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Ferguson, Susan M MEM:EX

From: Minister, MEM MEM:EX
Sent: Friday, August 16, 2013 10:08 AM
To: MEM Correspondence MEM:EX
Subject: FW: A Letter in Support of Your Review of the ALR / ALC

For�appropriate�action�
�

From: Bennett.MLA, Bill [mailto:Bill.Bennett.MLA@leg.bc.ca]  
Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2013 7:57 AM 
To: Minister, MEM MEM:EX 
Subject: FW: A Letter in Support of Your Review of the ALR / ALC 

�
�

From
Sent:�August�14,�2013�1:55�AM�
To:�Bennett.MLA,�Bill�
Subject:�A�Letter�in�Support�of�Your�Review�of�the�ALR�/�ALC�

Dear�Mr.�Bennett,�
��
I'm�writing�this�in�FULL�support�of�your�review�of�the�ALR�/�ALC.�I'm�so�glad�that�our�Premier�has�put�you�in�
charge�of�reviewing�a�program�that�absolutely,�100%,�needs�to�be�reviewed,�reworked,�reconsidered.���
��
I�know�that�at�the�moment,�you're�seeking�to�provide�some�help�and�support�for�land�owners�in�the�East�
Kootenays�who�are�hamstrung�by�the�ALR�and�I�sure�hope�you're�able�to�get�them�some�relief�from�what�I've�
read�to�be�incredibly�irrational�and�illogical�decisions�made�by�the�ALC,�especially�regarding�land,�as�has�been�
described,�that�"never�should�have�been�in�the�ALR�in�the�first�place."��
��
If�you�can�indulge�me,�I�just�want�to�tell�you�about our�own�struggles�
with�having�land�in�the�ALR.��
��

�just�as�the�ALR�was�
being�implemented. were�not�aware�at�all�and�
had�no�information�about�the�ALR,�about�the�politics�around�the�ALR,�or�any�sense�of�how�buying�farmland�in�
BC�was�going�to�condemn�them�to�a�life�of�agricultural�servitude.� came�from�a�farming�family�in�
Saskatchewan,�they�had�just� �and�they�parlayed�that�money�into�
the�purchase�of�small�orchard�in �
��

and�they�are�still�working�the�
orchard!!!�(In�spite�of�their�age�and�all�their�physical�ailments,�which�are�numerous.)�According�to�the�ALR�
rules,�as�you�know,�if�they�don't�generate�enough�income�off�the�orchard,�($2500.00�/�yr)��they�will�lose�farm�
status�for�property�tax�purposes�and�they�just�wouldn't�be�able�to�afford�that,�so�they�continue�to�slave�away,�
growing�fruit�and�veggies�and�selling�them�from�the�yard,�working�so�incredibly�hard�all�growing�season,�just�
to�generate�the�minimum�in�farm�sales�each�year. y�and�I�have�to�come�back�
to to�help�with�the�pruning�in�the�winter�/�spring,��thinning�in�the�summer,�and�picking�in�the�fall,�just�
to�keep�the�farm�running,�as�they�can't�manage�all�that�work�and�can't�afford�to�hire�someone�to�do�it.��Hence,�
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my�"working�holidays�at�home."��
��
Here�is�a�summary�of�how�the�ALR�has�been�so�frustrating�for�us,�as�a�family...�
��
1.

