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Staff Recommendation

1. That the “Cannabis Cultivation in the Agricultural Land Reserve — Council Referral
Response” report dated December 3, 2018 from the Manager, Policy Planning be received
for information and endorsed.

2. That this report be forwarded along with Richmond City Council’s written request to the
Provincial Government that:
a. amoratorium on the cultivation of cannabis on farmland be established by the
Provincial Government;
b. cannabis be eliminated from the Farm Practices Protection (Right to Farm) Act; and
c. local governments be permitted to determine whether or not cannabis should be
grown on farmland within the municipality.
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Staff Report
Origin

At the November 13, 2018 regular Council meeting, Council received a report on Cannabis
related Official Community Plan (OCP) and Zoning Bylaw amendments in response to changes
in Provincial Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) Legislation. The following referral was passed:

That the matter be referred back to staff and that staff prepare a report to support a
request to the Provincial Government on the following:
(1) that cannabis be eliminated from the Farm Practices Protection (Right to
Farm) Act;
(2) that local governments be permitted to determine whether or not cannabis
should be grown on farmland within the municipality as is the case in Washington
State; and
(3) that a moratorium on the cultivation of cannabis on farmland be established.

This report responds to the November 13, 2018 referral by providing information to support
Council’s request to the Provincial Government regarding the significant negative impacts to
farmland resulting from the production of cannabis in the ALR.

This report supports Council’s 2014-2018 Term Goal #1 A Safe Community:

Maintain emphasis on community safety to ensure Richmond continues to be a safe
community.

1.1.  Policy and service models that reflect Richmond-specific needs.

1.2, Program and service enhancements that improve community safety services in the

City.
This report supports Council’s 2014-2018 Term Goal #3 A Well-Planned Community:

Adhere to effective planning and growth management practices to maintain and enhance
the livability, sustainability and desirability of our City and its neighbourhoods, and to
ensure the results match the intentions of our policies and bylaws.

3.1.  Growth and development that reflects the OCP, and related policies and bylaws.

Findings of Fact

Provincial ALR Legislation — Cannabis Production

On July 13, 2018, the ALR Use Subdivision and Procedure Regulation was amended to allow for
the lawful production of cannabis in the ALR as a farm use if production occurs:

e Outdoors in a field or in a building or structure with a soil base; or

e In an existing building or structure (or under construction) used for the purpose of
growing crops.
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Although the new regulations enables local governments to prohibit new industrial type purpose
build facilities (i.e., buildings with concrete slabs/foundations), they fall well short of protecting
the agricultural viability of farmland across the Province. In staff’s opinion, these measures still
leave ALR land open to substantial risk of development as a direct result of the provincial
regulations. These regulations will still allow significant loss of agricultural land by permitting
the displacement of food based crops in favor of the production of cannabis on farmland.

OQverview of Washington State — Cannabis Production Regulations

At the November 13, 2018 Council meeting, reference was made to the regulation of cannabis in
Washington State. City staff researched and reviewed cannabis related regulations at the state,
county and local government (i.e., city or town) level in Washington State in response to
Council’s November 13, 2018 referral. The following is a list of key findings applicable to
Washington State:

e In 2012, through “Initiative 502”, Washington State legalized cannabis and established a
regulatory framework for production, processing and retailing activities.

e Washington State (through the Liquor and Cannabis Board), is responsible for licensing
and regulating all cannabis operations (production, processing and retailing).

e A county, city or town may adopt zoning to prohibit or regulate all cannabis related
activities. Staff researched various counties across the State and confirm that most
counties consider the production of cannabis as an industrial use, and is not considered
farming,

e A Washington State issued license for cannabis production, processing or retailing is not
exempt from the applicable regulations of the county, city or town. Therefore, a cannabis
related operation is subject to regulations implemented by the local government.

Limited Ability for Local Government to Reqgulate Cannabis on Farmland

The July 2018 amendments to the ALR regulations do not provide sufficient discretionary
powers to Local Government regarding the production of cannabis in agricultural areas. The
current regulatory regime is based on:

e Federal licenses issued for cultivation/production/processing; and
e Provincial licenses for distribution and retail/storefront activities.

The City’s current limit of authority is over retail licensing (city-wide) and cannabis
production/cultivation activities occurring outside of the ALR only. Given the scope and scale
of issues emerging over all aspects of cannabis legalization, staff are of the opinion that
additional regulatory powers should be granted to local governments as demonstrated in the
Washington State example provided above.

Since March 2014, OCP regulations have been in place for Richmond that restrict commercial
cannabis production facilities and related uses to “Industrial” and “Mixed Employment” areas
only, which reflects Richmond City Council’s concerns over this activity occurring in the ALR
and emphasizes the City’s request to have full authority to regulate cannabis on farmland.
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Analysis

Importance of Allowing Local Authority to Manage the Production of Cannabis in the ALR

The commercial production of cannabis in the ALR as a farm use can have significant negative
impacts to the surrounding area in regards to the generation of significant odors, light
pollution/overspill and noise from cultivation activities and accessory uses. The provincial
regulations fall short in addressing these issues as they do not provide any supporting rules to
properly mitigate these impacts, while at the same time permitting the use outright without any
oversight. Enabling local government the ability to have full control and authority to restrict the
production of cannabis in the ALR is best means to protect farmland, manage these land use
proposals and establish regulations to mitigate negative effects of noise, odor and light.

Negative Impacts to Agricultural Viability from the Production of Cannabis on Farmland

Staff have identified a number of negative impacts on the capacity for farmland to be used for
food production, arising from the current regulation that allows the lawful production of cannabis
- on farmland. This information is being submitted in support of Council’s request to the
Provincial Government to not allow any form of cannabis cultivation in the ALR, to enable local
government control over this land use issue and to establish a moratorium on the cultivation of
cannabis on farmland. It is staff’s opinion that the amended Provincial ALR regulations, while
restricting industrial type cannabis production facilities on agricultural land, does not adequately
protect agricultural land for food production, and does not fully address the potential
displacement or elimination of viable food production.

The pfoduction of cannabis as a permitted farm use under the ALR regulations, either soil based
or in existing converted building, would potentially result in the following:

e Loss of arable farmland available for the production of crops to support the local,
regional and provincial food system, focused on providing opportunities for local sources
of food. The importance of this was highlighted in a Ministry of Agriculture information
report published in 2006 titled “BC’s Food Self-Reliance” (Attachment 1). The use of
agricultural land for non-food crops such as cannabis weakens the resiliency of the local
food system and appears to lack the long-term vision and provincial stewardship these
lands deserve.

e The ALR regulations allow for the conversion of existing buildings/structures as of
July 13, 2018, which were used for the growing crops, to the production of cannabis.
Under this potential scenario, existing greenhouse structures that were previously used
for the production of food could be converted to the production of cannabis, resulting in
decreased capacity to grow food on farmland. An example of this is occurring in the City
of Delta where substantial greenhouse complexes and their capacity to produce food are
being converted to primarily support the production of cannabis.

e Displaced greenhouse space that has been converted to cannabis production results in
these facilities having to relocate on other prime agricultural land. Demands from local,
regional and global markets for food production is anticipated to only increase in the
future, placing additional greenhouse development pressures on agricultural land and
reducing opportunities for soil-based agriculture. The provincial regulations allowing the
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conversion of existing greenhouses to cannabis production and provincial regulations that
permit greenhouses to be constructed anywhere in the ALR ultimately results in the loss
of farmland for soil-based agriculture across the Province.

o The use of ALR land for cannabis production will result in a decrease in the ability of the
province to grow and produce food locally, which is contrary to Metro Vancouver’s
Regional Food System Strategy goal of increasing capacity to produce food close to
home and protect agricultural land for food production (Attachment 2 — Metro
Vancouver’s Regional Food System Action Plan).

» Accessory uses needed to support soil based cannabis production, including but not
limited to buildings for processing, storage and administration and driveways/service
areas for vehicles and machinery have not been sufficiently detailed in the provincial
regulations. This lack of clarity in the provincial regulations would be subject to abuse
and potential increase in non-compliant operations that ultimately will result in a negative
impact on agriculture and additional loss of farmland.

o The introduction of new land use conflicts related to noise, lighting, odour, security and
other operational impacts from cannabis production activities that are not compatible
with existing permitted agricultural activities and uses in the ALR. In the opinion of
staff, these impacts have not yet been fully examined by the Province and warrants
additional consideration and regulation.

Moratorium on the Cultivation of Cannabis in the ALR

The interim report titled “Revitalizing the Agricultural Land Reserve and the Agricultural Land
Commission” (released on July 31, 2018) forwarded to the Minister of Agriculture by the BC
Minister of Agriculture’s Advisory Committee outlines the Committee’s concerns over the size
and scale of cannabis production facilities in the ALR. In particular, the Committee report noted
“near unanimous support from stakeholder and the public for significant restrictions, including
an outright ban, on cannabis production in the ALR”. The report also contains supporting
recommendations to establish an immediate moratorium on non-soil bound cannabis production,
establish rules/criteria for cannabis production and require cannabis production proposals in the
ALR to go through an ALC application process (See Attachment 3 for the full report with
reference to page 19 and 20 for information on restricting cannabis production in the ALR).

The table contained in Attachment 4 summarizes the disconnect between the recommendations
from the BC Minister of Agriculture’s Committee and the resulting actions of the Provincial
Government in regards to restricting cannabis production in the ALR. The following is a
summary of the resulting negative agricultural impacts:

o Continued use and targeting of agricultural land by cannabis producers/industries to
establish facilities in the ALR.

o Loss of farmland and reduced capacity to grow food on farmland across the Province.

e Limited rules and criteria from the Province on the production of cannabis in the ALR
(i.e., conflicts related to noise, light pollution/overspill, odor and security measures) is
subj ect to potential abuse and arising non-compliant activities — All of which negatlvely
impacts agricultural viability.

o No authority given to local government to manage or restrict the production of cannabis
on ALR land within their jurisdictions.
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In May 2018, the Union of BC Municipalities (UBCM) executive supported a moratorium on the
production of non-medical cannabis on ALR land until the provincial government undertakes a
comprehensive review and broad consultation with local governments. There has been no direct
response from the Province to this moratorium request and it is staff’s opinion that the July 13,
2018 changes to the Provincial ALR regulations on the production of cannabis on farmland is
only a partial response.

On May 28, 2018, Richmond City Council supported the following motion and letters were sent
to all individuals identified:

That a letter be sent to the Premier of BC, the BC Minister of Agriculture, and the BC
Minister of Finance, with copies to all Richmond Members of the Legislative Assembly,
the Leader of the Third Party, the Leader of the Official Opposition, and the Chair of the
BC Agricultural Land Commission requesting that the province impose a temporary
moratorium on the use of lands in the Agricultural Land Reserve for cannabis
production.

The above referenced recommendations from the BC Minister of Agriculture’s Advisory
Committee interim report to the Minister of Agriculture, the position of the UBCM Executive
and Richmond Council’s previous motion (May 28, 2018) all note significant concerns about the
production of cannabis in the ALR. As noted in summary table contained in Attachment 4, there
has been no action by the Provincial Government in response to the requested moratoriums
tabled by numerous local government’s and related organizations across the Province. The lack
of response and direct action by the Province on these moratoriums support Council’s repeated
request and continued pressure on the Province to establish a moratorium on the cultivation of
cannabis on farmland.

Financial Impact
None.
Conclusion

This report provides information in support of Council’s November 13, 2018 referral referencing
the significant concerns that remain and shortfalls of the current regulatory framework in regards
to the Provincial Government continuing to permit the cultivation of cannabis as a farm use in
the ALR. The negative impacts to agricultural viability that are expected to result from the
current provincial framework include:

e Loss of land with high-quality agricultural soils for food production purposes, which
reduces food security provincially and at the regional/local scale.

e Reduced food production capacity from the conversion of greenhouses to cannabis
production.

e Displacement of existing greenhouses that have been converted to cannabis production
into other land in the ALR, resulting in continued loss of prime arable soils in the ALR.
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¢ In addition, allowing cannabis production in the ALR as a farm use is not consistent with
public/stakeholder feedback conducted by the BC Minister of Agriculture’s Advisory
Committee and does not respond to the numerous requests submitted province-wide to
establish a moratorium on the production of cannabis in the ALR.

On this basis, staff recommend the following:

e That the information contained in this report be received and endorsed; and
e That this report be forwarded along with Richmond City Council’s written request to the
Provincial Government that:
a. a moratorium on the cultivation of cannabis on farmland be established by the
Provincial Government;
b. cannabis be eliminated from the Farm Practices Protection (Right to Farm) Act,
and
c. local governments be permitted to determine whether or not cannabis should be
grown on farmland within the municipality.

Kevin Eng /]/

Planner 2
KE:cas

Att. 1. BC’s Food Self-Reliance (Ministry of Agriculture 2006 information report)
2: Metro Vancouver’s Regional Food System Action Plan
3: Revitalizing the Agricultural Land Reserve and the Agricultural Land Commission —
Interim Report from the BC Minister of Agriculture’s Advisory Committee
4: Summary Table: BC Minister of Agriculture’s Advisory Committee Recommendations
and Provincial Government Response
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ATTACHMENT 1

B.c.’s' Food Self-Reliance

Can B.C.’s Farmers Feed Our Growing Population ?

m B.C. MEiLrb'o? A1g§..7ulture and Lands
COLUNMIIA



Context of Results

The attached report was conducted by the Ministry of Agriculture and Lands in 2006.

The goal of the study was to get a pefspective on total food production and food self-reliance
in the Province of British Columbia. The study used a methodology to estimate food self-
reliance using farm gate production rather than wholesale value.

The report is an information piece, and does not necessarily represent current or future policy

direction. The statistical data in the report is factual and will be used to develop benchmarks
for further research and study by Ministry staff.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The question of food self-reliance is often raised at sustainable development planning
exercises. Previous estimates of food self-reliance in B.C. have compared product flows at
the wholesale level. The use of wholesale prices provides some insight into the planner’s
question, but it does not connect the food productive capacity to the resources in the province
or the community that planners can influence. A more useful tool for sustainable
development planners would be a link between food self-reliance and the resources they
influence - land and water. -

The general approach of this study is to estimate the food self-reliance in
B.C. at the primary production level, and to use this information to
examine the impacts of a change in eating habits and a change in
population on the level of food self-reliance in B.C.

BC FARMERS
PRODUCE 48%

ALL FOOD
CONSUMED IN BC
100%
Production and consumption information from 2001 is used in the calculations.
It is estimated that B.C. farmers produce 48% of all foods consumed in B.C. and produce
56% of foods consumed that can be economically grown in B.C. The following table shows
the level of self-reliance for the different food groups.

i B.C. 1 B.C ! o,
PR Conaumpiion | Faoauction | Self-Reliant

Dairy 1080 617 57%
Meat & Alternatives' 467 298 64%
Vegetables - Grown in B.C. 764 331 43%
Fruit - Grown in B.C. 172 273 159%
Grain for Food 315 43 14%
Total - Grown in B.C. 2798 1562 56%
Fruit - Not Grown in B.C. 310
Vegetables- Not Grown in B.C. 1
Sugar 136 -
Total - B.C. 3245 1562 48%

When comparing current production to recommended consumption by
Canada’s Food Guide to Healthy Eating’, B.C.’s food self-reliance
drops to 34%. This is primarily because a healthy diet recommends a
higher level of consumption of fruits and vegetables over actual 2001
consumption levels and fruits and vegetables is a food group in which
B.C. is not self-reliant®.

(. anadi

! Alteratives includes pulses and nuts.
% Published by Health Canada. http://www.hc-sc.ge.ca/fo-an/food-guide-aliment/index_e.html
3 While B.C. produces and exports a lot of fruit, lijfLsN Enpflsg times as much fruit as it exports.
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Given the production technology available today, over half a hectare of farmland (0.524 ha)
is needed to produce the food for one person for one year. This is roughly equivalent to 6 city
lots. In order to produce a healthy diet for British Columbians, farmers need 2.15 million
hectares of food producing land of which 10% (215,000 hectares) needs to be irrigated. In
2005 the Ministry of Agriculture and Lands estimated that approximately 189,000 hectares of
farmland had access to irrigation. ‘

To produce a healthy diet for the projected B.C. population in 2025, farmers will need to
have 2.78 million hectares in production of which 281,000 will need access to irrigation.
This means that to produce a healthy diet for British Columbians in 2025, given existing
production technology, the farmland with access to irrigation will need to increase by 92,000
hectares or 49% over 2005 levels.

To maintain the current level of self-reliance through to the year 2025, farmers will need to
increase production by 30% over 2001 levels. The increased production will be concentrated
on the land that has access to irrigation - land that is typically near the urban centers.

PLN - 160
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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1. Background

The question of food self sufficiency is often raised at sustainable development planning
exercises. The focus of food self sufficiency can be on a local area, a region or a province.
The basic question behind the discussion of food self sufficiency can be framed as follows:

‘What portion of the food consumed in a (local area, region, province) is produced in
that area and, as the population grows, what is needed to maintain or expand the
portion of food produced in that area?

The term food self sufficiency can include an element of affordability. The question from the
sustainable planning perspective is more related to capacity — what is our capacity to produce
our own food? The term self-reliance has been used to better fit the sustainable development
planning perspective.

The population in British Columbia is projected to grow by 30% from 2001 to 2025*. Over
the same period the demand for food will experience a similar 30% increase. Some
sustainable development planners are beginning to include food in sustainability
considerations. The question they ask is "Can our farmers meet the increase in demand for
food - can they continue to feed us?’

The answer to this question is complex. It depends on consumer demands, the level of
production technology in the farming community, the availability of farmland and water for
irrigation, the impact of global markets (imports and exports) and others. The ability to
analyze the question is further challenged by the lack of complete and accurate data for all
these elements.

Two previous studies on food self-reliance in British Columbia (Markham and Riemann)®
looked primarily at the flow of products at the wholesale level. The advantage of this
approach is that it captures food at the same point in the marketing channel and data for the
main marketing channels is readily available. The disadvantages are:
e it captures a point in time, which can be influenced by large annual swings in
production,
e it needs to account for imports and exports which adds an additional level of
inaccuracy to the estimates,
e it does not consider yearling cattle produced in B.C. and shipped out of
province for finishing,
e it does not account well for farm direct marketed products, and .
¢ it does not consider the forage and grain inputs used for livestock production.

The use of wholesale value provides some insight into the planner’s question, but it does not
connect the food productive capacity to the resources in the province or the community
where the planners are working. A more useful tool for sustainable development planners
would be a link between food self-reliance and the resources the planners influence - land
and water.

* Lower Mainland Employment Study; Coriolis Consulting, 1999

3 Reference on pare 8. PLN - 1 62
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2. Introduction

The goal of this study is to develop a methodology to estimate food self-reliance using farm
gate production rather than wholesale value. This approach will provide a link between the
food productive capacity of the province and the land base, water resources, and changing
food needs of the population.

The results of the study will help answer the following questions:

e what is our current level of food self-reliance?
e what impact will a growing population have on our food self-reliance?
e what impact will changing food consumption patterns have on our food self-reliance?

The approach used in this study is different from previous studies in that it:

e examines primary production (farm gate) rather than wholesale value.
e uses land in production and average yields to estimate production
rather than the value of production that reaches the wholesale level.
o estimates the amount of land needed for self-reliance now and in the
future.
e compares production to both actual consumption and the
* recommended consumption according to

Canada’s Food Guide to Healthy Eating.

Using farm gate production eliminates some of the challenges of the wholesale value
approach. Specifically it:

e climinates the need to address imports and
exports as they net out (on a weight basis) in
the production approach,

e captures all the direct market sales by
capturing the production,

e includes the weight of all yearling calf
production in B.C., and

e includes forage and grain - production
required for livestock feed.

An added benefit of using farm gate production as compared to wholesale value is that food
production can be connected to farmland. Connecting food production to the land base
provides the opportunity to explore the impacts of changes in population and production
technology on the land needs for the future, and enables policy makers to better understand
the impacts of land use policy decisions on B.C.’s food self-reliance.

The methodology can examine the impact of production technology (through improved
yields), however, that analysis is beyond the scope of this study. For the analysis and
discussion of the impacts of population growth in this study, it is assumed that food
production technology is held constant.

PLN - 163
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3. General Approach

The general approach of this study is to estimate the food self-reliance in B.C. at the primary
production level. An important consideration was to structure the analysis so that it could be
repeated in the future. The majority of the data used is obtained from Statistics Canada. For
this report the 2001 census data was used. Specific references are included in the
bibliography in Section 9.

A number of data challenges were identified in Sections One and Two. They include:
accounting for cross border food product flows, estimating production, accounting for forage
and feed grain for livestock production, and considering the responsiveness of food
production to market pressures. The following paragraphs outline how these challenges were
addressed.

Cross-Border Food Product Flows

Commodities that are produced in B.C. for trade create a
challenge when analysing food self-reliance at the
wholesale level. For example B.C. produces high quality
greenhouse tomatoes that are sold to the U.S while at the
same time it imports less expensive field tomatoes from
California. Estimating farm gate production directly
eliminates the need to use imports and exports to estimate
what portion of the wholesale value is produced in B.C.
The wholesale value approach will also tend to
overestimate B.C. production on a weight basis as B.C.
tends to export high value tomatoes and import lower value

tomatoes 6 .

B.C. yearling cattle are often sold to Alberta where they are fed for a period of time before
slaughter. Some of this meat is shipped back to B.C. for consumption. In this study, for
calves finished out of province, the calf to yearling stage of production in B.C. was added to
B.C. production.

Estimating Production

Estimating production poses the challenge of capturing the growing farm direct market sales,
and adjusting for unusually large or small crops in the study year. These two challenges are
addressed by estimating the area of production and multiplying by an average or standard
yield.  The advantage of this approach is that it smoothes production spikes, includes
production for farm direct sales, and better estimates B.C.’s production ‘capacity’. It may,
however, overestimate production in some areas where farm management practices vary
significantly, i.e. forage and pasture management on small acreages.

¢ This means that $10 of exports may relate to 5 lbs of tomatoes exported while $10 of imports may relate to 10 Ibs of

tomatoes imported. PLN -164
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Inputs for Livestock Production
Forage and grain inputs are required to feed livestock in order to produce meat, eggs and

dairy products. B.C.’s ability to meet the feed requirements of these animals is included in
the analysis of food self-reliance.

Other Considerations

Agricultural land produces more than just food, and
food also comes from B.C.’s ocean and rivers. The
focus of this study was to connect the land based
food production to the land. The food self-reliance
was estimated with and without seafood, and the
non-food agriculture production is also estimated.

The soils and climate in B.C. can support the
production of many food products, however, some
popular foods such as bananas, some vegetables and
citrus fruit cannot be produced economically in B.C.
Self-reliance is calculated for foods produced in
B.C. and also when including foods not normally
produced in the province.

4, Other Studies

There has been limited work done on addressing the issue of food self-reliance in a large
regional area. Much of the work examining the term ‘food self sufficiency’ involves
providing food to disadvantaged groups, looking at very small regional production areas and
including consideration for food prices. ‘

Two studies have looked at food self-reliance in B.C., Markham (1982)7 and Riemann
(1987)*. Van Bers (1991)° did a future estimate of self-reliance in 5 provinces for the year
2031 and Warnock (1982)'° did a less rigorous estimated of self-reliance in 1982. The results
are summarized in Table 1:

7 Markham, Roe. Supply and Demand Balance in the B.C. Food Sector: A Statistical Analysis. ARDSA Project No.
271304, (1982). :

8 Riemann, Walter. The B.C. Food Balance. B.C. Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries (1987).

% Van Bers, C.1991. Sustainable Agriculture in Canada : a scenario of the future. M. A. Thesis, University of
Waterloo, ON

10 Unpublished report — no longer available P L N - 1 6 5
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Table 1 Summary of Self-Reliance Estimates of Previous Studies in BC
1975 1978 1980 1982 1984 1985 2031
Markham 51% 53% 56%
Warnock 47%
Reimann 69% 73%
Van Bers <50%

Both Markham and Riemann looked at foods produced in B.C. and used the wholesale value
of production and consumption. Looking at wholesale value ($) as compared to quantity
(weight) will tend to increase the estimated level of self-reliance because:

e B.C. tends to produce more high value to weight products
(e.g. more meats as compared to vegetables), and

e B.C. produces more high value products within commodity
groups. For example B.C. produces more greenhouse
vegetables relative to field vegetables, and more fluid milk
relative to industrial milk.

