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Q. 1  I’m sharing my feedback on the Stage 3 Report as:

Q. 2  I live in Abbotsford:

Question Choices # total % of total

An Abbotsford resident, farmer, or landowner 42 98%

Other (please specify) 1 2%

Question Choices # total % of total

in the ALR and my property is used for farming 23 53%

in the ALR and my property is not used for 
farming

8 19%

outside the ALR and I own land in the ALR that is 
being used for farming

0 0%

on a rural property outside the ALR 3 7%

in an urban area 7 16%

Other (please specify) 2 5%
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Q. 3  Please select the topics you wish to comment on:

Question Choices # total % of total

Parcel Size & Subdivision 9 21%

Principal Residence 13 30%

Accessory Dwelling Units 19 44%

Full-Time Farm Worker Residence 4 9%

Temporary Farm Worker Housing 4 9%

Urban-Rural Interface 6 14%

Farm Product Processing 5 12%

Farm Retail 7 16%

Alcohol Production Facilities 3 7%

Agri-Tourism 7 16%

Gathering Events 5 12%

Home Based Businesses 9 21%

Rural Centres 1 2%

Agri-Innovation 9 21%

Supporting Policy & Regulation 6 14%
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Q. 4 - Parcel Size & Subdivision
Share your comments on the draft policies and regulations
1. I believe parcel size should be irrelevant

2. The mansions being built are not necessary for the size of the land.  As a previous farmer I do not agree 
with farms and mansions.  Most hard working farmers would not want a mansion because it does not 
meet the needs of the farming community. 

3. I don’t have a problem with what has been proposed for this item.  Something that needs to be 
acknowledged is the properties that are over 2 acres that are not “farmable”.  There are quite a few out 
in the bradner/mt. lehman area that have half (or more) of the acreage in ravine.  This makes these types 
of properties unfarmable and do not meet the requirements to be able to have it registered as farmable.  
This is something that I have raised within the city for many years.  I have also talked with the ALC on 
this, as well raised it with BC Assessment.  

4. I disagree with changing policy on parcel size

5. Against Small 1 acre property size are asked  to provide 10k of revenues  to farm and be eligible for 
ALR tax rates compares to measly amount for huge property .  this outdated regulation prevents smaller 
farming opportunities in favour of BIG HOUSE BIG LAND BIG MONEY   some need tax break lots do not   
regulation should represent this .

6. Please find this email to express our concerns regarding the use of our agricultural A1 land at [removed].  
The parcel of land is 5.45 acres, of which three acres are planted with blueberries.  There are power 
lines located over the berries, which were planted as a last resort to use the land.  The rest of the land, 
contains our house.  Of the area containing our house, it is mostly not useable for other farming.  

The concern that we have is in relation to our struggle to effectively farm the land.  We are having trouble 
getting the support that we need in order to farm from seasonal workers, contractors, or harvesters, due 
to the small quantity of plants that we have.  We struggle as a family putting in the long hours ourselves 
attempting to do the work that seasonal workers or harvesters would do.   We have spent a lot of our 
hard earned money attempting to farm our land, and we are not getting any return.  We are at a loss for 
revenue for the past few years.  

We are in need of some support from the agricultural land services, support for developing the property. 
I want to make a trucking yard where are power lines located the berries and subdivide other parcel for 
rezoning for using townhouse or commercial 

7. There should be discretion and judgement used in determining parcels that can come out of ALR versus 
a blanket minimum amount of land. Land that is smaller in size but closer to urban areas for example 
should be considered even less than the proposed guidelines.  Such guidelines also seem to perpetuate 
systemic discrimination in that large (mostly white) developers are able to develop land versus others (in 
most cases minorities) are not able to. I encourage you to take a look at land that has come out of the 
ALR and I’m sure you’ll find that such rules just perpetuate this unfair opportunity. Don’t create blanket 
guidelines. Use judgement and be fair.
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8. My thoughts come from lived experience. A neighbour was denied ALR changes 3 times due to “false or 
erroneous” applications. He applied to City of Abbotsford to purchase the  “road” and a 0.6 easement 
ditch that was originally taken from my parcel to support the municipal “road”. All this lies about 20 
feet above the water table. Then applied for a variance to build a huge tall “boat-house” 3.9 feet from 
my property edge. Via Freedom of Information, we learned COA sent only one notice of application for 
variance against our property. It was returned to sender, and no further attempts to notify us were made. 
The variance was granted. We had planted acres of rhubarb on our property a couple of years earlier. 
Rhubarb is estimated to cost $25,000.00 per acres. Though chronically wet, and struggling, we were 
able to adapt using urea and careful management UNTIL the easement/ditch was filled with many loads 
of gravel and over 50 loads of topsoil and the VERY TALL structure created shade that resulted in loss 
of acres of our rhubarb due to unsustainable fungus. Though my family had been here in the area in the 
early 1930’s, farming this property since 1960, and purchasing it in the 1970’s, suddenly the entire south 
part of our property was saturated. our road way access to our West property was completely unusable. 
That access had functioned for many many decades prior. Now even our tractors couldn’t navigate 
through the mud. It cost over $10,000.00 to create a new gravel higher ground access. That neighbour 
chronically kept moving the boundaries over, dumping contaminated gravel and soil on my property 
resulting in. numerous dump trucks of gravel, plastic, wood, propane bottles and other rubbish on our 
soil. I had to pay for surveys twice, even then the boundaries moving by 3 to 5 feet. It cost me another 
$5,995.00 to have a barb wire fence installed.   And that does nothing to address how a 33 foot wide , 
by 1/4 mile easement ditch became a residential property having all the rites to develop as please leaving 
us uncertain as to how we fertilize, irrigate and farm what our family has farmed for many decades prior. 
Manipulations against actual ALR Land needs to be guarded from. There needs to be an authority to 
guard farmer’s rites and ability to safeguard water and land. Variances should NOT be granted with the 
pen at a city council meeting without careful consideration of cause-and-effect.

9. I think the parcel size needs to be bigger and no subdividing. If you start subdividing ALR land then 
soon the true farmers will start to dwindle. I live by hobby farms that do nothing to support farming and 
Canada and only do it to have a tax wright off. I think that it would be more productive to support the 
true farmers that actually use the land for farming... that would promote preserving farming. The hobby 
farms do the bare minimum and skirt/manipulate the laws to have other peoples animals for a period of 
time, etc to get farm status. 



AgRefresh
Enhancing Agriculture in Abbotsford 5AgRefresh Stage 3 Engagement Results - Appendices

Q. 5 - Principal Residences
Share your comments on the draft policies and regulations
1. Living in a rural community with a farm across the street; I have noted several secondary suites being 

rented to non-farm workers.  I have noted campers and gravel trucks not belonging to the owner of the 
property.  Also additions to the existing house without a permit.   I have to wonder how big this house 
will get in the future.  There is a sign stating no trucks down our community yet we have gravel trucks 
coming and going through a residential area to park on this farm.

2. I do not have any objection to the proposal going forward.

3. I disagree with limited principal residence size or location

4. We think the location of the principle residence should be flexible.  Most farm properties require all 
weather access via a gravel road to fields and farm buildings.  A residential house should be allowed 
at the back of a property. There is normally no impact on farmability of the land.  People who live in 
the country appreciate privacy and don’t want their residence right next to a busy road where it is also 
dangerous for their kids.  The  rural community also looks nicer when you drive past farm buildings or 
pastures rather than. residential houses along the road.

5. We think the 500 sq meter size is reasonable, and important to adhere to.

6. I feel the history of Abbotsford is being destroyed with smaller homes being bulldozed and large (and 
rather unsightly) homes being established in its place.  Not only is it taking whole neighborhoods and 
changing its style, it pushes new home owners out of the market.  If all small homes are replaced with 
6000 sq. ft. + homes, then entire neighborhoods cease to exist as we knew them.  I live across from a 
large lot that has subsquently been divided into many small lots.  Our fear in our close-knit neighborhood 
is that giant homes will be built that dwarf our 2-story homes, changing the look and peacefulness of 
our neighborhood.  With giant homes, comes dozens of cars.  For example, one home on our street 
was purchased and with at least a dozen people living in that home now, the lawn was torn up and a 
parking lot put in its place.   All the cars spill into the roadway and as this continues to happen, the days 
of kids playing hockey on our once quiet road becomes a thing of the past.  It doesn’t seem fair nor just 
that famlies purchase a home in a neighborhood because of its quiet and calm, only to have homes torn 
up or restructured to house dozens of people.  Creating a high-density area in a small neighborhood is 
disturbing for all.  Kindly ensure that when new homes are built in an existing neighborhood, that they are 
similar to what is already in place, that a monster house that takes up the entire footprint of a lot isn’t put 
in its place.  If one wants to make entire subdivisions of a house that is similar to another next to it, that 
seems realistic, but to change the landscape of Abbotsford to accomodate these monster homes seems 
wrong.  It is so sad to see so many cute 50s homes destroyed.  The cute neighborhoods of yesteryears 
are gone.  The home we purchased as newlyweds wouldn’t exist today. Young people are being pushed 
out of the market with the teardowns happening.

7. More freedom needs to be allowed for multi generational families that have owned the property for a long 
time to build according to their needs.  The vast majority of young people will never be able to afford to 
get into property like this on their own
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8. Government should have no restriction on house size because it should be up to the landowner how big 
a house they need on their property. Landowners should have the right to make decisions because they 
know how big their family is and what their future needs are for their kids, etc. 

I am not agreed with the ALC housing size at all. That decision should be landowners on the ALC. 

There should be no limit on house size in ALC land.

9. Government should have no restriction on house size because it should be up to the landowner how big 
a house they need on their property. Landowners should have the right to make decisions because they 
know how big their family is and what their future needs are for their kids, etc. 

I am not agreed with the ALC housing size at all. That decision should be landowners on the ALC. 

There should be no limit on house size in ALC land.

10. I applaud boundaries to size of residences within the ALR. As well, having lost sustainability of our 
rhubarb, losing many acres of it due to a granted variance of a very tall “boathouse” built immediately 
adjacent to my property (3.9 feet) from the property line, I support boundaries to setbacks, and height 
of buildings adjacent to farmland. Setbacks affect shade, soil contamination, altered water ways and 
saturation of actual farmland. Ultimately this affects our ability to protect farmland, water ways, and water 
quality.

11. Consider housing policies that prioritize needs for vulnerable groups such as seasonal farm workers, 
elderly, people with disabilities, and low income groups. Housing is a major determinant of health. Good 
quality housing for all that is free of hazards will enables people to engage in activities of daily living while 
optimizing their health. [FRASER HEALTH COMMENT]

12. 2.3.2 The use of words as “some” “most” is ambiguous.  In other areas of the draft actual percentages 
were provided.

2.4.2 Sizing of homes should not be indicative of acreage but of farm output.  Our 3 acre greenhouse on 
our 5 acre lot produces equivalent to almost 60 acres worth of field grown product.  The greenhouse is 
over 1 million per acre to build.  A house on this property will have minimal affect to its use in agriculture 
as the greenhouse operation is what makes it expensive and locks in agricultural outputs from this land 
for the long term.  There needs to be more detail.  The proposed changes move closer to assisting the 
farmer with issues being faced today but they do not go far enough..

13. Abbotsford may be working on it, but Monster Mansions in the middle of berry fields/farm land should 
never have happened. Are these people paying their share of Property Tax for their multi million dollar 
homes/places or are they skirting around the system to avoid taxes? How many families are living in 
them? How many suites?
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Q. 6 - Accessory Units 
Share your comments on the draft policies and regulations
1. Accessory units are a very beneficial factor

2. Something that I am seeing is “allowing the provincial government to regulate certain items like this one” 
I don’t believe that would benefit the City of Abbotsford as the provincial committee that will draw up 
regulation on this will not always make  discerned direction for specific types of properties that are alittle 
unique to acreages vs the standard acreage that can be farmed.  We found while building that we were 
often up against rules and regulations that could not in any way pertain to our unique acreage.  We have 
built within Abbotsford on 2 properties like this.  It made it very difficult at times to move forward in the 
application because of this. Just noting this as more properties owners than just us go through this type 
of item.

3. It would be very welcome to have a secondary dwelling so we can live toghether as a family, while 
working on our small farm.  Our sons are adults and sharing the single family home, so for us to have a 
separate home would be very welcome.  We started this venture of owning a property together so our 
sons could get into the market, which is almost impossible today even with good paying union jobs. 
Most families would like this option to help their (adult) children or perhaps elderly parents.

4. I think that the accessory dwelling unit size should be increased for the smaller properties. For instance, 
allowing up to 1300 sq foot mobile homes.

5. section 2.4.5 of the stage 3 report re setbacks.  the 30 metre setback is incredibly limiting and not even 
mentioned as a problem to be solved.  a 30 metre setback in all directions leads to potentially almost 
4,000 sq meters of land that cannot be used for animal husbandry.  this significantly REDUCES the ALR 
land available for agriculture, which is contrary to one of the guiding principals of this whole exercise.  i 
am on a 5 acre parcel, which is about 20,000 sq meters, so about 20% of my land would be unusable 
for it present pasture use.  No such restriction existed for our house when we built it in 2002.  the 7.5 
meter setback for exterior lot lines is perfectly adequate for the setback for ag building/outdoor area with 
livestock/manure/compost. 

6. I would love to see City of Abbotsford expand and see more affordable housing condo development so 
young people can have home

7. I’m trying to determine if there is a difference between the maximum square footage allowed for a 
secondary residence above a ‘farm use building’ vs a secondary residence above a building that has 
another use, such as a garage, shop or storage building

8. We like the new position on Accessory residential housing.  Many farmers require only part time help, 
particularly as they get older, and it is a win-win situation to have a small residential farm house where a 
person or family can live.  These families often help the farmer to manage their farm.

I would like to see the bylaw amended to allow a “footprint” of 90sqmeters rather than the combination 
of all floors.  A small farm house of 970sqft, with the same size basement should be just as acceptable 
as a 970sqft rancher, and would allow a small family with a couple of kids to live in the house more easily.
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9. I think this is absolute no brainer to add an accessory dwelling unit to properties.  There needs to be an 
opportunity to add more affordable housing in a housing crisis in the lower mainland. Please also us to 
build these.

10. More freedom to ad small residences or additions should be allowed to provide affordable housing to 
extended families.  This is the only way to provide affordable housing to people that already own the 
land.  It has to be done within reason but current regs. are far too restrictive. 

11. I would like to see the size of home/coach house living area permitted on a parcel 40 ha or less be 
increased from 970 ft2 to 1500 ft2.  I think that is still a very reasonable size for an elderly family 
member(s) to live in, especially when making considerations for wheelchair access (larger halls etc). 

12. Very pleased to see a small 2nd residence on parcel size 1 acre and over.

With the housing shortage and prices this will make life easier for many people.

Personally it will  allow my adult daughter who works full however is unable to afford a place of her own. 
She is 37 and living with us/parents. We have 3.5 acre with farm status...egg producing. She helps us 
with farm work as we all work outside the farm as well. For her to have a small garden suite built on our 
property would be a win win for everyone.

Small second residences is one answer for affordable housing.

Again very pleased and thankful to see the new draft policies and regulations.

13. Please help ALR landowners push the ALC towards allowing a second dwelling larger than 90 sq meters. 
Something large enough that a child of the farmers/landowners can actually raise a small family in. 

Make clear whether second dwellings are able to share a building with non-commercial livestock (i.e. 
horse barns, goat shelters). This is something that would significantly impact smaller farm operations if 
restricted. 

Agree that an ALR property owner should not be required to obtain farm status to allow a second 
dwelling.

14. Our ALR and water matter. I support boundaries for small 2nd residences. But I fail to see how land and 
water are ultimately protected. Though some 2nd residences may be temporary, the footprint becomes 
long lasting, even once a temporary housing building (such as mobile homes, etc) are removed. Septic 
fields, gravel, tar and concrete driveways, fence etc leave permanent loss of ALR land. And secondary 
houses and their concurrent footprint potentially contaminate further, our delicate water shed.

15. Consider housing policies that prioritize needs for vulnerable groups such as seasonal farm workers, 
elderly, people with disabilities, and low income groups. Housing is a major determinant of health. Good 
quality housing for all that is free of hazards will enables people to engage in activities of daily living while 
optimizing their health. [FRASER HEALTH COMMENT]

16. Its time that these regulations changed, and the parcel size changed as well, this is a much needed 
change.  The 970 square feet is quite restrictive. Perhaps an increase to 1200 square feet is more 
feasible for a secondary dwelling. Perhaps a total square footage including the principle residence is 
more realistic.
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17. To have a second dwelling, I think it should be more than 3 acres. This then allows for  a decent amount 
of space for the animals or plants, etc that are being farmed. I would also like to ask the committee, how 
will this be enforced? There are many second dwellings that have been put in place illegally because 
they are labeled “shops or within the principle dwelling as basements” and pass permits from the City, 
so I don’t see within this how enforcement will happen? I do realize that this is for the city to collect taxes 
from the second dwellings but if it was not enforced before then what are the chances now? Why are 
smaller then 1 acres excluded from this? 2 acres is not much when you are supposed to be farming.

18. Small second residences should be allowed as long as they have adequate parking and that the 
property’s taxes are raised accordingly.  Family or renters should be able to live there.

19. priority should be given to accessory dwellings that support farming operations rather then just to 
provide housing rental income.priority should be given to accessory dwellings that support farming 
operations rather then just to provide housing rental income.

Q. 7 - Full-Time Farm Worker Residence 
Share your comments on the draft policies and regulations
1. My neighbours do live on their farm of blueberries.  The additions suites are rented out to non-family 

nor farm workers.  I find the grounds are watered regularly to ensure their property is well maintained 
while the rest of the community has water restrictions.  I am not referring to the blueberry crop.  I feel 
cheated as a resident to find some people are receiving farm status, rental income and no gravel truck 
restrictions.  I feel that mansions should be built on appropriate land space BUT not considered farm 
status.  It should be taxed as a separate entity.

