitable location that does not require exceeding the 85 m residential footprint set 
back can be found; 

b) Solar power generation does not need to located next to the house;  
c) There are numerous irregular shaped parcels in the SLRD and an irregular shaped parcel does 

not justify exceeding the 85 m residential footprint set back that is set out in SLRD regulations; 
d) The Ministry of Agriculture’s Minister’s Bylaw Standard (2011) entitled “Regulating the siting 

and size of Residential Uses in the ALR” notes in section 7 that soil quality is not a justification 
for locating a residential uses further away from the road (for reference, the document is 
linked here: Siting Residential Uses in ALR ); 

e) The creation of dust from farming and roads in agricultural areas is not a reason to site 
residential uses further away from the road. 
 

 
 

CARRIED 
 

7 Wildfire Preparedness Workshops for Farmers and Ranchers 

 

https://lakecountry.civicweb.net/document/28935
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D. Kyobe provided the committee with an overview of Wildfire Preparedness Workshops for Farmers 
and Ranchers.  Part B of the workshop is scheduled for Tuesday, April 27, 2021. A. Boss confirmed 
that materials including recordings can be provided to committee members.  

8 Any other items  

 
None  
 

9 Next Steps 

 
K. Needham explained the next steps for the Development Variance Permit Application #161. The 
Area C AAC motion, meeting minutes and any materials will be attached to the report going to the 
Electoral Area Directors ("EAD") Committee on May 11 2021. The EAD will review the application and 
submissions, including from the Area C AAC meeting and make a recommendation to the SLRD Board.  
 

10 Next Meeting / Adjournment 

 
Next meeting to be scheduled as needed. 
Adjournment: The meeting adjourned at 7:53 pm 
 

    

 
_____________________________                           _______________________________ 

 
C. Charron       D. Kyobe 
Chair        Planner, Recording Secretary  



Development Variance Counterpoints 9589 Pemberton Meadows Road 

Thank you for your submission for application of a variance to the farm residential footprint bylaws.  It took over a 

decade of volunteer effort to create those bylaws, so respecting the input of our community is paramount. 

With respect to the points in the letter included in Appendix B: 

1. Parcel is large and irregular shaped, with PMR/FSR traversing through property 

a. Many parcels in the Pemberton Meadows are irregular shaped; this is not a reason to change the Farm 

Residential Footprint. 

b. The Forest Service Road does not run through the property at all; it starts at 9748 Pemberton Meadows 

Road (further west of the property). 

c. In the spirit of the Official Community Plan and section 6.5.5 (constructed road), 6.5.6 (vehicular access 

property line), and 6.5.7 (front property line access), I believe that the owners should be doing their best 

to understand the reasoning behind the bylaws, rather than trying to do their best to avoid them; since 

the above bylaws were spearheaded by the volunteer led Pemberton Farmer’s Institute. 

d. The PMR runs through over 2 km of the subject property; given the availability of using up to 85 m from 

the roadway on any section of that 2 km stretch, on either side of the road, there is significant potential 

to find a suitable location in those approximately 84 acres.  There is seemingly no reason to require a 

deeper set back.  Even removing the river side of the road for possible sites, still leaves over 42 acres of 

possible locations, surely the owners must be able to be find something suitable within the given 

parameters. 

2. Proposed location is aiming to preserve existing farmland, while locating FRF near existing farmland. 

a. While preserving existing farmland is important, as referenced in the 2011, Ministry of Agriculture 

document, “Regulating the Siting and Size of Residential Uses In the ALR”, in Section 7: Residential 

Impacts on Farming: 

i. “Homes sited deep into a lot can affect the long-term agricultural potential of the property and 

of neighbouring properties by limiting their use for some commodities or by making it more 

difficult and often more expensive for existing and future farmers to expand their operations. 

Houses placed in the middle or back of agricultural properties require lengthy driveways, 

consuming even more agricultural land.” 

b. The point that the Residential Footprint would be located near the existing farmland is not clear, since 

there is existing farmland from the road to the mountain, as shown in Appendix A.  In addition, the 

entire valley floor is in the Agriculture Land Reserve and could be used for farming. 