The main difference between Markham’s and Riemann’s
results are their estimates for red meats — Markham estimated
roughly 25% self-reliance while Riemann estimated 49%. The
different estimates are primarily the result of Riemann
considering the B.C. contribution of yearling cattle to the
Alberta feedlots, while Markham did not.

Warnock concluded that BC was 47% self-reliant and that to maintain this level would
require a 40-60% increase in production to the year 2000. The complete paper was not
available'!.

Van Bers (1991) conducted a futuristic estimate of food self-reliance for 5 Canadian
provinces in 2031. The study looked at food groups but excluded meat and animal feed. The
estimates for B.C. are shown below in Table 2:

Table 2 Van Bers - Self-Reliance Estimates for B.C. ~ 2031
Vegetables 23%

Fruit . 25%

Grain — Food 86%

Grain — Feed 16%

Forage / Hay 69%

Van Bers estimate suggests a total level of self-reliance at or below the other studies.

! The author was contacted and indicated it was PE Nry_riq:se study
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5. Results

This section summarizes the results of the two approaches taken by this report to estimate
food self-reliance in B.C.

Table 3 summarizes the results for the comparison of actual consumption to B.C. production
in 2001. Table 4 is a summary of the comparison of consumption as recommended by the
Canada’ Food Guide to Healthy Eating to B.C. production in 2001,

Production Compared to Actual Consumption

The estimates in Table 3 separate the foods that are grown in B.C. from the foods that are not
grown in B.C. Fish is considered separately. Feed and forage needs for the production of
meat and dairy are estimated. Both are noted at the bottom of Table 3 for interest.

These results are consistent with previous studies and with the prevailing perceptions in
industry and government agencies'>. Self-reliance estimates on a commodity basis are
presented in the detailed data sheets in Section 9.

Table 3 Summary of Comparison of Food consumed in B.C.
and Food Produced in B.C.
Food Group ConsBu.r(l:\}:)tion B.CM!;irc?r:i x;:ion Self-I;/::Iiant
Million Kg's
Dairy 1080 617 57%
Meat and Alternatives 467 298 64%
Vegetables - Grown in B.C. 764 331 43%
Fruit - Grown in B.C. 172 273 159%
Grain for Food ) 315 43 14%
Total - Grown in B.C. 2798 1562 56%
Fruit - Not Grown in B.C. 310
Vegetables- Not Grown in B.C. 1
Sugar 136
Total -B.C. 3245 1562 48%
Fish ] 7 38 179 471%
Forage and Feed Grain = 3988 3795 107%

If fish is added to the land based production it would raise the self-reliance on products
produced in B.C. from 56% to 61% and total food from 48% to 53%

12 Anecdotal evidence from the author’s interactions with other agencies indicates there is a general perception that
B.C. is roughly 50% self-reliant in food producticP LN - 1 67
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While the level of feed and forage production meets the input
needs of the industry on a weight basis, it does not meet the
needs on a grain/forage ratio basis. Currently the horse
industry uses over 200 million kilograms'® of forage per year
that is not part of food production and the poultry, dairy and
hog sectors use more grain than is produced in B.C.

The dairy sector has recently received a higher relative
allocation of the national milk quota so it is likely that self-
reliance in dairy food products will be higher in 2006.'

Production Compared to Consumption Based on
Canada’s Food Guide to Healthy Eating

Canada’s Food Guide to Healthy Eating makes recommendations in ‘servings per day’. For
a comparison to actual production, production had to be converted to servings per day. Table
4 shows the actual and recommended consumption in servings per day and compares them to
actual production in servings per day.

Table 4 Summary of Food Guide Recommendations
with Food Produced in B.C.
Daily Servipgs Home Grown Home
(consumption) Home Grown | Production as % Grown
Food Group - Production of Production
fbed | b o/c ;‘: az Million Kg's Recommended as % of
Guide LEE °guid°° (Food Guide) Consumption
e
Dairy 28NS 2828 78% 1.28 45% 57%
Meat & Alternatives | 2.25 | 2.37 105% 1.49 66% 64%
Fruits 3,75 75 20% 1.47 39% 159%
Imports ¥ 1.18 | 31%
Vegetables 375 | 291 78% 1.6 41% 43%
Grain - Food 8.5 9.8 115% 1.3 . 15% 14%
Total 21.12 7.14 34%
Fish 25 25 100% 1.09 436%

Canada’s Food Guide to Healthy Eating recommends higher consumption of dairy, fruit
and vegetables and lower consumption of meat and grains than is currently consumed in B.C.

Imported fruits have been included (tan colour) in the comparison of British Columbians’
actual consumption to the recommended consumption. Combining the locally grown fruit
(20%) and import fruit (31%) totals actual consumption of 51% of the Food Guide
recommendation for fruits.

When looking at the foods we produce, a shift to the recommended healthy diet by all British
Columbians would reduce our food self-reliance to 34%. '

13 Ministry of Agriculture Fisheries and Food, B.C Horse Industry in the 1990°s. 2000
" This may reduce self-reliance in forage production, however, it will depend on how and where the increased
?Sroduction occurs. - ‘

This may reduce self-reliance in forage production, however, it will depend on how and where the increased

production occurs.
PLN - 168
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6. Discussion and Implications

6.1 Trends in Food Self-Reliance

While it is difficult to summarize across studies that use different methodologies, the various
analysis of B.C.’s food self-reliance indicate B.C. is at best maintaining past levels of self-
reliance. Previous studies, most focusing on products B.C. farmers produce, have estimated
self-reliance between 47% and 73%. The estimate of 56% in this study is in that range.

Self-reliance in supply managed'® commodities was limited in the 1980’s and 1990’s by a
national policy of allocating quota on historical population distributions. B.C. producers
have recently been given additional quota based on actual population so the level of self-
reliance will likely increase in these sectors in 2006 — particularly in dairy.

The population of B.C. has increased 82% from 1971 to 2001. Agriculture (including non-
food) output, adjusted for inflation, has gone up 114 %7 over the same period. Farm output'®
has been able to grow along with an expanding population to meet market demand. How
long B.C. farmers can continue to meet this growing demand for food is uncertain.

6.2 Land Needs for Self-Reliance

The methodology used in this study connects the food production to the land base. This
provides the opportunity to estimate the land needed to produce food for British Columbians
today and in the future.

Table 5 is a summary of the land needed to produce a healthy diet for one person. It is
important to recognize that some foods can only be economically produced on land that is
irrigated’®. Land that needs to be irrigated is noted in green and includes fruit, vegetable and
dairy production.

16 production of dairy and poultry products in B,C. are regulated under the Natural Products Marketing Act. The Act
limits imports and allocates production (supply) in B.C.

'7 Statistics Canada Census of Agriculture adjusted by the CPI for food.

8 Farm output includes non-food agriculture such as floriculture and nursery that have shown very high growth over
this period. .

' Farmland can be very broadly divided into land that does not have access to additional water  ( dry land farming)
and land that has access to water for irrigation. Many crops, particularly fruits and vegetables need supplemental water
to be economically grown in most of B.C. P LN - 1 69
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Table 5 Hectares Needed to Produce a Healthy Diet for One Person
Servings Raw Raw | vield/Halyr® Necdod
Iday Weight/day | Weight/Year y (Irrigatod)
Dairy 2.87 718 g 262 L 13,000 L .020
Grain .048
Meat 2.5 188 g 68.6 kg 394
Range21
Grains 8.5 140 g 51.1kg 1,750 kg .029
Vegetables 3.75 225¢g 82.1 kg 6.600 kg 0177
Fruit 3.75 319¢g 116 kg 9,600 kg .0152
Total 471
.053

Combining the 0.471 ha of non-irrigated land with the 0.053 ha of irrigated land adds up to
just over one half a hectare(0.524ha) of producing agriculture land is needed to produce a
healthy diet for one person for one year. 10% of the land needs to have access to irrigation. In
2001, British Columbians needed 2.15 million hectares of food producing land to meet their
food needs. 217,000 hectares of that land needed to be in the fruit, vegetable and dairy
producing areas and have access to irrigation. By 2025, with similar production technology,
British Columbians will need 2.78 million hectares of food producing land, of which 281,000
hectares would need access to irrigation, to meet their food needs. In 2005 the Ministry of
Agriculture and Lands estimated that approximately 189,000 hectares of farmland in B.C.
had access to irrigation.

In 2001 farmers in the fruit, vegetable and dairy producing areas reported irrigating
88,000 hectares - approximately 40% of what is needed for self-reliance.
Interestingly, the estimated level of self-reliance in the sectors that need irrigation,
dairy, fruit and vegetables, was 45%, 39% and 41% respectively — close to the
proportion of reported hectares under irrigation®.

6.3 Pressure on Agriculture Land

The study indicates that as population grows and the demand for food grows, major pressure
on agriculture land will likely come in the form of:

e the need for more irrigated land in the fruit, vegetable and dairy producing areas,
and
o the need for more broadly applied pasture/forage management practices.

2 Farmland can be very broadly divided into land that does not have access to additional water  ( dry land farming)
and land that has access to water for irrigation. Many crops, particularly fruits and vegetables need supplemental water
to be economically grown in most of B.C.

2! Farmland can be very broadly divided into land that does not have access to additional water ~ (dry land farming)
and land that has access to water for irrigation. Many crops, particularly fruits and vegetables need supplemental water
to be economically grown in most of B.C.

2 Some irrigated land is for forage production for beef operations and in a few small areas fruits and vegetables can be

grown without irrigation PLN -1 70
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The largest self-reliant shortfall in B.C. is in fruit and vegetable production. To be
economically viable, fruit and vegetable production in B.C. needs irrigation. In 2001 farmers
located in the main vegetable, fruit and dairy producing regions reported irrigating
approximately 40% of the land needed for food self-reliance.

If prices for imported fruits and vegetables begin to rise, there will be significant pressure to
bring more irrigated farmland into production to meet local demand.

The estimate for animal feed and forage self-reliance is based on the assumption that all
census farms are using good pasture management techniques - achieving average production
levels of 75% of those achieved in forage trials. This is not always the case. To continue to
achieve self-reliance in animal feed and forage production the management of pasture land,
particularly on small parcels around the urban centers, will need to be improved.

6.4 Regional Considerations

Agriculture production in B.C. is regionalized. For
example, grains and oilseeds are produced primarily
in the north, beef ranching occurs mainly in the
Interior, the majority of tree fruits are produced in
the Okanagan, dairy is concentrated in the Fraser
Valley and north Okanagan, and the major
production area for small fruits and vegetables is in
the Fraser Valley. These regional differences are
primarily driven by climate and soil type. Regional production differences need to be
considered when evaluating farmland needed to meet the food needs in B.C. For example for
B.C. to expand small fruit and vegetable production it will need access to more farmland with
irrigation in the Fraser Valley or Vancouver Island. If B.C. needs to expand tree fruit
production it will need access to more farmland (with access to irrigation) in the Okanagan.

6.5 Production from Dry Land Compared to Irrigated Land

The table below further illustrates, in very general terms, the difference in production
potential between dry land and irrigated land®.

Land Base Sales
((000ha) % ($million) %
Farmed Land 2,587 2,224
Dry Land Production 2,476 96% 1,328 60%
Irrigated Land Production 111 4% 896 40%

Commodities that normally use irrigation make up only 4% of the producing land while
accounting for 40% of the farm gate receipts.

n Irrigated land from Census of Ag 2001. Irrigated land sales included field vegetable, all fruits, grapes, nursery and
dairy. Indoor agriculture (poultry, hog, mushroom, greenhouse) that also needs access to water was not included. It
appears that the methodology is effective as a br(PENator,rW need for irrigation for food production.
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6.6 Role of Greenhouses in Food Production

Greenhouse production technology is very efficient at producing certain food crops. For a
specific commodity, greenhouse production on a square meter basis can be 20 times higher
than field crop production. Currently only 3 major vegetable crops are produced in
greenhouses - tomatoes, peppers and cucumbers and the products produced in greenhouses
tend to be at the “premium’ end of the price and quality spectrum. Greenhouse production
currently meets 48% of tomato consumption, 150% of pepper consumption and 75% of
cucumber consumption in B.C.

The limited number of food crops that can be economically
grown in greenhouses in B.C. suggests that both greenhouse
and field crop production are needed to meet the quantity
and diversity of food needs in B.C.

6.7 Non-Food Production on Farmland

In 2001 the non-food sectors used 150,000 hectares of farmland to produce agriculture
products. The sod, floriculture and much of the nursery production need access to irrigation.

Commodity Pradueaan
Nursery 42,077
Sod 837
Christmas Trees 6,018
Floriculture 3,000
Horses 100,000
Total 151,932

124

Floriculture greenhouse farms are averaged at 4 hectares in 2001 and the horse estimate is

from the 1998 Horse Industry Survey.

Land in the Okanagan, Fraser Valley and Vancouver Island is capable of producing a wide
range of food products, but the actual use of farmland is market driven. If the demand for
food increases and production of specific food crops becomes more profitable for food
production than non-food production, the land currently used for non-food production may
shift from non-food to food crops.

 The number of floriculture producers was uschiEN eﬁti;rﬁf 4 ha per farm.
- 14 -



7. Data Challenges and Future Considerations

A number of data challenges arose when doing this study. The author chose to use readily
available sources so the study could be duplicated in the future. The more significant
challenges were in estimating consumption statistics and estimating production yields.

Consumption Statistics

Consumption statistics are currently available on a national basis only. There are differences
in food preferences between provinces that may affect the estimated food consumption on a
provincial basis. Due to the ethnic make-up of B.C.’s population, certain foods are in higher
or lower demand than in other provinces and may differ from the national reported amount.
This affects the quality of consumption data for non-staple commodities, such as Chinese
cabbage, mushrooms and goat meat.

Yield Estimates

The information used for the average yield estimates are not all from the same source. The
method used was to first take the most reliable yield estimate provided by Crop Insurance®,
and then to use Ministry of Agriculture and Lands (MAL) planning budgets® to fill in the
blanks. “Crop Insurance” estimates are assumed to be more accurate (updated) as the entity is
paying out money based on these estimates. MAL planning budgets are considered a reliable
source as the tool is designed by Ministry specialists to help planning initiatives for B.C.
farmers. The issue is that some of the stated average yields are from older sources. Therefore,
it is uncertain how reliable these estimates are given recent technology changes in the
industry. The estimates used from planning budgets are published between 1988 and 2002

(publication dates vary on a commodity basis).

The two sources use different methods, as the yield estimates are used for different purposes.
At this point the two sources are the most accurate information available.

Yield estimates are mostly based on production in the Fraser Valley and Okanagan regions.
In addition, average yields differ for processing crops as compared to fresh market sales. This
data is not available for all processing crops and for consistency purposes is ignored in this
study. It should be noted that only a small percentage of B.C.’s crops go for processing.

A complete list of average yields for crops grown in BC would be an asset for future versions
of this study. This data should take into account regional growing/management differences
and crops for processing, as crops for processing typically have higher yields.

The estimated waste factors applied to food “Disappearance” data in “Food Statistics” are
experimental. Likewise, the methods in which these factors are applied to estimated
production are experimental.

25 . L .
The Crop Insurance program is a production insurance program for farmers of specific crops. Farmers pay an annual
premium for coverage against crop failure. Payouts are based on ‘average yields’.

* Ministry of Agriculture and Lands did a series of planning budgets (Planning for Profit) for different crops and
livestock. Part of the planning budget involves es'P‘EiN p_roqur'sn.
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The weight per serving for fruits, vegetables and grain products are estimates. The USDA
National Nutrient Database is a standard reference; however, matching difficulties between
consumption, production, recommended consumption and the database do occur.

“Food statistics >’ were first published in 1976, and similar studies have been done to note
changes in consumer behaviour with the release of new health information. Insight could be
gained on a provincial basis by comparing changes in BC production, since farmers typically
alter production in response to consumer demand. Further analysis could also indicate how
fast BC farmers can respond to changes in consumer behaviour.

e &
\ BC ST
L mmme

Reglonal Papulation Trends In B.C.

Taking demographics into consideration in this study offers
valuable information now and in the future. In a ten year period
B.C. will see a major demographic shift. The major variables of the
shift will occur as outlined in Regional Population Trends in BC*,
are changes in the age structure, size and ethnic make-up of the
population. Measuring these changes can help shed light on how
B.C.’s food needs shift with demographics.

8. Methodology and Detailed Analysis

8.1 Consumption and Production Data

Per capita “food disappearance” and “actual consumption” is disclosed in Stats Canada’s
annual publication, “Food Statistics.” Consumption data for 2001 is used in comparison to
production data from the 2001 Census. Total B.C. food consumption is based on the reported
population of B.C. for 2001 (3,907,740 persons).

Food Statistics refers to “Food Disappearance” as the amount of food available for
consumption. B.C.’s food self-reliance, on a commodity basis, is the ratio of B.C. production
to “Food Disappearance” data.

The amount of recommended food intake is the amount of food that is actually consumed
rather than the amount of food available for consumption. To determine self-reliance on a
food group basis, “Food Disappearance” data and B.C. production estimates are adjusted to
account for food wastage. These adjustments produce comparable data to Health Canada’s
recommended food consumption. In “Food Statistics” the consumption data adjusted for food
wastage is referred to as “Actual Consumption”.

The waste factors used to calculate “Actual Consumption” account for retail, household,
cooking and plate loss. The waste factors may vary from year to year. This study used waste
factors on a commodity basis for consumption data averaged over three census years, 2001,
1996 and 1991.

%7 Statistics Canada Catalogue no. 21-020-XIE
B A publication of B.C. Stats, http://www.bcstatslgtnca/d1taf)4p/pop/apebc97.pdf
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The estimated weight per serving differs on a commodity basis for raw and processed foods.
Similarly, for consumption data, processed commodities have different waste factors than
fresh products. In order to get production data in the same terms, the percent of production to
processing on a commodity basis is estimated. The percent to processed sales for 2001 is
applied to estimated production to get the amount of production to processing on a
commodity basis. The amount of production that goes to processing is adjusted by a waste
factor for comparison to consumption data. The adjustment results in a better estimation of
what is actually consumed from what B.C. farmers produce.

B.C. production is estimated by using the reported producing area for 2001 multiplied by the
average yields. Average yield estimates are derived from “Crop Insurance” data and Ministry
of Agriculture and Lands commodity planning budgets. Yield data from “Crop Insurance”
are considered a better estimate and are used when available. Otherwise, the “average” yields
from Ministry of Agriculture and Lands planning budgets are used.

Consumption data for fruits and vegetables separates fresh and processed items. To
determine BC’s self-reliance on a commodity basis, the processed amounts for fruit and
vegetables are converted to its fresh equivalent weight for a fair comparison to production
data. This conversion is not necessary for the comparison of recommended consumption and
production data as recommended serving sizes differ between fresh and processed goods.

8.2 Food Guide Recommendations

The recommended consumption on a food group basis is from Health
Canada’s Food Guide to Healthy Eating. The guide places food into the
following four groups: “Grain products”, “Vegetables and fruit”, “Milk
products”, and “Meat and alternatives”. Foods that are not included in these
groups fall into the “Other” food category. These foods tend to be low in
nutritional value and high in fat. Health Canada recommends citizens limit
the intake of these foods for obvious health reasons. These items are not
included in the approach to self-sufficiency on a food group basis.

The recommended number of servings an individual should consume everyday from the four
food groups will vary with his or her activity level, body size, age and gender. For women, it
will vary when pregnant or breastfeeding. The recommended daily intake is 5-12 servings of
grain products, 5-10 servings of vegetables/fruits and 2-3 servings of Meat and alternative
products. For milk products a more personalized recommended number of servings are given.
The recommended intake for children 4-9 years of age is 2-3 servings per day. For youth 10-
16 years of age the recommended intake is 3-4 servings per day. For adults the recommended
intake is 2-4 servings per day, and if breastfeeding or pregnant 3-4 servings per day.

For comparison to production estimates and land needs it is necessary to find an absolute
serving size per food group. Health Canada gives a range of servings to indicate to
individuals that their consumption levels will vary based on personal characteristics.

BC’s demographics were considered while estimating an absolute recommended number of
servings per food group. The main variables taken into consideration are age structure and
the gender sex ratio. The 2001 “Average person profile” published by BC Statistics indicates:
25% of the population is less than 20 years of age, 36.3% is 20-44, 25.1% is 45-64, 13.6% is
65 and older, and the mean age is 38.4 years. The population is 51% female and 49% male.

PLN -175
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After analysis of demographical information it is concluded that there is not significant
evidence to take a number other than the average of the range for the number of
recommended servings. The purpose of this estimation is to determine the number of servings
that would meet the requirements of the indicated characteristics of the 2001 population.

A weighted average is used to find the average number of servings for milk products. The
guide recommends a range of servings for this food group based on age and if pregnant or
breastfeeding. The 2001 census profile gives the age distribution. Some age categories are
not grouped the same between the food guide and census profile, thus, some estimates were
made in the calculations. The 2000/01 birth population is used to give an estimate of the
population that is either pregnant or breastfeeding.

For comparative analysis, consumption and production data is converted to servings
consumed/produced per day. In order to accomplish this, a weight per serving on a
commodity basis is necessary. The Food Guide discloses serving sizes on a weight basis for
fluid milk and meat products. For the other groups it is not as clear cut. Refer to “Canada’s
Food Guide to Healthy Eating” for serving size descriptions. For instance, the guide indicates
that a slice of bread is equal to one grain serving. For conversion purposes, the amount of
grain present in a slice of bread is estimated and used as the recommended serving size. The
recommended amount for fruits and vegetables is also given as a qualitative description
rather than measured by weight. To determine weight per serving on a commodity basis, the
USDA National Nutrient Database is used to provide a standard reference. The weight of a
recommended serving is estimated based on matching descriptions with the Nutrient
database. Refer to the supplement material for more detail on how the tool is applied.

9. Data Tables

BC Food Self Reliance Data Tables

PLN -176
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THE REGIONAL FOOD SYSTEM STRATEGY

The Regional Food System Strategy (RFSS) was adopted by Metro Vancouver in 2011, with a vision to create, “a sustainable,

resilient and healthy food system that will contribute to the well-being of all vesidents and the economic prosperiry of the region

while conserving onr ecological legacy.” This food system approach illustrates the multiple ways food reaches our plates and

the linkages among agencies, the private sector and communities working on food issues. The RFSS contains five goals and
twenty-one strategies (see below) that highlighe opportunities for all levels of government, the private sector, and civil society

to advance actions that support the vision and public benefits derived from the regional food system.

THE REGIONAL FOOD SYSTEM STRATEGY FRAMEWORK

Goals

Strategies

Goal 1

Increased Capacity to
Produce Food Close
to Home

1. Protect agricultural land for food production

1.2 Restore fish habitat and protect sustainable sources of seafood

1.3 Enable expansion of agricultural production

1.4 Investin a new generation of food producers

1.5 Expand commercial food production in urban areas

Goal 2:

Improve the Financial
Viability of the Food
Sector

21 Increase capacity to process, warehouse and distribute local foods

2.2 Include local foods in the purchasing policies of large public institutions

2.3 Increase direct marketing opportunities for local foods

2.4 Further develop value chains within the food sector

2.5 Review government policies and programs to ensure they enable the expansion of the local food sector

Goal 3:

People Make Healthy
and Sustainable
Food Choices

3.1 Enable residents to make healthy food choices

3.2 Communicate how food choices support sustainability

3.3 Enhance food literacy and skills in school

3.4 Celebrate the taste of local foods and the diversity of cuisines

Goal 4:

Everyone has Access
to Healthy, Culturally
Diverse and Affordable
Food

4.1 Improve access to nutritious food among vulnerable groups

4.2 Encourage urban agriculture

4.3 Enable non-profit organizations to recover nutritious food

Goal 5:

A Food System
Consistent with
Ecological Health

5.1 Protect and enhance ecosystem goods and services

5.2 Reduce waste in the food system

5.3 Facilitate adoption of environmentally sustainable practices

5.4 Prepare for the impacts of climate change

When the GVRD Board adopted the RFSS in 2011, they requested an aCCOPtN impk‘r?g)tion plan.
This Regional Food System Action Plan fulfills the GVRD Board directive.
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THE REGIONAL FOOD
SYSTEM ACTION PLAN

While the broad framework of the RFSS considers the role
of stakeholders across the entite food system, the Regional
Food System Action Plan (Action Plan) adopts a narrower
focus on actions that local governments are planning

to undertake in the next 3-5 years that will concretely
advance implementation of the RFSS. It also identifies a
number of new strategic and collaborative actions that local
governments can undertake together to advance efforts
toward a resilient and sustainable food system in Metro
Vancouver. The Action Plan is set within the context of
the dedicated, progressive and innovative work already
accomplished or underway by local governments, civil
society groups and other food system stakeholders.