2. Consider housing policies that prioritize needs for vulnerable groups such as seasonal farm workers, 
elderly, people with disabilities, and low income groups. Housing is a major determinant of health. Good 
quality housing for all that is free of hazards will enables people to engage in activities of daily living while 
optimizing their health. [FRASER HEALTH COMMENT]

3. I don’t see where a full time farm worker residence and an accessory unit is allowed, which is quite 
restrictive.  Perhaps allowing both would be a more realistic approach, as often the secondary dwelling 
will be for a family member that is unable to work on the farm, necessitating a full time farm worker 
residence.  The amount of animals needed for a full time farm worker seems excessive.  In an area such 
as Abbotsford, the amount of beef cattle shows as 200 to warrant a worker.  This seems excessive since 
there often isn’t even enough land to support 200 cattle but the cattle still need a farm hand. Regarding 
10 horses or 2 breeding mares and/or a stallion.  This is also excessive, as keeping 5 or 6 horses in a 
barn with full board necessitates full time farm help.  If a person has a mix, as we do, some cattle and 
some horses, the rules don’t allow for full time farm help at all, let alone if we put a secondary residence 
up for aging family members.  I suggest this be addressed. 

4. the need for this housing is going to increase as farming becomes more technical.  It is also one of the 
best ways to attract people to higher level jobs in agriculture given the low quantity of housing available 
and the high cost of housing. 
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Q. 8 - Temporary Farm Worker Housing
Share your comments on the draft policies and regulations
1. As you know their are fair farmers and abusive farmers.  I believe that if we allow for temporary farm 

workers to move onto the property then it would be consider that the temporary housing be used full 
time.  Who will monitor this housing? From what I have seen being built  (carriage houses) on farms; they 
would not allow temporary workers to live in these premises.  These additional houses are far beyond 
what most of us can afford.  Who are you kidding?  

2. Consider housing policies that prioritize needs for vulnerable groups such as seasonal farm workers, 
elderly, people with disabilities, and low income groups. Housing is a major determinant of health. Good 
quality housing for all that is free of hazards will enables people to engage in activities of daily living while 
optimizing their health. [FRASER HEALTH COMMENT]

3. 2.6.3 - Limiting occupancy to 10 months of the years is too little.  The canadian government allows for 
workers visas for up to 2 years from countries like Guatemala.  For greenhouses these workers have full 
time employment and to send them home and then bring them back would be a fiscal burden on the 
farmer.  We have to pay for their flights, covid tests, paperwork and transportation and this draft does 
not go far enough.

- Housing should be able to be built on permanent foundations.  For greenhouses we spend millions of 
the greenhouse and its not going anywhere.  Nobody is going to operate the business without the need 
for staff.  The extra costs of the modular buildings do not make sense when we have spent so much on 
agricultural improvements already.  For a field crop I can understand the concern that it could be used for 
non farm uses but when someone builds a greenhouse it will be used for ag for a minimum of 50 years.  

The proposed changes move closer to assisting the farmer with issues being faced today but they do 
not go far enough.  

The process to get approvals from the city, Alc and MOA take too long and force the farmer to miss 
opportunities, spend large sums of money while waiting for approvals and in many cases to ignore 
approvals and move forward with their project without permits because they can not afford the time it 
takes to get approvals.

4. I like the idea of algologist report to support housing need.  The needs of an operation in the same 
sector maybe drastically different.  For example a 50 acre raspberry farm picking by machine for 
processing can probably get by with 6-8 workers.  if that 50 acre raspberry farm if picking by hand for 
fresh it will probably need 60 to 80 workers in the peak of the season.  I also feel the 40 and 60 worker 
limits per operation may all ready be exceeded more then the city realizes by operations already.  Also 
how does the city plan to enforce the 40/60  worker limits when operations maybe housing workers in 
other locations?  What if the federal housing requirements for the TFW program change in the future, yet 
the city’s bylaws are restrictive based on current guidelines?   I believe we are reducing the the quality 
of housing by requiring it be pre fabricated on a non permanent foundation.  Another issue is the time 
it takes for one of these applications, labor demand is high and many operations don’t have 4 years to 
wait start to finish, between ALC, COA, and MOA approvals.  Requirements for more workers will only 
grow with future possible regulations like overtime being implemented in the future.
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Q. 9 - ALR Buffers
Share your comments on the draft policies and regulations
1. I don’t think buffers are a necessary addition to this community..   All this is going to do is push the price 

of useable building footprints up, from their current high prices.

This seems to be a step one, is there thoughts of imposing buffers from Ag to Commercial and then Ag 
to Industrial zones?

2. Proposal looks very fair

3. Buffers should 100% NOT come out of ALR land.

Buffers should double as green corridors and flyways that can be used by migratory birds and wildlife. 
These areas should be planted with native plant species that provide FUNCTIONAL HABITAT not pretty 
landscaped areas for people and provide sheltered wildlife corridors wherever possible. 

4. The ALR buffer exemption cost us tens of thousands of dollars in lost crops ($25,000.00 per acre), 
having to build a new gravel West-property access (where by our previous dirt access had sufficed 
for many many decades prior)(Over $10,000.00), as well as MANY other consequences as a Variance 
was granted to fill in and develop a 33 foot by 1/4 mile ditch/easement that COA had failed to role, that 
sits approximately 20 feet above the water table. We were not notified of the variance meeting, and a 
building permitted was granted, the ditch/easement filled with many loads of gravel and over 50 loads 
of contaminated top soil. The very tall building sits 3.9 feet from the property line and the owner has 
recurrently drained his drainage and soil and garbage onto my property. In fact his drainage from his 
boathouse is buried somewhere on my property as there wasn’t enough room on his. We found out 
inadvertantly. This lack of buffer’s cause and effects has put us near $100,000.00. And that speaks 
nothing about our ability to fertilize, irrigate and farm the fields that our family has been doing for MANY 
many decades.

5. Consider limiting non-farm uses in agricultural areas that is going to secure local food production and 
maintain a natural urban containment boundary. Land use decisions can influence food production which 
can thereby impact the accessibility, quality and variety of food available to us. 

We support the strategy objective on improving agriculture capacity and providing healthier options to 
the food network in the community (such as farm to school programs, farm-gate sales, farmers markets). 
Community gardens and farmers markets help increase the availability of healthy foods, contribute 
to improved dietary health of community and also lead to an increase in physical activity. [FRASER 
HEALTH COMMENT]
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Q. 10 - Farm Product Processing
Share your comments on the draft policies and regulations
1. ENFORCEMENT TAXATION FEDERAL PROVICIAL or MUNICIPAL  level againts Illegal or legal over the 

limits of MARIJUANA  facilities   HUGE untapped  revenue stream for government  and fair society    do 
not reward cheaters

2. Farm processing of waste byproducts from farming such as manures and mushroom compost should 
be allowed on the farms where the waste orginates. Operations which take farm waste and convert them 
into growing mediums should be an acceptable use of farm land. It needs to be recognized that soil is an 
agricultural commodity.

3. Consider developing amenities to minimize agricultural food waste that is a significant contributor to 
greenhouses gas emissions. Waste of spoiled food and uneaten leftovers contributes is responsible for 
over 25%of household waste in BC.

Consider planning and assessing public transportation to support citizens to access healthy food 
sources and local food farm markets (e.g. agri-tour buses). This may promote local, small scale 
production and direct purchasing from farmers. An increase in healthy food is associated with an 
increase in the purchase and consumption of healthy foods such as fruit and vegetables. [FRASER 
HEALTH COMMENT]

4. The proposed changes move closer to assisting the farmer with issues being faced today but they do 
not go far enough.  

The process to get approvals from the city, Alc and MOA take too long and force the farmer to miss 
opportunities, spend large sums of money while waiting for approvals and in many cases to ignore 
approvals and move forward with their project without permits because they can not afford the time it 
takes to get approvals.

A greenhouse processing facility is different than one producing alcohol or a berry packaging plant that 
operates 2 months of the year.  More detail needs to be included with input from industry.  A “robust 
review” sounds very burdensome and not in favor of helping farmers get on with their business.  We 
have been dealing with robust reviews and they are not helping agriculture move forward.  The ground 
work should be laid out for Level 2 to help streamline processes.

250m2 for greenhouse offices is not enough.  For greenhouses it should be relative to the size of the 
greenhouse.  For a 30 acre greenhouse the growing aaccomodations need to be minimum 250m2 not 
including offices needed for grading, packing, shipping, maintenance, accounting, marketing/sales.  Just 
our general staff are around 120 employees who need adequate amenities, not including management 
staff. 
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Q. 11 - Farm Retail
Share your comments on the draft policies and regulations
1. Agree strongly with the modernized definition to include cooperative association products- this is 

only practical to ensure these operations are financially sustainable for small scale retail.  Agree with 
integration of farm retail and farm alcohol sales- make sense to sell under one roof. 

2. I am in full agreement that Farm Retail should be allowed and that there are guidelines that have to be 
followed, particularly in the alcohol production farming.

3. In my opinion farm retail sales should be restricted to the sale of products produced on the farm, or 
by surrounding local farms.    There are several examples in Abbotsford where so-called farm retail 
businesses  have grown to the size of a small grocery stores.  One prime example is at the corner of 
the Mission Highway and Clayburn Road.   This business has become a grocery store, with a very large 
parking area, and is no longer a farm retail outlet.    Abbotsford has been losing small local grocery 
stores in the smaller malls, because these outlets can no longer compete with large food outlets (ie. 
Superstore) but also with the farm outlet grocery stores.   Also the footprint of this particular farm retailer 
is substantial with a very large parking area.....land that could be used for farming.   I am sure other farm 
retail businesses are similar.     Restrictions are needed.

4. Farm retail should include all farming activity’s not just nit pick the ones you feel right about. I’m 
taking about cannabis. Just because it doesn’t still well with your beliefs doesn’t mean it should be 
discriminated against. The people and farmers of Abbotford deserve equal rights to not be discriminated 
against. Let’s fix the problem and allowed farm gate freely for all farmers.

5. Time is of the essence 

Hello on Oct 24 2021 at 7 am 

My name is [removed] 

From [removed] in the district of Abbotsford

I would like to share something with you from the BC Government below.

We heard about the farm gate program a year ago and made arrangements to set up farm gate at 
our address alongside our Health Canada  licensed micro cultivation and micro processing site. 
Now we hear that The City Of Abbotsford may not allow farm gate on the premises?  (Please send 
documentation to[removed] on where The city of Abbotsford have the authority to over power the BC 
Government) 

Time is of the essence 

Please send documentation with in 72 hours

FROM THE BC GOVERNMENT

New sales programs to benefit cannabis producers, Indigenous businessesCannabis producers in B.C. 
will have greater access to local retailers and consumers, thanks to new direct delivery and farm-gate 
sales programs that are in development by the Province.

Following input and recommendations from long-time cannabis growers, Indigenous leaders and other 
stakeholders, government is giving Health Canada-licensed small-scale producers, including nurseries, 
the option of delivering cannabis directly to licensed retailers.
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“We’ve heard clearly how important these kinds of sales are for smaller cannabis producers trying to get 
a foothold in a market currently dominated by larger players,” said Mike Farnworth, Minister of Public 
Safety and Solicitor General. “Now more than ever, our government is committed to supporting B.C. 
businesses and encouraging people to buy local, and that includes creating conditions for cannabis 
businesses of all sizes to succeed.”

The Province will also develop a farm-gate sales program that will give B.C. cannabis growers the ability 
to sell their products from “farm-gate” stores located at their production site.

These programs support government’s commitment to the development of a robust, diverse and 
sustainable legal cannabis economy in B.C., inclusive of rural and Indigenous communities, while 
prioritizing health and safety. The targeted launch for both programs is 2022.

The Ministry of Attorney General’s Liquor Distribution Branch will also launch an Indigenous Shelf Space 
Program, estimated to start in 2021. The program will highlight cannabis products produced by B.C. 
Indigenous producers in BC Cannabis Stores, helping consumers easily identify those products and 
make purchasing decisions.

“These steps will help grow the legal cannabis industry in B.C. in an inclusive way,” said David Eby, 
Attorney General. “By making it easier to know more about the product, those who choose to use 
cannabis can make careful decisions about what types of product they want to buy and what sectors of 
the industry they want to support.”

Highlighted products will be available at private B.C. cannabis retail locations, as well as through the BC 
Cannabis Stores online site. 

Learn More:

To find a licensed non-medical cannabis retailer, visit: https://justice.gov.bc.ca/cannabislicensing/map

To find a public retailer, visit: https://www.bccannabisstores.com/pages/store-locations

BC LIQUOR BRANCH

LDB’s Direct Delivery Program

Background

The Provincial Government is working to support Indigenous and small-scale producer participation 
in the legal cannabis market. In September 2020, following consultation with industry and Indigenous 
Nations, the Province announced the implementation of a direct delivery program for non-medical 
cannabis.

Since then, the Cannabis Secretariat and the BC Liquor Distribution Branch (LDB), which is the sole 
wholesaler of non-medical cannabis, have engaged with stakeholders to help determine the threshold for 
enrolment of producers, how to address barriers to success and what supports are required to ensure 
broad adoption.

Program

The LDB is developing a program to authorize nurseries and small-scale cultivators producing up to 
3,000 kilograms of cannabis annually, or less, to direct deliver to retailers.

Cultivators who do not have a processing license will be required to partner with a licensed processor 
to package their product, with the exception of plants and seeds which cultivators may sell directly. 
Licensed processors will be required to enter into a supply agreement with the LDB (if an agreement is 
not already in place) and to register and price their product. 
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Objectives

The objectives of the direct-delivery program are to support:

The elimination of the illicit cannabis market

Small-scale producers to enter the legal market

Legal market competitiveness for small-scale producers in BC

For more information on the LDB’s direct-delivery program, please view the presentation that was 
provided to industry associations. 

Frequently Asked Questions

Please click here for a list of the questions we’re hearing most often about the program. If you have any 
further questions, please submit them to: directdelivery@bcldb.com.

Here’s a site you may like to take a look at as well.

www.bcldbcannabisupdates.com

Thanks for your time 

[personal information removed]

6. Agricultural capacity is a key aspect of healthy food systems.2 Food systems determine how we choose 
food and what foods we have access to. The food we eat is critical to our health and the prevention of 
chronic conditions such as diabetes, heart disease and obesity. Evidence shows vegetables and fruit 
have a protective effect against the development of chronic disease and that even a one-serving-per-day 
increase is linked to a 20% reduction in all causes of mortality. 

We support the strategy objective on improving agriculture capacity and providing healthier options to 
the food network in the community (such as farm to school programs, farm-gate sales, farmers markets). 
Community gardens and farmers markets help increase the availability of healthy foods, contribute 
to improved dietary health of community and also lead to an increase in physical activity. [FRASER 
HEALTH COMMENT]

7. We are a local licensed cannabis production company in Abbotsford that would like to include cannabis 
farm gate sales to the draft policy.  a formal letter has also been written and sent to all emails associated 
with this policy
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Q. 12 - Alcohol Production
Share your comments on the draft policies and regulations
1. Note 91% of respondents agree with proposed ideas.  Indoor space for retail seems small.  

Consolidation into a single Farm Alcohol Production Facility use is practical.  Outdoor and special event 
areas are a key part of what makes these operations special, so hopefully the do not get too restrictive 
with policy (i.e. 250m2 is small).  Alternatively, a picnic area endorsement would a good option.

2. My full support this this item

Q. 13 - Agri-Tourism
Share your comments on the draft policies and regulations
1. Good idea to remove the 10 month restriction.   However, it seems that parking policy is not aligned 

whereby a year round operation can not have permanent parking of any kind?   Similarly, prohibiting 
construction of permanent structures to accommodate agri-tourism will limit the extent that farmers can 
accommodate guests for tours.

2. I believe that a farm can be more successful when allowed to have Agri-tourism on there acreage.

3. Agri-tourism is a big draw.  There is huge demand for vacation units on AG land.

People just want to get out of the city and stay in the country.  This can generate great income for small 
acreage holders that can’t get adequate farm income.  This can add greatly to the local economy.  Small 
short term rental units should be permmited.

4. Consider incorporating programs that will make farm donations accessible for vulnerable populations, 
and food security programs in the community services kitchens. Affordable, healthy, local and culturally 
acceptable food makes a difference to our individual health, the resilience of our community and the 
integrity of our environment.

Consider planning and assessing public transportation to support citizens to access healthy food 
sources and local food farm markets (e.g. agri-tour buses). This may promote local, small scale 
production and direct purchasing from farmers. An increase in healthy food is associated with an 
increase in the purchase and consumption of healthy foods such as fruit and vegetables. [FRASER 
HEALTH COMMENT]

5. These activities add to the community.  However they impact other residences with their noise, extra 
traffic, etc so should be limited in size and hours of operation.  They must have all parking on their 
property and the parking should be grass - not gravel or pavement.  Then the land could return to 
farming at some point.

6. Parking is currently the biggest limiting factor for our agri tourism operations in Abbotsford
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Q. 14 - Gathering Events
Share your comments on the draft policies and regulations
1. Full support for gathering events on acreages, fair proposal for this item

2. Don’t require ALC regulation for the events. 

Should allow converted buildings or structures.

Agree parking should be non-permanent and at the very least a permeable material.

Remove requirement for ‘farm’ status to allow gathering events.

Maximum attendees should be higher than 150.

Maximum number of gatherings per year should be much greater than 10.

Remove the requirement for more paperwork and hoops with the City Outdoor Special Event Permit.

3. I think events should be limited to 5 a year. The noise and vast amount of traffic can affect the animals habitats 
and as a result profit lines for farmers and is a nuisance for neighbours. I have noticed people tend to have 
events and also claim to be a hobby farm. How will this be strictly regulated efficiently/effectively? I do believe 
that rules do need to be updated but if there is no way to enforce it and people can manipulate it then I don’t 
find it necessary. Might as well keep the old bylaws remain.                                                                                                                                     

I would like to say that on the whole I agree with the premise to support farming in Abbotsford and as you can 
probably tell, my fears are that this will do the complete opposite and still allow people to skirt the bylaws.