3. The  proposed Residential Footprint is at a higher elevation with soils better suited for construction of a 

residential building, while the area adjacent to the constructed road are low lying and have poor soil bearing 

capacities.  Higher ground elevation in the proposed Residential Footprint would help in meeting the required 

FCL. 

a. As referenced in the 2011, Ministry of Agriculture document, “Regulating the Siting and Size of 

Residential Uses In the ALR”, in Section 7: Residential Impacts on Farming: 

i. “Various stakeholders have mentioned concerns about siting restrictions due to the soil 

characteristics of a given farm parcel. Specifically, many people have said that residential uses 

should not be located on the best soils on a farm parcel. However, for some types of farms, soil 

capability is not important. When the siting of residential uses is considered in the context of 

farm practice protection… soil quality becomes less of a concern than ensuring that nearby farm 

operations are protected from nuisance actions.” 

b. Not sure what is being referred to as the FCL? 

neekim
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4. Increased solar access to the house during winter as the proposed Residential Footprint is further away from the 

base of the mountains. 

a. The proposed location would seemingly have less solar access in the winter, due to the mountain to the 

south.  I would suggest that a study of solar availability should be provided for the entire subject 

property, including 9589 PMR, to prove this unverified claim. 

b. In addition, the house does not need to be located where the solar power would be generated.  Power 

generation is routinely done away from our homes, and brought to them via transmission lines. 

5. Access to new Residential Footprint using existing farm track and preserving farmland. 

a. The existing ‘farm track’ is not sufficient for year round use.  It would require more than ‘minimal gravel’ 

to allow for use in the wet seasons. 

6. Buffer from dust and noise 

a. Unfortunately the attraction of ‘the seclusion offered by this part of the Pemberton Meadows Valley’ 

has its drawbacks, which appear to have been underestimated by the property owners upon the 

purchase of the subject properties.  As a resident of the upper meadows with an estimated setback of 

90 m from the paved road, I would suggest that it is entirely possible to live within the 85 m setback; 

many of the residents of the upper meadows have gardens close to the road.  My own vegetable garden 

is approximately 130 m from the gravel road, in fact my laundry line is approximately 150 m from the 

gravel road, and there are no trees or other buffer to reduce the noise or dust in my case.   The dust 

suppressant that is used on the gravel road in the summer months has a definite benefit, and I would 

suggest that the owners pursue that route, rather than the route of altering our very precious farmland 

for many years to come. 

 

Finally, I would like to offer the evidence that this appears to be for an estate development, given the evidence 

provided in Appendix A: Schedule 2, that the ‘View to Face Mountain’ and the ‘View to Plinth Peak’ are included 

on the map indicating the location of the proposed Residential Footprint. 

 



 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
REQUEST:   
 
That the Electoral Area C Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAC) provides comments on the ALC 
Non-Adhering Residential Use Application No. 62815. The entirety of the parcel in question is 
located within the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR).   
 
The AAC recommendations will be provided to the SLRD Electoral Area Directors/ Board 
of Directors at their meetings on October 13/27.  
 
 
KEY ISSUES/CONCEPTS: 
 
On July 26, 2021 the SLRD received a Non-Adhering Residential Use Application No. 62815 that 
proposes a farm employee residence to support farm operations. Karen Laprade and Kyle 
Harrison moved onto this 4.03 ha parcel in October 2020 to establish an Equestrian Breeding 
Facility for Arabian Horses. The property has been granted farm status and operates as an 
equestrian facility, orchard, and poultry farm. The current land breakdown is as follows: 1.9 ha 
fenced pasture, 0.9 ha of wooded area, 0.6 ha of open pasture, dyke & pond, 0.4 ha of buildings 
including residential home plate, animal housing, driveway, mature trees, above-ground pool and 
parking and 0.2 ha planned for 2022 expanded crop production & farm-gate sales. 
 
There are currently six horses under care: 4 mares producing 2 projected foals per year and 2 
geldings. Prospect sales can range from $20,000 - $50,000 US, depending on foal age and 
pedigree. Attached as Appendix A are invoices for recent purchases, pedigrees and sample show 
records, attesting to the projected value of sales at approximately $50,000 US annually. The 

 
Meeting Date: September 15, 2021 

 
To: SLRD Area C Agricultural Advisory Committee 

 
Owner: Kyle P. Harrison and Karen E. Laprade 
Applicant: Karen Ageson 

 
Location:  7334 Clover Rd, Pemberton 

 
Legal Descriptions: LOT 3 DISTRICT LOT 204 LILLOOET DISTRICT PLAN 12831; PID: 
009-371-435 