In addition, this Action Plan is intended as a reference
guide for local governments to learn from each other’s
respective actions and experiences.

Staff from local governments identified the actions in the
Action Plan, including the new collaborative initiatives being
proposed to respond to gaps and emerging directions. The
Action Plan:

e Demonstrates the local government role through
ongoing and planned actions;

o Identifies areas of the RFSS where more local
government efforts are desirable;

e Recommends opportunities for collaborative
local government action;

e Highlights actions that could be expanded across
the region; and

® Provides a resoutce to learn from each other and
signals where new partnerships can be pursued to
address food system issues.

The Action Plan was developed by Metro Vancouver, member
municipalities, the Tsawwassen First Nation and the BC
Ministry of Agriculture. Input was also provided by regional
and municipal Agricultural Advisory Committees, external
stakeholders and a series of three Roundtable events hosted
by Metro Vancouver in 2013 and 2014.

PLN -

Ongoing engagement with stakeholders has
resulted in an Action Plan that highlights:

* 160 existing actions planned by local governments to
advance RFSS implementation;

e 18 new collaborative local government actions;

®  Where local governments are most active in the food
system, which is in: protecting agricultural land,
supporting direct marketing, aligning policies to food
system goals, supporting vulnerable populations’ access
to nutritious food, and encouraging urban agriculeure;

e Areas where local governments are less engaged,
including: using farmland for food production ,
supporting new farmers, facilitating local food
processing capacity, increasing awareness of local food,
promoting food recovery, and preparing for impacts of
climate change;

e Emerging issues that have become more pertinent
since the RFSS was adopted in 2011 and that require
local government attention, including: food emergency
planning; linking poverty, food & health issues; and
building local government capacity to work with civil
society groups; and

® A collaborative approach to implementation that ensures
ongoing coordination among local governments.

“Why an Action Plan? !

The Action Plan is focused on the actions that local
governments are planning to undertake in the next 3-5
years that will concretely advance the region towards a
sustainable food system.

By consolidating planned local government activity, the
Action Plan achieves more than the sum of its parts, by:

* Enabling knowledge transfer among local
governments

e Providing an opportunity to expand best practices
across the region

e Identifying opportunities to collaboratively address
persistent and cross-jurisdictional regional food

180
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ROLE OF LOCAL
GOVERNMENTS IN THE
REGIONAL FOOD SYSTEM

Food system issues span government, private sector and
community organizations, yet necessitate government
leadership at all levels. The federal government has authority
over national and international issues related to trade,
agriculture, fisheries, health, and food safety. The province
of British Columbia shares the government mandate for
agriculture and healch, while also having authority over
economic growth, job creation, social welfare, transportation
and the environment.

Local governments are more directly connected to communities
and therefore ate well-positioned to address food system issues
related to land use, ucilities, community services and to work
directly with the civil society groups that are actively engaged
in food system issues in their communities. Municipalities can
capitalize on strengths to manage growth and development,
diversify the economy, educate residents, support vulnerable
populations and adapt to a changing environment. The
regional district provides regional utility services for

water, wastewater and solid waste and undertakes regional
planning with an aim to guiding anticipated growth to the
right places. This includes supporting the development of

complete communities, protecting important lands (including .

agricultural lands), and enabling the provision efficient
infrastructure, including transportation.

In Metro Vancouver, the combined efforts of the regional
district, 21 member municipalities and the Tsawwassen First
Nation creates an opportunity for a collective approach that can
effectively address a wide range of food system issues. There
remains a strong reliance on the provincial government to
enable the policy, regulatory and fiscal framework. Partnerships
with business, community organizations and educational
institutions are also essential to advancing innovative solutions
to address the challenges in the regional food system.

The Action Plan acknowledges a distinctive role for local
governments in the Metro Vancouver region while recognizing
that each local government has unique characteristics and
circumstances and therefore addresses agriculture and food
issues in its own way. For example, municipalities with

PLN -

Definitions

With many sectors involved, there can be differing
assumptions regarding some of the terminology. The follow
key terms were identified by stakeholders as important to

define as used in the context of this Action Plan:

A Sustainable Food System is one that requires
protecting and conserving the region’s rich ecological legacy
while taking actions that provide for ongoing profitability in
the food sector, support healthier eating habits and address
inequities in food access. A sustainable food system must
also be resilient - capable of recovering from unforeseen
setbacks and short-term crises. And, a sustainable food
system is also a healthy system, one that improves the well-
being of individuals and reduces the stress on the health care
system through better food choices and eating habits (Metro

Vancouver Regional Food System Strategy, 2011).

Food Security exists when all people, at all cimes,
have physical and economic access to sufficient, safe
and nutritious food to meet their dietary needs and
food preferences for an active and healthy lifestyle

(United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization, 2001).

Food Insecurity refers to the inability to acquire or
consume an adequate diet quality or sufficient quantity
of food in socially acceptable ways, or the uncertainty
that one will be able to do so. It is often associated with
lack of financial ability to access adequate food.

(Health Canada, 1994)

significant agricultural land play a crucial role in protecting
farmland and promoting the viability of agriculeure. In Metro
Vancouver, there are six municipalities that contain 95%

of the region’s agricultural land (Delta, Langley Township,
Maple Ridge, Pitt Meadows, Richmond, and Surrey). For the
purposes of the Action Plan, these municipalities are referred
to as the “Agricultural” municipalities. Although other
municipalities are also stewards of the Agricultural Land Resetve,
most of the remaining lands are located within the Urban
Containment Boundary, as defined by Metro Vanconver 2040:
Shaping our Future (Metro 2040), the regional growth strategy.
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THE AGRICULTURAL LAND RESERVE IN METRO VANCOUVER

Municipalities with 1000+
hectares of ALR

PITT
MEADOWS MAPLE RIDGE

SURREY

LANGLEY
TOWNSHIP

Municipalities with less than i ;
. 1000 hectares of ALR Municipalities with no ALR
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CHALLENGES

The challenges identified in the RFSS remain pertinent -
supporting healthier diets, reducing the catbon footprint of
food, preparing for uncertain global food supplies, ensuring
food security and creating opportunities for local food
businesses. The ability of government agencies to work across
multiple jurisdictions to capture synergies also remains a
challenge.

Through the development of the Action Plan, municipalities
expressed a strong desite to ensute that nucritious food

is available to everyone, local agri-food businesses thrive,
agricultural land is protected and associated ecological goods
and services are maintained over the long term. Additional
challenges faced by local governments in responding to local
food issues identified during the development of the Action
Plan include:

e local governments having many competing priorities and
obligations;

¢ alack of adequate resources committed to food and

agricultural issues;

s alack of consistency in terms of where and how agri-food
issues are addressed within each municipality, which
makes it difficult to coordinate among departments and
across the region; and

e the range of levels of political commitment to a food
system approach often results in actions being completed
when staff time and funding become available, racher
than as a strategic priority.

KEY FINDINGS

A number of notable themes emerged through the development
of the Action Plan. First, it has become evident that a regional
federation of local governments working together on some
issues provides an effective way to optimize the building of
resilient, sustainable regional food system. The Action Plan’s
success is reliant on the complementary relationships that

allow each community to build on its own strengths and
unique circumstances to address food issues, but also to work
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together on cross-cutting actions. This Action Plan provides
the opportunity to learn from the experiences of others, expand
innovative approaches across the region, and embark on new
initiatives to address the persistent challenges and emerging
regional food system issues.

Next, the importance of the interdependent relationship
between rhe communities that are producing most of our local
food, and the communities that are primarily the consumers,
cannot be overstated. For example, agricultural municipalities
tend to be focused on protecting agricultural land and expanding
commercial food production, while the municipalities with less
agricultural land can help bring local food awareness and social
benefits to residents through activities such as farmers’ markets
and urban agriculture. Building an awareness and understanding
of the respective roles and interdependence of local governments
is key to effectively expand local food production.

Efforts to expand the supply and demand for local food also
strengthens the call to protect agticultural land by containing
growth within the urban containment boundary, as defined in
Metro 2040. Strong connections between communities can
further increase understanding of the issues that will confront the
region in the fucure, especially as climate change and emergency
management take a higher priotity on all government agendas.

Lascly, there is a wide range of food-related policies, plans and
programs being implemented by local governments, yet these
initiatives ate often not labeled as such. In addition to the
agriculture plans, food strategies and food chartets prepared by
municipalities, actions in support of a food system approach have
emerged from a broad range of other policy tools such as Official
Community Plans, zoning bylaws and development permit area
guidelines. There are also supportive actions embedded in Local
Area Plans, Park Plans, Climate Action Plans, Environmental
and Social Sustainability Strategies, and Healthy Built
Environment initiatives. While municipalities are responding

to the growing interest in local food issues by using available
tools and resources. A more strategic, integrated long-term
approach that includes dedicated staff, funding, and partnerships
is needed.
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8 Regional Food System Action Plan

A SPECIAL MENTION -
COMMUNITY GROUPS,
NON-GOVERNMENTAL
ORGANIZATIONS & HEALTH
AGENCIES

In addition to local governments, key players in the

regional food system include non-governmental
organizations, community groups, educational institutions
and the private sector. Many of these groups are leading
actions that support the implementation of the Regional Food
System Strategy, and are often crucial partners for

local governments.

Provincial Health Authorities also take a strong
leadership role in putting food on the public agenda,

and in providing partnership opportunities that support
local government and community groups to better engage
with food system challenges.

Most local governments rely on community organizations

to be on the front lines for food security issues. With senior
governments continuing to reduce support for research and
extension', agricultural producers are increasingly reliant

on educational institutions for job training and skills
development. In the Metro Vancouver region, post-secondary
institutions have been active in advancing research, as well
supporting on the ground initiatives, such as changes in
institutional procurement practices to include local foods.
The connections between the private sector and local
government are becoming more collaborative as businesses
recognize social obligations and opportunities to be agents of
change, and as food issues become more complex. In addition,
food banks, charitable organizations and foundations are
providing critical community services and conducting public
engagement and education activities.

1 Asnoted in the RFSS: "Agricultural extension encompasses a wide range of
scientific, technical, marketing and other business support for agricultural producers
and is usually provided by a government agency or university."
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Civil Society

Civil society groups, non- government organizations and

community associations are the true engines of innovation
and progress. Although this Action Plan is focused on the
role of local government, the ongoing work of civil society
groups on the ground is critical in advancing food security

issues throughout the region.

WHAT’S IN THE
ACTION PLAN

The Action Plan uses the RFSS goals and strategies
framework to structure planned and new local government
actions. Each of these five Action Plan goals has a chapter
that includes:

Local Government Role — describes the current state of
RFSS implementation in 2015 and the types of actions that
have been completed since the adoption of the RFSS in 2011.

Planned Actions — identifies specific actions local
governments are planning to undertake within the next

- five years. These actions are occurring on an ongoing basis,

or are planned for the next 3-5 years. The planned actions
were identified by local government staff for their own
jurisdictions. These planned actions have been previonsly
considered and approved by local government decision-makers.
The list of actions represents a ‘snapshot’ in time, is forward
looking and therefore does not include completed actions and
may not be fully comprehensive. The Action Plan is intended
as 2 “living resource” that is flexible and adaptable: it will

be updated as local governments complete new actions, or
choose to submit new planned actions that weren’t initially
identified. This approach supports regular updates to the
Action Plan.
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New Collaborative Actions for Local Governments —
identifies actions to address the current gaps in RFSS
implementation, many which can be achieved by aligning
efforts among local governments. These new actions form
the basis for collaborative implementation of the Action
Plan. These recommended actions have not yer been endorsed
by local govermment decision-makers. There are two types of
collaborative recommendations:

— New actions that harness the collaborative potential
of local government to jointly address the identified
gaps in the RFSS; and

—~ Expansion of practices currently underway in one
or more jurisdictions. These are initiatives that
have the potential for broader application

throughout the region.

PAST ACTIVITY 20716

Figure 1. Scope of the Action Plan

ACTION PLAN

Ongoing Actions

Emerging Issues in the Regional Food System

The last section of the Action Plan addresses actions that
were not included in the original scope of the RFSS, but that
since its adoption, have become more prevalent throughout
the region.

What's not in the Action Plan

It is important to acknowledge that local governments have
already adopted, funded and implemented many programs
and initiatives that support the regional food system. Past
actions have contributed to the strength of the regional food
system today, and have set the stage for the future actions
identified in the Action Plan. As expressed in the figure
below, actions that have been completed since the adoption
of the RFSS are not included in the Action Plan.

2020 FUTURE ACTIMITY
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GOAL 1

Increase Capacity to
Produce Food Close
to Home

This RFSS goal aims to expand the amount of food that can
be commercially produced in the region. The five strategies
under this goal address: agricultural land, fish habitat,
avenues to invest in future farmers and the expansion of
commercial food production in rural and urban areas.
Protecting the agricultural land base is critical, but is only
the first step — equally important is enabling farmers to
operate a viable business and the use of agricultural lands
for food production.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT ROLE

Local governments are strongly engaged in responding to
Goal 1 through policy and regulations for managing land use
issues within their jurisdictions. Agricultural municipalities
and Metro Vancouver support the Agricultural Land
Commission by protecting the region’s agricultural land
base. There are also ongoing efforts to expand the region’s
food production capacity both in rural and urban areas.

Since the adoption of the RFSS, local governments
have undertaken actions such as:

e protecting agricultural land through the
implementation of Merro 2040, including the policy
limiting sewer connections on Metro 2040 Agricultural
and Rural designated lands, yet significant effort is spent

addressing the everyday threats of non-farm use on
agricultural lands.

¢ adopting guidelines to restore and enhance fish habitat;

e investigating options to increase actively farmed land
and discourage non-farm uses in the ALR;

* continuing to address the deposition of illegal fill
on farmland through municipal bylaws and
enforcement activities;

¢ investing in irrigation and drainage infrastructure, at a
cost of hundreds of thousands of dollars, to enable farmers
to maintain expand food production in the ALR; and

¢ continuing to seek ways to facilitate commercial
food production in urban areas.

PLANNED ACTIONS.

Local governments identified 40 planned actions for the next
five years to advance implementation of Goal 1. These planned
actions include a mix of short- and medium-term and ongoing
initiatives. The chart below illustrates the distribution of the
actions. Due to the combined efforts of the regional district,
agricultural and other municipalities, most of the activity

is evenly distributed among the five RFSS strategies. The
distribution of actions by RFSS strategy is illustrated in the
following chart.

Goal 1: Planned Actions (2016-2020)

1.1 Protecting
agricultural land

b

1.5 Expanding urban
commercial food
production

Al
\

\(: . 12 Restoring
) fish habitat

1.4 Supporting
new generation
of producers

1.3 Enabling agricultural
expansion
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11 PROTECT AGRICULTURAL LAND FOR FOOD PRODUCTION

Local governments continue to protect the region’s farmland in support of the provincial Agricultural Land Reserve.

Planned Actions

Agency Timeline

Ongoing

Next 5 Years

Respond to proposed new transportation and other infrastructure to
minimize or mitigate the loss of agricultural land or capability

Delta, Richmond, Metro
Vancouver

Ensure zoning and farm bylaws are consistent with the provincial “Guide for
Bylaw Development in Farming Areas”

Langley Township,
Port Coquitlam, Richmond

Address truck parking on agricuitural land by investigating the feasibility of | Surrey
designated parking areas
Conduct research and implement Farm Home Plate regulations Surrey

Advocate for the preservation and enhancement of the ALR for food
production

Metro Vancouver, Vancouver

Reduce and prevent damage or erosion of the ALR by non-farm uses to
support production and economic development in the agricultural sector

Burnaby, Richmond, Surrey

Lead a pilot project to seek preventative solutions to illegal fill deposition on
farmland in partnership with municipalities

Metro Vancouver

Partner with the Ministry of Agriculture to update the Regional Agricultural
Land Use Inventory with participation fromm member municipalities

Metro Vancouver

Represent regional interests in regulatory and policy changes to provincial
legislation and federal development proposals impacting agriculture

Metro Vancouver

Continue to work to minimize and mitigate the recreation / agricultural
interface impacts along the Boundary Bay dyke

Delta

12

RESTORE FISH HABITAT AND PROTECT SUSTAINABLE SOURCES OF SEAFOOD

Protecting, restoring and enhancing fish habitat is essential to sustaining commercial fisheries as well as protecting salmon

fot community and ceremonial use by First Nations. These actions represent only a small component of the broader aim to

support sustainable sources of fish and seafood. Most local governments with fish-bearing streams recognize the multiple

values associated with protecting fish habitat and are actively involved in streamside enhancement projects.

Planned Actions

Agency Timeline

Ongoing

Next 5 Years

Restore and enhance riparian and fish habitat, including partnering with
community organizations

All local governments

Host, fund and in-kind support for celebratory and educational public events
drawing attention to importance of fish habitat

All local governments

Implement Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA) guidelines and
watercourse protection regulations to protect fish bearing streams

Burnaby, Maple Ridge, New
Westminster, Port Moody

Develop new Riparian Area Development permit Guidelines to protect fish
bearing streams

Surrey

New Westminster

Maintain fish programs for Capilano smolt trap and truck program to
transport salmonid populations around Cleveland Dam

Metro Vancouver

Establish a fish migration & capture facilities (e.g. at Metro Vancouver new
proposed hydroelectric facility at Cleveland Dam; sites in Maple Ridge)

Maple Ridge, Metro
Vancouver

Establish, support or maintain fish hatcheries

Maple Ridge, Metro Vancouver,
Port Moody, Surrey
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1.3

Local governments have an interest in expanding commercial food production. Agricultural municipalities continue to invest
in irrigation, drainage and other infrastructure projects and advance their agricultural plans, while many urban municipalities

are supporting tesearch to expand local food production on small lots.

ENABLE EXPANSION OF AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION

Planned Actions

Agency Timeline

Ongoing

Next 5 Years

Support, through financial or other means, the Kwantlen Polytechnic
University’s Southwest BC Bio-Region Food System Design Project that will
explore the economic, environmental stewardship and food self-reliance of
a bio-regional food system

Burnaby, Delta, Langley City,
Langley Township, Maple
Ridge, Metro Vancouver New
Westminster, North Vancouver
City, North Vancouver District,
Pitt Meadows, Port Coquitlam,
Port Moody, Richmond,
Tsawwassen First Nation,
Vancouver, White Rock

Continue to improve water infrastructure/drainage upgrades including
activities such as dyke and pump upgrades and maintaining ditch
conveyance

Burnaby, Delta, Pitt Meadows,
Richmond, Surrey

minimize any stormwater increases to farmland

Implement Farm Protection Development Permit guidelines Surrey
Develop road design criteria for farmland Surrey
Complete and implement Integrated Stormwater Management Plans to Surrey New Westminster

Advance the Garden City Lands Legacy Landscape Plan that focuses on
detailed design and on-site water management to enable farming activity

Richmond

Investigate farm property tax policies to identify options to encourage
actively farmed land and discourage non-farm use of the ALR

Metro Vancouver

1.4

INVEST IN A NEW GENERATION OF FOOD PRODUCERS

A major barrier for new producers in starting a farm business is gaining access to agricultural land and capital. Three

Agricultural municipalities identified taking a direct role in encouraging new farms by putting resources into establishing

incubator farms and supporting business and skills training.

Planned Actions

Agency Timeline

Ongoing

Next 5 Years

Support the Langley Sustainable Agriculture Foundation to host workshops
to assist new farmers

Langley Township

Advance the Gardens Agricultural Park Plan for incubator farms and
community gardens

Richmond

Advance the Garden City Lands Legacy Landscape Plan through the
development of the Agricultural Management Strategy using a “one farm, -
multiple farmers” approach

Richmond

Create a Virtual Incubator Farm Project Online system to connect potential
farmers with agri-related resources

Surrey

Establish Agri-business Financial Literacy Program to provide accredited
ag-business financial training for the John Volken Academy BioPod students

Surrey

Implement the Colebrook Park Master Plan that aims to create a leasing
program for incubator farms on the agricultural land

Surrey

Host the Kwantlen Polytechnic University's Farm School initiative

Tsawwassen First
Nation
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1.5 EXPAND URBAN COMMERCIAL FOOD PRODUCTION IN URBAN AREAS

Most municipalities support increased commercial food production in urban areas.

Planned Actions Agency Timeline

Ongoing

Next 5 Years

Zoning and regulatory updates to further encourage agricultural production
and allow urban farming

Burnaby, New
Westminster,

science R&D for the commercial greenhouse industry

Vancouver
Secure tenure for Loutet Farm in Loutet Park and support the establishment of | North Vancouver City
a new farm in the Sutherland Schoolyard
Establish the Bio-Pod Initiative which is an Agrlcultural Training and Research Surrey
Demonstration Greenhouse
Support an Ag-Research Program to develop agri-technology and crop Surrey

Support research and development into new food production methods /

Surrey, Vancouver

2020 (backyard farms to mid-scale operations)

models

Establish a Research and demonstration training facility Surrey
Create policy to enable commercial food product|on in the City including a Vancouver
farming business license

Increase the number of urban farms in Vancouver from 17 to 35 by the year Vancouver

Facilitate development of Klee Wyck commercial food production facility
through business licensing and other in-kind support

West Vancouver

COLLABORATIVE ACTIONS

Local government tesponses to Goal 1 suggest that although there is significant activity across the region to protect

agricultural land and expand commercial agricultural production, some gaps exist that can be addressed by increased

collaboration among municipalities and Metro Vancouver, including:

e advocating for provincial and federal funding to support irrigation and drainage infrastructure necessaty to maintain and

expand food production in the Agriculcural Land Reserve, especially in the face of climate change; and
e supporting the ability of new farmers to access land and start a farm business.

The recommended actions to collaboratively address these gaps are:

New Actions Agency Timeline

1.  Collectively advocate to senior governments for funding programs to Metro Vancouver and 1-3 years
expand investments in irrigation and drainage infrastructure necessary Agricultural municipalities
to adapt to climate change

2. Investigate the feasibility and desirability of a regional land trust to Metro Vancouver and 1-3 years
increase access to agricultural land Agricultural municipalities

3. Expand municipal involvement in programs that enable new farmers to All local governments 1- 3 years
start a business such as Surrey's Virtual Incubator Farm Project Online
system
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GOAL 2

Improve the Financial
Viability of the
Food Sector

The aim of RFSS Goal 2 is to strengthen economic prosperity
for farmers and the food industry by creating opportunities
to distribute and sell primary and value-added products to
residents and institutions. The five strategies under this goal
address facilities for processing and distribution, institutional
food procurement policies, direct marketing, a collaborative
approach to marketing, as well as a review of government
policies and programs.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT ROLE

Actions to support the financial viability of the agri-food
sector often fall beyond the sphere of local government,

yet there is a role to enable the expansion of the local food
businesses. This is achieved by considering ways to increase
private investment and procurement by public institutions,
while also ensuring that existing policies, programs and
regulations help foster local food activities. Merro Vancouver
has less of a direct role in Goal 2, but can promote the agri-
food sector’s contribution to the regional economy.