4. Music festivals should be removed as an allowable event unless the farm is HUGE and the noise 
wouldn’t impact neighbours.  Other gathering events should be restricted in size and activities allowed, 
so as not to impact neighbours with noise and traffic.

Q. 15 - Home Based Businesses
Share your comments on the draft policies and regulations
1. Just a note as a owner of a small business, the city must  be aware as you create rules for uses on alr 

land or acreages is the fact there are often no other options for small business to survive in this city.  We 
are often struggling to make ends meet as far as housing and options to operate a business.  We all can 
not afford to have commercial space to operate our business nor is there any available. For example I 
understand we need rules for truck parking and I have seen properties with 10 to 20 vehicles on it and 
that is not appropriate.  How ever, some small businesses have 2-5 vehicles.  I will refer to a report the 
city did many years ago regarding parking of vehicles and I beleive they figured there was approximatley 
5000 commercial vehicles in the city limits.  They gave several recommendations as how to deal with 
that and in the end of the report said that no company was willing to create large truck park areas 
with the city as it was to cost prohibitive nor was the city will to do it nor did the city come up with any 
options.  The small family run business is an important part of the city help shape and grow this city to 
where we are today.
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2. How can you have a farm and be prohibited from repairing your farm trucks/vehicles?

3. There are many instances in my community (Bradner) where small acreages in the ALR are used for 
businesses not related to farming.    Business owners may have several vehicles on the property, use the 
property to store equipment or business related needs, etc.   and they often degrade the land making 
it unusable for future farming.  In my opinion non-farming related businesses or businesses that do not 
support farming, shouldn’t be allowed in the ALR.

4. Strongly support BAN on  non farm related  multiple dispatch and or Service TRUCKS over 5500kg  this 
should not be permited  on  ALR this  need to be enforced 

5. Consider improving safety on the roads (e.g. bicycling through rural areas) to help encourage the use 
of the active transportation and connect smaller, rural communities. Reducing travel distances to food 
source will provide availability of and accessibility to fresh food at affordable price is linked to decreased 
obesity rates

Food systems determine how we choose food and what foods we have access to. The food we eat 
is critical to our health and the prevention of chronic conditions such as diabetes, heart disease and 
obesity. Evidence shows vegetables and fruit have a protective effect against the development of chronic 
disease and that even a one-serving-per-day increase is linked to a 20% reduction in all causes of 
mortality. [FRASER HEALTH COMMENT]

6. Home based businesses need more monitoring and not just be driven by complaints.  Staffing should be 
adequate to monitor each business annually and the cost of that staff should be covered by the business 
licence fee.

Q. 16 - Rural Centres
Share your comments on the draft policies and regulations
1. Consider improving safety on the roads (e.g. bicycling through rural areas) to help encourage the use 

of the active transportation and connect smaller, rural communities. Reducing travel distances to food 
source will provide availability of and accessibility to fresh food at affordable price is linked to decreased 
obesity rates.

Design rural community centers that will be a “heart” of the agricultural community with public events, 
farmers markets and community support for senior farmers, daycare and youth centers. This strategy 
can support farming families. Our built environments affect the structures of our community and play 
a key role in development and maintenance of our social connections and positive health behaviours. 
People who rated their neighbourhood higher on built environment features were also likely to report 
stronger sense of community belonging. [FRASER HEALTH COMMENT]
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Q. 17 - Agri-Industrial / Innovation
Share your comments on the draft policies and regulations
1. Non farm use should be extended for the production of growing mediums when the organic materials 

for the growing medium is being sourced from the farm where the production is taking place. Growing 
mediums (soils) should clearly be recognized as part of agriculture. Nothing can be grown without 
something to grow it in. Mushroom compost and steer manure are excellent sources of organic material 
for formulating growing mediums.

2. Noted that 89% of respondents agree with proposed ideas.  Abbotsford needs space to accommodate 
the growing sector of Agritech.  The New (OCP) is still very generic.  Farm land and farms needs to be 
utilized to develop, pilot, demonstrate and promote farm innovations.  Abbotsford could become an 
Agritech leader and is the most logical City in the Province to embrace this change.

3. My daughter works for a company that is located in Abbotsford and is part of the agri-industrial/innovation.  

On closing notes on all items, I believe Abbotsford needs to ahead of the curve when it comes to all 
these items.  We need to be seen as the City that welcomes these types of diverse farming practices, 
and some that are up and coming farming ideas.  We need to have a system that is easy to follow, 
stage by stage.  This isn’t always the case.  Just wanted to encourage this item as we want to draw 
business to Abbotsford, not send it to another City that is easier to go through the process with.   Just 
my thoughts.

4. Are there any policies or considerations related to land being used for Solar Farms for the production of 
electricity?

5. I am impressed with the planning and foresight put into this topic

6. Consideration MUST be made to land, water, and wildlife protection. And consideration must be made 
to environmental clean up once innovations either cease, fail, or complete their course. Protection of land 
and water must be considered at the planning stage to avoid rusting of metal, decaying of plastics, etc. 
And there musty be protection against burning, burying, and stacking poly-materials.

7. Not sure if I am in the right spot but I find it interesting that Industry developments continue to happen in the 
farming areas for businesses and trucks while humans including children are being crammed into 3 level 
townhouse housing on city lots in noisy areas, no green space and looking from your window into theirs. 
Aren’t humans, our children worth more than trucks for nice areas to live? And what about Senior housing?

8. As the proponents of Abbotsford Tech District, we have shared extensive reports and conceptual 
documents with the City of Abbotsford in the context of land use planning. 

We would welcome the opportunity to share similar information through the AgRefresh process, in order 
to ensure that our proposal to invest several billion dollars in a mixed use agricultural technology cluster 
can be reflected in the City’s thinking. 

There does not appear to be a mechanism through which we can upload documents for detailed 
reference. Please let us know how we can do so, and we would be pleased to share an overview of our 
concept as well as a study undertaken by UFV on how best to support Agri-Industrial Innovation in the 
Fraser Valley.
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Q. 18 - Supporting Policies & Regulations
Share your comments on the draft
This comment field received the comments listed below, but none of the feedback specifically addressed the 
draft “Supporting Policies and Regulations”. 

The comments address other specific topics or provide general thoughts on agriculture in Abbotsford. These 
comments are reflected throughout Section 3 of the AgRefresh Final Engagement Results Report.

1. We think the city needs to have much stronger enforcement for persons who are repeat offenders or 
those who significantly break the rules.  There are some persons who have no regard for the rules and 
just consider fines “the cost of doing business”.

2. I find it very discriminatory to have farm gate for every other farm type but cannabis farming. This needs 
to be changed, we are just as hard working of Farmers as the rest of Abbotsford. We have just as 
much right as any other farm to bring our product to market. The amount of money the city has already 
burdened us with just to get a foot in the door and now you try and slam it in our faces. We are very 
disappointed in the policy of not allowing farm gate for cannabis. This is the lively hood of family’s that 
have sacrificed time and money to a legal market, yet are still being discriminated against.

3. In our experience, despite clear policies, there has been NO accountability relating to the abuses of 
“exemptions” relating to notices of variance meeting, setbacks, bringing in of contaminated soil leaching 
onto our property, altered drainage, breaches of boundary lines etc. There needs to be a system, or 
resource for lay people to access in order to support existing policies with ease and efficiency. And there 
needs to be safeguards in place to prevent manipulation of exemption processes.

4. Does anyone check farm lands /crops for over spray of pesticides and fertilizers? What it is doing to the 
soil and run off into streams. Human consumption of these products.  What about litter of various kinds 
left on these properties.  Hopefully Abbotsford bylaws and officers will ticket rule breakers. Honesty. 
Abbotsford has changed and I don’t feel for the better in a lot of ways.

5. We are a local licensed cannabis production company in Abbotsford that would like to include cannabis 
farm gate sales to the draft policy.  a formal letter has also been written and sent to all emails associated 
with this policy.
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BC Poultry Association 
c/o BCAC 
Unit #1 – 2650 Progressive Way 
Abbotsford, BC V2T 6H9 
 
November 10, 2021 
 
Ryan Perry, Senior Planner 
Planning & Development Services 
32315 South Fraser Way 
Abbotsford, BC V2T 1W7 
 
Sent via electronic mail to: AgRefresh@abbotsford.ca 
 
Dear Mr Perry, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on Abbotsford’s AgRefresh planning 
process. As the BC Poultry Association, we represent all regulated poultry producers in the 
province and comprises the BC chicken, turkey, egg, and hatching egg producers. The BCPA 
represents our member associations on common issues that strengthen and improve the well-
being of regulated poultry farmers.  
 
We have some concerns with the proposed planning document. 
 

1. Setbacks. We believe Abbotsford’s should be the same as provincial Ministry standard’s 
setbacks such as in Langley. Setbacks can greatly impact how much land can actually be 
farmed, the placement of farm buildings and the overall competitiveness and 
sustainability of the farm.  

2. Farm operation types for Temporary Worker Housing – our farms are experiencing 
difficulties attracting local labour, so poultry has started to use foreign workers. We 
recommend that the farm operation types should be expanded to also include poultry 
farms.  

 
Regards, 

 
Steve Heppell, Chair BC Poultry Association 
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BC Poultry Association: follow-up   
Correspondence Date: November 15, 2021

Type: Email Response

For poultry, foreign workers are year round on 2 year contracts usually living on the farm 

Thanks 

Steve

_____________________________________________________________________________

On Nov 15, 2021, at 9:08 AM, Ryan Perry <RPerry@abbotsford.ca> wrote:

Good morning Christine and Steve,

Thank you for your time to review the report and provide comments on behalf of the BC Poultry Association. 
The feedback is much appreciated as we move forward.

When you have a moment, could you please clarify if the reference to foreign workers for poultry is typically 
of a seasonal nature (certain months within a calendar year), or would individual foreign labourers work and 
reside on the farm year-round and possibly for multiple years?

Many thanks,

Ryan Perry, MCIP, RPP
Senior Planner | Community Planning
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BC Berries - AgRefresh Input   
Submission Date: November 16, 2021

Type: Email Submission

Hello Ryan, 

Thank you for meeting with us last week, we truly appreciated your engagement.  

The AgRefresh draft policy and regulation was forwarded to our members for their feedback and a number 
of them have shared some concerns.  As discussed during the meeting, the main concerns were temporary 
foreign worker housing, per farm worker limit, and water supply to the processing/packing facilities. 
Moreover, the need for flexibility in the regulation and policy was recommended, so that the City of 
Abbotsford can be responsive to any jurisdictional changes (i.e., provincial and federal regulations) and to the 
needs of our ever-changing berry industry. Last, a need for equitable recognition was expressed for on-farm 
primary agriculture product cleaning and storing. 

Please also find additional information in the attached document that comes from BC Blueberry, BC 
Raspberry and BC Strawberry growers. 

Sincerely, 

Lisa Craig
Council Manager
BC Raspberry Council

Attachment: BC Berries AgRefresh Stage 3 Report Concerns (see following pages)
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BC Egg Producers’ Association

Submission Date: November 5, 2021

Type: Email Submission

Hi,

After reviewing the AgRefresh Phase 3 draft the BC Egg Producers’ Association has some feedback.

First of all, we are glad to see the program going forward.  Once it is completed, it will greatly assist farmers 
to plan ahead and recognize where challenges may exist in their current plans.  The increase in flexibility for 
housing on farms will help meet labour requirements.

For the egg sector in particular we have 2 areas of concern. The first is the minimum level of operation to 
qualify for a full-time worker residence.  These numbers appear to be outdated and not reflective of the new 
allowance for unannounced inspections, or the increased labour requirements of specialty production.

We recommend the following changes:

1. Counting both pullets and layers towards the total.

2. The labour requirement for free run is approximately double conventional and free range/organic is 
approximately 4x conventional.  We suggest having adjusted minimum levels according to production type.

Lastly, the increased flexibility allowing for a residence to be added to an accessory building is greatly 
appreciated.  Unfortunately, the limitations on the size of the accessory building is extremely prohibitive.  The 
size of the living area should be limited, but there should be more flexibility allowing for these units be added 
to shop buildings that are more practical is size for agricultural use.

If you have any questions or would like further detail let me know.

Thanks,

Mark Siemens

BC Egg Producers’ Association President

Response to Staff Request for Clarification  

Date: February 3, 2022

Type: Email Submission (from M. Siemens)

Based on standard industry labour requirements we have found the following farm sizes typically require an 
additional full-time on farm worker.

1.       Chicken layer, conventional: Minimum 20,000 laying birds at one time.

2.       Chicken layer, free run: Minimum 10,000 laying birds at one time.

3.       Chicken layer, free range: Minimum 5,000 laying birds at one time.

The majority of farms are moving to purchasing pullets/replacement flocks from other farmers as cage-free 
farming requires so much more labour.  We would like to see pullet production be added as an additional 
allowance, in line with the above, but 2 pullets raised per year counting as 1 laying bird, as most producers 
would be doing 2 cycles of pullets per year.
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BC Dairy Association

Submission Date: January 31, 2022

Type: Email Submission (Jeremy Dunn, BC Dairy General Manager)

Hi Ryan,

Thank you for reaching out to BC Dairy.  We have reviewed the report and have no further comment to 
provide.  One of our directors, Casey Pruim, serves on the Abbotsford Ag Advisory Council and has provided 
comment throughout.

Please feel free to reach out anytime.  

Jeremy 

On Fri, 21 Jan 2022 at 13:36, Carla Soutar <csoutar@bcdairy.ca> wrote:

Begin forwarded message:

From: Ryan Perry <RPerry@abbotsford.ca>

Date: January 21, 2022

To: contactus@bcdairy.ca

Cc: csoutar@bcdairy.ca, AgRefresh <agrefresh@abbotsford.ca>

Subject: Re: City of Abbotsford - AgRefresh Stage 3 Report (BC Dairy Association)

 

Hello Mr. Dunn,

 I hope the BC Dairy team and your association members are holding up in light of the 2021 flooding event.

We contacted you in early October 2021 regarding the AgRefresh Stage 3 Report opportunity to provide 
input on draft policy and regulation updates for Abbotsford’s agricultural areas (see below). The AgRefresh 
Stage 3 Report comment period ran from October 5 to November 5, 2021, with some extra time for 
agencies and organizations (November 16, 2021 deadline).

 We will be finalizing the AgRefresh Stage 3 Engagement Report for Council on February 1, 2022. If your 
organization still wishes to provide comments, or if you have questions, please reach out to us prior to 
February 1.

Best regards,

Ryan Perry, MCIP, RPP
Senior Planner | Community Planning
City of Abbotsford
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AGREFRESH DRAFT POLICY & REGULATION - TOURISM ABBOTSFORD FEEDBACK 

 
AGREFRESH DRAFT POLICY & REGULATION 

TOURISM ABBOTSFORD FEEDBACK 
 
Agritourism has always been the backbone of the visitor economy in Abbotsford, and a key 
differentiator that sets us apart from other communities. With a variety of high-quality best-in-class 
farm experiences, Abbotsford’s Circle Farm Tour has been a well-regarded cooperative marketing 
initiative for many years. 
 
Protecting this strength and providing conditions that allow for continued growth post-pandemic and 
flood events is key to the long-term viability of our visitor economy. Simply put, consumers want farm 
experiences. This was a growing dynamic prior to the pandemic and will continue stronger than ever in 
future years as people seek experiences that connect them with the land and the people who grow and 
make food.  
 
Note About Fraser Valley 10 Year Destination Development Strategy 
 
Tourism Abbotsford is part of Fraser Valley Destination Development 
Council (FVDDC) which is leading the implementation of the 10-year 
tourism development strategy for the region. The vision of the 
destination includes reference to farm experiences: 
 
Vision  
The Fraser Valley is a vibrant, accessible, world-class destination that 
is well managed and enhances the visitor economy and destination 
appeal. Against the backdrop of rich culture and history, the mighty 
Fraser River and wild mountain vistas, we offer world-class outdoor 
adventures, farm-fresh experiences, and opportunities to flourish and 
experience our way of life around every corner. 
 
Through our collaborative work on developing the 10-year strategy, we have identified the following 
highlights regarding agritourism:  

• There is significant strength in existing agritourism product  
• It is expected there will be continued growth of consumer interest in food experiences – we 

need to be able to meet demand  
• Helps with regional and seasonal dispersion of visitors  
• Directly supports ‘buy local’ and will aid in economic recovery for farmers post-Covid 
• Promotes learning about food security 

 
There are two objectives and accompanying action items identified in the 10-year strategy that directly 
support agritourism: 
 
 
 
 

Submission Date: December 8, 2021  Type: Email from Craig Nichols, Executive Director
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AGREFRESH DRAFT POLICY & REGULATION - TOURISM ABBOTSFORD FEEDBACK 

 
 
Objective 7 - Improve structural policies to better support tourism business growth and success. 

Action: Encourage the provincial government and UBCM to coordinate municipal and ALR 
policies, clarify understanding for agritourism businesses of the limitations and guidelines of how 
those policies are interpreted, and align implementation/enforcement. 

 
Objective 17 - Work with farmers and entrepreneurs to elevate food culture and develop more culinary 
travel experiences. 

Action: Implement workshops for Fraser Valley tourism operators to gain a better understanding 
of the ALC Act and ALR Use, Subdivision and Procedure Regulation, and the ability to innovate 
while remaining consistent with them to create new agritourism experiences. 