it�was�replanted�with�high�density�apples�or�cherries,�might�be�around�$50,000.00�a�year�(if�very�lucky)�before�
expenses!!!��And,�to�make�matters�worse,�once�you�deduct�expenses,�there's�also:�
�������������������������������������the�threat�of�bugs,�diseases,�hail!�(like�we�had�in yesterday)�ruining�one's�crop�
each�year.��
�������������������������������������no�health�or�dental�benefits�for�a�farmer�and�his�family.�
�������������������������������������no�pension�plan.�
�������������������������������������difficulty�finding�local�labour�to�assist�with�any�of�the�orchard�necessities�(pruning,�
thinning,�picking)�
�����������������������������������������Many�of�the�big,�local�orchardists�are�bringing�in�hundreds�of�workers�from�Mexico�and�
elsewhere��
������������������������������������������������abroad�to�help.��One�can't�afford�to�do�that�with �
��
2.�And�even�if did�decide�to�move�to�the�orchard�to �we're�not�even�
allowed�to�build�a�2nd�home�on�the�orchard!��(Heaven�forbid�a�farm�family�be�allowed�to�have�2�homes�on�a�
piece�of�property,��that�might�mean�that�a�farmer�down�the�road�might�actually�make�a�little�extra�money�
selling�a�2nd�home�..now�that�wouldn't�be�right,�would�it?)��
��
3.��Renting�out�the�orchard�is�a�possibility�but�that�comes�with�all�kinds�of�hazards�that�most�people�have�little�
understanding�of�or�can�appreciate.��Most�renters�want�a�10�or�15�year�lease�so�they�can�replant�and�reap�a�
decent�reward�off�the�land.��However,�how�many�people�would�feel�comfortable�renting�our�their�homes�or�
condos�for�10���15�years???�You�have�no�idea�how�well�(or�not)�the�renter�may�work�the�land,�whether�there�
will�be�proper�accounting�of�the�crop�taken�off�each�year,�and�it�makes�it�extremely�difficult�to�sell�land�leased�
for�that�long.�And�at don't�want�to�be�signing�a�10���15�year�lease�with�anyone,�
understandably.��
��
4. an�try�to�sell�the�land�but�they�would�only�get�a�small�fraction�of�what�the�land�could�be�
worth�if�they�were�allowed�to�subdivide.��The�city�has�grown�out�around�us�and�homes�are�all�around�us,�but�
yet,�we�can't�sell�to�subdivide,�not�even�a�part�of�our�land.��A�few�years�back,�about a�large�
tract�of�land�was�allowed�to�come�out�of�the�ALR�to�develop�all�along ��Yet,�we're�stuck�in�the�
ALR.��There�was�nothing�wrong�with�all�the�farmland�that�is�now�homes,�condos,�seniors�retirement�
complexes,�and�strip�malls.�Yet,� �and�all�the�other�orchardists�around�us,�have�been�penalized�
because�their�home�wasn't�in�that�development�zone.��
��
�Plus,�GST�is�applied�to�the�sale�of�the�farmland�making�it�even�more�of�a�challenge�to�try�to�sell�it.��Plus,�it�is�so�
difficult�selling�any�size�of�farm�but�especially�a�small�acreage�like�ours�because�the�cost�of�land�is�high�enough�
that�if�a�person�were�to�buy�it,�it�would�be�extremely�difficult�for�them�to�make�their�money�back�by�farming�
it!!!�So�who�would�want�to�buy�it?��And�after�working�the�land�and�providing�food�for �why�
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should not�be�allowed�to�reap�some�decent�reward�on�the�sale�of�their�land,�or�be�allowed�to�
subdivide�it,�or�a�part�of�it,��like�people�who�can�buy�and�sell�and�develop�homes�/�condos,�at�will,�making�
huge�profits�(especially�in�the�Lower�Mainland.)���
��
5.��And�every�time�there's�even�a�mention�of�a�review�of�the�ALR,�there�are�those�who�start�fear�mongering�
about�the�loss�of�our�food�supply�and�what�a�dangerous�precedent�this�is�setting,�etc...�Come�on.��
Governments�across�Canada�have�similar�concerns,�but�how�many�have�trapped�their�farmers�with�something�
like�the�ALR?��And�they�seem�to�be�managing�their�local�food�supplies,�in�conjunction�with�global�movements�
of�food�products,�just�fine.���
��
In�addition,�how�many�of�those�who�are�so�concerned�about�any�changes�to�the�ALR�truly�give�a�dam�about�
the�farmer,�the�person�providing�the�food,�the�person�who�is�enslaved�by�the�rules�of�the�ALR.��I�would�love�to�
sentence�every�single�person�who�complains�about�land�being�taken�out�of�the�ALR�to�a�lifetime�on�an�orchard�
of so�that�they�can�truly�experience�the�hardship�many�farmers�have�in�trying�to�deal�with�very�
low,�annual�incomes�(on�that�size�of�a�parcel�of�land),�annual�threats�to�their�crop�value�(be�it�
from�adverse�environmental�or�market�conditions)�and�extreme�restrictions�(many�of�which�are�truly�
ridiculous)�on�how�they�can�generate�income�from�that�land.��I�recall�a�very�recent�article�I�read�written�by�a�
UBC�(I�think)�Professor�Emeritus�who�was�so�indignantly�abhorred�at�how�our�BC�government�could�even�dare�
to�consider�a�review�of�ALR�policy�and�procedures.��(Most�likely�written�in�the�comfort�of�a�wonderfully�posh,�
able�to�be�sold�at�anytime,�luxurious�retirement�home�in�Point�Grey,�living�off�a�glorious�pension�provided�by�
his�employer,�and�written�while�savouring�some�tea�and�piece�of�apple�pie�made�from�BC�MacIntosh�apples�
that�a�local�grower�in�Kelowna�got�paid�9�cents�a�pound�for,�not�even�enough�to�cover�the�cost�of�production.)�
��
Politically,�as�you�know,�the�challenge�is�that�many�urban�voters�(the�vast�majority�of�voters�in�BC)�have�
absolutely�no�idea�at�all�about�anything�to�do�with�farming�and�can�be�easily�swayed�by�the�doomsday�type�
rhetoric�of�a�few�who�love�to�raise�the�alarm�bells�when�farmers�start�asking�for�a�basic�right�to�make�a�decent�
living�off�of�land�they�purchased�and�have�worked�hard�for�many�years.��Farmers�make�up�such�a�small�part�of�
the�electorate�and�have�such�a�small�voice�that�it�makes�it�really�difficult�for�them�to�be�heard�with�any�force.��
���
��
So,�thank�you�so�very,�very�much�for�indulging�me�and�allowing�me�to�pen�this�diatribe.��Please�stay�the�
course,�fight�for�the�rights�of�your�constituents�who�are�farmers�and�are�seeking�some�common�sense�relief�
from�the�shackles�of�the�ALR.��And�please�have�a�look�at�other�situations,�in�other�regions�around�the�
province,�like�ours�here�in�Kelowna,�so�that�you�can�give�people�a�chance�who�have�worked�so�hard,�for�so�
long,�a�chance�to�truly�benefit�from�what�they�have�given�to�the�people�of�this�province�over�many�decades,�
so�that�they�may�have�a�decent�financial�future�and�a�comfortable�retirement.�If�you're�ever�in Mr.�
Bennett,�you'd�be�most�welcome�to�drop�by�for�a�visit�to�have�a�look�at�our�farm�and�our�situation�as�I'm�sure�
there�are�many�small�acreage�farmers�in�the�province�who�are,�likewise,�desperate�for�some�kind�of�relief�
from�the�austere�restrictions�of�the�ALR�and�ALC.���
��
Sincerely,�
��

��

��
��
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Firth, Janet MEM:EX

From: Minister, MEM MEM:EX
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2013 11:29 AM
To:
Subject: A Letter in Support of Your Review on the ALR / ALC
Attachments: terms of ref attch..pdf

Ref: 39 
Email:

Dear

Thank you for your August 14, 2013 email.  As the Minister Responsible for Core Review, I am pleased to respond.

Premier Christy Clark made a promise to British Columbians that this Government would grow the economy, 
control Government spending, and balance the budget.  The Core Review is a key part of delivering on this 
commitment.  We know that Government has already done a good job of managing costs, but we believe more can 
always be done.  The Core Review, which will include all ministries, agencies, boards, commissions and the SUCH 
(School Districts, Universities, Colleges and Health Organizations) sector, will ensure the best possible use of 
Government resources and the highest respect for taxpayers’ dollars. 

The Core Review will ensure that Government is operating as efficiently and effectively as possible and that the 
programs and activities of ministries are focused on achieving Government’s vision of a strong economy and secure 
tomorrow.  In addition, the Core Review will reduce red-tape and unnecessary regulations that hinder economic 
development, identify opportunities where savings could be redirected to high-priority programs and ensure public 
sector management wage levels are appropriate.  I have attached a copy of the Terms of Reference for Core Review 
for your information. 