  
OCP Designation:  
Agriculture 

Zoning:  
Agriculture 1 
 

Farm Status:  
Yes 

Development 
Permit Areas:  
N/A 

REQUEST FOR COMMENTS 
 

ALC Non-Adhering Residential Use #62815 
(Harrison - Laprade, Area C)  
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existing barn is at capacity for the amount of foaling that can be accomplished on a yearly basis. 
Laprade & Harrison project that in several years there will be demand and related sales income 
to justify barn expansion. Future barn expansion will include more foaling stalls and on-site 
breeding facilities to enable localized mare servicing. 
 
Laprade, owner and farm labourer, currently works 45 hours a week on the farm doing the majority 
of care, feeding and training of the horses, as well as 20 hours a week in a different profession. 
Harrison, owner and farm labourer, works 15-25 hours a week on the farm doing basic upkeep, 
property maintenance as well as horse care and training when required, while also working 40+ 
per week remotely in a different profession. Currently, a family member who also lives on site, 
temporarily assists with lawn mowing, snow removal and property maintenance approximately 15 
hours a week. 
 
The farm employee residence would be a permanent structure of approximately 160 m2 (see 
Appendix B), located near the existing dwelling, and intended to provide accommodations for farm 
workers who will support the existing and future demands of the equestrian facility and other 
farming operations. Additional information has been requested on the number of proposed 
bedrooms, maximum capacity, and working hours of future farm employees. 
 
Location 
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ALC Regulations  
As per Policy L-26, in considering whether an additional residence is necessary for a farm use, 
the Commission will assess the scale and intensity of the farm operation. Where an applicant can 
demonstrate that the scale and intensity of the farm operation has exceeded the labour capacity 
of the owner/residents, the Commission may determine that an additional residence would be 
necessary to support the farm operation. Examples of supporting evidence that may be submitted 
with an application to aid the Commission in its determination are found in Appendix C. 
 
The Commission may not be supportive of housing proposals which “intend” to expand or intensify 
the farm operation unless it considers there to be a satisfactory mechanism to ensure that 
expansion is undertaken after the new housing is constructed. 
 
Staff have requested that the applicant provide further details of proposed farm activities in 
answer to the criteria set out in the non-adhering residential use guidelines set out in Appendix 
C. The response will be presented to the AAC at the meeting. 
 
 
 ANALYSIS: 
 
Adjacent Land Uses  
According to the applicant, the adjacent land uses are as follows:  
 
North Land Use Type: Agricultural; Activity: One third wooded, one third hay field & 

organic vegetables  

East Land Use Type: Agricultural; Activity: Wooded area and cleared field 
 

South Land Use Type: Agricultural; Activity: Cattle, goats, chickens, garlic & organic 
vegetables 

West Land Use Type: Agricultural; Activity: Horses and wooded area 
 

 
Agricultural Capability  
According to the Land Capability Classification for Agriculture in BC that describes seven land 
capability classes (1 – 7), the subject property has excellent agricultural capability. The property 
is 80% Class 2 with excess groundwater as a limiting factor, and 20% Class 4 with excess 
groundwater as a limiting factor. Land in Class 2 has minor limitations that require ongoing 
management practices, or slightly restrict the range of crops, or both. Land in Class 4 has 
limitations that require special management practices or severely restrict the range of crops, or 
both. The land is improvable to 80% Class 1 with no limitations, and 20% Class 2 with excess 
groundwater as a limiting factor. Land in Class 1 either has no or only very slight limitations that 
restrict its use for the production of common agricultural crops.  
 
Pemberton Valley Agricultural Area Plan 
The Pemberton Valley Agricultural Area Plan includes the following goals:  

1. Maintain the integrity of the ALR. 
2. Develop mechanisms to maintain the agricultural land base for working agriculture. 
3. Coordinate with other users to ensure that the natural advantages of the Pemberton Valley 
are protected. 
4. Diversify agriculture and comply with Seed Potato Regulations. 
5. Improve the economic viability of farming. 
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6. Increase community awareness of, and support for, agriculture. 
7. Attract new farmers and engage new workers. 