 
Through coordination of Destination BC, we have met a few times in the past year and a half with 
Ministry of Ag and ALC staff regarding Objectives #7 and #17 in support of empowering farmers, visitors 
and Destination Marketing Organization’s. ALC has asked us to help them understand where there are 
issues with a list of concrete examples of challenges. Additionally, there has been some discussion on 
creating communication tools and hosting workshops to educate farmers on what is and is not allowed 
on farms. This would not be specific to Abbotsford but would include all agritourism partners in the 
Fraser Valley.  
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AGREFRESH DRAFT POLICY & REGULATION - TOURISM ABBOTSFORD FEEDBACK 

 
AGREFRESH FEEDBACK & COMMENTS  
 
Our feedback is centered on Theme 2 – Responding to a Changing Agricultural Industry and the 
identified New Directions within it: 

2.9  - Farm Retail 
2.10 - Alcohol Production Facilities  
2.11 - Agri-Tourism  
2.12 - Gathering Events 

 
Before we provide any specific feedback non these new directions, we wanted to share some general 
comments: 
 

• Flexibility for farmers is key to empowering them to realize economy – particularly ones that 
want to diversify. We should be striving to understand what the needs and future plans are of 
agritourism related farmers. It doesn’t mean they get approval for anything they need or want, 
but rather goal is to gain a genuine understanding at the planning level as to what the real needs 
and challenges of agritourism farmers are.   

 
• Agritourism related activities are important for Abbotsford and a 

key differentiator from neighbouring communities. It’s part of the 
reason why we landed on ‘Handmade & Homegrown’ as the tagline 
for our new tourism brand in 2019. Agritourism experiences bring 
people into Abbotsford from outside the community leading to 
spending at other Abbotsford businesses. 

 
• Given recent flood events and impacts to farms, bylaws are going to be put to the test as 

farmers rebuild and recover. As bylaws are contemplated, it is appropriate to consider how 
effective they will be in empowering agritourism operators to rebuild. Tourism Abbotsford 
would be happy to collaborate with City on developing tools, resources, and  processes that 
enable and empower agritourism development in alignment with bylaws.  

 
• The goal would of collaboration would be to work together to educate and empower farmers. 

We could share best practices from around province and Canada that demonstrate activities 
that are in alignment with new bylaws. 

 
• Tourism Abbotsford and FVDDC have been meeting with ALC, Min of Ag, Destination BC and 

other regional DMO’s to find opportunities to enable continued growth of agritourism activity. 
As it is a strength identified in FV plan, we need to invest time and energy on agritourism to 
ensure it remains a strength. 
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AGREFRESH DRAFT POLICY & REGULATION - TOURISM ABBOTSFORD FEEDBACK 

 
 

• Consideration should be given as to how applications and requests for permits involving 
agritourism activities are processed. Given the relationships Tourism Abbotsford has with 
partners locally/regionally and the knowledge we have gained about Agritourism, Tourism 
Abbotsford should be engaged in meaningful ways when it comes to reviewing ongoing 
agritourism related developments and events at the city level. We can be a resource to help city 
staff understand why an Agritourism initiative, experience, or event may be important, and can 
help agritourism partners understand why an activity or event may not be able to happen as 
they have conceived it.  
 

• The bottom line is we are here to help enable agritourism development that is in line with rules 
and regulations. 

 
 

 
 
 

Specific feedback on the new directions and their draft 
recommendations are shared on the following pages. 
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AGREFRESH DRAFT POLICY & REGULATION - TOURISM ABBOTSFORD FEEDBACK 

 
2.9 FARM RETAIL 

Guide The Scale and Location of Farm Retail Sales 
 
AgRefresh – Proposed updates clarify that the combined area for general Farm Retail Sales and the sale 
of farm produced alcohol is limited to 300m sq. per lot.  

 

• What is the 300m sq. space per lot based on? Is there an opportunity to create greater flexibility, 
i.e. if farm wants to diversify (i.e. produce food and alcohol and sell from farm), make allowance 
for slightly more space i.e. 300m sq + 25% for sales area if both produced on farm. 

• Have proposed sizes been vetted against what current operators are doing? Will some need to 
be grandfathered?  
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AGREFRESH DRAFT POLICY & REGULATION - TOURISM ABBOTSFORD FEEDBACK 

 

2.10 ALCOHOL PRODUCTION FACILITIES 
Enable Farm Breweries, Meaderies and Distilleries   

 
AgRefresh – Modernized Definition of “Farm Alcohol Production Facility” has the same meaning as in the 
ALR Use Regulation, and includes ancillary use as defined in that regulation.  
 

• Great to see breweries, meaderies, and distilleries addressed. Strongly support this of course! 
 
AgRefresh – Maximum Facility Size (buildings and structures) – Draft provisions propose to regulate 
facility size in relation to lot size, allowing larger lots to have facilities up to 2000m sq (5.0 ha. and larger)   
 

• Where are maximum floor areas derived from? Have they been vetted against current reality 
amongst Abbotsford agritourism operators? Introduce a third Lot Size to address larger farms.  

 
AgRefresh – Ancillary Activities – Proposed regulations aim to increase flexibility and allowable space, 
clarify permitted activities, and align with ALC provisions. Regulations propose to clarify that dedicated 
indoor areas or permanent structures are not permitted for ‘special event area’ endorsements. 

 

• Have proposed Max sizes (up to 425m sq.) been vetted against what current operators are 
doing? Will some need to be grandfathered? Have agritourism operators been interviewed? 

 
AgRefresh – Use of Outdoor Areas  
 

• Because of Covid, we have been encouraged to get outside and have grown accustomed to 
having our own personal space. This should be taken into consideration with regards to 
maximum allowable space. If no permanent structures are allowed in special event area, why 
not allow for a larger space to ensure people have room to spread out and feel safe? If even just 
temporarily for a special event?  

• Farmers need flexibility. While there is flexibility built into the different components for ancillary 
services, there is a max of 250m sq for outdoor space. What opportunities are there to provide 
more space for larger farms?  
 

AgRefresh – Special Event Areas  
 

• Special Events are critical for farmers to realize revenue and meet demand as farms have space 
and environments that are desirable for people looking to have events. Bringing people to farms 
for an event is great way to immerse them in farming, farm products to be able to educate them 
on food. It is an area of opportunity and challenge for operators.   

• Would like to have a conversation about special event area endorsements so I can fully 
understand what is proposed.   

 
AgRefresh – Proposed Zoning Bylaw updates continue to permit picnic areas without a size limit, but 
clarify that the installation of permanent structures or permanent hard surfaces is not permitted. 

 

• Should perhaps be noted that LCRB has a size limit of a 1000m sq. for picnic areas. 
 
AgRefresh – Setbacks 
 

• Do any of the proposed setbacks interfere with current operators; if so, are they grandfathered? 
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2.11 AGRITOURISM  

Guide The Scale and Location of Agri-Tourism Operations 
 
AgRefresh – Updates Definition for “Agri-Tourism” has the same meaning as in the ALR Use Regulation 
(ALC Policy L-04), agritourism generally means an activity to which members of the public are ordinarily 
invited, with or without fee, that displays, demonstrates, promotes, or holds events to promote or 
market products or operations of the farm”  
 

• Has an inventory of current operations been done? Will any be impacted i.e. no longer be 
allowed?   

• Tourism Abbotsford would strongly oppose a limit on agri-tourism activities that would force any 
current operations to be out of compliance.  

 
AgRefresh - Do not permit the installation, construction, alteration of permanent structures exclusively 
for agritourism, unless authorized by ALC 
 

• Will this impact agri-tourism operators that will be rebuilding on the Sumas Prairie? 
  
AgRefresh – Remove Agri-Tourism 10 Month Limit 
 

• Strongly support this! 
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2.12 GATHERING EVENTS 

Enable and Manage Gathering for Events 
 
AgRefresh – Buildings, Structures, and Hard Surfaces – Consistent with ALC requirements, a new zoning 
bylaw provision prohibits installation, construction or alteration of permanent structures or permanent 
hard surfaces, or alteration of the landscape, exclusively for events, unless approved by the ALC. 
 

• Will this impact agri-tourism operators that will be rebuilding on the Sumas Prairie? 
  
AgRefresh - Use of Indoor Space – Limit the use of existing indoor areas for ‘events’ to 300m sq. per lot.  
 

• Would this impact any current operators and, if so, will they be grandfathered in. 
 
AgRefresh – Setbacks 
 

• Do any of the proposed setbacks interfere with current operators, and if so, will they be 
grandfathered? 

 
AgRefresh - ALC Requirements 
 

• In discussions with ALC and Min of Ag staff, it was communicated to us that if municipality 
supports and wants event, then ALC will strongly consider. So, operator can apply for more than 
10 events and/or for more than 150 people if the City is supportive and approves. 

• Example of this is Hop Fest from a few years ago. If doing now, organizers should submit permit 
request to City, ideally Tourism Abbotsford would have opportunity for comment and chance to 
support or not. Then, if City supports, an application to ALC would be put in.    

 
AgRefresh - Special Event Permit Process 
 

• Tourism Abbotsford would like to be part of process when city is considering outdoor special 
event permission as we can provide comment about value of event from a tourism point of view. 
Some events may be destination in nature with potential to attract out of town visitation.   
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One Final Thought 
 
Given the important role that agritourism plays in Abbotsford’s visitor economy and given the growing 
demand for farm product and experiences, one idea for consideration is to explore the concept of 
establishing a ‘Destination Agritourism Experience’ designation (or some wording like it) for farms. This 
could be for current CFT partners such as Mt Lehman Winery, Singletree Winery, Seaside Pearl Winery, 
Maan Farms, Tanglebank Gardens, Campbells Gold, Tuscan Farm Garden, Taves Apple Barn, Ripples 
Estate Winery, EcoDairy, Birchwood Farm, Lepp Farm Market, and Neufeld Farms.  
 
These places are very important drivers of economic activity, they literally bring people into Abbotsford 
from other communities and regions. It is critical they continue to be empowered to deliver experiences 
and have flexibility to grow. We can’t afford to have any of them be hindered due to any new 
regulations.  

 
Perhaps a Destination Agritourism Experience classification could be created for planning purposes.  
Maybe this classification makes allowances for slightly larger facilities for production and/or ancillary 
uses and events. It could help the city identify how many DAE’s they want and where they are located 
throughout city to help maintain balance of where they are located. 
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Agricultural Land Commission 
201 – 4940 Canada Way 

Burnaby, British Columbia V5G 4K6 
Tel:  604 660-7000 | Fax:  604 660-7033 

www.alc.gov.bc.ca 

 
November 16, 2021   

     Reply to the attention of Shannon Lambie 
ALC Planning Review: 46606 

 
Ryan Perry 
Senior Planner, Community Planning 
City of Abbotsford 
rperry@abbotsford.ca 
 
Re: AgRefresh: Stage 3 
 
Thank you for forwarding a draft copy of AgRefresh Stage 3 Report: Draft Policy and 
Regulation (the “Draft”) on October 7, 2021, for review and comment by the Agricultural 
Land Commission (ALC). The following comments are provided to help ensure that the 
Draft is consistent with the purposes of the ALC Act, the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) 
General Regulation, the ALR Use Regulation, and any decisions of the ALC.  
 
On May 31, 2021, the ALC provided comments on a previous version of the Draft. ALC staff 
appreciate that many of its recommendations and suggestions have been integrated into 
the updated Draft. The updated Draft also includes new content related to the residential 
flexibility legislation amendments introduced by the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and 
Fisheries (the “Ministry”). These amendments to the Agricultural Land Reserve Use 
Regulation under the Agricultural Land Commission Act permit second residences on ALR 
parcels based on certain conditions after December 31, 2021.    
 
ALC staff thank the City of Abbotsford (the “City”) for the opportunity to review the 
updated Draft and offers the following comments for the City’s consideration in advance 
of our November 26, 2021 meeting. 
 
2.4 Accessory Dwelling Units 
 
2.4.1 Legislation Changes 2018 to 2021, page 31 
 
• Bill 52, 2018  

In November 2018, through Bill 52, 2018, the Province removed the legislated options 
for accessory dwelling units on properties in the ALR, with the exception of a secondary 
suite in the principal dwelling. This legislation also introduced a new requirement for 
ALC approval of all additional residences, and that the residence be necessary for 
farming. 
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Shortly following the enactment of Bill 52, 2018, and in consideration of ALR residents 
that were in the planning stages when the rules changed, the Province reinstated a time-
limited 'grandfathering period' which temporarily extended the option to place a new 9 
meter wide manufactured home for immediate family. This 'grandfathering period' 
expires December 31, 2021. 

 
ALC Staff Response:  
Suggested amendments are in red.  It might also be worthwhile to add that while the 
grandfathering period for manufactured homes expires at the end of 2021, if all the 
necessary authorizations have been received by December 31, 2021, and the permits have 
not expired, the 9 meter wide manufactured home (larger than 90m2/186m2) can be 
placed after the December 31, 2021 deadline.  
 
 
2.4.2 New Accessory Residence Options, page 32 
 
• Changes to the ALR Use Regulation in effect Dec 31, 2021 introduced new options for a small 

secondary home on ALR properties, subject to local government approval. Local 
governments can be more restrictive than the ALC, with the ability to set additional 
requirements or even prohibit the new options, if desired. 
 

ALC Staff Response:  
ALC staff suggest that the text clarify that OIC 438/2021, released on July 12, 2021, 
introduced the new regulations for residential uses in the ALR that  come into effect on 
December 31, 2021. There could be some confusion that the changes became effective in 
July. 
 
 
New Provincial ALR options not requiring ALC approval, page 32 

• A lot in the ALR can now have one principal residence (with optional secondary suite) 
plus one second residence, subject to the following: 

 
Lots 40 ha (~100 acres) or less : 

 the second residence is limited to 90 m2 (~970 ft2) 
 there is no restriction on who can occupy the residence (not restricted to 

family or farm help) 
 building type is flexible (e.g., garden suite, guest house, carriage suite, 

manufactured home, above/in an existing building) 
 not permitted if the principal residence exceeds 500 m2 
 not permitted if there is more than one existing residence on the lot 

(excluding a secondary suite) 
 



42 AgRefresh Stage 3 Engagement Results  - Appendices

ALC File: 46606 
 

Page 3 of 7 

Lots 40 ha (~100 acres) or less: 
 the second residence is limited to 186 m2 (~2,000 ft2) 
 no restriction on who can occupy the residence 
 building type is flexible 
 the size of the principal residence does not matter 
 not permitted if there is more than one existing residence on the lot 

(excluding a secondary suite) 
 
ALC Staff Response:  
ALC staff do not have concerns related to any of the bullets in the above list except for the 
second to last bullet (that for lots over 40 ha, the size of the principal residence does not 
matter). On lots over 40 ha, the principal residence may be any size, but it must be lawfully 
placed. A lawfully constructed principal residence refers to a residence that pre-dates the 
legislative changes made on February 22, 2019, under Bill 52 or a residence larger than 
500 m2 as approved by the ALC and constructed with appropriate authorizations.  ALC 
staff suggest it may be beneficial to include this distinction. 
 
  
 
2.4.2 Decision Makers, page 33 
 
• Once Provincial legislation comes into force, proposals for accessory dwelling units that are 

consistent with City zoning and ALR regulations can proceed directly to Building Permit, 
without additional ALC or Council approvals (except for related soil removal or fill). 

 
ALC Staff Response:  
ALC staff suggest explicitly stating that a Notice of Intent will most likely be required. 
Section 35 of the ALR Use Regulation does not provide soil or fill provisions for additional 
residences. Therefore, it is likely that most, if not all, additional residences will require the 
submission of a Notice of Intent (NOI) application to the ALC before a local government 
issues a building permit. The application fee is $150 and is submitted on the ALC’s 
application portal.  Read more about soil and fill uses in ALC Information Bulletin 07. 
 
 
 
2.4.5 Draft Recommendations, page 34 
 
• Zoning Bylaw Highlights 

o Permit an "Accessory Farm Dwelling Unit" (AFDU) accessory to a principal 
dwelling in all A Zones (A1-A6), in and outside the ALR 

o Permit as a coach house, detached building, manufactured home, or a unit 
within or above a farm building (subject to size limits) 

o Allow one AFDU per lot, in addition to a secondary suite in the principal residence 
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o Require a minimum lot size of 0.4 ha (1 acre) 
o Permit 90 m2 (~970 ft2) on lots 40 ha or less, as per Province 
o Permit 186 m2 (~2,000 ft2) on lots over 40 ha, as per Province 
o Limit detached buildings and coach houses to 2 storeys (7.5 m) 
o Do not require farm status or regulate who can occupy the unit 
o Retain existing CR, RR, SR zoning permissions for a 90 m2 coach house in the 

ALR, but no longer require ALC approval 
 
Draft Policy and Regulations, page 34 

• Permit "Accessory Farm Dwelling Unit" in A Zones (Zoning, New) 
o Introduce "Accessory Farm Dwelling Unit" (AFDU) a new use that is 

permitted accessory to a single detached dwelling in Agricultural Zones (A1-
A6) 

o "Accessory Farm Dwelling Unit” means a non-stratified dwelling unit that is 
accessory to a single detached dwelling on the same lot, and is: 

1. a building without any other use; or 
2. a coach house; or 
3. located within a building or structure: 

a. for agricultural use; or 
b. accessory to an agricultural use on the same lot 

 
Draft Policy and Regulations, page 34 
• Building Types (Zoning, New) 

o Allow an AFDU as a coach house, a small detached residence, a 
manufactured home, or a unit within an agricultural building. 

 
Draft Policy and Regulations, page 34 
• One Per Lot (Zoning, New) 

o Permit one AFDU per lot in addition to a secondary suite in the 
o  principal residence, consistent with Provincial ALR regulation. 

 
Draft Policy and Regulations, page 34 
• Minimum Lot Size (Zoning, New) 

o Only permit an Accessory Farm Dwelling Unit on lots 0.4 ha (~ 1 acre) or 
larger. This is consistent with the minimum lot size required for a coach 
house in Abbotsford's rural residential zones: Country Residential (CR), Rural 
Residential (RR), and Suburban Residential (SR). 