Further details on the Core Review process will be provided through specific instructions to ministries this fall. 

My colleagues and I serving on the Cabinet Working Group on Core Review greatly appreciate all suggestions for 
improvements to Government programs and operations and will consider suggestions received from members of the
public as part of the Core Review process. 

Thank you, again, for writing. 

Sincerely,

Bill Bennett 
Minister

Attachment 
�
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Firth, Janet MEM:EX

From: Minister, MEM MEM:EX
Sent: Wednesday, September 11, 2013 10:13 AM
To: MEM Correspondence MEM:EX
Subject: FW: Core Reviews

Importance: High

�
Draft minister’s reply. Incorporate some of the standard reply but also address her concerns over the ALR.
�
�

From
Sent:�August�5,�2013�5:11�AM�
To:�Bennett.MLA,�Bill�
Subject:�Core�Reviews�
Importance:�High�

Hello�Mr.�Bennett�
��
I�understand�you�are�doing�a�“core�review”�of�different�government�committees�and�bodies.���Please�Please�do�
something�about�the�unfair�practises�of�the�Agricultural�Land�Reserve.��I�know�they�are�more�interested�in�keeping�
the�stats�looking�good�for�themselves�to�justify�this�agency.���
��
The�truth�of�the�matter�is�never�EVER�looked�at�!��No�one�,�government,�reporters,�investigators�will�step�on�their�
toes�because�someone�is�a�friend�of�someone.���This�agency�NEEDS�to�be�answerable�to�someone!��This�agency�
should�have�the�qualified�personal�to�make�good�decision�bases�on�the�applications�they�receive.��Did�you�know�
there�is�not�one�agrologist�on�staff�since�2007.�
��
Ms.�Diane�Katz�did�a�whole�review�of�this�commission.��She�has�no�anterior�motive�behind�her�findings.��She�is�not�
ever�from�Canada�yet�her�findings�for�most�of�us�has�been�right�on!��Yet�you�and�your�colleques�choose�to�ignore�
her.�
��
This�commission�destroys�people�who�want�to�farm,��This�commission�destroys�peoples�dreams,�This�commission�
has�nothing�to�do�with�keeping�agriculture�land�for�food�source.��This�Commission�has�dictated�to�us�what�we�
should�do�on�our�land.��Discounting�all�evidence�and�agrologist�reports�we�have�submitted�to�back�up�our�
position.��This�commission�wants�me�to�put�out�money�or

�they�want�me�to�put�money�out�on –�even�after�we�proved�that�this�would�be�impractical�
due�to�the�inability�to�access�water�and�economically�friendly�heat�source,��Not�to�mention�it�would�mean�clear�
cutting�our�land,��
��
The�commission�has�insinuated�to�me�that�it�doesn’t�care�if�we�make�or�loose�money�but�we�should�stay�as�a�large�
piece�of�land�for�agricultural�use.��This�is�ignorance�talking�and�we�have�no�recourse.��Our�land�is�rock�and�clay,��
They�ignore�the�fact�that�the�Supreme�Court�of�Canada�has�ruled�that�raising�dogs�is�no�different�than�raising�any�
other�type�of�FARM�animal�
��
This�property�along�with�fighting�for�our�rights�as�Canadian�citizen�with�the�ALC�has�put�us�in�a�financial�situation�
that�we�came�pretty�close�to�loosing�every�thing.��This�Commission�doesn't�care�about�peoples�dreams�for�the�
property�they�own.��
��
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We�can�not�sell�this�land�because�of�the�prices�dropping�and�when�we�did�try�to�dump�it�we�could�not�get�anyone�
to��even�be�interested.��We�had�two�couples�look�at�the�property,�looked�at�the�soil�and�we�never�heard�a�word�
after.�
��
This�commission�knows�this�land�will�never�EVER�in�anyone’s�life�time�grow�food.���

has�spent�loads�of�money�to�get�a�grape�farm�going.��He�needed�to�sell�5�acres�to�get�the�capital�to�
continue.��He�was�denied�this�and�now�will�not�continue.��Again�another�example�of�how�the�commission�works�to�
encourage�people�to�keep�farming.�
��
Vancouver�island�has�very�very�little�land�that�can�support�agriculture�for�food.��The�land�that�is�very�viable�is�
being�taken�out�for�houses,�warehouse,�yet�the�land�that�will�not�produce�is�being�left!���
��
We�don’t�even�want�out�of�the�ALR�but�we�lost�one�partner�and�can’t�continue�to�support�useless�land�because�
some�one�things�we�should�be�doing�something�else.��I�have�also�been�given�the�reasoning�that�the we�
have�is�a�large�parcel�and�should�be�kept�as�such�to�support�agriculture.��In�actual�fact�(farmers�and�ranchers�know�
this) is�not�large�enough�for�anyone�to�make�a�living�off�this�land.���However�it�is�large�enough�to�make�
three�parcels�for�hobbyists�or�people�who�just�want�to�live�in�the�country.�
��
PLEASE�DO�SOMETHING�ABOUT�THIS�COMMISSION.��As�a�Canadian�citizen�that�has�proved�the�quality�of�our�land�
we�should�not�have�to�fill�the�courts�to�get�fair�treatment.�
��
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Firth, Janet MEM:EX

From: Minister, MEM MEM:EX
Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2013 11:47 AM
To: MEM Correspondence MEM:EX
Subject: FW: ALR
Attachments: Scan0019.pdf

file�
�
�����Original�Message������
From: �
Sent:�Friday,�August�23,�2013�5:20�PM�
To:�Minister,�MEM�MEM:EX�
Subject:�ALR�
�
Dear�Mr.�Minister,�
�
I�have�attached�a�message�from�the�chair�of�the�ALR�Mr.�Bullock�written�while�he�was�chair�
in�2012.�I�would�think�you�have�read�it.�This�message�is�the�sanest�approach�I�have�heard�in�

and�I�hope�you�can�do�something�about�the�mistakes�made�when�the�original�fly�over�
was�done,�also�adjust�for��changes�that�have�been�done�for�the�greater�good�such�as�freeways�
etc.�in�the�last� �without�adjustments�to�the�boundary.��
�
We�had�a�meeting�with�the�ALR�5�years�ago�and�they�came�and�looked�at�our�land�and�said�you�
are�not�farm�land,�but�you�are�a�buffer�to�the�farm�land.�How�defensible�or�sensible�is�
that?�Since�then�a�freeway�has�been�added�behind�us�which�is�a�mighty�big�and�noisy�buffer.�
We�have that�can�not�be�farmed�as�it�is�too�close�to�a�creek�so�no�fertilizer�or�
lime.�The�freeway�behind�us�is�making� a�freeway�feeder�and�not�a�quiet�street�
which�it�was.��We�have�a�subdivision�across�the�street�consisting�of�one�acre�and�7000�
square�foot�lots.��
�
Mr.�Bullock�stated�that�if�the�ALC�is�to�truly�achieve�its�purpose,�the�ALC�must�be�willing�
to�adapt�to�changing�circumstances�and�must�be�willing�to�re�examine�previous�ways�of�doing�
business�and�that�to�avoid�change�because�some�people�do�not�support�change�is�not�good�
enough.��
�
We�know�a�boundary�review�process�requires�care�but�land�use�must�be�appropriately�
designated�as�ALR.�A�boundary�review�is�an�excellent�way�to�fine�tune.��I�wish�you�all�the�
luck�in�this�process.��Engaging�local�governments,�agricultural�organizations,�and�the�
general�public�will�all�lead�to�the�best�outcome.�All�leading�to�less�pressure�in�the�
future.�
�
Sincerely,�
�

��
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Firth, Janet MEM:EX

From: Minister, MEM MEM:EX
Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2013 11:21 AM
To: MEM Correspondence MEM:EX
Subject: FW: Ag. Land Commission Review 
Attachments: polak letter.docx