Since the adoption of the RFSS, local governments
have undertaken actions such as:

. reviewing their procurement policies and investigating
ways to include local food in putchasing agreements
where appropriate;
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s expanding efforts to support the direct marketing
of local foods by enabling farmers markets through
leases on city owned lands, providing access to utilities
and municipal services, and improving signage and
promotion of farm tours and events; and

¢ developing plans to address food related issues and
reviewing regulations, bylaws and policies to remove
obstacles and to create a more enabling business
environment for local food enterprises.

PLANNED ACTIONS

Local governments identified 33 actions that will be
undertaken over the next five years to advance Goal 2
implementation. The most common activities planned are
to increase direct marketing opportunities and to review
and align government policies and programs. Few local
government actions ate planned to increase capacity to
process and distribute local food or leverage the purchasing
policies of public institutions. Creating value chains of
collaborative netwotks among industry stakeholders is

not addressed as it is largely outside the scope of local
government jurisdiction. The distribution of planned actions
by RFSS strategy is illustrated in che following chart.

Goal 2: Planned Actions (2016-2020)

2.1 Increasing capacity to
process, warehouse and
distribute local foods

25

Reviewing 2.2 Including
local gov't local foods
policies in public

to enable institution
expansion purchasing
of the local policies

food sector

2.3 Increase
direct marketing
opportunities
for local foods

* there are no actions currently identified for Strategy 2.4
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2.1

INCREASE THE CAPACITY TO PROCESS, WAREHOUSE AND DISTRIBUTE LOCAL FOODS

A few municipalities have identified actions to address the lack of facilities for processing and distributing locally produced food.

Planned Actions

Agency Timeline

used for farmers markets and other community events

Ongoing Next 5 Years
Conduct or fund a food hub feasibility study Langley Township,
Richmond,
Vancouver
Examine the feasibility of creating farming co-ops and Surrey-based wholesaling Surrey
Identify opportunities for multi-purpose structures and other infrastructure to be Vancouver

2.2

INCLUDE LOCAL FOODS IN THE PURCHASING POLICIES OF LARGE PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS

A number of municipalities have adopted a ‘buy local’ policy to increase the purchasing of local foods by public institutions.
However, experience to date suggests there may be challenges to overcome, including the challenge of defining ‘local food’,

and the increase in scope to address nutritious food, sustainability and other considerations as patt of the process.

Planned Actions

Agency Timeline

Ongoing

Next 5 Years

Review purchasing agreements and integrate local food options where appropriate

Burnaby, Pitt Meadows

Explore opportunities for mobile food business, schools and city facilities to increase
local food purchases

Vancouver

Measure the percentage of local food procured by the city and make
recommendations for an appropriate target

Vancouver

25

INCREASE DIRECT MARKETING OPPORTUNITIES FOR LOCAL FOODS

Most municipalities support direct matketing of local foods through farmers’ markets, farm tours, tourism, and other

education activities within their communities.

Planned Actions

Agency Timeline

Ongoing

Next 5 Years

Ensure local zoning / regulations align with liguor sale permits at farmers markets

New Westminster,
Port Coquitlam

Provide in-kind support or direct incentives for farmers' markets (e.g. space,
infrastructure, adverting, discounted leases)

Burnaby, Coquitlam,
Delta, Maple Ridge,
New Westminster, Port
Coquitlam, Port Moody,
Richmond, Surrey,
Vancouver, White Rock

Develop and promote local farm tours and agri-tourism opportunities

Langley Township,
Richmond

Burnaby, Surrey

Provide direct and in-kind support to facilitate farm signage on municipal boulevards
to inform the public of local farms and food sales

Delta

Explore local street vending opportunities through an existing pilot program, or by
adopting pilot program policy

New Westminster,
Richmond

Support alternative food / retail distribution models including Community Supported
Agriculture programs and fresh food deliveries to recreation and civic facilities

New Westminster

Surrey, Vancouver

Explore farm gate sales for urban farms

Vancouver

Support day trips to agri-food tourism destinations that encourage the purchase of
local food products

White Rock
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2.4

There is a limited role for local governments in developing connections between food businesses.

FURTHER DEVELOP VALUE CHAINS WITHIN THE FOOD SECTOR

Planned Actions

Agency Timeline

Ongoing

Next 5 Years

No actions identified by local governments

2.5

REVIEW GOVERNMENT POLICIES AND PROGRAMS TO ENSURE

THEY ENABLE THE EXPANSION OF THE LOCAL FOOD SECTOR

Municipalities across the region are making a concerted effort to review and align policies to be deliberately supportive

of businesses producing and distributing local food. Equally important, many municipalities are also developing new

environmental, economic and community plans and strategies that incotporate agriculture and food issues, an approach

commonly referred to as adding a “food lens”.

Planned Actions

Agency Timeline

Development Permits in ALR

Ongoing ‘ Next 5 Years
Bylaws and regulatory updates:
Review zoning bylaws to expand support for local food Anmore, New
Westminster, Surrey
Explore regulatory revisions to allow urban agriculture / ‘'market food gardening' in New Westminster
residential areas
Update regulations to support local craft brewing and distilling Coquitlam, New
Westminster, Port
Coquitlam, Port Moody
Amend / promote bylaw changes that support bee keeping in some residential and Maple Ridge, North
other zones Vancouver District,
Surrey
Prepare draft Development Permit Application Sustainability Checklist that includes New Westminster, North
a food sustainability category Vancouver City
Review current policies for protecting agricultural lands North Vancouver District
Amend the Procedure Bylaw to permit staff authority to issue Flood Hazard Lands | Surrey

Host staff education activities to ensure consistent implementation of agricultural
legislation

Surrey

Develop or incorporate food policy into plans:

Explore developing a community based food strategy

Burnaby, New
Westminster

rural character and farmland

Finalize and approve Environmental Sustainability Strategy which includes a food Burnaby
systems theme
Conduct an Economic Sustainability Strategy that will include promoting Delta’s Delta

Set short term goals for local food activity in the Urban Agriculture & Food Security
Action Plan and revise policies/regulations as needed

North Vancouver City

Provide funds to support development of a business case for integrating local food
into municipal plans and policies and develop a food policy

North Vancouver District

Adopt / implement a Food Charter and fund organizations to assist staff to
integrate a food lens into municipal polices and processes

North Vancouver
City

New Westminster, North
Vancouver District

Include policies for new development that encourages on-site green space,
community gardens and urban agriculture in the Parks and Recreation Master Plan

Port Moody

Update the Sustainability Charter to guide development and incorporate decisions

Surrey

related to agricultural production and access to food
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Prepare the West Clayton and Grandview Neighbourhood Concept Plans to support Surrey

the protection of agricultural land

Update Official Community Plan to include or revise food security and related New Westminster, West
policies Vancouver, White Rock
Apply a ‘food systems lens’ to planning processes by creating a food system Vancouver

checklist to assist in reviewing development applications, rezoning and/or

community plans and a toolkit to help development applicants incorporate food

system elements in new developments

COLLABORATIVE ACTIONS

Local government responses to Goal 2 reflect that there is only a2 minot role in ditectly supporting value-added processing
of primary agricultural products, wich the exception of some engagement with implementing provincial regulatory
requirements. Other gaps in implementing this goal include:

)

¢ Identifying avenues to increase capacity for local food processing/ storage both within the Agricultural Land Reserve and

in Urban Centres;

o Increasing effort to share information and lessons learned from existing local food purchasing policies, practices and

investigations;

e Increasing effort to explicitly consider impacts on the regional food system when embarking on other local government

planning processes (referred to as a food lens); and

e Building capacity to take a proactive role in supporting local food availability by advocating to the private sector about the
importance of agricultural viability when engaging with businesses on other issues.

The recommended actions to collaboratively address these gaps are:

New Actions Agency Timeline

1.  Develop policies to expand processing, storage and distribution of All local governments 1-3 years
local food (e.g. revitalization tax exemptions)

2. Share information on the potential opportunities to increase focal All local governments 1-3 years
food purchasing strategies

3. Profile and incorporate agri-food business ventures into regional Metro Vancouver 3-5 years
and municipal economic development plans and Agricultural
municipalities

4, Convene bulk food purchasers to explore how to increase local Metro Vancouver 1-3 years
food purchasing to facilitate with
participation from all

local governments
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GOAL 3

People Make Healthy and
Sustainable Food Choices

RFSS Goal 3 aims to help citizens build knowledge and
skills around local food, healthy eating and the connection

to sustainability. Four strategies address supporting healthy
food choices, promoting local food, education and celebrating
our international cuisines. A key dimension lies in increasing
awareness of the opportunities to promote the local food.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT ROLE

Local government has a role in raising awareness about local,
nutritious food and why it is important to communities.
This role is often delivered through public education and
partnerships with civil society groups and health authorities.

Municipalities are connecting residents to fresh, locally grown

products through, outreach, tourism and other community
events. They also facilitate skills development opportunities
for residents and for vulnerable populations though social
service providers. Metro Vancouver has developed avenues to
engage students and youth through curriculum development,
fostering experiential learning,

and teacher training.

Since the adoption of the RFSS, local governments
have undertaken actions such as:

¢ ongoing outreach and educational activities within their
communities including hosting annual events;

e initiating a program to increase student capacity to
manage and expand teaching gardens, and supporting
agricultural-related content and programming at the local
museum; and

¢ developing new curriculum resources to support K-12
teachers and students on integrating ‘food systems’
thinking into the classroom.

Goal 3 reflects the supportive role local governments

often play in funding or supporting non-governmental
otganizations, community groups, and educational
institutions to increase knowledge, build capacity and make
the community connections. Health agencies and civil society
groups often take the lead on work in this realm. There may
be opportunities for collaboration with health agencies to
minimize overlap with local government efforts.

PLANNED ACTIONS

Local governments identified 24 actions that will be under-
taken over the next five years to advance implementation
of Goal 3. The majority of these actions are ongoing. The
strategy receiving the most attention for local governments
is the celebration of local food, followed by planned actions
related to education. The distribution of actions among the
four RFSS strategies is illustrated in the following chart.

Goal 3: Planned Actions (2016-2020)

3.4 Celebrating local
foods and a diversity

> 3.) Enabling residents
of cuisines

to make healthy food
choices

3.3 Enhancing
food literacy
and skills in
schools

3.2
Communicating
how food
choices support
sustainability
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3.1 ENABLE RESIDENTS TO MAKE HEALTHY FOOD CHOICES

Some local governments are educating the public about healthy eating, but for the most part, social service providers and

health authorities take on this role, sometimes in partnership with local governments.

Planned Actions

Agency Timeline

Ongoing

‘Next 5 Years

Support the Golden Ears Feast that provides cooking education programs
for parents of low income families and host an Educational Speakers Series

Maple Ridge

Continue involvement in Table Matters that provides education, public
engagement and community development

North Vancouver City,
North Vancouver District

Support the Tasty Connections Program and cooking classés that helps
individuals prepare a diversity of nutritious meals

White Rock

Develop partnerships with community groups and health authorities to
deliver outreach and workshops on healthy eating and growing food

Burnaby, Metro Vancouver,
New Westminster, North
Vancouver District, Port
Moody, Richmond, Surrey,
Vancouver

Provide workshops teaching people to grow their own food, reduce their
waste and support their local wild edible ecology

Coquitlam, Langley
Township, North
Vancouver City, North
Vancouver District,

Develop an implementation strategy that supports the Blue Dot movement,
which includes the right to eat nutritious food

New Westminster,
Surrey

8.2

COMMUNICATE HOW FOOD CHOICES SUPPORT SUSTAINABILITY

Providing information about locally produced food is the most common local government practice to increase awareness about

food choices and sustainability.

Planned Actions

Agency Timeline

materials

Ongoing Next 5 years
Implement a communications strategy that explains the connection between Burnaby
sustainability and nourishment, as part of Environmental Sustainability
Strategy
Help fund sighage on farmland that identifies the crops being produced in Delta Surrey
the fields
Promote local agriculture on the municipal website with information on local | Delta, Richmond, Surrey,
food event and markets Vancouver
Promote the ‘True North Fraser’ local food brand and agricultural experience | Maple Ridge
Promote local farm tourism through Circle Farms Tours, a self-guided tour of | Langley Township
local farms and food producers
Prepare Surrey version of the Farm Fresh guide that highlights organic, Surrey
u-pick and crop information on Surrey farms and support the Food for
Thought Program that showcases farm and food producer information
Increase access to muiti-lingual food resources, groups and information New Westminster Vancouver

Develop “School District #40 Healthy School Vision™ with one of the pillars
being food programs and supports

[ N 1085

New Westminster

Dl
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3.3 ENHANCE FOOD LITERACY AND SKILLS IN SCHOOLS

There is a strong response to student and youth education from local governments.

Planned Actions

Agency Timeline

like to be a farmer, “Farmhand Fever"

Ongoing Next 5 Years
In kind-support to promote the Youth Connection School Learning Gardens | Burnaby
Project to increase capacity of students to manage and expand school
learning gardens at all 8 secondary schools
Host and support education programs, including the Barn Kids Program that | Delta
includes children in gardening and cooking food produced at Hawthorne
Grove/Harris Barn
Support the Neighbourhood Champions program “More peas please” that Maple Ridge
teaches children how to grow food
Develop the Green Ambassadors program for high school students to apply | Richmond
what they learn at City events
Host the Stewart Farm Day Camp where children can experience what it's Surrey

Update and develop new K-12 resources to support teachers and students to
become “Food Systems Thinkers and Leaders”

Metro Vancouver

Collaborate with K-12 schools and partners to increase food literacy of
students and/or parents

Metro Vancouver, New
Westminster

Integrate Food Systems Thinking literacy into Metro Vancouver School &
Youth Leadership Programs - in support of actions for sustainable schools

Metro Vancouver

4.4 CELEBRATE THE TASTE OF LOCAL FOODS AND THE DIVERSITY OF CUISINES

Municipalities plan to continue to host food and agriculture related festivals and events and provide funding to civil society

groups to support awareness and community events.

Planned Actions

Agency Timeline

Ongoing

Next 5 Years

Award agricultural awareness grants to non-profit organizations
across the region

Metro Vancouver

Host or partner on food related events and educational activities that celebrates food:

Multiple Festivals (including funding) Burnaby
Harvest Fall Festival Delta
Seedy Saturday Delta

Aldergrove Festival Days

Langley Township

Country Celebration in Campbell Valley Regional Park

Langley Township

Fort Langley Cranberry Festival

Langley Township

Country Fest and 4H clubs Maple Ridge
Golden Harvest event Maple Ridge
Front Yard Food Garden Contest Maple Ridge

PLN - 196




Regional Food System Action Plan

21

Planned Actions

Agency Timeline

Ongoing

Next 5 Years

Heritage Apple Festival at Derby Reach Regional Park

Metro Vancouver

Feast of the Fraser

New Westminster

StrEAT Festival

New Westminster

Queensborough Urban Fall Fair

New Westminster

Family Fusion Dinner

New Westminster

Day of the Honey Bee

North Vancouver City

Shipyards Friday Night Market

North Vancouver City

Fingerling Festival Port Moody
Chefs to Field Richmond
Garlic Festival Richmond
Cloverdale Rodeo Surrey
Surrey Ag-Info Week Surrey
Party for the Planet on Earth Day Surrey
Olde Harvest Festival at Stewart Farm Surrey
Harvest Fall Festival Surrey
Surrey Salmon Run Surrey
Taste White Rock White Rock

COLLABORATIVE ACTIONS

Local government responses to Goal 3 indicate that there are opportunities to more effectively:

e communicate the connection between food choices and sustainability; and

* coordinate consistent messaging and activities about the importance of local food to sustainability.

The recommended actions to collaboratively address these gaps are:

multi-lingual initiatives to develop and distribute information on
sustainable and local food programs to new immigrants

resources with other
local governments

New Actions Agency Timeline
1. Develop a communication strategy with common messaging for Metro Vancouver 1-3 years
local governments to educate residents about the connection to facilitate with
between farmland, food security, climate change and sustainability participation from all
local governments
2. Collaborate with non-profit organizations, build on existing Surrey to share 1-3 years
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GOAL 4

Everyone Has Access to
Healthy, Culturally Diverse
& Affordable Food

The aim of RFSS Goal 4 is to address some of the challenges
of food insecurity, given that some residents do not have
reliable access to sufficient quantities of nutritious, culturally
appropriate food. Barriers to food access can be rooted

in physical, social or economic inequities; with ongoing
growth pressures and future impacts from climate change,
access to food may become mote challenging, and not just
for vulnerable populations. This goal encompasses some

of the broader dimensions of an equitable food system,
including working to increase the availability of healthy and
nutritious food, as well as access to this food for all residents.
It also addresses some of the indirect social benefits (e.g.
health, place-making, education, community-building) that
accompany the more direct economic and nutrition dividends
of urban agriculcure. The three strategies target access for
those most vulnerable to food insecurity, urban agriculture
and the necessity to recover nutritious food.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT ROLE

Local governments are taking a strong leadership role in
ensuring equitable access to nutritious food by delivering
programs, financing assets, and supporting outreach to
vulnerable populations. Much has been achieved by working
closely with community organizations, funding initiatives
and by helping these groups navigate regulatory processes. Of
all the RESS goals, Goal 4 has the strongest local government
response in terms of planned actions.

PLN -

Examples of actions completed since the
adoption of the RFSS include:

e initiating pilot projects to allow residential bee keeping
(apiculture) and urban chickens in selected areas and
under specific circumstances;

¢ completing research on how to improve food security in
social housing sites;

e supporting programs to facilitate food access for
vulnerable populations; and

s creating community gardens for residents, with plans for
continuing to add new gardens. ’

PLANNED ACTIONS

Local governments identified 29 planned actions to be
undertaken over the next five years to advance Goal 4
implementation. Although the majority of these actions
focus on urban agriculture, more than a third seek to improve
vulnerable populations’ access to food. The distribution of
actions by RFSS strategy is illustrated in the following chart.

Goal 4: Planned Actions (2016-2020)

4.1 Improving

4.3 Enabling vulnerable
nonprofit groups to population’s
access to

recover nutritious
food

/ nutritious food

4.2 Encouraging *
urban agriculture
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4.1 IMPROVE ACCESS TO NUTRITIOUS FOOD AMONG VULNERABLE GROUPS

Many municipalities have existing progtams or partnerships with community associations to provide food access to vulnerable

populations, by helping overcome physical (e.g. location), socio-cultural {e.g. culturally appropriate or acceptable food) or

economic (e.g. financial capacity) bartiers.

Planned Actions

Agency Timeline

Ongoing

Next 5 Years

Support hosting of the bi-annual Empty Bowls Fundraising Gala
to raise money for food programs

Burnaby

Support education, skill building and cooking activities for
people most vulnerable to food insecurity

Burnaby, Langley Township, New
Westminster, Richmond

Surrey

Offer discounted nutritious meals for seniors, immigrant or
refugee families

Burnaby, Langley City, Langley
Township, New Westminster,
Richmond, Surrey, White Rock

Provide grants to social service agencies to help increase the
nutritional quality of meals served

Burnaby, Langley Township ,
Maple Ridge, New Westminster,
North Vancouver City, North
Vancouver District, Port
Coquitlam, Richmond , Surrey

Investigate options for increasing access to nutritious food
through mobile produce stands or food hubs with the Greater
Vancouver Food Bank Society

Burnaby, New
Westminster

Support tfips to local farms for refugee families to enable direct

gardens for under-represented ethno-cultural groups

Surrey
access to fresh, local food and compile information on low cost
sources of food
Improve access to information on participating in community Vancouver

from 4 to 15 by 2020

Analyze current opportunities and challenges facing community Vancouver
kitchens and compile an inventory of under-utilized kitchens
Increase the number of community food markets in Vancouver Vancouver

Offer grocery shopping support programs for seniors and
persons with disabilities

Burnaby, New Westminster

Encourage integration of community food markets into
community and non-profit organization's programming as part
of nutritious food options for youth and families

Vancouver

Update Community Poverty Reduction Strategy to include
policies related to poverty reduction and food security

New Westminster

Develop an interactive asset map in the most commonly spoken
languages, which includes information on food security and meal
programs

New Westminster
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4.2 ENCOURAGE URBAN AGRICULTURE

Urban agriculture is being pursued by municipalities across the region. While a substantial amount of municipal effort goes

toward improving the availability of community gardens for residents, or adding new gardens, there is a wide array of other

activities planned to encourage urban agriculture and connect residents wich the social benefits of local food.

Planned Actions

Agency Timeline

Ongoing

Next 5 Years

Encourage, via in-kind support, backyard sharing programs that match
homeowners with residents looking for gardening space

Burnaby, North Vancouver
City

New Westminster

Continue outreach and launch pilot projects to test the feasibility of

Port Moody, Vancouver

New Westminster,

permitting new types of urban agriculture (e.g. bee keeping, backyard Surrey
chickens, container gardening, fruit bearing trees on public land)
Review development applications for opportunities to incorporate urban Burnaby, New Westminster,
agriculture activities North Vancouver City, North
Vancouver District, Port
Moody, Vancouver
Host annual programs celebrating gardening and urban agriculture Delta, Maple Ridge
Establish a new Langley Urban Agriculture Demonstration Project Langley City

Support the Maple Ridge Garden Club

Maple Ridge

Community gardens:

» Review and improve the approval process for community gardens

New Westminster,
Surrey

»  Fund, support or maintain residents’ access to community gardens

All local governments

»  Establish new community gardens, and in some circumstances with
an intent to improve physical access (e.g. through universal design)

New Westminster,
North Vancouver
District, Richmond,
Surrey, Vancouver, West
Vancouver

4.3

ENABLE NON-PROFIT ORGANIZATIONS TO RECOVER NUTRITIOUS FOOD

Food recovery efforts are being led by urban municipalities and Metro Vancouver, alchough much of the future work requires

better coordination among all levels of government, health agencies and civil society groups.

Planned Actions

Agency Timeline

Ongoing

Next 5 Years

Continue to support the “Food Runners” pilot project at two selected sites,
and investigate opportunities for pilot project expansion

Burnaby

Fund the “Scaling Up Food Rescue Project” that encourages partnerships
between potential donors and recipients (social agencies)

North Vancouver City,
North Vancouver
District

Explore pilot food recovery programs and initiatives to channel surplus
nutritious food to people

New Westminster,
Vancouver

Participate in promotion of food recovery guidelines with the BC Centre for
Disease Control

Metro Vancouver

Explore tax incentives to support food recovery

Metro Vancouver

Educate the public on how to reduce unnecessary discards of edible food

Metro Vancouver

Form partnership with the Local Health Authority, School District, Tsleil-
Waututh Nation and community groups to explore ways to feed hungry
children at school with recovered food donated by food retailers

North Vancouver
District
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COLLABORATIVE ACTIONS

While there is some activity underway across the region, specific aspects of food insecurity require further attention from local

governments. Gaps in implementing this goal include:

o alack of coordination among all levels of government, the private sector and civil society groups to respond to poverty
and increasing numbers of residents that are reliant on food banks and social services for nutritious food; and

e actions in response to opportunities for the recovery of nutritious and edible food.

The recommended actions to collaboratively address these gaps identified are:

New Actions ' Agency Timeline

1. Promote the Food Donation Guidelines (developed by BC Centre All local governments 1-3 years
for Disease Control and other partners), for instance, to food
distribution and food service sectors through municipal and
regional business correspondence and events

2. Draw from Surrey’s experience to create and share information All local governments 1-3 years
on culturally relevant local food availability for refugee and new
immigrants

3. Draw from Vancouver's study on community kitchens to identify All local governments 1-3 years

opportunities and challenges for expanding food preparation and
processing in under-utilized kitchens
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GOAL 5

A Food System Consistent
with Ecological Health

RFSS Goal 5 focuses on actions that contribute to sustaining
our natural systems and resoutces and encouraging better
land stewatdship. The four strategies in this goal address
ecosystem goods and services, food and packaging waste,
best management practices and adaptation to climate
change. A systems approach ensures environmental

impacts are minimized across all functions of the

regional food system from production to distribution,
consumption and waste management.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT ROLE

Local governments ate responding to this goal through
programs and projects aimed at protecting and enhancing
wildlife habitat, pollination, and soil quality, while
concurrently reducing impacts from waste, pesticides, and
water and air contaminants. Unlike other goals, most actions
are being undertaken directly by local governments with less
involvement of community organizations and other groups.
Municipalities are vigilant in protecting ecological assets and
the Agricultural municipalities have shown leadership by
promoting best management practices on agricultural land.
Metro Vancouver has a leadership role in addressing food
waste across the region. ‘

Since the adoption of the RFSS, local governments
have undertaken actions such as:

e supporting pollinator species by encouraging habitat

PLN

enhancement projects;

* developing Integrated Stormwater Management Plans
to manage water flowing from urban areas and the impact
on aquatic and terrestrial species, vegetation manage, and
groundwater recharge;

¢ educating residents and businesses about the disposal
ban on food wastes through media campaigns and
advising on ways reduce organics and food waste as part
of the regional Organic Waste Ban;

e launching initiatives in support of Best Management
Practices for stream crossings, and land management for
horse and small-lot owners; and

¢ developing climate change adaptation strategies that
considers impacts on local food production.