 
Draft Policy and Regulations, page 35 
• Minimum Lot Size (Zoning, New) 

o Only permit an Accessory Farm Dwelling Unit on lots 0.4 ha (~ 1 acre) or 
larger. This is consistent with the minimum lot size required for a coach 
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house in Abbotsford's rural residential zones: Country Residential (CR), Rural 
Residential (RR), and Suburban Residential (SR). 

 
Draft Policy and Regulations, page 35 
• Maximum Residence Size (Zoning, New) 

 Consistent with ALR regulations, limit floor area to: 
• 90 m2 (~970 ft2) on a lot 40 ha or less 
• 186 m2 (~2,000 ft2) on a lot larger than 40 ha 

 
ALC Staff Response: 
ALC staff do not have concerns with any of the above Draft Policy and Regulations. 
 
 
Draft Policy and Regulations, page 35 
• AFDU in a Building with other Uses (Zoning, New) 

o If an AFDU is located in the same building as another use, limit the cumulative 
size of all other uses in the building to a maximum of 112 m2 (~1,200 ft2). This 
provides flexibility for an AFDU in a building with other uses such as home 
occupation, 3 to 4 car garage, modest agricultural machine shed, farm retail, 
farm office/workshop. Larger buildings could be considered through the 
variance application process. 
 

ALC Staff Response:  
ALC staff would like to discuss this policy with City staff at the Nov 26, 2021 meeting. ALC 
staff are concerned that the construction of an accessory structure with a residential 
portion could be problematic unless it is clear the non-residential portion is: i) a necessary 
accessory structure and ii) not going to become part of the residence. There is concern 
that non-agricultural operations could construct custom structures that incorporate an 
additional residence and a larger undefined shop or storage space.  
 
 
Draft Policy and Regulations, page 35 
• Designed as an Entirely Separate Space (Zoning, New) 

o An AFDU located in a building with another use (i.e., coach house or within a 
farm building) must be designed to be entirely separate from any other use in 
the building and have all entrances and exits entirely separate from all other 
uses. This provision is intended to prevent unauthorized expansion of the 
residential floor area. 

 
ALC Staff Response:  
The conversion of an existing structure such as a barn to include a 90/186 m2 residence 
may be permitted if the residence portion is on the second story or if there is a clear 
separation between the residence and the remaining structure. For example this might be 
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accomplished with a fire wall and no internal access.  Alternately there may be options to 
require that farm building structures be designed with roll-away doors, to limit options for 
unlawful expansion of living space.  
 
 
Draft Policy and Regulations, page 3 
• Setbacks (Zoning, New) 

o Apply the following minimum setbacks for an AFDU: 
 7.5 m from an exterior lot line 
 3.0 m from an interior lot line 
 30 m from any building, structure, or confined outdoor area containing 

livestock, aquaculture, manure, compost, or agricultural waste. 
 

 
ALC Staff Response:  
ALC staff do not have concerns with this. 
 

 
Draft Policy and Regulations, page 35 

• Other Residential Zoning in the ALR 
o Retain existing permissions for a coach house on CR, RR, and SR zoned properties 

in the ALR that are 0.4 ha or larger. ALC permission is no longer required. 
 

ALC Staff Response:  
ALC staff suggest clarifying that the coach house must be 90m2/186m2 depending on 
parcel size. 
 

***** 
 
The ALC strives to provide a detailed response to all referrals affecting the ALR; however, 
you are advised that the lack of a specific response by the ALC to any draft provisions 
cannot in any way be construed as confirmation regarding the consistency of the 
submission with the ALCA, the Regulations, or any decisions of the Commission.  
 
This response does not relieve the owner or occupier of the responsibility to comply with 
applicable Acts, regulations, bylaws of the local government, and decisions and orders of 
any person or body having jurisdiction over the land under an enactment. 
 
If you have any questions about the above comments, please contact the undersigned at 
236-468-2026 or by e-mail (shannon.lambie@gov.bc.ca).   
 
Yours truly, 
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PROVINCIAL AGRICULTURAL LAND COMMISSION 
 

 
 
Shannon Lambie, Regional Planner 
 
 
CC:  Ministry of Agriculture – Attention: Jeffrey Weightman (jeffrey.weightman@gov.bc.ca) 
 
46606m2 
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From: AgRefresh
To: Cyril Tomlinson
Subject: FW: AgRefresh Stage 3 Report - Metro Vancouver
Date: Friday, December 24, 2021 9:11:02 AM
Attachments: image002.png

 
 

From: Carla Stewart <Carla.Stewart@metrovancouver.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, November 10, 2021 2:25 PM
To: Ryan Perry <RPerry@abbotsford.ca>
Cc: Marcin Pachcinski <Marcin.Pachcinski@metrovancouver.org>; Heather McNell
<Heather.McNell@metrovancouver.org>; Sean Galloway <Sean.Galloway@metrovancouver.org>
Subject: RE: AgRefresh Stage 3 Report - Metro Vancouver
 
Hi Ryan,
 
The AgRefresh Stage 3 Report was forwarded to me for review.  I had a look through the report and
note the following:
 
1. Structure/Layout  - firstly Abbotsford should be commended for preparing a well laid out, well
thought out document as comprehensive, and in some cases, as technical as this. The simple
consistent language, the easy to understand graphics and the inclusion of the consultation feedback
directly into each section go a long way to convey the issues experienced by the Abbotsford
agricultural community, the existing policy and regulatory structure that exists and the changes that
are proposed to adjust those policy and regulatory documents to align with the changes proposed
for the community. Well done!
 
Content - overall, the content of the document is very robust, comprehensive and well-rounded. I do
note the following two items:
2. Climate Change Acknowledgement: I appreciate the scope of the document focuses on aligning
Abbotsford policy (OCP) and regulations (zoning bylaw and DP guidelines) with Provincial
regulations; however, I noted that there was a noticeable lack of mention about climate change
impacts on the agricultural community and/or a lack of reference to other Abbotsford policies
related to climate change and wondered if there was opportunity to acknowledge or mention this
very real challenge to the agricultural sector within the document? Item 3.1.2 Identifies reducing
environmental impacts of agricultural operations on others but does not mention that ag operations
are also impacted by the environment.
3. Other Regulatory Bylaws - The document does a great job detailing the changes required in the
OCP and Zoning Bylaws to support these directions; have any other bylaws been identified that may
need to also be amended to align with the direction here? For example, are there Soils or
Subdivision Bylaws that also need to be amended?  Mentioning those in Ag Refresh would also be
helpful to determine next steps to support this work.
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to review Abbotsford's AgRefresh. It is an excellent document
both in terms of content and layout.  

 
-C
 
 

Carla Stewart, RPP, MCIP, MCAHP

Senior Planner (Agriculture and Food Security)
Regional Planning and Housing Services
t. 604.451.6024

 
 

From: Ryan Perry [mailto:RPerry@abbotsford.ca] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 12, 2021 5:04 PM
To: Heather McNell <Heather.McNell@metrovancouver.org>
Subject: AgRefresh Stage 3 Report - Metro Vancouver
 

WARNING: This email originated from outside of our organization. Do not click any links or open attachments
unless you trust the sender and know the content is safe.

 
Hello Heather,
 
The City of Abbotsford is nearing completion of the AgRefresh planning process and we are pleased
to share the AgRefresh Stage 3 Report: Draft Policy and Regulation with Metro Vancouver.
 
In the last few years, the Province has introduced several changes impacting the regulation and use
of land in the ALR. With key Provincial changes now complete, the City has prepared a coordinated
AgRefresh Stage 3 Report outlining a set of draft City policies and regulations for Abbotsford’s
agricultural areas. This includes draft updates to the Official Community Plan and Zoning Bylaw.
 
We invite Metro Vancouver to review the AgRefresh Stage 3 Report and provide feedback by
November 16, 2021. Following this engagement period, input will be summarized for Council and
considered when preparing final recommended OCP and Zoning Bylaw amendments for Council.
 
The report can be explored as a full document, or by topic at www.abbotsford.ca/AgRefreshStage3.
We ask that you please submit any feedback to AgRefresh@abbotsford.ca, or by regular mail to the
address provided in the attached PDF.
 
While we look forward to your comments on the draft linked above, a future formal referral will be
sent to Metro Vancouver at the time of bylaw readings to amend the OCP and Zoning Bylaw.
 
Please feel free to contact me with any questions.
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Ministry of Agriculture, 
Food and Fisheries 
 

 
Extension and Support 
Services Branch 

 
Mailing Address: 
PO Box 9120, Stn Prov Gov 
Victoria, BC  V8W 9B4 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 
December 9, 2021 
 
 
Ryan Perry 
Senior Planner 
City of Abbotsford 
Sent by email: RPerry@abbotsford.ca 
 
 
Dear Ryan Perry: 
 
Re: AgRefresh Stage 3 Response 
 
Thank you for providing the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Fisheries (Ministry) with the 
opportunity to comment on the AgRefresh Stage 3 report. This feedback is based on the changes 
made between the Spring 2021 draft and the October 2021 draft. The input builds on 
correspondence and feedback dating back to the beginning of the AgRefresh process in 2016. 
The comments herein are based on the September 2, 2021 email correspondence from Alison 
Fox, Land Use Agrologist, with the Ministry.  
 
In general, the revised definition for “Agricultural Use” has addressed the concerns stated in the 
email. Specifically, City of Abbotsford (City) staff have clarified that horse breeding is included 
under the term “keeping” which is included in the “Agricultural Use” definition. Ministry staff note 
for clarity, that the “Agricultural Use” wording that references greater certainty in section (1) 
regarding feedlots uses a double negative but confirmed with City staff that a feedlot for animals 
specifically named in the “Agriculture Use” definition is permitted.  
 
Ministry staff note that the updates to the on “Farm Composting” definition reflect the suggested 
language provided via email and telephone conversations between the City of Abbotsford and 
Ministry staff.  
  
Ministry staff note that the Appendix C Agricultural Area Policies; Division 2 – ALC Non-Adhering 
Residential Use: Full Time Farm Worker Residences – Principles and Considerations Section 9 
table that was previously included in the zoning bylaw outlines the specific criteria for full time 
farm worker housing has now been moved to Appendix C, Division 2, Agricultural Area Policies, 
and that the table was updated to include nearly all changes recommended by Ministry staff. The 
table provides criteria for fast tracking ALC applications, and the values included in the table are 
deliberately conservative. Those ALC applications that do not fall specifically within the criteria 
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can be dealt with by going through a more fulsome process of AAC review and Council 
consideration.  Ministry staff note that the minimum level of operation values for tree fruit 
density and cow calf or cattle grazing remain unchanged, despite Ministry comments provided. 
However, Ministry staff anticipate minimal impacts as a result of the values remaining 
unchanged in the table given that the table is part of the policy framework for Council to 
consider applications rather than within the zoning bylaw.  
 
After a general review of the AgRefresh Stage 3 document Ministry staff did not identify any 
additional concerns.  
 
If you have any questions regarding these comments please contact me directly. I look forward 
to working with the City to implement this exciting new policy document.  
 
Sincerely, 
 

 

 

Jeff Weightman 
Team Lead, Land Use Planning 
236-478-3272 
Jeff.Weightman@gov.bc.ca 
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From: McGowan, Kevin TRAN:EX
To: AgRefresh
Subject: RE: AgRefresh Stage 3 Report - Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure
Date: Wednesday, October 13, 2021 11:08:14 AM
Attachments: image001.jpg

Hi Ryan,
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review the AgRefresh Stage 3 Report.
 
MOTI supports the document in principle and offer the following general comments:
 

-All rezoning applications within 800m of a Controlled Access Highway require MOTI
signature, pursuant to Section 52 of the Transportation Act;

-No direct access will be permitted from Controlled Access Highways; and
-All structures on a property fronting a Controlled Access Highway must be setback a

minimum of 4.5m from the property line.
 
Please feel free to contact me at (778)-684-2253.
 
Regards,
 

Kevin McGowan
Sr. Development Officer
Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure
45890 Victoria Avenue, Chilliwack, BC V2P 2T1
Office: (778)-704-0028 | Cell: (778)-684-2253
 
 
 

From: AgRefresh <agrefresh@abbotsford.ca> 
Sent: October 7, 2021 2:42 PM
To: McGowan, Kevin TRAN:EX <Kevin.McGowan@gov.bc.ca>
Subject: AgRefresh Stage 3 Report - Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure
 
[EXTERNAL] This email came from an external source. Only open attachments or
links that you are expecting from a known sender.
 
Hello Kevin,
 
The City of Abbotsford is nearing completion of the AgRefresh planning process and we are pleased
to share the AgRefresh Stage 3 Report: Draft Policy and Regulation with the Ministry of
Transportation and Infrastructure.
 
In the last few years, the Province introduced several changes impacting the regulation and use of
land in the ALR. With key Provincial changes now complete, the City has prepared a coordinated

Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure
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 SUMAS FIRST NATION  
 
AgRefresh Stage 3 Report Review 

 

Page 1 of 6 
 

Page 5 

The document refers to the AgRefresh Report as “report”. The “r” should be capitalized when referring 
to the AgRefresh Report.  

Page 6 

Suggestion: incorporate the use of “for example” in replacement of “i.e.” and “e.g.”. 

Page 9  

“This on-going province-wide agricultural review overlaps with several topics being considered through 
AgRefresh, and has arguable introduced some of the most significant regulatory shifts brought forward 
since establishment of the Agricultural Land Commission in 1973.” 
since the establishment 
 
Page 13  

Suggestion: Under Section 1.6 there should be an Environmental Theme including fire protection and 
flood planning.  

Observation: There is a lack of First Nation context within agriculture throughout the Report.  

Page 18 

“Zoning Bylaw regulations”  

Suggestion: “Regulations” should be capitalized throughout the document when associated with Zoning 
Bylaws.  

Page 18 

Suggestion: Section 2.1.1 should include DRIPPA. 

Page 20 

“Examples include “operational conditions” such as 50% farm product rules…” 

“This approach acknowledges that several Provincial rules apply to a range of uses in the ALR..”  

Question: What is meant by “Provincial rules” and “farm product rules”? 

Page 21 

“Abbotsford’s A1 Zone”  

Suggestion: Refer to Appendix here. 

Submission Date: February 9, 2022

Type: Email Submission as PDF
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 SUMAS FIRST NATION  
 
AgRefresh Stage 3 Report Review 

 

Page 2 of 6 
 

“forward or refuse” 

Question: Would the ALC application be either forwarded or refused? Usually, the applications 
 are allowed to be sent back to the sender for modification of the application. 

Page 23 

Question for the Lot Size In Agriculture Areas section: Is the last bullet referring to all four scenarios 
mentioned in the bullets prior or just one?  

Page 25 

Suggestions:  

1. Clarify “forward or refuse”. 
2. Capitalize the first letters of the bullet points. 

a. Stage 3 engagement feedback highlights section. 
3. Incorporate the direct link for the “Stage 3 Winter 2017-18 Engagement Results Report” in the 

asterisk under the Stage 3 engagement feedback highlights section. 

Page 26 

“Explore standing Council resolution to automatically forward ALC applications requesting permission to 
occupy a dwelling while constructing a replacement principal residence subject to criteria”. 

Question: What are the criteria which are being referred to here? 

Page 28  

“…that will help evaluate ‘farm need’ and support decision making…” 

Question: What is considered as being a ‘farm need’? Giving context as to what this means may 
 be helpful for the Report.  

“6. if the lot has been assessed as ‘farm’ under the Assessment Act for the past 3 years; and” 
                    three 
Page 29  

Suggestions:  

1. “Bill 52, 2018” in sentences can be hard to follow in sentences. “Abbreviating Agricultural Land 
Commission Amendment Act, 2018” to “ALC” may help the flow of the Report.  

2. Consistency regarding whether lists should be presented in bullet point form or numbered lists. 
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 SUMAS FIRST NATION  
 
AgRefresh Stage 3 Report Review 

 

Page 3 of 6 
 

Page 30 

Suggestion: “etc” should not be incorporated in policy documents due to exposure to interpretation. 

Page 32 

“Proposals that do not meet the above criteria can still apply to the ALC…” 

Question: Which criteria is being referred to here? 

Page 37 

“Don’t allow this type of dwelling” 

Suggestion: This bullet can be reworded. 

Page 38 

Suggestion: “Full-Time Farmer Residence” should be defined at the beginning of Section 2.5.  

Page 40 

“This policy and table provide a key …” 
            provides 
Page 44 

Question: Are these recommendations made by the AgRefresh team or are these the ones which were 
received? 

Page 49 

Question for the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) Approval section bullet 2: What does the trial 
period entail? How long is this trial period? 

Page 50 

Question: Is there a difference between residential sitting and overall development permit footprint in 
relation to development footprint and home plate? 

Page 52 

“Given the unique context of new development interfacing with ALR across Highway 1, AgRefresh 
recommends exempting this interface from buffer requirements.” 

Question: Don’t we need to study the impact of this to fish-bearing streams and sensitive 
 terrestrial species? 
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 SUMAS FIRST NATION  
 
AgRefresh Stage 3 Report Review 

 

Page 4 of 6 
 

Page 54 

Guideline Updates  

Suggestion: Incorporate a link to Ministry Guide to Edge Planning  

Question: Why is are only coniferous trees being studied? Indigenous native species should be
 studies as well. 

Update Landscape Buffers 

 Suggestion: “city” should be capitalized.  

Page 64 

Question: Does Aquaculture include hatcheries? 

Page 66 

Rezoning Proposal for Level 2 or Intensive Processing Facilities bullet (b) 

Suggestion: Wastewater testing in relation to aquatic and terrestrial species. It should not be 
 “may” it needs  to be incorporated.  

Page 71 

Suggestion: There is no mention of wineries, so include meaderies, breweries, wineries, and distilleries. 

Page 71 

Special Events Areas 

“ALC regulation acknowledges the option for ‘special event areas’ at farm alcohol facilities”. 

 Question: Which ALC Regulation is being referred to here? 

Page 81 

Parking  

Observation: Fish-bearing streams might be impacted by the runoff.  