File�
�

From: Bennett.MLA, Bill [mailto:Bill.Bennett.MLA@leg.bc.ca]
Sent: Monday, August 26, 2013 8:35 AM 
To: Minister, MEM MEM:EX 
Subject: FW: Ag. Land Commission Review 

�
�

From
Sent:�August�23,�2013�11:42�AM�
To:�Bennett.MLA,�Bill�
Subject:�Ag.�Land�Commission�Review�

Dear�Mr.�Bennett�
���������������I�was�very�pleased�and�thankful�to�see�you�come�along�.�I�am�attaching�a�letter�i�authored�,�to�Mary�Polak�
my�MLA�,�the�letter�is�a�prelude�to��requested�meetings�with�her�and��
Rich�Coleman�MLA� �

��
Thanks�for�your�interest�and�concern�,�from��a�great�many�people�hopelessly�trapped.�
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To Mary Polak 

MLA For Langley 

This letter is to reinforce the statements made by Mr. Bennett in the Vancouver Sun. I must congratulate 
him on bringing forward a horrendous problem for a great many land owners trapped in the ALR. The 
whole process is completely idiotic. To get a hearing you must first have the approval of your Township 
Council to forward your application. This is forwarded with one of three options.1.Township supports 
the App. 2. Township does not support the App. 3.Township makes no recommendation. Council also 
has the option to deny you from even putting your case before the Commission. 

This is all well and good unless the Township uses there input to this process, as a planning tool. If your 
land is in south Langley for example, the politician’s had a definite bias towards development anywhere 
in the municipality except here. This lasted from 1991 until 2012, when we finally got a council that is 
willing to listen. 

The actual ALR hearing is a well-orchestrated meeting where all the commission members sit there and 
smile and not one question is asked. In our case we had a professional soils agrologist (Bsc.Ag. Mba. Pag. 
30 yrs. Experience) at the end of his presentation he stated in no uncertain terms, this is not viable 
agricultural land and should be excluded from the ALR. We left the meeting thinking our Government  
agency would be dealing with the facts in a logical manner, and with integrity, GUESS WHAT, THEY 
IGNORED EVERYTHING WE INTRODUCED AND I WOULD SAY, THEY INSULTED THE INTEGRITY OF A 
PROFESSIONAL IN THE FIELD WITH NO FACTS TO BACK THEIR POSITION. 

Their decision which contained one fact and THAT IS AN OUT AND OUT LIE, with the balance of five 
pages being the same rosy hued bunk they stated in our 1991 attempt. EXCLUSION DENIED. I am sure 
the identical garbage is written in every decision Mr. Bennett is talking about.  

Trying to sleep at night when faced with this situation is impossible, which way do you turn when a 
group of people who haven’t earned a dime for this province, managed to get the legislation passed to 
remove the arbitration process. 

IF WE THINK OF THIS AS LIBERAL’S  WHERE ARE ALL THESE PEOPLE LOCATED THAT ARE TRAPPED ON 
LAND IN THE ALR . THEY ARE ALL OUT IN LIBERAL COUNTRY. WHO IS CALLING THE SHOTS ON SHAFTING 
THEM, THE NDP . THEY HAVE BEEN SHUFFLING THE COMMISSIONERS AND THE CHAIRMAN BACK AND 
FORTH SINCE 1973 .  (their bios posted on ALC web are frightening) 

This problem is not as small as the city folks think, going in and cleaning up the mess has the potential to 
raise $300,000,000 for economic development, and I know that is a very low estimate, the beauty is, the  
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land is of no agricultural value now, so change will not affect the provinces legitimate, viable, 
agricultural land base. 

Following is a list of shortcomings with current ALR legislation and its interpretation. (AND EASY TO FIX) 

This is the AGRICULTURE LAND RESERVE LEGISLATION guess what, there is no definition of what is 
agricultural land. This sounds dumb which it is, but it is perfect for the commission as you cannot take 
them to task. I located one of the NDP’S authors of the legislation and he informed me they could not 
settle the argument at the time on what is ALR land. As a Liberal one must remember a gravel pit is ALR 
land to the NDP, as two words are not in their vocabulary, viable and profitable. The NDP author and the 
current regime at the commission are firm in their belief they can call it any way they wish with 
impunity. (FORTUNATELY THE FIX IS EASY) 

The commission has no creditability in the agriculture community as they have no sound defence for the 
decisions they make, they are not based on factual data. In most cases they are based on Idealistic 
dreams. They don’t look at the carnage they cause for the citizens they are supposed to be serving. 