PLANNED ACTIONS

Local governments identified 34 planned actions to

be undertaken over the next five years to advance
implementation of Goal 5. Half of the actions are evenly
split among protecting ecosystems and reducing waste,
and approximately a third of all actions are focused on
minimizing the environmental impacts of development
and business activities. The distribution of actions by RESS
strategy is illustrated in the following chart.

Goal 5: Planned Actions (2016-2020)

5.1 Protecting
and enhancing
ecosystem
goods and

g :services

5.4 Preparing for
the impacts of
climate change

5.3 Facilitating 5.2 Reducing

adoption of waste in the
environmentally food system
sustainable

practices
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5.1 PROTECT AND ENHANCE ECOSYSTEM GOODS AND SERVICES

Local governments continue to protect and enhance wildlife habitat, undertake flood protection, and support pollination and

other ecological services.

Planned Actions

Agency Timeline

Ongoing

Next 5 Years

Continue significant dyke upgrades by maintaining flood protection through
pump stations, flood boxes, river and shoreline dykes

Burnaby, New Westminster

New policies, plans and programs to protect eco-system health including
investigating avenues for connecting existing high value habitat areas with
habitat corridors

Burnaby, New
Westminster

Support the Day at the Farm event hosted by the Delta Farmland and

management program

Delta

Wildlife Trust, an organization that promotes the protection of migratory

bird habitat through soil conservation and farm practices

Implement a pilot Ecological Services Initiative for three years Langley Township

Create and enhance pollinator habitat through research, new policies and Metro Vancouver,

on-the ground projects North Vancouver City,
North Vancouver
District, Richmond,
Surrey

Implement the Winter Crop Cover Program as part of the snow geese Richmond

Engage agriculture representatives in the Biodiversity Farm Trust regarding
dykes and waterways

Surrey

Adopt an Urban Forest Management Strategy with a focus on food systems

New Westminster

8.2 REDUCE WASTE IN THE FOQD SYSTEM

As waste management is part of Metro Vancouver'’s mandate, the regional district has a leading role in directing research,

education and awareness on food waste, as well as developing initiatives to support municipal efforts in reducing organic waste

and food packaging in their communities.

Planned Actions

Agency Timeline

Ongoing

Next 5 Years

Develop a position statement on residential & commercial garburators
including commercial digesters and macerators

Metro Vancouver

Develop a new bylaw for fermentation operations (grains/fruits, breweries,
wineries and distilleries) discharging to the sewer system

Metro Vancouver

Promote the use of available commercial programs, to enable restaurants to
measure, and then reduce food waste by improving food purchasing, storage
and preparation methods

Metro Vancouver

Develop outreach programs for residential and commercial operations to
keep grease out of the sewer

Metro Vancouver

Participate in the National Zero Waste Council’s food working group in
revising food labelling (best before/use buy/sell by dates)

Metro Vancouver

Implement a 3-year “Love Food Hate Waste” campaign to help residents
reduce food waste through menu planning, buying local and seasonal foods

Metro Vancouver

Provide equipment and/or programming support for residents and schools
to support organics collection and composting

Langley Township, New
Westminster, North
Vancouver District
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5.3 FACILITATE ADOPTION OF ENVIRONMENTALLY SUSTAINABLE PRACTICES

Local governments are integrating best management practices into their plans and policies and are educating the public on
ways to reduce water consumption, and air and other contaminants in the environment.

Planned Actions Agency Timeline

Ongoing Next 5 Years
Minimize environmental impacts from pesticides through Integrated Pest Burnaby, Richmond Surrey, Metro
Management educational programs Vancouver
Provide workshops for residents on natural pest control and composting Burnaby, Delta, Langley

Township, Richmond

Develop a Stream Crossing Guide and promote a Land Management Guide Langley Township
for agricultural landowners demonstrating best management practices

Promote Environmental Farm Plan Workshops organized by community Langley Township

associations to increase awareness of the Environmental Farm Plan

program

ldentify opportunities through community energy planning to address North.Vancouver
transportation emissions from imported food District

Explore parks programming around native plant foraging for edible and North Vancouver
medicinal plants District ’
Identify opportunities for recycling greywater and reducing water use for North Vancouver District Pitt Meadows

parks, gardens and farms

Promote the Council resolution to ban genetically modified crops Richmond

Promote the Seed Sale and Exchange to increase plantings of heritage Surrey
vegetable, flower and herb seeds, fruit trees and nursery plants

Create healthy soil guidelines for urban farms Vancouver

Determine whether to exempt pest management from the proposed Metro Vancouver
outdoor burning regulation

Conduct outreach to small & medium size enterprises to reduce energy Metro Vancouver
and GHG emissions from food processors, wholesalers, and retailers
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54 PREPARE FOR THE IMPACTS OF CLIMATE CHANGE

Agriculture is at the forefront of experiencing impacts from climate change and therefore there are many direct actions to
better understand and mitigate the risks to the region’s food producing lands and the agricultural sector.

Planned Actions Agency Timeline

Ongoing Next 5 Years

Develop climate change adaptation strategies for the agricultural Delta
community, share results of an agro-economic flood study, support
a flood preparedness toolkit and research into drainage and salinity
implications for soil-based farms

Complete an agricultural communication strategy that will raise awareness Delta
of the changing climate and local food production

. . . ) New Westminster,
Include urban agriculture considerations as part of the Climate Change North Vancouver

Adaptation Strategy District

Refurbish old pump stations to increase capacity, improve the electrical Pitt Meadows
system, and adding new pump stations

Plan to accommodate up to Imetre of sea level rise by 2100 Richmond

Continue to implement the Serpentine and Nicomekl Lowland Flood Surrey
Control Strategy

COLLABORATIVE ACTIONS

Local government responses to Goal 5 reveal that the region is starting to formally recognize the ecological services that
agricultural lands provide, in addition to the ecological benefits derived from the natural environment. Gaps identified in

responding to Goal 5 include:

e recognition of the range of benefits provided by ecological goods and services (such as water, purification, climate

regulation and nutrient cycling); and

e awareness and actions to prepare for the impacts of climate change on local food production and ecosystem services in

urban environments.

v

The recommended actions to collaboratively address these gaps are:

New Actions Agency Timeline
1. Collaborate with provincial agencies to prepare a regional agriculture Metro Vancouver and 3-5 years
climate adaptation strategy for the Metro Vancouver region Agricultural municipalities
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IMPLEMENTATION

EMERGING ISSUES IN THE
REGIONAL FOOD SYSTEM

The planned actions identified by local governments
demonstrate how each of the RFSS goals is being addressed
and where further action is warranted. However, in
developing the Action Plan, new food system issues
emerged that, although not part of the RESS, are becoming
increasingly important for local governments.

1. Food access in emergency planning

Local government is responding to legislative requirements
to undertake emergency management planning. These
efforts help address and mitigate some of the risks associated
with natural disasters or the impacts of climate change. In
many cases, emergency plans lack process and protocols to
address food related issues such as the availability of food in
an emergency and food safety risks. This disconnect appears
to be more pronounced in non-agricultural municipalities,
although agricultural municipalities also have an
opportunity to broaden the focus of emergency planning to
more explicitly consider food insecurity implications (e.g.
access to food, transportation and supply chain disruptions,
etc.) in emergency plans and procedures.

New Action Agency Timeline
1. ldentify how food All local 1-3 years
security and emergency governments

food issues are being
addressed in each local
government’s emergency
management plans and
processes

2. Recognizing the linkages among poverty,
health and food

The RFSS recognizes some aspects of food insecurity

by focusing on improved access to food for vulnerable
populations, and on supporting community groups to
recover nutritious food. Since RFSS adoption in 2011, and
with input from health authorities and municipal social
planners, a better understanding of food insecurity has
emerged. In recognition of the key role that income plays
on food insecurity and healch outcomes, there is a need to
build understanding of, and advocate for, more supportive
policies to address the interconnection of social planning
and food system planning throughout the region.

New Action Agency Timeline

2. Recommend policies | All local 1-3 years
and programs to governments
address health
outcomes of
poverty and food
insecurity to senior
governments

3. Food safety and training

The RESS discusses the importance of food safety, and
alchough it acknowledges the value of further investment
in skills and competency in this area, it does not identify
actions to address the issue. Improved knowledge of
food safety among participants is critical to ensuring
consumer assurance that local foods -whether from
community initiatives or commercial producers- are

safe. While provincial and federal agencies generally
maintain responsibility for food safety, local governments
have an opportunity to work with stakeholders to ensure
appropriate food safety considerations underpin the ongoing
growth of community and commercial food production.

New Action Agency Timeline
3. Work with Health All local 1-3 years
Authorities, industry governments

and appropriate
agencies to ensure
food safety is
considered in
commercial and
community food
production.
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FACILITATING ACTION
PLAN IMPLEMENTATION

The Action Plan is intended to be a resource for local
governments to work more effectively on regional food
system issues by: offering a consolidation of 160 planned
local government actions to advance a sustainable and
resilient regional food system; and identifying 18 new
collaborative actions for local governments to leverage

partnerships and resources across the region.

As such, the Action Plan provides information and best
practices for local governments as a means of information
sharing and collaborative learning across municipal
boundaries. The Action Plan takes a broad view of the

food system, from growing food all the way through
managing food waste, and it is intended to complement and
strengthen other local government agricultural programs
and plans. Although the Action Plan is focused on local
governments, other food system stakeholders may find it a
useful resource for identifying initiatives being advanced in
different parts of the region and to take advantage of lessons
learned.

Challenges can be magnified when coordinating actions
among multiple jurisdictions. Implementation will require
ongoing commitment by all local governments, and in
particular will rely on:

» Dedicated resources — Local governments have
varying levels of engagement with the regional food
system. To build capacity to better address food sector
challenges, local governments need to ensure resources
are dedicated to catrying out the planned actions within
their jurisdictions, and consider how to best enable staff
to participate in relevant collaborative actions.

e A forum for collaboration — Participants in the
Action Plan process expressed a strong interest in
convening a forum for staff from across the region to
continue to meet, vdiscuss challenges, share lessons
learned, and undertake the new collaborative actions
identified in the Action Plan.

¢ Flexibility — To ensure ongoing relevance, the
Action Plan needs to remain flexible and adaptable to
accommodate new actions as opportunities arise.

o Shared resources — The activity undertaken by
local governments in the region represents a large
community of practice, and also presents the potential
for local governments to shate best practices and find
further opportunities to pool resources to jointly address
shared issues or joint initiatives.

»  Working with partners — Building local government
capacity to develop effective partnerships and to work more
effectively with civil society groups will directly support
the successful implementation of the Action Plan.

As a result, participants in the development of the Action
Plan noted the need for two additional actions to address
both resourcing and capacity building:

e  Assign staff to address food system issues.

e Build capacity to work with civil society.
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1. ASSIGN STAFF TO ADDRESS FOOD
SYSTEMS ISSUES

To ensure the Action Plan advances in alignment with the
above noted needs, and to pursue the most efficient approach
to the actions identified in the plan, the strongest mechanism
for implementation is for each local government to assign

a staff person for food system issues to coordinate local
government participation in advancing the Action Plan.

New Action Agency Timeline
1. Assign a staff member | All local 1-3 years
to advance local governments

government efforts on
food system issues and
to participate in semi-
annual working group
meetings

Participants in the development of the Action Plan voiced
Strong support for establishing a collaborative working group.
Although participation would be voluntary, the working
group would be intended to meet semi-annually to:

o foster a network of municipal and regional
representatives engaged in food and agricultural issues;

e facilitate knowledge transfer, and share successes/
challenges, best practices and resources;

¢ identify opportunities to advance collaborative and
new planned actions;

e create a forum to engage with civil society groups,
industry and other stakeholders; and,

e review Action Plan progress.

The working group would meet to monitor progress and help
coordinate efforts to ensure an effective approach to the new
collaborative actions described in the Action Plan. Members
of the working group would also adjust meeting frequency to
best meet interests and capacity.

2. BUILD CAPACITY TO WORK WITH
CIVIL SOCIETY

The RFSS acknowledges the valuable role of civil society
groups in addressing food system issues, and local
government representatives have acknowledged they are not
always well equipped to leverage the efforts and expertise

of these groups and to work effectively in partnership with
them. Work is already underway to help civil society groups
better understand and be able to navigate local government
programs and processes. However, although linkages between
local governments and civil society groups are strong, there is
still room, and need for improvement.

New Action Agency Timeline
2. Strengthen the linkages | All local 1-3 years
and understanding governments

between local
governments and
civil society groups in
relation to advancing
food system issues

Participants in the development of the Action Plan yecognized
the value of enbancing the effectiveness of local government
relationships with civil society groups. Examples of specific
actions to advance this broader objective include:

¢ convene a forum for local governments to explore how to
build capacity to strategically support the work of civil
society groups;

¢ local governments to share best practices for fostering
working relationships with civil society groups; and,

* support civil society groups in learning about local
government processes and policies.
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SUMMARY OF NEW COLLABORATIVE ACTIONS

Member municipalities and the region are implementing their own planned actions. The proposed working group would
provide assistance in this regatd (for instance, through sharing of best practices or experiences addressing similar issues in

their respective communities), but the primary role of the working group would be to advance the new collaborative actions

identified in the Action Plan. The 18 new collaborative actions are summarized below.

New Collaborative Actions Agency Timeline
Goal 1
1. Collectively advocate to senior governments for funding programs to expand Metro Vancouver 1-3 years
investments in irrigation and drainage infrastructure necessary to adapt to climate and Agricultural
change municipalities
2. Investigate the feasibility and desirability of a regional land trust to increase access to Metro Vancouver 1-3 years
agricultural fand and Agricultural
municipalities
3.  Expand municipal involvement in programs that enable new farmers to start a All local 1-3 years
business such as Surrey’s Virtual Incubator Farm Project Online system governments
Goal 2
4. Develop policies to expand processing, storage and distribution of local food (e.g. All focal 1-3 years
revitalization tax exemptions) governments
5. Share information on the potential opportunities to increase local food purchasing All local 1-3 years
strategies governments
6. Profile and incorporate agri-food business ventures into regional and municipal Metro Vancouver 3-5 years
economic development plans and Agricultural
municipalities
7. Convene bulk food purchasers to explore how to increase local food purchasing Metro Vancouver 1-3 years
to facilitate with
participation
from all local
governments
Goal 3
8. Develop a communication strategy with common messaging for local governments Metro Vancouver 1-3 years
to educate residents about the connection between farmland, food security, climate to facilitate with
change and sustainability participation
from all local
governments
9. Collaborate with non-profit organizations, build on existing multi-lingual initiatives to Surrey to share 1-3 years
develop and distribute information on sustainable and local food programs to new resources with
immigrants other local
governments
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Goal 4

10. Promote the Food Donation Guidelines (developed by BC Centre for Disease Control All local 1-3 years
and other partners) to food distribution and food service sectors through municipal governments
and regional business correspondence and events

11. Draw from Surrey's experience to create and share information on culturally relevant All local 1-3 years
local food availability for refugee and new immigrants governments

12. Draw from Vancouver's study on community kitchens to identify opportunities and All local 1-3 years
challenges for expanding food preparation and processing in under-utilized kitchens governments

Goal 5

13. Collaborate with provincial agencies to prepare a regional agriculture climate Metro Vancouver 3-5 years
adaptation strategy for the Metro Vancouver region and Agricultural

municipalities

Emerging Issues

14. Work with Health Authorities, industry and appropriate agencies to ensure food All local 1-3 years
safety is considered in commercial and community food production governments

15. Identify how food security and emergency food issues are being addressed in each All local 1-3 years
local government’s emergency management plans and processes ‘"governments

16. Recommend policies and programs to address health outcomes of poverty and food All local 1-3 years
insecurity to seniotr governments governments

Facilitating Implementation

17.  Assign a staff member to advance local government food system issues and to All local 1-3 years
participate in semi-annual working group meetings governments

18. Strengthen the linkages and understanding between local governments and civil All local 1-3 years
society groups in relation to advancing food system issues governments

Review of progress on the Action Plan will be an iterative and ongoing process. The Action Plan is intended as a “living

resource” that is flexible and adaptable. It will be updated as local governments complete actions, or choose to submit new

planned actions. This approach supports annual reporting of progress updates to respective regional and municipal decision-

makers, and ensures local governments have the capacity to contribute to the ongoing implementation in a manner chat best

reflects their interests and capacity.
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Executive Summary

On January 4, 2018, the Honourable Lana Popham, B.C. Minister of Agriculture, appointed an
independent Advisory Committee (hereafter “the Committee”; see Appendix A Terms of Reference) to
lead stakeholder and public engagement and to deliver to the Province interim and final
recommendations for legislative, regulatory and/or administrative changes that would revitalize the
Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) and the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) now and for the future
benefit of all British Columbians.

This interim report has been prepared to support the development of a bill for legislative change needed
to address province-wide risks to the ALR and the work of the ALC. Additional recommendations will be
made as part of the Committee’s final report later this fall.

This report focuses on three sets of recommendations for immediate action:

e Changes to the Agricultural Land Commission Act to address key impediments to a strong ALR
and ALC;

e Provincial actions to ensure that the federal legalization of cannabis does not have an
irrevocable impact on the value and integrity of the ALR; and

e Development of a strategy for the Northeast to promote responsible resource extraction
while protecting the ALR and providing support for a strong farming sector.

In developing this report, the Committee considered the results of its nine community stakeholder
meetings and other public engagement, including a survey of more than 2,300 online respondents, over
275 written submissions, and numerous expert presentations and reports.

This input led to the Committee’s identification of two critical concerns they considered core to the
development of recommendations to strengthen and revitalize the ALR:

The urgent need for province-wide shift to on ‘agriculture-first’ focus in the ALR

¢ The Committee’s interim recommendations reflect the pressing need for strong provincial
leadership and a government wide shift to an ‘agriculture-first’ policy approach to all
government actions and decision-making in the ALR. It is the Committee’s considered opinion
that unless the provincial government raises the profile of agriculture across all provincial
ministries/agencies, the erosion of the ALR and the decline of British Columbia’s (B.C.’s)
agricultural industry is a certainty.

The urgent need to curb speculation in the ALR

e As urban land prices increase and population grows, the pressure to develop agricultural land
continues to build and prime agricultural land is being taken out of production by investors
and speculators or converted to support non-farm uses.

o The Committee believes speculation on agricultural land must be curtailed if the long term
viability of agriculture in B.C. is to be realized.
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The recommendations cantained in this report are organized into three parts:

Part I Recommendations for Immediate Legislative and Regulatory Change
The need for immediate legislative and regulatory change is focused aon four targeted areas:
i Protecting the ALR land base into the future;
ii. Preserving the productive capacity of the ALR;
jii. improving governance of the ALR; and

iv.  Supporting farmers and ranchers in the ALR.

Part Il: Recommendations for Immediate Action to Protect the ALR

Mitigating the impacts of oil and gas activity in the ALR:

The Committee is recommending the immediate establishment of a Deputy Minister level taskforce with
internal and external agriculture partners and stakeholders from the natural resource sector. The
Committee recommends that the taskforce be directed to develop a strategy to address the significant
resource extraction issues impacting the ALR and its farmers and ranchers in B.C.’s Peace River region.

The development of the impartant and expanding provincial oil and gas resources in the North has
exceeded the capacity of the current regulatory environment to protect farmland. The Committee
believes there is a policy imbalance so acute that the productive agricultural land base of the area is
threatened.

Restricting cannabis production in the ALR:*

The Committee has significant concerns about the future regulation and production of cannabis in the
ALR and is recommending actions be taken to better protect the ALR. The Committee did not seek
specific comments from stakeholders and the public on cannabis: however the issue was a common and
urgent concern heard throughout the engagement process. The Committee notes that the Minister of
Agriculture recused herself from provincial cannabis-related decisions but was committed to bringing
this key ALR-related concern to the Province’s attention.

Part lll: Key Issues Under Consideration for Final Report

As stated earlier, this report summarizes interim findings only and the Committee continues to examine
issues that are impaortant to stakehaolders. This report should not be considered a complete list of
recommendations put forward by the Committee, especially given the Committee has not yet had the
opportunity to review the Agricultural Land Reserve Use, Subdivision and Procedure Regulation. As such,
Part lll presents other issues that are still to be considered for the final report.

Although the Minister of Agriculture recused herself from cannabis-related decisions, the Committee has made recommendations on
cannabis production in the ALR for forwarding to the Minister of Forests, Lands, Natural Resource Operations and Rural Development, who has
assumed the Minister’s role in cannabis-related decisions.
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Some of the issues that the Committee continues to examine fall into themes that are interconnected
with the recommendations set out in Parts | and [l of this report. These recommendations are viewed

also as potential policy actions that will support and complement the purposes of the ALR and work of
the ALC. These include:

¢ Regulatory changes needed to preserve the productive capacity of the ALR;
e The encouragement of farming and ranching in the ALR; and

e Administrative and program changes.
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Interim Report

Introduction

The Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) and the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) were put in place in the
early 1970's to preserve the limited agricultural land resource in British Columbia (B.C.) at a time when
urban development was starting to have a serious negative impact. The legislation is unique and viewed
around the world as visionary.

The ALR is a provincial zone in which agriculture is recognized as the priority use, farming is encouraged
and non-agricultural uses are restricted. The ALR comprises just five per cent of B.C.'s total land base
and is the area with the

greatest agricultural capacity. Agricultural Land Reserve in BC

The ALR is a working
landscape where the business
of agriculture takes place and
upon which farmers and
ranchers rely to make a living
and grow food for both local
consumption and export.
More than 17,500 farms
operate within the ALR,
employing more than 44,500
workers and producing more
than 200 different agricultural
products. Total farm capital in
B.C. in 2016 was more than
$37.5 billion.

Agriculture is a strong
component of the B.C.
economy and a stable industry
in many parts of the province.
In 2016, B.C. agriculture
generated $2.5 billion in
exports and $1.3 billion in
GDP.2

The work of the Minister of
Agriculture’s Advisory
Committee (the Committee) is

? Statistics were drawn from the “Sector Snapshot 2016: B.C. Agriculture”, Ministry of Agriculture,
https://www?2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/farming-natural-resources-and-industry/agriculture-and-
seafood/statistics/industry-and-sector-profiles/sector-snapshots/bc_agriculture sector snapshot 2016.pdf,
August, 2017 and from “Agriculture in Brief”, Ministry of Agriculture, https://www?2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/farming-
natural-resources-and-industry/agriculture-and-seafood/statistics/census/census-

2016/aginbrief 2016 all province region regional districts.pdf, 2016
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centered on the revitalization of the ALC and the ALR. The objective is not just about agricultural land
and the people today, but is meant to be forward looking, resilient and poised for the future.

The Committee recognizes that the ALC needs to be innovative and flexible to adjust, while keeping the
mandate as its compass and agriculture as its priority.

The ALR is based on the biophysical capacity of the soil and climate to produce agricultural products.
Agricultural soils can be used again and again; however, agricultural land is an irreplaceable, non-
renewable resource. Since its inception in 1973, the ALC has considered over 45,000 ALR land use
applications.