Page 88 

Observation: Run-off from transportation-oriented farm business may have impact on sensitive aquatic 
and terrestrial environment. 
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 SUMAS FIRST NATION  
 
AgRefresh Stage 3 Report Review 

 

Page 5 of 6 
 

Page 89 

Question: Is monitoring done after a license is given? 

Page 92 

Official Community Plan Highlights 

Question: What are the OCP minimum thresholds? 

Page 107 

Suggestion: There should be mention of First Nations with Agriculture. 

Page 111 

Inter-Agency Relationship/Cooperation 

 Question: What is being done for environmental protection? 

 Suggestion: There should be mention of creeks and streams.  

Page 113/114 

Other 10% 

Question: Where was the “Other 10%”? Need detailed information on that 

Page 114 

Suggestion: We need more context for Map 2.  

Appendix A Part II-3-8  

Question: What does the Agricultural Enhancement Endowment Fund have to do with watercourse 
setbacks? 

Appendix A Part III-6-14  

Suggestion: Section 6.9 needs to be redefined.  

 Appendix A Part V-5-4  

Question: How is crop spraying being assessed and how do we ensure that it is not going to impact the 
Nation On and Off-Reserve? 

Appendix A Part V-5-4-10 

Suggestion: AG9-14 need to be re-evaluated with a First Nation’s lens.  
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 SUMAS FIRST NATION  
 
AgRefresh Stage 3 Report Review 

 

Page 6 of 6 
 

Appendix C Page 5 section 16 

Question: What is being done from a First Nation perspective? 

Reviewed by: 

J. Richard W. Hall, Honours BA, MSc., LLB; Governance & Natural Resources Director 

Philipa Dutt, M.BEMA, BSc., BIT; Governance & Environmental Policy Officer 

Ida Dutt, BSc.; Executive Assistant 
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AgRefresh
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Date:   

To: 

From:  

Subject:  

October 8, 2021

AgRefresh

Elaine Garry

Urban Beekeeping

Hello!

I have been in contact with several city employees over the years regarding urban beekeeping.  I scanned 
through the latest posted AgRefresh document and only noticed a minor reference to urban beekeeping.  
Is there more information than what I found?  

As the President of the South Fraser Branch of the BC Honey Producers Association, I have expressed 
an interest in being involved in the process, however, no one has reached out to me or any of my more 
knowledgeable associates that I am aware of.  This seems odd to me. 

In any case, I would appreciate some feedback.  I look forward to hearing from you.  

Kind regards, 

Elaine Garry

Date:   

To:

From:   

Subject:  

October 11, 2021

AgRefresh

Brian Kingman

feedback on AgRefresh Abbotsford

Hello,

This is an outstanding study on Abbotsford’s’ vision of the future of agriculture in our fast growing city.  We 
live, own and operate a family farm in Mount Lehman. My wife and her ancestors planted apple trees here 
in 1887 coming with them from the Annapolis valley in Nova Scotia.

As with many senior farmers, to keep the farm status upon retirement, and in our father’s case, a 
retirement that actually meant selling the dairy quota to enable him to retire, left us with his 80 acre portion 
of that family farm. 

Keeping our farm has and is very difficult. Our expenses are huge and our market is limited to Beef cattle. 
The chicken and dairy quota system is necessary, but very expensive to join. 

We have been innovative and applied for a Health Canada licence to grow CBD Hemp. A cannabis plant 
that has .3 or less % of the drug (THC)

This year, being very unusual in heat and dryness,  we needed to irrigate the crop and found ourselves 
spending over $2,000  in city water to ensure a viable crop.  If the crop is successful, we will need to 
reinstate the old well. That aspect is also very expensive. I have applied to the province to state that may 
be our intention going forward.

However, as for this year’s current water Bill; I ask is that perhaps, in cases like ours, could we be allowed 
to pay that off a fee such as use of city water, perhaps in six increments for example. 

Regards,

Brian Kingman
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Date:   

To:

From:  

Subject:  

October 24, 2021

AgRefresh

John Warmerdam

Farm Gate TWG Cultivation Inc

Time is of the essence 

Hello on Oct 24 2021 at 7 am 

My name is John Warmerdam 

From TWG Cultivation Inc in the district of Abbotsford

 I would like to share something with you from the BC Government below.

We heard about the farm gate program a year ago and made arrangements to set up farm gate at our 
address alongside our Health Canada  licensed micro cultivation and micro processing site. Now we hear 
that The City Of Abbotsford may not allow farm gate on the premises? (Please send documentation to 
[removed] on where The city of Abbotsford have the authority to over power the BC Government) 

Time is of the essence 
Please send documentation with in 72 hours

FROM THE BC GOVERNMENT

 New sales programs to benefit cannabis producers, Indigenous businessesCannabis producers in B.C. 
will have greater access to local retailers and consumers, thanks to new direct delivery and farm-gate 
sales programs that are in development by the Province.

 Following input and recommendations from long-time cannabis growers, Indigenous leaders and other 
stakeholders, government is giving Health Canada-licensed small-scale producers, including nurseries, 
the option of delivering cannabis directly to licensed retailers.

The Province will also develop a farm-gate sales program that will give B.C. cannabis growers the ability to 
sell their products from “farm-gate” stores located at their production site.

 These programs support government’s commitment to the development of a robust, diverse and 
sustainable legal cannabis economy in B.C., inclusive of rural and Indigenous communities, while 
prioritizing health and safety. The targeted launch for both programs is 2022.

 The Ministry of Attorney General’s Liquor Distribution Branch will also launch an Indigenous Shelf Space 
Program, estimated to start in 2021. The program will highlight cannabis products produced by B.C. 
Indigenous producers in BC Cannabis Stores, helping consumers easily identify those products and make 
purchasing decisions.

“These steps will help grow the legal cannabis industry in B.C. in an inclusive way,” said David Eby, 
Attorney General. “By making it easier to know more about the product, those who choose to use 
cannabis can make careful decisions about what types of product they want to buy and what sectors of 
the industry they want to support.”

Highlighted products will be available at private B.C. cannabis retail locations, as well as through the BC 
Cannabis Stores online site. 
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Learn More:

To find a licensed non-medical cannabis retailer, visit: https://justice.gov.bc.ca/cannabislicensing/map

To find a public retailer, visit: https://www.bccannabisstores.com/pages/store-locations

BC LIQUOR BRANCH

LDB’s Direct Delivery Program

Background

The Provincial Government is working to support Indigenous and small-scale producer participation in the 
legal cannabis market. In September 2020, following consultation with industry and Indigenous Nations, 
the Province announced the implementation of a direct delivery program for non-medical cannabis.

Since then, the Cannabis Secretariat and the BC Liquor Distribution Branch (LDB), which is the sole 
wholesaler of non-medical cannabis, have engaged with stakeholders to help determine the threshold for 
enrolment of producers, how to address barriers to success and what supports are required to ensure 
broad adoption.

Program

The LDB is developing a program to authorize nurseries and small-scale cultivators producing up to 3,000 
kilograms of cannabis annually, or less, to direct deliver to retailers.

Cultivators who do not have a processing license will be required to partner with a licensed processor to 
package their product, with the exception of plants and seeds which cultivators may sell directly. Licensed 
processors will be required to enter into a supply agreement with the LDB (if an agreement is not already 
in place) and to register and price their product. 

Objectives

The objectives of the direct-delivery program are to support:

The elimination of the illicit cannabis market

Small-scale producers to enter the legal market

Legal market competitiveness for small-scale producers in BC

For more information on the LDB’s direct-delivery program, please view the presentation that was 
provided to industry associations. 

Frequently Asked Questions

Please click here for a list of the questions we’re hearing most often about the program. If you have any 
further questions, please submit them to: directdelivery@bcldb.com.

Here’s a site you may like to take a look at as well.

www.bcldbcannabisupdates.com

Thanks for your time.
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Date:   

To:

From:   

Subject:  

November 2, 2021

AgRefresh

Dave Van Belle

comments on the AgRefresh 

Hi,

One big problem that the City of Abbotsford could solve is to reduce the time currently taken for project 
approvals.

The reason is that the length of time that it takes to get a permit approved, especially a text amendment, 
is so very long that many things can happen:

• the project gets built anyways, without permission

• the project gets built in another jurisdiction

• the costs to the farmer increase dramatically (in my case, the cost of the greenhouse materials went 
up 50% between the time of application and the permit approval- hundreds of thousands of dollars, 
not exaggerating, it was very very expensive).

• this discourages investment overall, and hurts local workers and therefore the local tax base

I don’t want to put my neck out too far here because I have a text amendment waiting for approval (2+ 
years now). Our business can’t wait that long.

I love Abbotsford, but businesses are constantly getting hit with regulations from all three levels of 
government, an anti-business attitude in general, and the end result is we are considering no longer 
investing in Abbotsford. I have to borrow to invest, but the costs are becoming unreasonable. I know this 
won’t earn me any sympathy, but sooner or later, if enough people take this approach, Abbotsford will 
suffer, and that simply isn’t right.

Date:   

To:

From:   

Subject:  

November 3, 2021

AgRefresh

Logan Dunn

AgRefresh - Farm Gate - Provincial changes 

Good Day Gentlemen, 

I want to take the opportunity today to provide feedback on Abbotsford’s AgRefresh program. Specifically 
regarding the exclusion of cannabis stores from the potential “Farm Retail Sales” allowance discussed 
within your proposed plan and its potential conflict with BC’s proposed cannabis farm-gate sales model 
expected to be implemented in Q1 2022. 

Earlier this year, the BC Government announced their plans for “Production Retail Store” licensing for 
small-scale cannabis cultivators, sometimes referred to as cannabis farm-gate.(see here: https://news.
gov.bc.ca/releases/2020PSSG0054-001830)

 As proposed, this would allow cannabis cultivators to establish a retail store on the site of their cannabis 
farm or indoor cannabis cultivation facility. The stated intention is the commitment to the “development 
of a robust, diverse and sustainable legal cannabis economy in BC, inclusive of rural and Indigenous 
communities while prioritizing health and safety.”
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Abbotsford’s proposal currently does not include “cannabis stores” under the “Farm Retail Sales” or “PRS” 
(Production Retail Store” as it will be called) allowance within the AgRefresh program. As a result, it would 
prevent any cannabis producer on the ALR operating within Abbotsford from enjoying the economic 
benefits of taking part in BC’s “Production Retail Store.”

I own Dunn Cannabis, a small-scale indoor micro cannabis cultivator located on ALR within Abbotsford 
(with special zoning). As a micro cultivator, we are limited to small-scale cannabis production, with a 
limitation of no more than 200m2 of cannabis in production at any given time. We are not “Big Cannabis”; 
we are not a publicly-traded company, nor do we operate at the kind of scale that has caused problems 
in other jurisdictions with odor or light pollution. We are entirely indoor in an existing building, effectively 
managing odor and light so as not to disturb our rural neighbours. 

Appreciating that part of Abbotfrod’s intention to exclude cannabis stores from the AgRefresh is to 
preserve farmland, please note that our plans for a Production Retail Store on our property would utilize 
an existing building rather than new construction. No farmland would be lost by allowing my company, 
Dunn Cannabis, to take part in BC’s Production Retail Store farm-gate program. Our micro-cultivation site 
operates following all local, ALR, and federal regulations. We will continue to ensure full compliance with 
all current and upcoming regulations, and we are prepared to provide full collaboration and support in 
addressing any upcoming community concerns ( limiting hours, mitigating traffic, so on)

In addition, BC’s intention with their cannabis farm-gate proposal is to allow small scale cannabis growers 
like me to create a viable agricultural business, in line with the intentional of the AgRefresh program’s 
“Farm Retail Sales” for allowing farmers in the Abbotsford area an opportunity to create additional revenue 
streams in the changing agricultural climate. 

Please consider our request to include in the agRefresh program the opportunity for Abbotsford to weigh 
in on farm-gate licenses on a case-by-case basis. 

To further support our proposal to consider cannabis farm-gate retail stores under AgRefresh Farm Retail 
Sales, please see the attached  Cannabis Farm-gate Introduction letter and  ALC Letter of Conformity for 
Dunn Cannabis. 

As a stakeholder, I would like to mention that I’ve been selected to consult with the cannabis secretariat 
and LDB in developing the upcoming regulations for cannabis farm-gate retail in BC. 

Please don’t hesitate to let me know if one of the cannabis industry experts (removed, former Senior 
Policy Advisor at Health Canada’s Controlled Substances and Cannabis Branch) or myself can contribute 
to successfully integrating the Cannabis farm-gate store within the upcoming  Abbostford regulations. 

Thank you for your considerations,

Logan Dunn | Founder

Attachment: Letter AgRefresh Feedback - Proposal to include Cannabis Farm-gate Retail Store under 
Farm Retail Category
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Logan Dunn 
Dunn Cannabis Inc. 
Abbotsford, BC. 
e. Dunncannabis@icloud.com 
o: 236 868 5900 
DunnCannabis.ca 

AgRefresh 
Planning and Development Services 
32315 South Fraser Way, Abbotsford BC, 
V2T 1W7 Ph: 604-864-5510 

AgRefresh Feedback - Proposal to include Cannabis Farm-gate Retail Store under 
Farm Retail Category 

I would like to take the opportunity to provide feedback on AgRefresh, Farm retail and 
propose to include the upcoming cannabis Farm-gate store option. 

I am Logan Dunn, the owner of Dunn Cannabis Inc., in Abbotsford. We are one of the top 
craft-cannabis cultivators in Canada. Dunn Cannabis currently holds a micro-cultivation 
licence and we intend to licence and operate a cannabis farm-gate retail store at our 
location, pending regulatory and licensing approvals. 

What is Cannabis Farm-gate? 

Farm-gate cannabis is a retail framework that enables direct-to-consumer sales at a 
federally licensed production facility. This framework has previously been implemented 
across several industries, including wineries, breweries, and distilleries. It is currently 
operational in ON, SK, and NB. 

A farm-gate outlet is a provincially authorized retail store that is owned by a federally 
licensed producer, which sells its cannabis products and accessories next to its production 
facility. This model allows cannabis growers to build their brands in novel ways and have 
the opportunity to tell an authentic story, strengthen trust with customers, and enhance 
loyalty. 

When will it be legalized? 

The Province is currently developing a farm-gate sales program that will give BC cannabis 
growers the ability to sell their products from “farm-gate” stores located at their production 
site. The program will be launched in 2022 (see https://news.gov.bc.ca/releases/ 
2020PSSG0054-001830) 
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Who is regulating it? 

1. Federal LeveL – Cannabis Act and Its Regulations (SOR/2018-144).                     
1.1. Health Canada – Licensed small-scale cannabis facilities with federal 
authorization to sell cannabis into a provincial model. 

2. Provincial Level - British Columbia’s Cannabis Control and Licensing Act.             
2.1. Cannabis Retail Store Licence issued by Liquor and Cannabis Regulation 
Branch (LCRB) 

3. Municipal Level- Local Cannabis and Zoning Bylaws 3.1. The local government 
to provide a recommendation to LCRB for cannabis retail store approval. 

4. What are the beneÞts of Cannabis Farm-gate?

1.1 For Consumers

-  access to legal cannabis products 
- opportunity for educational activities and learning 
- observe cannabis-related activities 
- allows customers to be fully engaged in their purchase through tours 
- meet the master growers who grew the product 
- developing a more authentic and personalized relationship with their favourite brands 
- opportunity to buy local, direct from the producer 
- it offers a more authentic and personalized experience

- 1.2. For Small Scale Cultivators

- opportunity to establish brand recognition and directly connect with the consumer 
- mitigate distribution challenges to their customers 
- to provide consumers with fresher cannabis and attract them to the legal market 
- build organic brand awareness and loyalty 
- increase revenues 1.3. Local Community 
- positive economic impact 
- Agro-tourism activities 
- deter illegal usage of cannabis 
- new jobs created 
- helps normalize the industry 
- increase tax revenue.

-   Cannabis Farm-Gate Responsibilities: 

- To comply with all federal, provincial, and local regulatory requirements 
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- To meet all security-related obligations, including site security designs, physical security 
plans, and an organizational security plan to control and prevent minors from accessing 
the site, 

- To report activities to Health Canada, CRA, and Liquor and Cannabis Regulation Branch 

- BC and other provinces have already seen positive economic impacts for the beverage 
alcohol and tourism sectors from on-site sales involving tasting rooms, tours, and 
hospitality in the wine, craft-brewing, and distilling industries. Establishing similar 
programs and updating regulations to assist small-scale cannabis producers would be a 
welcome step to further the sustainability of BC’s deep-rooted cannabis industry.

Dunn Cannabis is committed to contributing to Abbotsford’s local economy.  It seeks to work 
collaboratively with Abbotsford Municipality to secure a long-term arrangement that beneÞts 
people on the community and across the Province.

We look forward to your response, 

Sincerely 

Logan Dunn 
Founder / CEO 
Dunn Cannabis Inc

Date : 2021-10-03
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Date:   

To:

From:  

Subject: 

November 4, 2021

AgRefresh

Gavin Dew

Feedback on Stage 3 Report

As the proponents of Abbotsford Tech District, we have shared extensive reports and conceptual 
documents with the City of Abbotsford in the context of land use planning. 

We welcome the opportunity to share similar information through the AgRefresh process, in order to 
ensure that our proposal to invest several billion dollars in a mixed use agricultural technology cluster, 
starting with a $50M community endowment, can be reflected in the City’s thinking. 

Attached please find an overview of our concept (via Google Drive) as well as a study undertaken by UFV 
on how best to support Agri-Industrial Innovation in the Fraser Valley (via attachment).

Please do not hesitate to be in contact for any further information, or if there is any issue with receiving 
these large attachments.

Thanks for all your work!