The commission is the most arrogant public entity I have ever dealt with, the women mean well. I feel 
they are trying to cover for the men who have an attitude of entitlement, and why wouldn’t they since 
the applicants have no recourse. (IT’S UNFORTUNATE FOR THEM THE FIX IS EASY) 

In talking to the professional I hired to assist with my last ill-fated application, he informs me that being 
named to be a commissioner is impossible, seems it’s a closed shop. He claims he knows a retired Liberal 
MLA who resides in the Maple Ridge area, this man thought he would like to sit on the commission as he 
has a farming background. He was refused a seat and realized he wasn’t even going to be considered. 

The only criterion that should apply on an application to be excluded from the ALR should be land 
capability, the existing regime uses everything but. There has been a steady stream of Ag Ministers from 
all right wing parties who in my opinion were not cabinet heavy hitters. The civil service is 
predominately NDP so I feel complaints were never brought forward, or if they were the minister never 
had the clout, to get the rest of cabinet to react. This way the same breed of commissioners and same 
mentality has prevailed, so after 40 years of neglect as to supervision, it’s not hard to see how this mess 
came to be.  (THIS IS PARAMOUNT TO THE EASY FIX)  

THE THING TO REMEMBER IS THE LEGISLATION IS NOT THE MAIN PROBLEM. IT’S THE FACT THE NDP IS 
NOT FOCUSED ON THE ONLY PARAMETER THAT SHOULD BE IN PLAY, LAND VIABILITY.   

Enclosed as page 3 is an outline for a simple fix. 

 

Thank you                                 CC   Honourable Pat Pimm Minister of Agriculture.                                                                            

Honourable Bill Bennett Minister Responsible For Core Review 

                                                            Honourable Steve Thomson Minister of Forest , Lands Nat. Res. Ops. 
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Priority list of problems to solve: 

1. Get control of the board of the commission.( Quietly I know after 40 yrs they will scream a little) 

There is 9 commissioners and the chairman two per month can be replaced by sound tactful right wing 
thinkers, they can start right away adding input to new files coming forward. Once three months has 
gone by they will be able to control all decisions. Two months later the last 3 come on the board and 
decisions would be unanimous. 

2. The new board of the commission should then move a motion to enact a well thought out plan to 
review archived exclusion and legitimate farm subdivision files, on a fair and equitable schedule as 
to recent and long term .  Staff should be able to provide a list for last 25 years.  

3. Staff I assume is empowered to do day to day admin and report to the board, outside of a wakeup 
call that should not be a problem.  

Legislation that is required    Early 2016 ( Folks need to get used to the new broom) 

1. Define viable Agricultural land. 
2. Resurrect the legislation re: arbitration of a Commission Decision. 
3. Rescind the right for Local Council to block access to the ALC. 

 

 

MY TV CLIP : THE AGRICULTURE LAND RESERVE IS AN EXCELLENT PROGRAM FOR THE FUTURE, BUT WE 
MUST BE PRESERVING VIABLE AGRICULTURAL LAND. IF THE LAND IS SUB STANDARD AND WILL NOT PAY 
ITS WAY, WE HAVE SET UP A COMMUNIST STYLE STATE WHERE THE LAND OWNER IS FORCED TO BEND 
TO THE UNJUST WILL OF THE STATE.                        
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1

Ferguson, Susan M MEM:EX

From: Linda Geggie
Sent: Thursday, September 12, 2013 2:26 PM
To: Minister, AGRI AGRI:EX; Minister, MEM MEM:EX
Cc: Fleming, Sharon AGRI:EX; Minister, 

SDSI SDSI:EX; Thomson.MLA, Steve LASS:EX; bcac@bcac.bc.ca; members@bcfsn.org
Subject: Attention Honourable Minister Pimm and Honourable Minister Bill Bennett  re: ALR  from BC 