The pressures on the ALR are significant and inevitably lead to a reduction in the amount of existing,
agriculturally capable land within the ALR. They threaten the physical capacity and availability of ALR
land to adequately support B.C. farmers and ranchers now and in the future. They impact B.C.’s option
to grow its own food. They include:

o Natural limitations: portions of the ALR are covered by lakes, wetlands, waterways and other
natural obstructions that impact agricultural production;

s Infrastructure and jurisdictional limits: portions of the ALR include or are impacted by roads,
railways, rights of way, and other built or jurisdictional impediments (i.e. federally regulated
lands), which impact the potential for agricultural production;

e Intensive non-farm use: land owner activities that do not support agriculture include large
scale residential development, commercial activities and resource extraction. All impact the
productive capacity of ALR parcels;

e Increasing agricultural land prices that arise from speculation and non-farm use impacts both
the ability of existing farmers to expand their farm businesses, and for new entrant farmers to
purchase farmland;

e Extensive operations that may or may not be ancillary to agriculture ‘pave over’ large sections
of ALR parcels, rendering them un-farmable and thereby undermining the purpose and intent
of the ALR;

e Proliferation of unauthorized and illegal activity, including the illegal dumping of fill and urban
waste disposal, severely impacts the agricultural capacity of the soil; and

e Uses permitted in the regulation are being conducted with little or no connection to on-farm
agricultural production.

The ALC works with local governments at the municipal and regional level to ensure that an agriculture
lens is presented and that land use planning is consistent and supportive of the ALR. The ALC also works
with provincial government agencies and ministries to ensure agricultural land is a priority and the-
function of the ALC is understood by a wide array of stakeholders.

Despite the success of the ALR, the nature of pressures has been changing and remains significant and
relentless. Many of the pressures have little to do with the business of agriculture but everything to do
with urban expansion. The pressure threatens the physical capacity and availability of ALR land to
adequately support B.C. farmers and ranchers now and in the future.

The Committee’s Interim Report addresses many of these pressures through recommendations to
better protect and revitalize the ALR, to reduce physical impacts to the ALR’s productive capacity, and to
ensure strong governance of the ALR well into the future. It is the hope of the Committee that the
recommendations for legislative and regulatory changes will not only inform and support the Minister as
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she proceeds with the revitalization of the ALR and ALC, but will also set the stage for effective, final
recommendations from the Committee.

ALR and ALC Revitalization Objectives

To better understand ALR pressures and opportunities, the Committee undertook stakeholder and
public engagement from February 5 to April 30, 2018, and prepared a Discussion Paper focused on ten
common ALR and ALC themes and three broad revitalization objectives:

1. Preserve the productive capacity of land in the ALR;

2. Encourage farming of land in the ALR for uses related to agriculture and food
production; and

3. Strengthen the administration and governance of the ALR and ALC to both increase
public confidence and to ensure that land use regulation and land use decisions are
about preserving agricultural land and encouraging farming and ranching in the ALR.

Over the course of its nine-community stakeholder consultations, broad online public engagement, and
research and reporting from sector experts, it became clear to the Committee that these objectives are
also fundamental principles for effective revitalization and that they have broad and deep public
support. They have guided the Committee’s work, and the resulting principle and objectives-based
approach to revitalization is reflected in the Committee’s interim recommendations. They will also be
integral to the Committee’s final report.

Urgent Need for a Province-wide Shift to an ‘Agriculture-first’ Priority Focus in the ALR

The Committee’s interim recommendations reflect the pressing need for an ‘agriculture-first’ policy shift
based on strong provincial leadership and a commitment not only to preserve and protect farmland, but
also to support farming and ranching in B.C.

The Committee is of the opinion that unless the Province
raises the profile of agricultural land and agriculture across
all provincial agencies, an erosion of the ALR and a decline
of B.C.’s agriculture industry is likely to continue. An across-

government policy shift that perceives agriculture as a
sustainable resource industry is critical.

Indeed, throughout the Committee’s stakeholder and public engagement, the need for an ‘agriculture-
first’ priority approach was a key message of farmers, ranchers, local governments, agricultural
organizations, partner organizations, and experts across the agricultural spectrum. This message has
guided the development of the Committee’s Interim Report. It is the Committee’s strong opinion that an
‘agriculture-first’ approach to all government actions and decision-making in the ALR is necessary going
forward.
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Urgent Need to Curb Speculation in the ALR

As urban land prices increase and population grows, the pressure to develop agricultural land continues
to build. Agricultural land is being taken out of production and investors and speculators are being
allowed to exploit tax system incentives intended only for those who farm.

The permissive nature of the ALC Act and regulations, that include very few, if any, limits on the size and
scale of permitted farm and non-farm uses, including both mega-homes, and regulations that allow
anyone to apply to remove land or develop non-farm uses in the ALR regardless of how long they have
owned a property or farmed it, contributes to the perception that the ALR is “open for development”,

The Committee believes speculation on agricultural land must be curtailed if the long term viability of
agriculture in B.C. is to be realized. The ALC was intended to protect and encourage the agricultural use
of l[and. It was not intended to be a rationing board tasked with regulating the slow release of
agricultural land from the reserve or the conversion of the land base to support non-farm uses.

Committee Engagement and Research

Throughout the development of the interim recommendations, the Committee considered previous
analyses of the ALR and ALC; the current and past authority and functions of the ALC; farmland
protection in other jurisdictions; and the results of stakeholder meetings and public respanses. The
Committee reviewed and considered all written submissions, a significant body of research, expert
presentations, and advice from recognized industry, academic and other agriculture sector leaders.
Please see the Appendix 2 Bibliography for more information.

The Committee’s consultation process took place from February 5 to April 30, 2018, and included
stakeholder meetings in nine communities, public engagement via an online survey, and mail and email
responses. More than 2,300 British Columbians responded to the online survey, including more than 750
farmers; 115 agriculture specialists; and more than 1,400 responses from the general public. There were
also 240 responses from people representing an agricultural industry or interest group. South Coast
residents completed 900 surveys, while submissions topped 800 from the Island, 200 from the
Okanagan, and more than 100 from each of the North, Kootenay and Interior regions. Over 270 direct
email and regular mail submissions were also received by the Committee.

Minister’s Advisory Committee — Interim Report - JuR{, Ni& 222 4|Page



Part I: Recommendations for Immediate Legislative and Regulatory Change

The Committee’s interim recommendations include changes to the legislative and regulatory framework
under the authority of the Minister of Agriculture.

Recommendation 1: Strengthen the Act to prioritize agriculture by better defining the ALR, including
the purposes of the ALR, and establishing “agriculture-first’ criteria for consideration in all ALC
decisions

Issue/Rationale:

The ALC Act (the Act) currently includes the purposes of the ALC, but does not include the purpose of
the ALR. Putting renewed emphasis on the nature and longevity of the land reserve itself and
committing to actions that effectively preserve it for farming now and into the future is the single-mast
important action the Province can take to revitalize B.C.’s ALR and instill additional meaning into its
administrative structure,

The existing purposes of the ALC are often interpreted differently (and at times incorrectly) by local
governments, ALR landowners and other stakeholders and, sometimes unwittingly, result in an attempt
to use the ALR for non-agricultural purposes. Given the significant challenges and pressures impacting
the ALR at this time, it is critical to focus ALC decision-making on protections that sustain the scope,
scale and productive capacity of B.C.’s agricultural land and uses that are strongly connected to
agriculture and supportive of farming.

The Committee heard from stakeholders throughout the province that revitalization of the ALR and ALC
is not possible without strong, stated provincial government leadership. Despite the important role of
the ALC, agricultural land continues to be targeted for uses other than farming, and farmers receive
increasingly fewer supports and incentives to actively farm. Clear statutory direction/authority for the
ALC to consider priority factors and considerations that ensure a farmable, sustainable ALR is essential.
Stakeholders emphasized the need to focus on agricultural land preservation and protection in the
interest of farming and farmers.

Acting upon this recommendation will build greater clarity, enhanced transparency, and improved
consistency of ALC decision-making. These changes will require the ALC and Ministry of Agriculture to
not only take leadership in shifting provincial agencies to an ‘agriculture-first” model, but will also
require an on-going public education program to solidify support for the ALR.

Recommendation 2: Increase the autonomy, independence and effectiveness of the ALC by ensuring
that merit based Commission appointments are made in consultation with the Chair and by increasing
the oversight role of the Chair in the selection of both Commission members and the CEO

Issue/Rationale:

Strong, stable governance is critical to the long-term success of ALC revitalization. The ALR must be
preserved and positioned to support and sustain agricultural production into the future—across the
province. To do this, the ALC must be an independent, administrative tribunal able to make strong,
sound and final decisions on agricultural land use within the ALR. :

Previous policy decisions to move away from merit-based Commission appointments, and remove active
Chair participation in the selection of Commissioners and the ALC Chief Executive Officer, have eroded
the ALC’s credibility and its capacity to reflect agriculture sector interests and effectively lead and guide
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appropriate ALC decisions, programs and services. At times, government interference in the
appointment process and in ALC governance, contributed to an erosion of pubtic trust.

ALC Commissioners should be appointed as set out in the Administrative Tribunals Act and with the
same rigour as other administrative tribunals in B.C. The Committee heard strong support for ALC
independence; merit-based Commission appointments; well-managed and timely decision-making
structures and processes; and responsive programs and services.

Recommendation 3: Ensure province-wide decision making that is consistent and fair with an ALC
governance structure that is flexible, locally-informed, regionally-representative, and puts
‘agriculture-first’

Issue/Rationale:

Based on the need for strong, stable governance and a provincial-level understanding and approach to
ALR decision making, the Committee considered whether the current panel structure supports the
revitalization of a strong and defensible ALR and ALC into the future. It is the Committee’s opinion that:

e The current structure of one Chair, six Vice Chairs and 12 Commissioners (for a total of 19
Commission members), operating in six statutorily-prescribed regional panels with an
Executive Committee reviewing decisions, is costly in many ways;

o While the panels provide for regional views, panel decisions have been overturned by the
Executive Committee because of issues and inconsistencies respecting Commission purposes
and ALC policies;

e The prescribed regional panel structure and function do not support an over-arching
provincial vision and approach to protection of the provincial ALR. The existing governance
structure has what amounts to six ‘regional commissions'—with little evidence the panels can
maintain a provincial ALR focus. A lack of provincial perspective (particularly at the local
government level) was one of the primary reasons for creating a provincial body in the first
place. The issue remains just as important and relevant today; and

e The existing structure provides limited opportunity for the training and education of the
Commissioners so they better understand the provincial focus, let alone other regions of the
province.

It is the Committee’s view that the existing statutorily-prescribed regional panel structure makes what
should be provincial-scale values and decision-making vulnerable to local perspectives and influence. A
flexible, locally informed, regionally representative and ‘agricufture-first’” ALC structure allows for the
ALC to determine how best to deploy its government-appointed Commissioners to meet the
Commission’s operational and legislative requirements. Operational flexibility is an important
component of managing the Commission workload, utilizing the expertise of individual Commissioners
and maintaining a provincial perspective during the consideration of regional interests.

The Committee heard arguments both for, and against, the current panel structure from stakeholders
and members of the public across the province. Most stakeholders supported some form of regional
representation. Many stakeholders were frustrated with the current process for panel decisions; with
review by the ALC Executive Committee; and with the added time required for the full review process to
be complete. Other stakeholders were concerned about the integrity of the ALR given the inherent
potential for disparate views and approaches to decision-making in the ALR by six separate three-
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member panels. There was also concern expressed that panel members could, unwittingly or otherwise,
make locally-biased and/or expedient decisions.

Recommendation 4: Safeguard agricultural values across the province by reinstating a one-zone ALR
decision-making model across B.C.

Issue/Rationale:

The Committee heard strong support from stakeholders and the public for the removal of the artificial
distinction between ALR land in Zones 1 and 2. The majority of respondents strongly felt that the
objective of allowing other economic activities and non-farm considerations to be on par with—and in
some cases, to supersede—agriculture in Zone 2, weakened the Act and created expectations that the
ALR was open for non-farm development.

It is important to emphasize that lands in Zone 2 are some of the best agriculturally capable soil in the
province, and large areas that may be viewed as lower quality are the best lands for extensive ranching
activities. Currently, Zone 1 comprises 353,000 hectares of Agricultural Capability Class 1-4 land, while
Zone 2 comprises 2,072,000 hectares of Class 1-4 land.

The majority of stakeholders felt the two-zone ALR was unfair, and undermined the concept of a
province-wide ALR, with the same law and regulation. The Committee believes a two zone ALR system
weakens the purposes of the ALC to preserve agricuitural land and to encourage farming across the
province and diminishes the priority of agriculture in 90 per cent of the ALR for no discernible benefit.
Zone 2 appears to have been established solely to support economic development and other community
interests in the ALR and impacts the credibility and stability of decision-making across the ALR.

Reinstating a single zone will provide a strong, stable and consistent legislative and administrative
framework for governance across the ALR at a time of significant and rapidly growing pressures and
challenges. It will support more consistent and equitable agricultural land use, and ensure agriculture
remains the central focus of decision-making in the ALR.

Recommendation 5: Strengthen ALC compliance and enforcement tools, and capacity, to better
protect the ALR

Issue/Rationale:

Stakeholders and the public are very supportive of stronger ALC compliance and enforcement tools,
particularly for obvious instances of non-compliance such as unauthorized uses, non-farm uses, and
mega-home residential development.

ALC compliance and enforcement efforts struggle to be effective due to both the vastness of the ALR
across the province and the lack of legislative authority for low and mid-level penalties that would
support and enforce compliance. The ALC advises that its compliance and enforcement must be
enhanced by increasing Commission resources, and by developing the capacity to effectively use
additional legislative tools and instruments.

Smaller scale, immediate enforcement options, on a par with other provincial enforcement officers and
mechanisms, would enable the ALC to appropriately address minor non-compliance issues. These
enforcement options would also help develop greater public awareness of inappropriate activity on the
ALR. Consistency between the Act and other legislation in the arena of enforcement would enable the
ALC to properly exercise its responsibility to decrease the incidence of unauthorized uses in the ALR.
Over three-quarters of stakeholders (78 per cent) surveyed in the ALC’s 2018 Local Government
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Engagement Survey indicated that more enforcement from the ALC would be an effective strategy to
reduce non-compliant activity in the ALR.

Recommendation 6: Protect the ALR from residential speculation by establishing a maximum total
floor area for all primary residences in the ALR (e.g. Minister’s Bylaw Standards) and providing local
government flexibility to zone below the maximum. Enable new regulations for residential siting,
secondary dwellings, and home plate size.

Issue/Rationale:

The Committee heard unanimous support across the province for prohibiting ‘estate-style homes’ in the
ALR and for restricting residences over an established size. The promotion and building of large homes
for non-farmers in the ALR is a serious speculation issue in parts of the ALR. Purchase of ALR land by
non-farmers, coupled with no provincial limits on the scale and size of residential development, is
pushing the cost of land out of the reach of farmers. These property owners are also able to take
advantage of lower tax rates on ALR land. This supports neither provincial ALR objectives nor
“consistency with the Act.

‘Estate-style homes’ directly impact the land base due to size and required infrastructure. There can be
significant impacts where siting choices place homes in the middle of a parcel. Often owners choose not
to farm the remainder of the parcel or make it available for other farmers to lease. Estate owners who
lease their land to farmers are able to exploit tax advantages meant exclusively for those who farm.
Additionally, rural/urban issues tend to increase.

During stakeholder and public engagement, the Committee heard the following:

e Speculation associated with large homes significantly overvalues farmland, restricts new
entrants, and undermines the value and viability of farming across B.C.;

e Local governments are struggling to establish bylaws and are looking for clear provincial rules
around house size [imits in the ALR;

e There is a perception and reality of unfairness and inconsistency in the way different local
governments/communities zone and manage residential size in the ALR;

e As farms are bought and converted by non-farmers to support large residential and estate
development, the remaining productive farmland is becoming smaller and less usable, and
short-term leases are increasingly the only option;

e | ease arrangements provide very limited security for lessees and do not support the long-
term viability of farming in B.C.; and

o The regulation of housing in the ALR is currently a local government authority. Local
governments across the province appear pressured to allow large-scale residential
development in the ALR and the Committee heard from over 40 local governments about the
need for clear provincial rules in the ALR—including the need for rules on maximum house
size.

To promote consistency, fairness and an ‘agriculture-first’ lens in the ALR, the Committee recommends
the total area for all primary residences be based on the Minister of Agriculture's Bylaw Standards.

The Ministry consulted extensively with local governments in the development of the standards, which
assist local governments in developing bylaws supportive of agriculture in farming areas. Local
governments are encouraged but not required to adopt the Minister’s Bylaw Standards, unless they are
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a ‘regulated community’. A number of local governments have successfully passed bylaws modeled on
the standards, while some have found it difficult to implement them. Others do not have zoning bylaws.

The Committee is of the opinion that provincial rules on house size and the home plate in the ALR are
necessary. Local governments surveyed in 2018 by the ALC considered ‘additional dwellings necessary
for farm help’ the most difficult permitted use to regulate: over half of the local governments surveyed
(56 per cent) identified it as a challenge, and one-third (30 per cent) ranked it as their top challenge.

Recommendation 7: End the impact of illegal fill on the agricultural capability of the ALR by redefining
and restricting fill throughout the ALR

Issue/Rationale:

The placement of fill is a non-farm use that is allowed in the ALR as it is specifically provided for in the
Act and the Agricultural Land Reserve Use, Subdivision and Procedure Regulation (the Regulation). lllegal
fill—fill that is not allowed under the Act and the Regulation, or approved by the ALC—is a substantial
issue in the ALR. Each year broken glass, drywall, asphalt, concrete, boulders, and many other types of
construction and demolition waste are dumped in the ALR, often in a paid arrangement with a
landowner. Fill is defined in the Act as "any material brought on land in an agricultural land reserve
other than materials exempted by regulation.” The rules surrounding fill are confusing, which makes
enforcement a challenge.

The concern over illegal fill in the ALR is two-fold:

1. Land owners who state fill is necessary for their farm operations are not required to
seek approval from the ALC (as outlined in the Regulation). The volumes then brought
onsite frequently exceed, to a significant extent, what would be an acceptable amount
under normal farm practice; and

2. Ifaland owner does get approval from the ALC through a non-farm use application, the
amount actually brought on typically exceeds the approved volume, sometimes
significantly.

Fill often affects large tracts of land and seriously degrades the capability and utility of the land. The land
lost to fill is considerable and rarely results in any practical benefit to the agricultural land base. Fill
placement in excess of what might be needed for farming in most cases is financially motivated, and can
be a lucrative business for ALR landowners. In the South Coast Region, for example, landowners are paid
S50 to $200 per truck load to take fill. According to the ALC, the average volume of fill deposited onto a
property in the ALR is 43,000 m* (equivalent to 6,000 truckloads), generating anywhere from $300,000 to
51,200,000 in revenue for an ALR landowner.

An ALC review of the issue notes that illegal fill represents approximately 42 per cent of all ALC
compliance and enforcement case files.

Fill was raised as an important concern throughout the Committee’s stakeholder consultation and
prohibiting fill in the ALR was a common suggestion for revitalization. Defining the type and volume of
fill legitimately required by farmers for agricultural activities is a critical issue. Left unchecked, the
current dumping practice in the ALR will render significant portions of farmland unproductive and will
permanently change the soil quality and capability.

Defining thresholds for fill will protect ALR capability and will support local governments who are trying
to deal with fill issues via local bylaws. It will provide needed clarity and support improved consistency
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of application of fill rules across the ALR. The Committee will provide recommendations on fill
thresholds in the final report to the Minister.

Recommendation 8: Address speculation through better land use planning by only considering
exclusion of ALR land through a joint local government-ALC land use planning process

Issue/Rationale:

The current ability for ALR fandowners to apply to exclude (permanently remove) land from the ALR is
likely a significant contributor to speculation and the increasing cost of land-in the ALR. Land is
purchased or optioned for residential, port, industrial, and other uses unrelated to agriculture, with the
idea that it might eventually be excluded. The resulting land values are placing agricultural land well
beyond the reach of farmers.

Although applications for exclusion by individual landowners represent a smaller portion of applications
received by the ALC when compared to subdivision and non-farm use applications, the perception that
the ALR is open to individual, one-off exclusions has an incalculable impact on the long-term resilience
of the ALR.

A landowner may currently apply to have land excluded from the ALR as soon as it is purchased.
Individual landowners often make the case that parts of their land are not capable of growing an
agricultural product and should be excluded. However, during the initial establishment of the ALR,
smaller areas of lower capability land were intentionally included within the ALR boundaries to support
compatible uses, reduce potential conflicts with adjacent land, and to ensure a contiguous ALR.

In many instances today, applications for exclusion are not about the quality of the land but about the
financial benefits of converting ALR land to a more lucrative use. This was not the intention of the
application process and is the antithesis of the ALC mandate. Internationally, successful agricultural land
preservation regimes are planned by government, and the ones that last do not include individual
exclusion routes.

Collaboration on land use planning processes between local governments and the ALC have been
successful in the past in identifying lands for future exclusion based on a regional planning perspective
and quantifiable need by the local government. Focusing on this more proactive approach is necessary
to ensure that the haphazard development associated with individual landowner exclusions no longer
negatively impacts the ALR. Directing exclusions through a joint local government-ALC planning process
will also:

¢ Help eliminate speculative purchasing and holding of ALR land for uses other than agriculture;

e Help maintain a contiguous ALR within the boundaries to avoid infiltration of non-agricultural
uses that conflict with the surrounding agricultural landscape;

e Reduce the potential of impacting the ALR via ‘death by a thousand cuts’; and

e Create a defensible and rationalized ALR boundary with a long-term land use planning lens.

Recommendation 9: Make the ALR application review process more efficient by prescribing acceptable
non-farm use and subdivision applications

Issue/Rationale:

Approximately 80 per cent of applications to the ALC are for subdivision and non-farm uses, and the vast
majority of the applications are not from farmers or ranchers. These types of applications are for uses
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where the land remains in the ALR but is used for non-agricultural purposes. Significant ALC resources
are spent processing these applications that often have nothing to do with farming in the ALR.

This high volume and application-heavy focus limits the ALC time and resources needed to focus on
other key aspects of its mandate, including collaboration with both other governments and government
entities to encourage farming in B.C. The ability of landowners to apply for such a wide range of
activities, which ALC has experienced as quite literally any type of land use activity, further drives
speculation and land costs based on the perception of what is possible in the ALR.

The intent of non-farm use applications was for the ALC to exercise discretion related to uses that were
not permitted in the Regulation but might still be compatible with agriculture. The primary purpose of
subdivision applications, however, is to create a new lot for residential purposes. The impacts and
conflicts that arise from adding strictly residential uses in the ALR can negatively impact agricultural land
and businesses. The cumulative nature of ALC decisions for subdivision and non-farm uses is significant.

Opportunities for narrowing the range of applications to the ALC to uses complimentary, compatible
and/or supportive of agriculture include: '

e Creating an application framework that considers proposals compatible with the ALR;

e Ensuring the ALC, and not local government or the approving officer, is the decision-maker for
all non-farm uses in the ALR;

¢ Eliminating the speculative nature of purchasing or holding agricultural land in hopes of using
it for something other than agriculture; and

e |nstilling an ‘agriculture-first’ lens to applications and potential changes to land use.

Recommendation 10: Improve clarity around the two ALC reconsideration processes
Issue/Rationale:

Reconsideration of ALC application decisions consists of two distinct processes, a decision
reconsideration requested by an applicant and a decision reconsideration requested by the Chair, which
can be confusing to the public and take up considerable ALC resources. ALC decision-making will be
improved by ensuring the two reconsideration processes are clearer, less cumbersome, and less
confusing.

Reconsideration of a decision requested by an applicant:

Regardless of whether an application is refused or approved, an applicant may ask that a decision be
reconsidered. The purpose of this reconsideration is to allow the Commission to revisit decisions if they
were fundamentally flawed due to consideration of incorrect information or, if subsequent to a decision,
compelling information is provided that would have significantly contributed to the Commission’s
understanding of the facts at the time of its original deliberation. A request for reconsideration is not
intended to provide an applicant with an opportunity to periodically revisit the Commission’s decision in
perpetuity. However, at times this is how it has been interpreted and used by applicants.