Gavin Dew, Chief Strategic Advisory

Abbotsford Tech District

Attachment 1: Agritech BAI_AbbotsfordTechDistrict_March2021.pdf
Attachment 2: ATD Business Case - Jan 2021.pdf
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Introduction
Recent advancements in agricultural technology are revolutionizing the 
way we produce and distribute food. Emerging technologies and evolving 
practices, such as indoor agriculture and cellular agriculture, allow for 
year-round local production in any climate while also drastically decreasing 
the land footprint, carbon footprint, and resource consumption. Technolo-
gies such as precision agriculture are increasing yields, decreasing inputs, 
and reducing labour requirements. It is clear that these technologies have 
the potential to create environmental, social, and economic benefits; 
however, this requires research, innovation, and developing the capacity 
for knowledge generation.

Jurisdictions that create welcoming environments for agricultural 
technology and innovation will excel in food production and become 
dominant players in the global agricultural economy for decades to come. 
Early adopters of emerging agricultural technologies (agritech) include the 
Netherlands, Singapore, Israel, and the United States, and they are estab-
lishing commanding leads in the sector. Canada has a strong agricultural 
industry, with vast amounts of productive farmland and well-developed 
supply chains. In addition, Canada has a great capacity for research 
and innovation, hosting some of the best post-secondary institutions in 
the world. However, Canada lags in comparison to these early agritech 
adopters, and it is clear that opportunities for connecting the agricultural 
sector with centres of research and innovation have not been adequately 
harnessed.

This report discusses the potential of incubators/accelerators to support 
the advancement and implementation of agritech in Canada. The report 
focuses on British Columbia in particular, illustrating how the thriving 
agricultural economy of the Fraser Valley, combined with its capacity for 
research and innovation, positions the region well for establishing an 
agritech incubator/accelerator. The report details the opportunities and 
challenges related to agritech incubators/accelerators, providing insight 
into the potential benefits to Canada’s agritech sector and guidance on 
how best to increase this capacity.
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A Major Opportunity: Agritech Surges in 2020
The COVID-19 pandemic has revealed a number of vulnerabilities in our 
current food systems, which have in turn ignited interest in new ways 
of producing food and developing supply chains. Despite the economic 
challenges presented by COVID-19, an investment report by AgFunder 
shows that agritech start-ups received over 26.1 billion USD in 2020, 
that number is expected to increase to approximately 30 billion USD (a 
34.5% growth from 2019) as more deals are revealed. Some of the largest 
growth in the sector can be seen in the areas of midstream technologies 
and innovative foods, defined by AgFunder as technologies that relate 
to logistics, supply chain, food processing, traceability, and food safety 
technologies (i.e., midstream technologies) and foods such include the 
plant-based and alternative proteins (i.e., innovative foods). With respect 
to the latter, innovative foods and novel ingredients had already surpassed 
their 2019 funding total in the first half of 2020. Plant-based foods and 
alternative proteins hold the top position for consumer demand and are 
projected to be among the largest growth sectors in 2021.

The agricultural biotechnology sector is also growing rapidly in response 
to an increased demand for new crop varieties, genetic technologies, 
and cellular agricultural technologies. The largest single financing deal 
closed in the first half of 2020 and was worth 500 million USD, awarded 
to Impossible Foods in their Series F funding round. Impossible Foods is a 
privately held American company developing and producing plant-based 
alternatives to meat products. In August 2020, Impossible Foods raised an 
additional 200 million USD in a Series G funding round, bringing their total 
funding to over 1.4 billion USD.

The United States remains the largest investment market for private 
venture capital investment in the agritech sector. In 2020, private agritech 
investment in companies based in the United States was nearly three times 
the amount invested in companies based in China, the second-largest 
investment market. However, growth in the agritech sectors of countries 
such as Singapore or Israel has far surpassed that of the United States and 
China. While both countries are also important investment markets for 
private venture capital investment in agritech, much of the growth of the 
agritech sectors has been encouraged by government funding.

In Singapore, a commitment to national food security has led to substantial 
government investment in the domestic agritech sector. While Singapore 
currently imports more than 90% of food consumed in the country, the 
government has committed to producing at least 30% of domestic food 
needs by 2030. To achieve this goal, Enterprise Singapore (a government 
agency that supports start-ups) has directed an additional 55 million SGD 
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(40 million USD) to fund start-ups operating in the agriculture and aquacul-
ture sectors. Additionally, the National Research Foundation of Singapore 
has allocated 724 million SGD (535 million USD) to support research and 
development in areas such as agricultural technologies and sustainable 
urban food production. Despite it being a small country, Singapore has 
become the seventh-largest investment market for private venture capital 
investment in the agritech sector.

Israel is another country at the forefront of agritech development, 
estimated as having one of the highest global rates of agritech start-ups 
per capita. Between 2014-2018, agritech start-ups in Israel captured more 
than 759 million USD in private venture capital investment. In addition, the 
Government of Israel has outreach and internationalization programs that 
connect start-ups with funders, foster international venture capital invest-
ment in domestic agritech companies, and help Israeli companies reach 
international clients. It has also funded a series of agritech incubators and 
innovation hubs, designed to support emerging start-ups and help Israeli 
companies compete in the global market.

The opportunities for attracting investment and advancing agricultural 
technology and innovation are evident; however, these opportunities have 
not been embraced in Canada as strongly as in early-adopter countries. 
Due to its long history and thriving economy in agriculture, the Fraser 
Valley is positioned as an ideal Canadian space for establishing agritech 
incubator/accelerator capacity. The incubator/accelerator would be able 
to collaborate with government, industry, and non-governmental partners 
to facilitate the implementation of research and innovation into practice, 
and post-secondary institutions such as the University of the Fraser Valley 
could support it through their research and programming. The incubator/
accelerator would serve as an important node in a network that would 
greatly enhance agricultural technology and innovation in British Columbia 
and throughout Canada.

This report discusses business accelerators and incubators (BAIs) special-
izing in agritech and details the keys to creating successful BAIs. Through 
examples and case studies, it discusses the potential of BAIs for advancing 
agricultural technology and innovation in BC and Canada. The report also 
explains why Abbotsford is an ideal location for an agritech BAI that will 
contribute to Canada becoming a global leader in this field.
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Source: Valcenteu (2010).
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1. BUSINESS ACCELERATORS AND INCUBATORS
1.1 Agritech and Business Accelerators and Incubators
Advances in farm and agricultural technology, such as the use of drones, 
robotics, monitoring sensors, and cellular agriculture, are changing agricul-
ture and the food system in Canada. Agricultural technology, or “agritech”, 
has great potential to address climate change and support global food 
security by helping overcome land, water, and other resource constraints 
in the production of food (Dhillon, Newman et al., 2019). Numerous 
companies are harnessing agritech opportunities and employing these 
technologies across all sectors of the food supply chain, including food 
processing and distribution (see Appendix 1 and 2). Countries such as 
Singapore and the Netherlands are currently leading the way in developing 
and employing new agriculture technologies, as well as fostering these 
technologies through agritech accelerator-incubator programs (Dhillon 
et al., 2019). The creation of an agritech accelerator-incubator program 
in Canada could similarly help foster and promote this burgeoning sector 
domestically, while simultaneously contributing to Canada’s climate change 
objectives and positioning the country as a global leader in food security 
(Dhillon et al., 2019).

The development of agriculturally-focused business accelerators and 
incubators (BAIs) in BC would stimulate growth in the Canadian agritech 
sector. BAIs can support new and emerging businesses to achieve success 
by providing resources, mentorship, office space, access to start-up capital, 
and networking (Dhillon et al., 2019). Ensuring start-ups and existing 
agritech companies have the knowledge and skills necessary for their 
success will help BC compete both domestically and globally, while also 
supporting food security and developing a strong agricultural economy. 

There is growing interest in establishing an agritech BAI in BC. The BC Food 
Security Task Force recommended the establishment of a BAI dedicated to 
the agricultural sector in order to develop the industry (Dhillon et al., 2019). 
BC produces a rich and diverse array of agricultural products and is already 
home to more than 150 companies working in the agritech industry, 
making the province, and in particular the Fraser Valley, the ideal location 
to house such a project.

1.2 Business Accelerators and Incubators

1.2.1 History and Definitions

Business incubators have a long history. In the late 1950s, the first US 
incubator was established in New York State. The number of incubators 
grew steadily in the following decades (Hackett & Dilts, 2004), with current 
estimates between 7,000-9,000 incubators worldwide (Isabelle, 2013). 
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The emergence and spread of accelerators have been much more recent 
and rapid. The first business accelerator, Y Combinator, was launched in 
2005; there are now over 3,000 accelerators worldwide (Hochberg, 2016). 
The impressive proliferation of accelerators may be due to the meteoric 
success of Y Combinator, which quickly established itself as a business 
leader by helping launch companies such as AirBnB, Dropbox, and GitLab.

Despite the rise in both accelerators and incubators worldwide, no 
standard definition for either exists (Hausberg et al., 2020). Some working 
definitions have emerged; for example, UBI Global has developed 
definitions for and characterizations of incubators, accelerators, and 
incubator-accelerator hybrids as shown in Table 1. UBI Global has also 
identified different types of BAIs based on their primary affiliations, ie., 
universities, public sector, private entities, and corporations. 

Table 1. Definitional categories of business accelerators and incubators

Business incubators: Programs in this group primarily focus on supporting 
early-stage client start-ups in becoming viable and scalable businesses. They 
are generally characterized by quality-controlled intakes of client start-ups 
and regular time bound exits. Providing an array of support services and 
infrastructure through a systematic process, such programs usually support 
their client start-ups for one to five years.

Hybrid: A number of programs self-classify as hybrids, combining many of the 
best aspects of incubators and accelerators in their service portfolios, however, 
for the purpose of this study, hybrid programs are categorized as either 
business incubators or business accelerators, depending on the primary focus 
of their service portfolio. 

University: Business incubator/accelerator that derives its business objectives 
primarily from one or more universities, by which it is often operated and  
primarily financed.

Public: Business incubator/accelerator that derives its business objectives 
primarily from one or more public entities by which it is often operated and 
primarily financed.

Private: Business incubator/accelerator that develops its business objectives 
largely independently, often operates autonomously, and primarily finances its  
own operations.
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Corporate: Business incubator/accelerator that derives its business objectives 
primarily from one or more for-profit corporations, by which it is often 
operated and primarily financed.

Source: Meyer & Sowah, 2019.

Other definitions and characterizations of BAIs include Schwartz’s (2013) 
discussion on incubators as policy-driven instruments put into place to 
respond to the “liability of newness”, in reference to the high failure risk of 
new companies with a lack of resources and capacities (p. 304). He notes 
five characteristics of successful incubators: networking, subsidized rental 
space, credibility, business assistance, and collectively shared facilities 
(Figure 1). Lewis et al. (2011) add access to capital and linkages to higher 
education to this list as vital components of successful incubators.

Figure 1. The essential elements of incubators (adapted from Schwartz, 2013).

 

In terms of accelerators, Del Sarto et al. (2020) sees these as extensions of 
the business incubator model, emerging in response to a digital economy 
that has expanded and flourished through technological advancements 
(Clarisse, Wright et al., 2015). Accelerators provide mentorship, investment, 
and office space to young companies in exchange for equity, intending to 
gain strong returns on investments (Knopp, 2012; Wise & Valliere, 2014). 
Accelerators may also provide value to new companies by acting as legit-
imizing mechanisms for companies seeking connections and resources, 
such as investors and other finances (Wise et al., 2014, p. 9).

Another distinguishing characteristic of accelerators is that they are 
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predominantly cohort-based and fixed-term (Hausberg et al., 2020). For 
example, Y Combinator invests 125,000 USD in a number of companies on 
a biannual basis, and these companies work with the accelerator for three-
month periods (Y Combinator, 2021). Del Sarto et al. (2020) notes that the 
legal status of accelerators is usually different from incubators, as incuba-
tors tend to be non-profit or run by non-profit organizations, whereas 
accelerators are geared towards providing seed money for investment and 
equity (Knopp, 2012; Pauwels, Clarysse et al., 2016).

1.2.2 Effectiveness of BAIs

Research has noted several benefits of business accelerators and incuba-
tors (BAIs) both to clients starting new businesses and to the economy 
at large. In their comprehensive review of accelerators, Del Sarto et al. 
(2020) found that companies who had been through accelerator programs 
had higher valuations overall (as found in Kim & Wagman, 2014) and an 
increased ability to receive subsequent funding (as found in Radojev-
ich-Kelley & Hoffman, 2012). Similarly, incubated companies have higher 
growth rates and a greater ability to access public funds when compared 
to non-incubated companies, and have also been shown to outperform 
other firms in terms of adopting novel and cutting-edge technologies 
(Colombo & Delmastro, 2002).

Incubated firms have a positive impact on the local and national economy, 
generating 49% more jobs than non-incubated firms (Stokan et al., 2015). 
This economic impact has multiplier effects on both employment and 
income in other sectors, as well as increasing local tax revenues (Markley 
& McNamara, 1995). Incubators also benefit local and national economies 
by creating linkages with firms both in and outside the local community 
(Hausberg & Korreck, 2020).
 
In Canada, companies working with BAIs have been shown to be better 
off in terms of employment for both one and three-year periods after 
graduation, compared to the benchmark (non-BAI associated) popula-
tion. Furthermore, Statistics Canada observed that 76% of companies 
working with BAIs describe their experience with either an incubator or 
accelerator as being either ‘vital’ or ‘significant to their success’ (Williams, 
2019). Canada is home to one of the top ranked University-based incuba-
tors in the world, the DMZ at Ryerson University, Toronto, ON, which has 
launched successful companies including Fundscraper and Zensurance. 

1.2.3 Global leaders in Agritech Acceleration-Incubation 

There are a number of agritech BAIs across the globe (see Appendix 1 for 
an extensive list). Accelerators at the forefront of this field include THRIVE 
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and GROW, and major player incubators in this area include Rutgers Food 
Innovation Center and UNE SMART Region Incubator. Table 2 provides 
descriptions, locations, and links for these leading agrifood tech BAIs.

Table 2. Leading agrifood tech incubators and accelerators

Name/Link Description

THRIVE by SVG Ventures

www.thriveagrifood.com

Founded in 2010, THRIVE is an agrifood investment 
and innovation platform based in Silicon Valley, 
California.  THRIVE works with universities, investors, 
agricultural practitioners, and food and technology 
corporations. The THRIVE Accelerator program helps 
start-ups from all parts of the supply chain, but it 
particularly focuses on technologies that create 
efficient, sustainable, and secure food systems 
futures. Companies that have participated in the 
THRIVE Accelerator Program include Instacrop and 
Trace Genomics.

GROW Agrifood  
Tech Accelerators 

www.gogrow.co

Established in 2019, GROW is a private food and 
agriculture tech accelerator in Singapore, and it is 
the first of its kind in Southeast Asia. The program 
targets local, regional, and international food 
agrifood tech start-ups, helping these companies 
grow and achieve global reach. A notable start-up 
from this accelerator is InvertiGro, a company that 
develops fully-integrated and flexible indoor vertical 
farming solutions.

Rutgers Food  
Innovation Center

www.foodinnovation 
.rutgers.edu

Established in 2001, this incubator/accelerator 
is based in the Rutgers New Jersey Agricultural 
Experiment Station, and it focuses on supporting 
domestic and international food companies seeking 
to establish a presence in the USA. The Center 
helps early-stage ventures and entrepreneurs 
from concept to commercialization, and it provides 
guidance and expertise in marketing, food safety, 
product design, and business operations. Notably, 
the Center supported Impossible Foods in the devel-
opment and launch of their Impossible Burger.
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Name/Link Description

UNE SMART Region Incubator

www.smartri.com.au

Established in 2017, the University of New England 
(UNE) Smart Region Incubator (Armidale, Australia) 
focuses on agritech, healthtech, environmental, 
and creative industries. This public incubator has 
supported 58 start-ups in ways such as providing 
workspace and business expertise.

1.3 Success Factors for BAIs

There are a number of factors that lend to the success of BAIs; however, 
the criteria for evaluating a successful BAI program have not been 
standardized, making the identification of universal best-practices 
challenging. BAIs are designed and managed in different ways, and do not 
necessarily have a “one-size-fits-all” approach. A 2011 National Business 
Incubation Association (NBIA) report examining BAI success found that 
there was no single policy, service, or practice that could guarantee 
success. Rather, a mix of best practices tailored to the needs of new 
businesses was critical, because new businesses have varying and unique 
needs (Lewis, Harper-Anderson et al., 2011).

Despite the lack of a standardized evaluation criteria, the NBIA report 
identifies a few factors that typically predict success for new BAIs. These 
include hiring qualified staff, spending time with clients, and tracking 
outcomes of incubatees and graduates. They also note that the size or age 
of the incubator did not predict success of the client, nor did the size of the 
regional economy (using employment rate and GDP as indicators) of the 
place where the BAI is based. Instead, an incubator’s programming and 
management are the critical factors for its success (Lewis et al., 2011).

“...it’s the relationship between helpful policies and services that  
matter most to incubator success.”
 - NBIA (2011)

Factors that contribute to successful BAIs can be broken down into the 
following three categories: client fit, management and networking, and 
additional considerations. Each of these categories is discussed in  
detail below.
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1.3.1 Client fit

Selecting the right start-up or client for the BAI program is a crucial factor 
in predicting success. As Hausberg et al. (2020) explain, criteria for deter-
mining eligibility into a program can be similar to criteria used by venture 
capitalists when investing. Common items for screening new-ventures/
clients include current and potential contributions to market and economy, 
finances, relationships and stakeholder engagement, cultural fit, and 
potential for success (Meyer & Sowah, 2019). Other items include strength 
of ideas, skills, and/or experience of the entrepreneurs (for more informa-
tion, see Aerts et al., 2007; Bergek & Norrman, 2008).