 
Expansion of residential uses would be decreasing the overall availability of agricultural land for 
farming; however, availability of farm worker housing will attract new farmers and engage new 
workers in the Pemberton Valley. To further asses the impact of the proposed development on 
agricultural lands, the SLRD may require that agricultural impact assessments are done as part 
of the development approval process. 
 
Official Community Plan 
The Electoral Area C Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 689, 1999 includes the following 
objectives and policies related to agricultural land (and to this application, specifically): 
 
Objectives:  

• To preserve the agricultural land base in the plan area.  

• To encourage diversification and economic sustainability of the farming community.  

• To minimize the impacts from non-agricultural development occurring at the edge of farming 
areas and within agricultural lands.  

• To accommodate housing that meets the needs of farmers and minimizes impacts on 
farm land.  

• To balance the interests of agriculture and protection of the environment.  

• To contribute to local and regional food security. 
 
Agricultural Land Base (Land Use): 
6.1. Agriculture is recognized and supported as the primary land use in the ALR.  
6.4. All uses and subdivision of land within the Agricultural Land Reserve shall be in accordance 
with the Agricultural Land Commission Act and associated regulations. 
6.11 Non-farm uses on agricultural land, or non-soil dependent farm operations, are encouraged 
to locate in areas of poorer soils. 
 
Zoning 
The parcel is zoned Agriculture 1 in the Electoral Area C Zoning Bylaw No. 765, 2002. The intent 
of this zone is to provide for agricultural development and to protect the agricultural integrity of 
land within the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR). On parcels 4 ha or greater, one farm employee 
residence may be permitted subject to the following conditions: 
(i) the property has farm class under the BC Assessment Act, and 
(ii) an application is submitted that provides evidence that there is a demonstrated need for a farm 
employee residence commensurate with the present level of agriculture occurring on the property. 
 
 
REGIONAL IMPACTS: 
 
The Agricultural Land Commission Act, ALR General Regulation, and ALR Use Regulation, as 
well as the SLRD policies contained within the Electoral Area C OCP are intended to support the 
preservation of agriculture.  
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NEXT STEPS:   
 
The SLRD is seeking comments from the AAC on this application, and a motion from the 
committee regarding the proposal.  
 
 
OPTIONS: 
 
Option 1:  Recommend support of the application to the SLRD Board.  The Board would then 
determine whether this application should be supported and then forwarded to the ALC for a 
decision. 
 
Option 2:  Recommend support of the application subject to conditions (eg, that there be an 
agricultural impact assessment and demonstration of the need for additional farm help, that the 
applicant provide more detailed information with respect to the ALC Policy L-26, etc.). The Board 
would then determine whether this application should be supported and then forwarded to the 
ALC for a decision. 
 
Option 3:  Do not recommend support of the application to the SLRD Board. The Board would 
then determine whether this application should be forwarded to the ALC for a decision, or not. 
 
Option 4:  Other, as per AAC determination. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 
Appendix A: Proof of Sales 
Appendix B: Site Plan 
Appendix C:  Non-adhering Residential Use (NARU) guidelines 

 
Prepared by:  A. Koterniak, Planning and GIS Technician 
Reviewed by: K. Needham, Director of Planning and Development Services 
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APPENDIX C 

NARU applications should include an appropriate level of information to aid the Commission in its 

determination of whether the proposed use is appropriate. The following are examples of the 

information that may be submitted with an application: 

i. Size (ha) of the current farming operation (including leased lands) 

ii. Type(s) and amount of commodity(ies) produced on the property 

iii. Description and number of current farm labourers with details of roles and responsibilities 

iv. Rationale for additional farm labour requirements based on the applicant’s agricultural 

operation or commodity 

v. Proposed number of farm workers to reside in the additional residence or principal 

residence >500 m2 

vi. Proposed length of occupancy of farm workers (e.g. seasonal, temporary, year-round) 

a. Include date ranges, if applicable 

b. Include expected work hours (part-time or full-time) 

vii. Details of the proposed residence 

a. Size of residence and total residential footprint 

b. Foundation type 

c. Site map 

d. Associated infrastructure requirements 

viii. Farm plan or farm business plan (support future expansion, if applicable) 

ix. Professional reports (e.g. report by a professional agrologist, geotechnical report) 

x. Farm succession plan, if applicable 

xi. Expense receipts demonstrating equipment, start-up, or infrastructure costs 

xii. Lease agreements for other properties associated with the farm operation 

xiii. Farm quota records 
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