The Regulation does not define a length of time a reconsideration request must be submitted within,
define how many requests can be submitted per application decision, or outline what can be submitted
in a reconsideration request as ‘evidence’.

in 2017/18, the ALC received 78 requests to reconsider applications. Of those, only 18 were referred for
reconsideration and of those only three were reversed.
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The Committee recommends improving the criteria for reconsideration requests by:
e Establishing submission timeframes;
e Putting limits on the number of requests that can be made pef decision; and
¢ Providing clarity with respect to the expected substance of a request.

These improvements will reduce the number of unsubstantiated requests that require a considerable
amount of ALC resources. This would bring the ALC in line with other B.C. laws that define specific
criteria for reconsideration.

Reconsideration of a decision as directed by the Chair of the ALC

Revgardless of whether an application is refused or approved, the ALC Chair has the authority to direct
the Executive Committee to reconsider an application decision made by a regional panel that the Chair
considers may not fulfill the mandate of the Commission or adequately consider Zone 2 criteria. The
purpose of this authority is to provide the Chair with oversight to ensure consistency of decision
considerations according to the Act.

The Committee heard from stakeholders and the public that the Chair-directed reconsideration process
is not clear. Local government representatives spoke about concern and frustration raised by the public
regarding the fairness of decisions and the perception of unfairness when decisions are provided to
applicants, but then some time later they receive a notice of a Chair-directed reconsideration.

In 2017/18, the Chair directed the Executive Committee to review 19 of the 391 decisions made.

A review of the current legal process of Chair-directed reconsiderations is needed such that the Chair
retains the important ability to review and direct decisions for review to ensure consistency with the
ALC mandate, but there is a reduction in the uncertainty of a decision for the applicant and local
government.

Recommendation 11: Ensure a province-wide agricultural perspective by removing the ALC’s capacity
to delegate subdivision and non-farm use decision-making authority to local governments

Issue/Rationale:

Section 26 of the Act enables the ALC to enter into ah agreement with a local government to delegate
the ALC’s decision-making-authority for subdivision and for non-farm use. Under a delegated agreement,
lacal government elected officials take on the decision-making role of the ALC. The provision for the ALC
to enter into voluntary delegation agreements with local governments was established in 1994, The
intention was to enable sharing of the ALC’s application processing workload and to bring more local
community planning knowledge and responsibility into the decision making process. In the early 2000's,
government direction was to promote delegation agreements to local governments; however, most
local governments were not interested in taking on this responsibility.

Delegating decision-making to a local government creates significant potential for inconsistency in
application processing, decision consideration, and decision rationale around the province. To assess the
delegated decision process and decisions, the ALC must audit decisions made by delegated local
governments. Managing an agreement with local government requires ongoing audits of the decisions
being made, administrative law training for the delegated decision makers and local government staff,
and other decision making training specific to the ALC mandate. This has created additional work for the
ALC and for local governments. There is also an increased potential for bias for delegated decision-
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makers, as they fill both the role of an elected local government representative and that of an ALC
decision maker.

In total, only three delegation agreements were established with the ALC, of which only one is active
(with the Regional District of Fraser Fort George, established in 2001). According to the ALC, the
Regional District of Fraser Fort George has made an average of 10 delegated decisions per year since
2002. Given the number of delegated decisions being made, the ALC’s review of agreement decisions,
and the recommendation in the Auditor General’s 2010 “Audit of the Agricultural Land Commission”,
the Committee believes that the ALC should be the independent body that considers and decides
applications submitted under the Act.

Removing the ability for delegation to local government ensures: arms-length, independent decision-
making with an ‘agriculture-first’ focus; province-wide consistency of decision making; adherence to
administrative law; and review with a provincial perspective. Since 2002, there has been very limited
interest across the province in taking on the added responsibilities of a delegation agreement.

The Committee believes that maintaining a resource-heavy program for minimal delegations is not an
effective use of the ALC’s resources. The ALC would be better suited to achieve its mandate to
concentrate its resources that are currently required to manage a local government delegation
agreement on other more proactive aspects of working with local governments.

Recommendation 12: Build better planning and land use decisions for agriculture by requiring all local
government bylaws that affects the ALR to be endorsed by ALC resolution

Issue/Rationale:

The ALC is charged with exercising a variety of duties under the Act. These duties include: planning;
boundary reviews; compliance and enforcement; applications; delegation agreements; and policy
development. The planning function includes review and comment on the development, amendment or
repeal of an official community plan that might affect the ALR. It also involves ensuring that local
government bylaws are consistent with the Act, the Regulation and the orders of the ALC.

Local governments and their planning documents are often the first and only place the public, land
owners, developers and real estate agents look to for land use information, including information on the
ALR. Bylaws that do not accurately reflect the permitted uses in the ALR misinform the public, create
expectations and misperceptions, and impact the ability for the ALC to conduct compliance and
enforcement.

It is currently the responsibility of local governments to ensure that their zoning bylaws, regional growth
strategies, official community plans, and official development plans are consistent with the Act. If they
are not consistent with the Act, they are considered to have no force or effect. Legally, local
governments only have to refer official community plans to the ALC after first reading if the plan might
affect land in the ALR.

The strength of local legislative frameworks for farmland protection can vary considerably across the
approximately 150 local governments with land in the ALR, from very strong to very weak. In some areas
of the province there are no zoning bylaws or there are dated bylaws that are inconsistent with the
current Act and Regulation. Most ALC challenges are with the interpretation of the Act and the
Regulation through zoning and building permit plan review. Bylaws inconsistent with the Act have no
force and effect, but when used to allow for a land use inconsistent with the Act and the Regulation, the
negative impact on the land base has already occurred. The ALC works to communicate with local
governments regarding inconsistent bylaws and policies that are not supportive of agriculture under its
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mandate to encourage consistency. However, in the absence of having the legislative authority to
comment and/or approve of zoning that effects the ALR, it is an incremental, reactive and relatively
ineffective way to try and ensure consistency.

It is essential that the ALC be involved officially and earlier in bylaw review and land use processes in

order to ensure consistency with the Act and to maximize public clarity as to what is permitted in the
ALR. Local governments are currently under no obligation to have the ALC confirm that non-statutory
plans and bylaws are consistent with the Act and the Regulation.

Going forward, annual long term ALC resources towards improved education and communication are
essential. This includes increasing efforts with local governments after municipal elections to ensure
that zoning bylaws are consistent with the Act and the Regulation, similar to the structure and approach
used for regional growth strategies.

Recommendation 13: Strengthen ALC administration by clarifying and updating the Act and
Regulation to improve ALC’s daily operation

Issue/Rationale:

The ALC occupies a distinctive role within the Canadian legal system. While it is part of “government” as
broadly defined, it is a quasi-judicial body and is not part of any government Ministry. The ALC is instead
part of the Canadian community of independent administrative tribunals, vested with important
statutory powers, whose members are obliged to exercise those statutory powers in accordance with
the law.

Over the last decade, the ALC has not been involved in the changes to the Act that have resulted in ALC
operational challenges. This has rendered portions of the Act redundant or not clear, making day-to-day
operations cumbersome. The result is that the Act is missing clarifying definitions and operational
provisions that would greatly assist with implementation of the legislation. The ALC has identified a list
of minor legislative amendments. The government is encouraged to work closely with the ALC to include
these changes.
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Part ll: Recommendations for Immediate Action to Protect the ALR

Mitigating the Impacts of Oil and Gas Activity in the ALR

The Committee recognizes that the energy sector is vitally important to the British Columbian economy.
But so too is the extraordinary soil capability and micro-climate of the Northeast of the province, both of
which support a robust and large-scale agricultural industry.

The Committee has previously noted that it is imperative there be a government-wide policy shift in
identifying agricultural land and industry as a resource equivalent to other resources, and oil and gas is
no exception. It is essential an ‘agriculture-first’ approach be applied to the ALR in the Northeast.

The development of the energy sector has exceeded the capacity of the current regulatory environment
to protect farmland. The impacts of oil and gas extraction on agricultural land and farm businesses in
Northeast B.C. have reached a breaking point. Cumulative impacts over the last decade from
accelerating oil and gas development have rendered portions of agricultural lands unusable and others
difficult to farm. With continued changes in extraction and processing methods along with the pace and
scale of development, these activities that were once considered temporary are no longer. Instead they
are permanent industrial sites built on farmland and next to farm communities.

Responsible oil and gas development, as with all resource sector activities, is important to the
preservation of agricultural land. The Committee encourages the government to ensure that the
extraction of subsurface resources does not continue to permanently damage some of the best
agricultural soils in the province and take precedence over farming, farm businesses, ranching and the
agricultural industry. The ALR, and the farmers who make a living on it, should be treated equally and
with respect in order for both activities to co-exist and benefit all British Columbians.

In an effort to strike a balance between the needs of the agricultural sector and the energy sector, the
Committee makes the following recommendations:

Recommendation 1: Inmediately form a senior executive led (Deputy Minister-level) multi-agency and
multi-jurisdictional taskforce to develop a strategy focused on how a balance can be achieved
between agriculture and oil and gas extraction.

The Committee is recommending the immediate establishment of a Deputy Minister-level taskforce with
internal and external agriculture partners and stakeholders from the natural resource sector. The
Committee recommends that the taskforce be directed to develop a strategy to address the significant
resource extraction issues impacting the ALR and its farmers and ranchers in B.C.’s Peace River region.

The Committee recommends the taskforce review, among other considerations, the following issues:
¢ How to balance surface rights of the farmer/rancher with sub-surface fights of the extractor;

o How the farmer/rancher will be given authority to influence negotiations on the farm and
location of oil and gas facilities and infrastructure;

¢ How the comments made to this taskforce by the farmers/ranchers will be accommodated in
a balanced process;

e Determine whether the delegation agreement between the ALC and the B.C. Oil and Gas
Commission is the correct approach or if there is an alternative approach that would better
protect agricultural interests and restore confidence in the regulatory system over the long
term;
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e Complete a fuisome impact assessment of oil and gas activity within the ALR;

e Build a memorandum of understanding and operational agreement between the ALC and the
B.C. Oil and Gas Commission for sharing impact assessments and other information so they
can work more effectively together; and '

¢ Determine how farmers can access ongoing professional, independent support.

Recommendation 2: Establish an increased ALC presence in the North.

e There is a need for a made-in-the-North approach to ensure solutions/responses are created
in and benefit the North.

e The ALC needs to be given resources to increase its presence in the Northeast of B.C.
Issue/Rationale:

There is a growing incompatibility of agriculture and extraction activities due to the growth in the size
and number of surface activities that are required to support subsurface extraction; the industrial creep
into the ALR is increasingly noticeable.

Much of the oil and gas activity in Northeast B.C. is on actively farmed land in the ALR. ALR land in this
area is some of the best in the province and supports large scale agriculture. For this reason, a stronger
agricultural lens needs to be included in the extraction sectors’ planning and decision making process
and more resources need to be provided to the ALC and the land owner/farmer to help preserve and
utilize as much of the farmland as possible.

With extensive legislative, regulatory, administrative and expert support and capital for oil and gas
development, the energy sector is positioned to be successful. It is important to note that there is no
institution or agency that singularly represents farmers and ranchers as they struggle to maintain their
agricultural businesses in the face of a rapidly growing energy sector. Agriculture businesses are on their
own. Unintended consequences of deregulation, including the delegation agreement between the ALC
and the B.C. Oil and Gas Commission, and the extent and speed of development have outstripped the
ability of regulation to ensure damage to the land base is not permanent.

The Committee heard clearly from stakeholders and the public that supports in place for oil and gas
development do not exist for agriculture businesses or agricultural land protection. And where there are
mechanisms and processes in place, they are difficult to access, cumbersome, time-consuming, and
often do not result in a balanced approach.
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Why is oil and gas development in the Northeast of B.C. such a significant concern in the ALR?

e Key impacts to agriculture include the nature of subsurface rights (oil and gas access to land is
‘guaranteed’), changing technology, costs and profitability of the energy sector, and the
exponent erosion of agriculture surface rights due to the increase in the scale and number of
oil and case activities;

o The shift from a single well lift system to multi-pad well sites; exponential growth in numbers
and increased physical impact on the land base;

e The increase in permanent, industrial infrastructure due to additional on-site processes;

e Well sites are no Jonger being reclaimed and put back into agricultural production. Wells are
often abandoned, inactive or suspended for long periods of time meaning the land cannot be
farmed;

e Due to the imbalance between subsurface and surface rights, and the compulsory aspect of
the entry to the land, landowners have very little power to minimize the agricultural impact
on their property when development occurs; and )

¢ Signing a surface rights lease agreement enters the landowner into a contractual agreement
with the operating company; conditions to minimize the surface or operational impacts can be
put in this agreement; however compliance with these conditions lies with the willingness of
the operating company. Further, the enforcement of these conditions is often too
cumbersome, time consuming and costly for the landowner to pursue.

Minister’s Advisory Committee — Interim Report—JuIPL'Ql& 235 17|Page



Northeast B.C.: The ALR and Montney Gas Basin

The Montney Gas Basin is a major shale gas formation extending from Northeast B.C. to Northwest
Alberta. As is shown in Figure 1, there is a high degree of overlap between the ALR and areas of possible
resource extraction. It is the source of much of the current oil and gas exploration, development, and
production in B.C.'s Peace River Region. The neighborhood of Farmington, as shown in Figure 2, is a
prime example of an area that is significantly impacted by oil and gas activity. Presently, there are 559
active wells within 15 kilometers of Farmington, with an additional 88 in development and 291
authorized, on approximately 150 well pads. In addition to these active wells, there are 73 facilities in
the area. Thirty-eight (38) applications to develop additional wells are being processed, 32 of which are
on private land, four on Crown land, and two on both Crown and private land. Of these applications, 30
belong to Encana, four to Arc Resources, three to Tormaline, and one to Plateau.

Within the Farmington neighbourhood, there are also 575 residences, of which approximately 50 are
within 500 meters of an active well or facility site.?

Figure 1: Montney Gas Basin and the

Agricultural Land Reserve
e Figure 2: Farmington Oil and Gas Activity
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3 Figures and statistics were drawn from the “Presentation to the PRRD,” Paul Jeakins, BC Qil and Gas Commission,
http://prrd.bc.ca/board/agendas/2018/2018-15-669138994/pages/documents/4.2BCOGC 000.pdf, May 23, 2018.
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Restricting Cannabis Production in the ALR

The Committee’s cannabis recommendations reflect significant concerns and recommend steps in the
regulation of cannabis production in the ALR. The Committee did not seek specific comments from
stakeholders and the public on cannabis, but the issue was a common and urgent concern throughout
engagement. (The Committee notes the Minister of Agriculture recused herself from provincial
cannabis-related decisions but was committed to bringihg this key ALR-related concern to the Province’s
attention.)

Recommendation 1: Establish an immediate moratorium on all non-soil bound cannabis production
and facilities in the ALR pending provincial-level analysis of impacts

Recommendation 2: Following a provincial level analysis, enable the ALC to establish rules/criteria for
cannabis production throughout the ALR; permit cannabis production in the ALR only through
application to the ALC

Issue/Rationale:

Federal legalization of non-medical cannabis will lead to land use issues not previously contemplated by
the B.C. government and its agencies, including the ALC. The potential impacts to the ALR will likely be
significant and are not yet fully understood. Advertisements for sale of ALR land and information
provided to local governments across B.C. suggest there is currently significant promotion/speculation
for cannabis production in the ALR. In early July 2018, the Union of B.C. Municipalities asked the
provincial government to put a moratorium on the use of agricultural land to grow cannabis. They have
asked that this moratorium remain in place until there is a comprehensive review and consultation with
local governments.

The size and scale of cannabis facilities in the ALR is a growing concern across B.C. In Central Saanich on
Vancouver Island, a proposal to build 21 greenhouses in the ALR for cannabis production resulted in a
1400-signature petition to the B.C. Legislature in March 2018. The petition requested a prohibition on
cannabis production in the ALR. Several B.C. local governments have passed motions asking the Province
to place a moratarium on cannabis production in the ALR.

The Committee did not include cannabis as a theme in its Discussion Paper, yet cannabis in the ALR was
a commonly-raised concern of stakeholders and the public. The Committee is aware the public wants to
provide the Province with feedback on where cannabis production should be allowed in B.C. This was
not a question put to the public in B.C.’s 2017 engagement on cannabis. Regardless, the Committee
heard near unanimous support from stakeholders and the public for significant restrictions, including an
outright ban, on cannabis production in the ALR.

Why is cannabis production in the ALR such a significant concern?

e The ALR is a limited land resource and B.C. has limited prime agricultural land (agricultural
land capability classes 1-4); many cannabis production facilities are expected to be both non-
soil bound (i.e. cement-bottomed) and to cover large tracts of arable land—including some of
the highest capability lands. The anticipated scale of these structures will damage the land
base and permanently alienate large tracts of land from agricultural use.

e ALR land is cheaper and more expansive than industrial land. Competition for land for
cannabis production is already impacting the ALR and compounding other speculative factors
that are driving up the price of farmland in B.C. ALR land is being purchased and existing
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greenhouses are being converted for cannabis production. Agriculture stakeholders are
concerned about large cannahis operators with substantial financial resources squeezing out
local farmers.

e Food production in the ALR is a key public interest. Displacement of vegetable crops for
cannabis (conversion of greenhouses) is viewed by many as impacting B.C. food choice and
security.

e [ncompatibility of cannabis with other agricultural uses, including competition for resources .
(e.g. significant water requirements for cannabis production) is a key concern in many parts of
the province.

e The business risk of large scale cannabis production has not been assessed, including the
potential for cannabis enterprises to go bankrupt and leave abandoned structures on the ALR.
Reclamation of greenhouse structures is a key concern.

e The extent of nuisance and non-compliance impacts from cannabis production in the ALR has
not been assessed by the Province with either the ALC or local governments.

e Local governments are very concerned about cannabis production in the ALR. The Union of
B.C. Municipalities asked the Committee to carefully examine the means of production of
recreational cannabis to determine if the expected industrial-style production is the best use
of B.C.’s limited agricultural land. Cannabis production is resource-intensive and local
governments want the ability to manage where cannabis facilities can be built. Local
government would prefer cannabis greenhouse production to be outside the ALR and in
industrial and light industrial areas where municipal services already exist.

e Other impacts to the agricultural land base are unknown, including the interface with
neighbouring farms, processing requirements, and commercial traffic in farm areas.

e Odour issues from cannabis production facilities are a key concern. Unlike livestock farmers
who fertilize their land during certain times of the year, cannabis odour is pungent and
intrusive and continuously creates a negative effect to those residing in the vicinity.
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Part lll: Key Issues under Consideration for Final Report

As has been pointed out, this report constitutes interim findings and will be followed in the fall by a
second, final report to the Minister. There is still a great deal of ongoing work being done, particularly in
the area of potential regulatory change.

At the centre of all future recommendations is the need for a broad government-wide recognition of
agriculture as a key natural resource sector—and economic generator—in this province.

The Committee is intending to provide recommendations to the Minister that will further ensure the
revitalization of both the ALR and of the ALC, and that will assist the Province in developing an
“agriculture-first” mind-set throughout B.C. Many of these matters are regulatory in nature; some are
policy oriented; and some involve new programs that will ensure the long term viability of the ALR.

Issues under further discussion and analysis generally fall into the following categories, but are not
limited to:

Regulatory changes needed to preserve the productive capacity of the ALR

e Fill regulations on ALR

Farm home plate

Diversified Farm Use Area

Greenhouse considerations

e Commercial composting

The Encouragement of farming and ranching in the ALR
e Government support for farmers and ranchers:

o Access to credit;
o Access to programs; and
o Support for new entrants

e Access to land
e Agriculture extension services
e Examine the farm income threshold for farm property tax class

e The need for a provincial agriculture advisory council

Administrative and Program changes
e ALC outreach and education:

o Province-wide communication plan; .

o Memorandum of understanding development with ministries and agencies; and

o Real estate industry education outreach {regulations surrounding advertising in ALR and
licensing course on ALR purpose and regulations)

e Ministry of Agriculture programming:

o Cumulative impact assessments (e.g. Agricultural Land Use Inventories);
o Agricultural impact assessments;
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o Impact of climate change on productivity in ALR; and
o Farm succession planning

e Memoranda of understanding to cover the working relationship between the ALC and the
Ministry of Agriculture

e Funding and resource issues

This is not a complete list of current and future considerations by the Committee; the Committee
continues to move forward on a number of important issues, in different sectors and regions. The
Committee will also use results and analyses from public consultation, including the Committee’s ‘What
We Heard Report,’ to inform potential areas for recommendations in its final report.
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Appendix 1: Terms of Reference

Minister of Agriculture’s Advisory Committee - Terms of Reference

Purpose:

The Minister of Agriculture’s Advisory Committee for the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) (Advisory

Committee) will provide strategic advice and policy guidance to the Minister, and will be responsible for
delivering recommendations on how to best achieve the mandate commitment of “Revitalizing the ALR
and ALC” based on the outcome of a broad engagement process with stakeholders across the province.

Outcomes:

The Advisory Committee will provide recommendations to the Minister on matters related to
revitalization of ALR and ALC; specifically, to inform potential changes to the current legislative,
regulatory, and administrative framework. The Advisory Committee is not a decision-making body, all
decisions rest with the Minister and the government.

Principles:
To ensure a focused review, the following principles provide additional parameters:
e Work will be forward looking, and focus on the future of the ALR and ALC;
e Recommendations will work towards improving the purposes of the ALR and ALC;

e Establish fair and unbiased evaluations of policy issues that are challenging the purposes of
the ALR and ALC and also evaluate what is working weli;

e Recommendations will come with clear identification of the problem, goals (desired end
state), objectives (end-results that contribute to goals, rationale and a proposed solution or
strategy (how to achieve and objective).

e Where possible, data/information to validate magnitude and the impacts (both positive and
negative) will be included with recommendations.

e Recommendations need to be legally sound, and achievable.

Membership and Governance:

The Advisory Committee will report directly to the Minister and will have an appointed Chair to provide
neutral and unencumbered leadership.

Membership is determined by the Minister, and includes representatives from across the province that
has knowledge and experience of the ALR and understands the ALC.

Deliverables:
e Detailed work plan, budget and engagement plan to be approved by Minister;

e Monthly reports on progress to implement work plan and achievement of expected
deliverables;

e Provide input on a discussion paper to be used to guide broad public engagement;

e Conduct regional engagement in seven communities across the province;
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e Early recommendation report on proposed legislative amendments to be considered by the
Minister based on consultations and research findings (due in April 2018); and,

e Final recommendation report.

Term:

Advisory Committee members are requested to commit for a one year term from the date of the
initiation meeting.

Confidentiality:

The Advisory Committee members are expected to hold their conversations in confidence. Members
must not discuss or disclose the nature or content of these conversations with the public or the media
as Cabinet confidentiality applies to advice and recommendations to be considered by a Minister or by
the Executive Council (Cabinet). Similarly, written submissions and background materials prepared to
inform discussions must not be disclosed publically, without prior permission. All deliverables must be
submitted to the Minister for approval on a schedule of check-in points up to the final deliverable due
dates.

Meetings:

The Advisory Committee is expected to meet at least once per month, and organize face to face
meetings to coincide with engagement face to face sessions in seven communities across the province.

Roles and Responsibilities:

Chair
e Responsible for ensuring all deliverables are fully completed on time and presented to the
Minister according to the timelines.
e Responsible for ensuring that all deliverables are: of good quality, clear, based on verified
information, unbiased and address the purpose of the Advisory Committee.
¢ Sets agenda for meetings and ensures meetings achieve their purposes.
e Makes decisions on allocating specific work to the members.
e Requests advice from Ministry staff on aspects of the work that relate to government
processes to ensure that recommendations can be implemented.
e Attends and participates in meetings.
e Provides policy and strategic advice to guide the initiative.
e Participate and/or lead regional engagement sessions.
e Contribute to the development of early and final recommendations for the Minister.
e |dentifies issues or conflicts as they arise for the Minister.
e Works with the ministry staff to support coordination of the overall initiative.
Members

e Attend and participates in meetings.

e Provides policy and strategic advice to guide the initiative.
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e Participate in regional engagement sessions.

e Contribute to the development of early and final recommendations for the Minister.