Food Systems Network
Attachments: BCFSN_Pimm-Bennett_sept13.pdf

Categories: Forwarded to

�
September�12,�2013�
�
Hello,��
Please�find�the�letter�attached�from�the�BC�Food�Systems�Network�for�the�Honourable�Minister�Patt�Pimm,��and�
Honourable�Minister�Bill�Bennett�
This�letter�has�also�been�Cc’d�to:��
Honourable�Minister�Bill�Bennett�
Honourable�Minster�Steve�Thomson�
Honourable�Minister�Don�McRae�
Richard�Bullock,�Chair�Agriculture�Land�Commission�
Rhonda�Driediger,�Chair,�BC�Agriculture�Council�
Susan�Snow�and�Rebecca�Kneen,�Co�Chairs,�Certified�Organic�Associations�of�BC�
BC�Food�Systems�Members�
�
We�look�forward�to�your�reply,�
�
Brent�Mansfield�
Chair,�BCFood�Systems�Network�
�
Linda�Geggie�
Chair�Food�Policy�Working�Group
�
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1

Ferguson, Susan M MEM:EX

From: on behalf of Abra Brynne
Sent: Wednesday, October 2, 2013 12:37 PM
To: OfficeofthePremier, Office PREM:EX
Cc: Minister, AGRI AGRI:EX; Minister, MEM MEM:EX; ALC Burnaby ALC:EX; bcac@bcac.bc.ca; 

bccattle@cattlemen.bc.ca; Rebecca Kneen; Brent Mansfield
Subject: Core Review public input regarding the ALR and ALC
Attachments: BCFSN_PremierClark_2Oct13.pdf

Categories: FYI/FIle

Please find attached our letter on this matter. 
respectfully, 
Abra Brynne 
Co-Chair, BC Food Systems Network 

--
Abra Brynne 
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Ferguson, Susan M MEM:EX

From: Minister, MEM MEM:EX
Sent: Monday, October 7, 2013 12:31 PM
To: MEM Correspondence MEM:EX
Subject: FW: core review

Standard�core�review�response.�
�
�����Original�Message������
From:�Bennett.MLA,�Bill�[mailto:Bill.Bennett.MLA@leg.bc.ca]��
Sent:�Wednesday,�October�2,�2013�12:50�PM�
To:�Minister,�MEM�MEM:EX�
Subject:�FW:�core�review�
�
�
�
�����Original�Message������
From:
Sent:�October�1,�2013�3:13�PM�
To:�Bennett.MLA,�Bill�
Cc:
Subject:�core�review�
�
Dear�Mr.�Bennett,�I�am�writing�to�you�due�to�my�long�time�interest�in�the�field�of�
agriculture.�By�way�of�background�I�farmed�for�25�years�in �I�was�involved�
with�the�Farmers�Institute�locally�and�although

�I�have�been�reading�the�the�government�is�undertaking�a�core�review�which�is�also�going�to�
look�at�the�Agriculture�Land�Reserve�and�the�Agriculture�Land�Commission.�I�want�to�emphasize�
strongly�my�support�for�both�these�groups.�I�can�think�of�nothing�that�has�survived�intact�as�
it�should�for�the�40�years�it�has�been�in�place.�You�know�there�is�less�that�5%�of�B.C.s'�
which�is�arable.�It�must�be�protected!�The�mandate�to�preserve�agricultural�land�and�to�
encourage�farming�is�as�significant�today�as�it�was�40�years�ago.�Perhaps�it�could�be�argued�
it�is�more�important�now�due�to�population�increases�and�the�implications�of�climate�change.I�
have�often�thought�even�class�four�,�five�and�six�soils�are�important�to�protect�for�use�as�
greenhouse�operations�as�they�certainly�don't�need�to�be�on�class�one�or�two�soils.�Please�in�
your�review�do�nothing�to�change�the�wonderful�success�of�the�Agriculture�Land�Reserve�of�the�
Agriculture�Land�Commission..�
�
����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
Yours�truly,�
����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������

�������������������������������������������������������������������������������
�
�
�
�
�
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