Remuneration:

Members will volunteer their time, and be reimbursed travel expenses as per the provincial government
guidelines for public servant travel.

Secretariat Support:

The Advisory Committee will be supported by ministry staff, which will be responsible for secretariat
support.

Ministry Involvement:

The Ministry will be responsible for, and will need input from the Advisory Committee on the following
items:

e Creating the final, overall engagement strategy and plan.

o The discussion paper for lanuary 2018 that will launch engagement.

e Conducting targeted stakeholder and the online portions of the engagement process.

e Preparing any documents related to legislative changes, program changes or policy changes.

The Ministry may also provide a representative to accompany the Advisory Committee at the regional
meetings as needed.
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Appendix 2: Bibliography

Minister of Agriculture’s Advisory Committee for ALR and ALC Revitalization Interim
Report to Minister — Bibliography — July 2018

Throughout the development of these recommendations, the Committee considered previous analyses
of the ALR and ALC, the current and past authority and functions of the ALC, farmland protection in

other jurisdictions, and the results of stakeholder meetings and public responses along with expert
reports and other government reference documents. The following documents, reports and submissions
were received and reviewed by the Committee:

Note: *** denotes where a report is available in hard copy form only.

Key Readings and Background Documents:

The Committee reviewed the following documents as background prior to embarking on its consultation
process.

“A Work In Progress: The British Columbia Farmland Preservation Program”", Barry Smith,

archived-publications/alr-

hlstorv/a work in _progress - farmland preservation b smith 2012.pdf, 2012

“British Columbia’s Agricultural Land Preservation Program®, Gary Runka,
https://www.alc.gov.bc.ca/assets/alc/assets/library/archived-publications/alt-
history/bc_ag land preservation program - runka 1977.pdf, 1977

“Review of the Agricultural Land Commission Moving Forward: A Strategic Vision of the Agricultural
Land Commission for Future Generations”, Richard Bullock, ALC Chair,
https://www.alc.gov.bc.ca/assets/alc/assets/library/commission-

reports/review of the alc moving forward nov 26 2010.pdf, 2010

“The Land Commission and It’s Significance to British Columbia Agriculture”, William T. Lane,

hlstorv/Iand commission significance to bc agriculture - lane 1973.pdf, 1973

“The Use Of Biophysical Information — B.C. Land Commission Overview”, Gary Runka,
https://www.alc.gov.bc.ca/assets/alc/assets/library/agricultural-
capability/the use of biophysical information bc land commission overview 1976.pdf, 1976

“The Potential of Marginal Agricultural Lands”, B.C. Ministry of Agriculture,
https://www.alc.gov.bc.ca/assets/alc/assets/library/agricultural-
capability/the potential of marginal agricultural lands 1978.pdf, 1978

Legislation:

Agricultural Land Commission Act, http://www.bclaws.ca/Recon/document/ID/freeside/00 02036 01,
2002 .

Regulation:

Agricultural Land Reserve Use, Subdivision and Procedure Regulation,

http://www.bclaws.ca/civix/document/id/complete/statreg/171 2002, 2002
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ALC Policies:

This links to the ALC website pages that lists all ALC policies including the Governance Policy:
https://www.alc.gov.bc.ca/alc/content/legislation-regulation/alc-policies

ALC/ALR History, Studies and Other Information:

“Agriculture Capability and the ALR Fact Sheet”, ALC website,
https://www.alc.gov.bc.ca/assets/alc/assets/library/agricultural-
capabilitv/agriculture capability the alr fact sheet 2013.pdf

“Agricultural Capability Classification in BC”, ALC website,
https://www.alc.gov.bc.ca/assets/alc/assets/library/agricultural-
capability/agriculture capability classification in _bc 2013.pdf

“Agricultural Land Soil Investigation”, Geoff Hughes-Games, Soil Specialist,
http://www.metrovancouver.org/services/regional-
planning/PlanningPublications/AgriculturalLandSoillnvestigation2018.pdf

*¥* “ALC Submission to ALC Act Regulation Engagement Questions”, ALC, August 2014
**% YAl C Summary of Regulation Review Stakeholder Meetings”, ALC, July/August 2014

“Audit of the Agricultural Land Commission”, Office of the Auditor General of British Columbia,
https://www.alc.gov.bc.ca/assets/alc/assets/library/audits-and-surveys/oagbc-alc- audit-
sept 2010.pdf, 2010

*** “BC Standing Committee on Agriculture”, Inventory of Agricultural Land Reserves in British
Columbia, Phase |I” Research Report, 1978

“lll Fares the Land”, Mary Rawson, https://www.alc.gov.bc.ca/assets/alc/assets/library/land-use-
planning/ill fares the land 1976.pdf, 1976

“Land Capability Classification for Agriculture in British Columbia: MOE Manual 1", Surveys and Resource
Mapping Branch, Ministry of Environment and Soils Branch, Ministry of Agriculture and Food,
http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/wld/documents/techpub/moel/moem1.pdf , April 1983

“Methodology - Land Capability for Agriculture B.C. Land Inventory (CLI}”, Runka, G.G., Soil Survey
Division, BC Department of Agriculture,
https://www.alc.gov.bc.ca/assets/alc/assets/library/agricultural-
capability/methodology land capability for agriculture bcli 1973.pdf, 1973

“Planning for Agriculture”, Barry E. Smith, Agricultural Land Commission,
https://www.alc.gov.bc.ca/assets/alc/assets/library/land-use-
planning/planning for agriculture 1998.pdf, 1998

“Stakes in the Ground: Provincial Interest in the Agricultural Land Commission Act”, Moura Quayle,
https://www.alc.gov.bc.ca/assets/alc/assets/library/archived-publications/alr-
history/stakes in the ground - quayle 1998.pdf, 1998

*** “Summary of Stakeholder Input on Proposed Amendments to the Agricultural Land Reserve Use,
Subdivision and Procedure Regulation”, ALC Meeting Notes, September 2014
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“The BC Land Commission: Keeping the Options Open”,
https://www.alc.gov.bc.ca/assets/alc/assets/library/living-in-the-alr-
information/keeping the options open booklet.pdf, 1975

Other References:

“A Growing Concern: How to Keep Farmland in the Hands of Canadian Farmers”, Standing Senate
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry,
https://sencanada.ca/content/sen/committee/421/AGFO/reports/Farmland-final e.pdf, March,
2018

“AgRefresh: Enhancing Agriculture in Abbotsford, Stage 3 Winter 2017-18 Engagement Results”, City of
Abbotsford,
https://www.abbotsford.ca/Assets/2014+Abbotsford/Planning+and+Development/Planning/Agr
iculture/AgRefresh/AgRefresh+Stage+3+Winter+2017-18+Engagement+Results.pdf, February
26,2018

“AgRefresh Stage 3 Engagement Summary, City of Abbotsford Council Report”, Ryan Perry, City of
Abbotsford, https://abbotsford.civicweb.net/document/53911, February 21, 2018

*** “Agricultural Land Commission - Local Government Stakeholder Survey”, Sentis, April 18, 2018

“Agriculturally Zoned Land: Summary of Public Consultation and Proposed Bylaws Limiting Residential
Development in the Agriculture (AG1) Zone”, Wayne Craig and Terry Crowe, City of Richmond,
https://www.richmond.ca/ shared/assets/rtc04191747978.pdf, April 13, 2017

“Agriculture in Brief”, Ministry of Agriculture, https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/farming-natural-
resources-and-industry/agriculture-and-seafood/statistics/census/census-
2016/aginbrief 2016 all province region regional districts.pdf, 2016

“An Audit of Compliance and Enforcement of the Mining Sector”, Office of the Auditor General of
British Columbia,
http://www.bcauditor.com/sites/default/files/publications/reports/OAGBC%20Mining%20Repo
rt%20FINAL.pdf, May, 2016

“Appendices - AgRefresh: Enhancing Agriculture in Abbotsford, Stage 3 Winter 2017-18 Engagement
Results”, City of Abbotsford,
https://www.abbotsford.ca/Assets/2014+Abbotsford/Planning+and+Development/Planning/Agr
iculture/AgRefresh/Appendices+-+AgRefresh+Stage+3+Winter+2017-
18+Engagement+Results.pdf, February 26, 2018

“Cannabis Regulation in B.C.: What We Heard Public and Stakeholder Engagement, Sept 25-Nov 1, 2017”
https://engage.gov.bc.ca/app/uploads/sites/217/2017/12/Cannabis-Regulation-in-B.C.-What-
We-Heard.pdf

*** “City of Chilliwack Zoning and OCP text amendments — Farm Home Plate regulation”, Karen Stanton,
Planning and Strategic Initiatives Department, June 6, 2017

“DRAFT Agricultural Impact Assessment (AlA) Guidelines”, Environmental Farm Planners Ltd.,
http://www.metrovancouver.org/services/regional-
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planning/PlanningPublications/DraftAgriculturelmpactAssessmentGuidelines.pdf, February,
2014

“Encouraging Agricultural Production through Farm Property Tax Reform in Metro Vancouver”, Metro
Vancouver, http://www.metrovancouver.org/services/regional-
planning/PlanningPublications/AgricultureProductionTaxReformMV-2016.pdf

“Farmland Access in British Columbia: Four Innovative Approaches”, Farm Folk City Folk and the Centre
for Sustainable Food Systems at UBC Farm, CRFAIR, Young Agrarians and Deer Crossing the Art
Farm, http://www.farmfolkcitvfolk.ca/documents/FarmlandAccessBooklet.pdf

“Farmland Access in British Columbia — Project Summary Report”, J. Dennis and Dr. Hannah Wittman,
Faculty of Land and Food Systems, University of British Columbia,
http://farmland.sites.olt.ubc.ca/files/2014/04/Farmland-Access-in-BC-Research-Summary-

0714.pdf, July, 2014

“Farmland Protection: Strengthening BC's Legislation”, Dr. David Connell, University of Northern British
Columbia, http://blogs.unbc.ca/agplanning/files/2018/02/AgLUP-BC-Policy-Brief-401.pdf,

January, 2018

“Finding Common Ground — 2016 Summit Report”, Andrew Stegemann, Brent Mansfield and David

Hendrickson, Sustainable Food Systems Working Group, )
http://www.refbc.com/sites/default/files/FCG-Summit-Report.pdf, May 5, 2016

“Finding Common Ground Forum — Summary Report”, Andrew Stegemann, Real Estate Foundation of

British Columbia,
http://www.refbc.com/sites/default/files/Finding%20Common%20Ground%20Forum%20Summ

ary%20Report.pdf, November 19, 2015

“Guide for Bylaw Development in Farming Areas”, Ministry of Agriculture,
https://www.alc.gov.be.ca/assets/alc/assets/library/land-use-
planning/guide for bylaw development in farming areas 2015.pdf, May, 2015

“Guidelines on Permitted Uses in Ontario’s Prime Agricultural Areas”, Ministry of Agriculture, Food and
Rural Affairs, http://www.omafra.gov.on.ca/english/landuse/facts/permitteduseguide.pdf, 2016

*** “| and Commission/Property Management Program: Statement of Policy and Procedures”, David J.
Sands, BC Ministry of Agriculture and Food, August, 1985

“Land Owner’s Information Guide for Oil and Gas Activities in British Columbia”, BC Oil and Gas
Commission, https://www.bcogc.ca/node/11032/download

“Low Incomes and High House Prices in Metro Vancouver”, Site Economics Ltd.,
http://siteeconomics.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/High-House-Prices-and-Low-Incomes-

April-2017.pdf

“Managing Climate Change Risks: An Independent Study”, Office of the Auditor General of British

Columbia,
http://www.bcauditor.com/sites/default/files/publications/reports/Climate _Change FINAL.pdf,

February 15, 2018
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“Metro Vancouver Regional District Regional Planning Committee — Regular Meeting”, Metro
Vancouver, http://www.metrovancouver.org/boards/RegionalPlanning/RPL 2018-Mar-
9 AGE.pdf, March 9, 2018

“OGC ALC Delegation Agreement”, Provincial Agricultural Land Commission and the Oil and Gas
Commission, https://www.bcogc.ca/node/5759/download, December 8, 2017

“0Oil and Gas Development in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR): The Non-Farm Use of Agricultural
Land”, Provincial Agricultural Land Commission,
https://www.alc.gov.bc.ca/assets/alc/assets/about-the-alc/working-with-other-ministries-and-
agencies/history of oil and gas activities in the alr november 2013.pdf, August 2012,
updated November 2013

*#* “Preliminary Report to the Agricultural Advisory Committee for Discussion; Regulation of “Home
Plates” on Agricultural Lands”, City of Chilliwack — Planning and Strategic Initiatives

“Presentation to PRRD”, Paul Jeakins, BC Qil and Gas Commission,
http://prrd.bc.ca/board/agendas/2018/2018-15-
669138994/pages/documents/4.2BCOGC 000.pdf, May 23, 2018

“Protection is Not Enough: Policy Precedents to Increase the Agricultural Use of British Columbia’s
Farmland”, Kwantlen Polytechnic University,
http://www.kpu.ca/sites/default/files/Protection%20is%20not%20enough white%20paper%20
brief 1SFS_March%206%202018.pdf, February 13, 2018

“Provincial Agricultural Land Commission: Message from the Chair: An Update”, Richard Bullock, Chair,
https://www.alc.gov.bc.ca/assets/alc/assets/library/audits-and-
surveys/message from chair october 4 2013.pdf, October 4, 2013

“Regional District of Fraser-Fort George Delegation Agreemént”, Provincial Agricultural Land
Commission and Regional District of Fraser-Fort George,
https://www.alc.gov.bc.ca/assets/alc/assets/about-the-alc/working-with-local-
governments/rdffg_delegation agreement 2002.pdf, November 28, 2002

“Report of Delegated Decisions by Regional District of Fraser-Fort George under Section 26 of the
Agricultural Land Commission Act”, ALC, https://www.alc.gov.bc.ca/assets/alc/assets/about-the-
alc/working-with-local-governments/rdffg_delegation agreement 2013 report.pdf, October
10, 2013

“Sausage Making in British Columbia’s NDP Government: The Creation of the Land Commission Act,
August 1972-April 1973”, Andrew Petter,
http://ojs.library.ubc.ca/index.php/bestudies/article/viewFile/1202/1246, 1985

“Sector Snapshot 2016: B.C. Agriculture”, Ministry of Agriculture, )
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/farming-natural-resources-and-industry/agriculture-and-
seafood/statistics/industry-and-sector-profiles/sector-
snapshots/bc_agriculture sector snapshot 2016.pdf, August, 2017

“The Act to Preserve Agricultural Land and Agricultural Activities: A Summary”, Commission de
Protection du Territoire Agricole du Québec,
http://www.cptag.gouv.qc.ca/fileadmin/en/publications/guides/Summary.pdf, August 1999

Minister’s Advisory Committee — Interim Report—JuIyEJLZblS' 248 A8|Page



Media Articles:

“Agricultural Training Coming to Prince George?”, Cheryl lahn, CKPG Today,
https://ckpgtoday.ca/article/519445/agricultural-training-coming-prince-george, March 2, 2018

“ALR review may not be open-minded”, Barry Gerding, The Columbia Valley Pioneer,
https://www.columbiavalleypioneer.com/news/alr-review-may-not-be-open-minded/, February
21,2018

“BC Government Withheld Information on Dangers of Unregulated Fracking Dams”, Ben Parfitt, The
Tyee, https://thetyee.ca/News/2018/04/02/BC-Gov-Withheld-Fracking-
Info/?utm_source=daily&utm medium=email&utm campaign=020418, April 2, 2018

“B.C. municipalities want a cannabis production moratorium on farmland”, Jennifer Saltman, Vancouver
Sun, https://vancouversun.com/news/local-news/b-c-municipalities-want-a-cannabis-
production-moratorium-on-farmland?video autoplay=true, July 6, 2018

“Canada must curb farmland speculation to keep grip on food security: Senate Report”, Derrick Penner,
Vancouver Sun, http://vancouversun.com/business/real-estate/canada-must-curb-farmland-
speculation-to-keep-grip-on-food-security-senate-report, March 19, 2018

“Delta MLA raising stink over farm review”, Delta Optimist, http://www.delta-optimist.com/news/delta-
mla-raising-stink-over-farm-review-1.23143908, January 12, 2018

“Delta residents facing ‘summer of stink’”, Sador Gyarmati, Delta Optimist, http://www.delta-
optimist.com/news/delta-residents-facing-summer-of~stink-1.23344015, June 22, 2018

“Delta shares pot concerns with province”, Sandor Gyarmati, Delta Optimist, http://www.delta-
optimist.com/news/delta-shares-pot-concerns-with-province-1.23146093, January 16, 2018

“Disappearing Industrial Land Could Take Vancouver’s Economy With It”, Huffington Post,
https://www.huffingtonpost.ca/port-metro-vancouver/vancouver-industrial-land a 23464051/,
June 25, 2018

“East Delta will be home to world’s biggest legal pot greenhouse”, Sandor Gyarmati, Delta Optimist,
http://www.delta-optimist.com/news/east-delta-will-be-home-to-world-s-biggest-legal-pot-
greenhouse-1.23294912, May 8, 2018

“Feds reject three cannabis growers for every one accepted”, Mark Rendell, Financial Post,
http://business.financialpost.com/cannabis/feds-reject-three-cannabis-growers-for-every-one-
accepted, March 16, 2018

“Grow-op Nation: Canada’s pot industry is hungry for real estate”, Natalie Wong, Financial Post,
http://business.financialpost.com/real-estate/property-post/the-rush-is-on-for-grow-ops-as-
canada-heads-toward-legal-weed, February 20, 2018

“Halfway mark hit for public engagement on revitalization of the ALR”, Government of British Columbia,
https://news.gov.bc.ca/releases/2018AGRI0014-000438, March 19, 2018

“One of North America’s top plays: Why the Montney is Canada’s answer to U.S. shale”, lesse Snyder,
Financial Post, https://business.financialpost.com/news/one-of-north-americas-top-plays-why-
the-montney-is-canadas-answer-to-u-s-shale, December 18, 2016
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“Oregon Grew More Cannabis Than Customers Can Smoke. Now Shops and Farmers Are Left With
Mountains of Unwanted Bud”, Matt Stangel and Katie Shepherd, Willamette Week,
http://www.wweek.com/news/2018/04/18/oregon-grew-more-cannabis-than-customers-can-
smoke-now-shops-and-farmers-are-left-with-mountains-of-unwanted-bud/, April 18, 2018

“Pause to pot farms gains support as CRD panel resists ‘green rush’”, Bill Cleverley, Times Colonist,
http://www.timescolonist.com/news/local/pause-to-pot-farms-gains-support-as-crd-panel-
resists-green-rush-1.23246936, April 1, 2018

“Program matches landiess farmers with unused open spaces in Metro Vancouver”, Glenda Luymes,
Vancouver Sun, http://vancouversun.com/news/local-news/program-matches-landless-farmers-
with-unused-open-spaces, January 8, 2018

*¥* “Province unveils blueprint for pot shops”, Katie DeRosa, Times Colonist, April 27, 2018

“Richard Wozny, Real Estate Prices and “Mortgage Slaves””, Sandy James, Price Tags,
https://pricetags.ca/2018/01/29/richard-wozny-real-estate-prices-and-mortgage-slaves/,
January 29, 2018

“Richmond farmers fight against further house-size restrictions”, Nick Eagland, Vancouver Sun,
http://vancouversun.com/business/local-business/richmond-farmers-campaign-against-new-
house-size-restrictions-on-agricultural-land-reserve, February 17, 2018

“Richmond MLAs want city to act on farmland mega mansions”, Graeme Wood, Richmond News,
https://biv.com/article/2018/01/richmond-mlas-want-city-act-farmland-mega-mansions,
January 23, 2018

“Richmond’s million dollar acres far outpace Delta’s farmland”, Graeme Wood, Richmond News,
http://www.richmond-news.com/news/richmond-s-million-dollar-acres-far-outpace-delta-s-
farmland-1.23282092, April 26, 2018

“Saanich wants to stop monster houses from being built on farm land”, Bill Cleverley, Times Colonist,
http://www.timescoIonist.com/news/local/saanich-wants-to-stop-monster-houses-from-being-
built-on-farm-land-1.23346858, June 24, 2018

“Sky-high farmland prices ‘ruinous’ for B.C. agriculture: UFV prof”, Paul Henderson, Hope Standard,
https://www.hopestandard.com/news/sky-high-farmland-prices-ruinous-for-b-c-agriculture-ufv-

ag-professor/, April 24, 2018

“Tax avoidance behind Metro’s disconnect between housing, income”, Douglas Todd, Vancouver Sun,
http://vancouversun.com/opinion/columnists/douglas-todd-tax-avoidance-behind-metros-
disconnect-between-housing-income, September 15, 2017

“The future of farming is female”, Trina Moyles, The Globe and Mail,
https://www.theglobeandmail.com/opinion/article-the-future-of-farming-is-female/, March 8,
2018

“Vancouver industrial land shortage prompts call for farm land”, Evan Duggan, Property Biz Canada,
https://renx.ca/metro-vancouver-industrial-land-shortage-prompts-calls-alr-access/, February
20, 2018
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“’We have no alternative’: White paper warns lost B.C. farmland could be catastrophic”, Malone Mullin,
CBC News, http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/british-columbia/white-paper-urges-protection-of-
farmland-1.4566345, March 7, 2018
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ATTACHMENT 4

Summary Table: BC Minister of Agriculture’s Advisory Committee Recommendations and

Provincial Government Response

Recommended Action/Highlighted
Issues from the BC Minister of
Agriculture’s Advisory Committee

Provincial Government Response

Resulting Impact in the ALR

Recommendation — Establish an
immediate moratorium on all non-soil
bound cannabis production and facilities
in the ALR pending provincial-level
analysis of impacts

*  No moratorium in place.

s Under the changes to the
Provincial ALR regulations (July
2018), cannabis production is a
permitted farm use.

 No indication or announcement
from the Province on additional
examination of impacts on
cannabis production in the ALR.

e Continued use and targeting of
agricultural land by cannabis
producersf/industries to establish
facilities in the ALR.

e Loss of farmland and reduced
capacity to grow food on farmland
across the Province.

Recommendation — Following a
provincial level analysis, enable the
ALC to establish rules/criteria for
cannabis production throughout the
ALR; permit cannabis production in the
ALR only through application to the ALC

e No indication or announcement
from the Province on additional
examination of impacts on
cannabis production in the ALR.

e Under the changes to the
Provincial ALR regulations (July
2018), cannabis production is a
permitted farm use.

o  Rules/criteria from the Province are
limited and contained only the ALR
regulations identifying production
and cultivation of cannabis as a
farm use.

e Cannabis production as a farm use
is permitted outright by the
Province and requires no
application to the ALC.

e Continued use and targeting of
agricultural land by cannabis
producers/industries to establish
facilities in the ALR.

e Loss of farmland and reduced
capacity to grow food on farmland
across the Province.

e  Limited rules and criteria from the
Province on the production of
cannabis in the ALR is subject to
potential abuse and arising non-
compliant activities — All of which
negatively impacts agricultural
viability.

¢ No authority given to local
government to manage or restrict
the production of cannabis on ALR
land within their jurisdictions.

Highlighted the issue of a number of
moratorium requests coming from
various local governments across the
Province to stop the production of
cannabis in the ALR

*  No response from the Province on
the numerous moratorium requests
forwarded from local governments
from across the Province (including
Richmond) and the UBCM
executive.

e Continued use and targeting of
agricultural land by cannabis
producers/industries to establish
facilities in the ALR.

o Loss of farmland and reduced
capacity to grow food on farmland
across the Province.

Based on the committee’s public
consultation, highlighted unanimous
support from stakeholders and the
public for significant restrictions,
including an outright ban, on cannabis
production in the ALR.

s  The production of cannabis in the
ALR remains a permitted farm use
under the regulations.

e No action from the Provincial
Government to ban the production
of cannabis in the ALR.

s« Continued use and targeting of
agricultural land by cannabis
producers/industries to establish
facilities in the ALR.

s Loss of farmland and reduced
capacity to grow food on farmland
across the Province.
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