BAIs should also prioritize developing diverse portfolios of clients, such 
as a variety of start-ups that are at different life-cycle stages or represent 
different sections of the value-chain (Hausberg & Korreck, 2020; Tötterman 
& Sten, 2005). Diverse portfolios help reduce competition between clients, 
improve knowledge sharing, and encourage “cross-fertilization” between 
multiple technologies and fields (Schwartz & Hornych, 2008).
Finding high-quality candidates typically requires a high volume of appli-
cations to the program. To ensure this, BAIs should engage in brand 
awareness campaigns and other marketing to ensure a high volume of 
applicants (Aaboen, 2009; Patton, Warren et al., 2009).

1.3.2 Management and networking

Perhaps the most important assets of BAIs are their management staff, 
the board of directors/advisors, and wider networks. The primary contrib-
uting factor to an accelerator’s success (as well as the success of clients) 
is the quality of support and mentorship provided through the accelera-
tor’s programs (Del Sarto et al., 2020). Wise et al. (2014) explain that the 
value of accelerators is primarily derived from the support services they 
offer, and these support services in turn are heavily dependent on the 
quality of the management team. They found that highly knowledgeable 
managers reduce the risk of new-ventures failing, more so than having 
well-connected candidates. Hausberg & Korreck (2020) add that frequent 
interactions and check-ins with the clients are also important, as these 
can help prevent mistakes and strengthen relationships between manage-
ment and the client (Scillitoe & Chakrabarti, 2010). BAIs should also build 
networks for their programs to provide avenues for showcasing their 
clients and their products, as well as for connecting them to potential 
funders and other businesses in their fields and communities (Lewis et al., 
2011).

The composition of the BAI board of directors and the advisory board is 
another important factor for a successful incubator. NBIA recommends 
including members from a graduate firm (alumni) and individuals with 
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expertise in the fields of accounting, legal, technology, and intellectual 
property. They also note that representatives from government and local 
economic development agencies can help ensure that the BAI is embedded 
within the community, a factor necessary for success (Lewis et al., 2011).

1.3.3 Additional Considerations

The NBIA report explains that successful BAIs tend to be not-for-profit 
organizations that receive support from public sector agencies, post-sec-
ondary institutions, economic development groups, or other organizations 
(Lewis et al., 2011). Budget and capital are important factors in BAI 
success. BAIs with larger budgets usually experience greater success 
due to an increased capacity for providing resources to clients, such as 
paying for office space and client services (Lewis et al., 2011). Successful 
BAIs also tend to be those that collect data on their clients, particularly 
those that collect data frequently and over longer periods of time after 
clients graduate from their programs. Data is useful for assessing the full 
impact of BAI programs, as well as implementing best practices to ensure 
future success. Such data collected can relate to (among other things) firm 
revenue, employment numbers, and survival rates (Lewis et al., 2011).

 
 

 

Source: Abby Blueberries (2018).
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1.4 Exploring Agritech BAIs Best Practices 
As no one-size-fits-all approach exists for developing a successful BAI, it is 
important to explore challenges, opportunities, and success factors specific 
to the agritech context in order to identify best practices for building BAI 
capacity within the agriculture sector. To this end, researchers at the Food 
and Agriculture Institute at the University of the Fraser Valley conducted 
six interviews with industry experts and stakeholders across different 
sectors including academia, agriculture, food systems, and business and 
finance. The specific objectives of this research were to determine the best 
approaches for building BAI capacity in the Province of BC by identifying 
key challenges and opportunities. The results from this study are presented 
in the following sections, and illustrative quotes from interviewees are 
given to support the discussion.

….This is untapped potential...I think without any exaggeration we 
are facing one of the most profound technological transformations in 
human history. The idea that this is a digital revolution isn’t overstated.
– Interviewee #4

 
1.4.1 Positive Impacts of BAIs
Interview participants described agritech BAI as entities that produce 
positive impacts on the economy, environment, the state of technology, 
and student education. Interviewees explained that agritech BAIs help 
advance the state of technology in agriculture, and as such, they create 
indirect environmental and economic benefits and have a positive impact 
on society as a whole. BAIs help secure series funding for start-ups and 
create high-earning jobs. In addition, when supporting green technologies, 
BAIs can contribute to climate change mitigation objectives and reduc-
tions in greenhouse gas emissions. As posited by interviewees, BAIs for the 
most part help reduce the carbon footprint of food. Furthermore, agritech 
improves predictability in agriculture, and thus BAIs contribute more 
broadly to agricultural success and food security. 

Interviewees identified partnerships with post-secondary institutions to 
be a source of benefits from BAIs, with benefits flowing in both directions. 
Colleges and universities advanced the state of agri-technology through 
research and design, while incubators and accelerators provided unique 
learning opportunities. As one interviewee explained: 
 

“We want our students to be more entrepreneurial. … So, if you think 
about an incubator that way, that it’s a place where young people go 
and mature and learn how to be entrepreneurs and they’ll carry that 
through to their life and they’ll be entrepreneurial even if they work at 
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a company. There’s a lot of value in that.”
– Interviewee #2

 
This interviewee works in academia, and they described how  
students in their field are interested in participating in incubator and accel-
erator programs:

“I do find the students are pretty interested...Having incubators means 
that in practice, they can see it. And entrepreneurship is a hands-on 
exercise, it’s not something you just teach in a classroom.”
– Interviewee #2

They also discussed how some students see start-ups as viable career 
paths, with one of their own students turning down a job to pursue their 
own business. Before BAIs commonly partnered with universities, many 
students and professors who had ideas that they wished to pursue had no 
way to pursue these ideas. Today accelerators and incubators provide “... a 
different outlet for creativity that we didn’t have before” (Interviewee #2). 
 
1.4.2 Success Factors

Funding, partnerships, mentorship, and resources were commonly 
discussed success factors  for agritech BAIs.
 
1.4.2.1 Funding

“I mean the most important thing is funding. At the end of the day 
it takes a lot of time, and it takes a lot of energy, both to continue to 
be innovative and creative in the industry and understand what real 
industry-led innovation is needed as well.”
– Interviewee #3

 
Participants in our study spoke repeatedly about the importance of BAIs 
having adequate funding in order for them to provide funding, or seed 
money, to start-ups. Funding and access to capital were seen as funda-
mental and directly linked to the success of new enterprises. Funding over 
time is especially important, as it may take many iterations for an idea 
to be fully formed and market-ready. As one interviewee explained, if a 
business has access to “big deep pockets you can turn failures into learning 
experiences” and furthermore “each failure makes the next version of the 
product or the service or the business model better” (Interviewee #4).

Funding is particularly important for establishing incubators, as the 
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“standard burn rate and incubator is a million dollars for every 10,000 
square feet, per year” (Interviewee #2). Incubators are not likely to be 
profitable, unlike accelerators which usually trade equity for resources or 
take a percentage if they help secure funding.  For these reasons, incuba-
tors were described by one participant as a “social service”, and as such 
require substantial and sustainable sources of funding. Partnerships with 
public sector entities are important for incubators in this regard, as they 
provide avenues for securing funding. 
 
1.4.2.2 Partnerships

Interviewees spoke of the importance of partnerships with a variety 
of different organizations and individuals, including training institutes, 
mentors, investors, and media. An interviewee who worked at an agritech 
accelerator described their approach to partnerships as consultative. At 
every opportunity, they made an effort to consult with who they viewed as 
the five main stakeholders: government, academia, industry, investors, and 
small and medium enterprises. This collaboration was seen as essential for 
overcoming any potential barriers to moving their project and technologies 
forward. As another participant explained:
 

...it’s only by bringing those voices together that I think that we can 
be effective…my main theory of change in this space is through inten-
sive recursive dialogues with multi-stakeholders that bring ideas, 
find consensus points, sort of reveal disagreements, work on those 
disagreements, acknowledge them or you can’t work on them…
– Interviewee #4

 
Private and industry partners were also seen as key to the success of 
agritech companies and BAIs, as they provide opportunities for hands-on 
experience and sector-specific growth and adaptation of technologies. 
Using the examples in the wine and cannabis sector, an interviewee 
discussed how industry partnerships helped a start-up company create 
a market-ready product. The industry partners “allowed them to learn, 
they allowed them to fail, they allowed them to ask stupid questions, and 
that is what allowed them to create product-market fit...” (Interviewee #6). 
Partnerships not only help create market-fit but can also help overcome 
some of the challenges inherent in agriculture, particularly limitations 
around growing seasons that might otherwise prevent a new-company 
from developing an idea or product.

Other essential components of agritech BAIs include mentors and execu-
tives in residence, industry experts, entrepreneurs, and other professionals 
with business experience. This was seen as particularly important in 
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helping new businesses make the right first moves. As one interviewee 
stated: 
 

“Those first right moves are really important. If you set up your initial 
share structure wrong, you don’t protect your intellectual property... 
I think there’s lots of pitfalls that people go into, they don’t set up the 
initial Advisory Board, they raise capital at the wrong valuation.”
– Interviewee #1

Successful BAIs frequently engage in partnerships with entities such as 
legal and accounting firms that can offer services for free or low-cost. An 
interviewee explained that partner companies are often willing to offer 
free or low-paying services to start-ups with the hope that these new 
companies will grow and hire them in the future. Other companies may 
also offer free services as part of their pro bono work and for corporate 
social responsibility purposes. However, smaller BAIs are less likely to be 
able to access these services and secure these partnerships in comparison 
with larger BAI programs.

Venture capitalists and other investment groups were also viewed as being 
beneficial partners. These partnerships are not only beneficial for securing 
funding, but also in terms of mentorships. Individuals from these groups 
can serve as valuable business mentors or executives-in-training for  
BAI programs.
 
Interviewees described universities, colleges, and technical institutes to be 
key partners for BAIs. These partnerships allow access to novel and innova-
tive ideas, as well as potential funding sources through grants geared 
toward academic-industry partnerships. Other benefits from university 
partnerships include access to students through co-op, undergraduate 
and graduate research, practicum, and technical training programs. Such 
partnerships are particularly valuable for agritech BAIs when partnering 
with schools with strong agricultural programs.

Partnerships with universities can promote brand recognition and give 
credibility to incubator and accelerator programs. In support of this notion, 
an interviewee discussed the relationship between their organization’s 
knowledge-sharing initiative and its host organization, noting that “success 
has come from being housed at [the university]...I think people value the 
center’s reputation and what we can bring to the community” (Interviewee 
#5). Another interviewee, who is an active angel investor and execu-
tive-in-residence in the agritech industry said that their most effective 
partnership was with a university, explaining that “it’s not necessarily all 
where my investments come from, but it’s where a lot of connections come 
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from and frankly, it also keeps me sort of sharp” (Interviewee #6).
Government consultation and partnership were also seen as important, 
particularly for funding, as one participant said “I don’t know of a 
successful incubator strategy in Canada who are purely privately funded” 
(Interviewee #2). Government partnership can help reduce some of the 
barriers common with new agritech development. 
 
1.4.2.3 Size and scale

The size and scale of BAIs were discussed by interviewees as important 
success factors, both in terms of physical space but also with regard to the 
number of start-ups that are part of the programs. Physical space is vital 
for BAIs working in the agritech sector, with respect to access to green-
houses, farmland, and facilities used in food production and processing. As 
one interviewee explained:

 “...if you’re in the agriculture space, you’re almost certainly going to 
have to provide services like test facilities, maybe a test greenhouse, 
you know some mechanical facilities if you’re doing anything in food 
processing.”
– Interviewee #2

It is important to recognize that these facilities require capital to fund 
maintenance staff, technicians, and other support staff. Having a number 
of BAI and other programs using these facilities can be useful for 
increasing economic feasibility.
 
1.4.2.4 Other considerations 

Interviewees noted that a balance of defining one’s programs and 
strengths and being adaptable to different market niches is also important 
for BAI success. In terms of the former, an interviewee explained:
           

“One of the keys to success is defining who you are and what you 
actually do….and then you know having concrete examples of success 
stories. Because there’s nothing like success that breeds success, right? 
So, if people can readily identify your mandate and what you do and 
the services that you provide, you know as an accelerator, right and 
the process by which you would be engaged in.”
– Interviewee #1

 
In terms of the latter, having the flexibility to adapt to different market 
niches is valuable as “there’s only a very few products that one size fits 
all. I think you really need to actually tailor your products to jurisdictions” 
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(Interviewee #1). Furthermore, it was important to have an “accurate 
assessment of consumer needs and demands” (Interviewee #1).

A BAI should also be selective about the start-ups they support. A venture 
capitalist interviewee described the process for assessing what company to 
invest in, and explained that it is based on what they describe as the “three 
risk buckets”:
 

“So there’s a technical risk, which is, can you actually do what you say 
you can do at a reasonable cost? There is a market risk, which is, if 
you can actually do what you say you can do, does anybody care? …. 
And then the third risk bucket is really financing. Can you survive long 
enough to kind of prove out the other two?... and this may be partic-
ular to me, but I don’t invest in a company because it’s going to be a 
billion dollars. I invest in a company because I think they can get to the 
next milestone.”
– Interviewee #6 

 
Selecting appropriate companies is part and parcel of the “magic 
formula”, or virtuous cycle, whereby “...you have good companies, 
and so good companies attract the attention of good mentors, good 
mentors make those companies better, their success that makes you 
successful, that makes you attractive to new companies...” 
– Interviewee #6 

1.4.2 Potential Challenges and Barriers

Agritech BAI challenges include those related to employing novel technol-
ogies into practice. For example, issues exist around scaling-up, as one 
interviewee spoke about how an agricultural or food technology/innova-
tion could work well at the bench level but may not be feasible out in the 
field or a commercial setting. Other technological challenges 
include energy costs, such as those associated with growing foods in a 
vertical farm.

In addition to technological challenges, agritech BAIs and start-ups face 
difficulties around product pricing. Food and agriculture products are 
typically priced relatively low in comparison to other products such as 
biomedical devices. Such low pricing creates issues around achieving viable 
returns on investment and profitability. 

Securing adequate funding for proof-of-concept projects and scaling 
innovations is a significant challenge for BAIs. Interviewees explained 
that investors tend to “much prefer to buy the product or the technology 
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that has been scaled” rather than a product that is in the early stages “…
in Canada, the venture capital mindset is very risk-averse, and so, there’s 
a real reluctance to even get into the space until they feel that there’s just 
about, you know, a 90-plus percent, you know, chance of it succeeding” 
(Interviewee #1).

The issue of risk is particularly pertinent to BAIs and start-ups operating in 
the agritech space, as it is higher risk with slower returns on investment. As 
one interviewee explained: 

“If you want to develop a piece of software, you can ostensibly crank 
out iterations of that software quite fast and the factors that determine 
whether the software works are much more under your control than 
if you’re say breeding a new variety of crop, where you’re locked to a 
12-month growing season and you’ve got droughts and pests and all 
the rest of these risks you can’t control.”
– Interviewee #4

 
In addition to funding challenges, agritech BAIs and start-ups face barriers 
related to navigating the regulatory and policy frameworks for approval of 
agricultural products. The process of government approval was described 
by interviewees as “onerous” and “cumbersome”, with one interviewee 
explaining that “by the time they did get approval a lot of the compa-
nies felt they had missed their competitive edge” (Interviewee #1). Such 
comments suggest that governments need to be more flexible and timely 
in their approval process in order to promote, rather than hinder, agricul-
tural innovation. 
 
A final challenge commonly identified by interviewees relates to how 
the agriculture sector is perceived by business and finance groups.  The 
agriculture sector is in some cases seen as antiquated with one partici-
pant commenting that “the baggage of this agrarian notion of agriculture...
makes it, for cultural reasons, less interesting for investors” (Interviewee 
#4). Another interviewee explained: “...why would a venture capitalist, 
thinking to put a hundred million dollars into something, think about, you 
know, red barn’s and straw hats and...Bessie the cow and all the rest of the 
sort of agrarian notions we’ve got” rather than a “vibrant technologically 
sophisticated sector” (Interviewee #1).
 
1.4.3 Overcoming Barriers

Although government policy frameworks and regulation were seen as 
a barrier to the timely and competitive advancement of agritech, they 
were also described as one of the key stakeholders in helping overcome a 
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number of barriers. Governments can help reduce barriers to investment 
and development in the agritech sector by de-risking investment in the 
sector and by providing investment in the early stages of technological 
development. As one interviewee noted:

“there’s a toolbox that governments can use to de-risk investment in 
sectors such as tax breaks against future revenues in exchange for 
capital investments”
– Interviewee #4 

Governments can also incentivize investment through the carbon tax policy 
instrument. An interviewee explained that “we have the new hundred and 
seventy dollar a ton of carbon tax coming into play...that really helps to 
level the playing fields, because it makes it easier for companies to invest 
in clean technology” (Interviewee #3).

Finally, governments can help the agritech sector by increasing support for 
Canadian exports and international opportunities for Canadian products 
and companies. Governments should focus on supporting small-to-
medium enterprises in particular, as that is “where the majority of the 
innovative technologies products lie” but “don’t have the wherewithal to do 
or have the marketing distribution system...unless they get acquired by a 
national chain” (Interviewee #1).
 
  

Source: Kirkland (2020). 
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1.5 University Partnerships and Programming
One of the critical success factors for BAIs identified through this research 
consists of effective partnerships with post-secondary institutions. BAI-aca-
demic partnerships can take many shapes, from partnerships that provide 
networking and financial support to collaborations around research and 
educational programming. Partnerships may include co-creating curric-
ulum suited for specific industries and sectors to prepare students for the 
job market.

Industry-academic partnerships can be found in places across Canada, 
and examples of these provide precedents and support for the potential 
benefits of agritech BAI-university partnerships. In the following sections, 
three noteworthy examples of partnerships between industry and 
post-secondary institutions are presented: DMZ at Ryerson University, ECO 
Canada and Royal Roads University, and the BCIT Aerospace Technology 
Campus. These examples are presented to stimulate thinking around the 
possibilities and opportunities for developing agritech BAI programs in BC 
through similar industry-academic partnerships.

1.5.1 DMZ at Ryerson University

UBI Global ranks the DMZ at Ryerson University as the best universi-
ty-based incubator in the world. DMZ connects start-ups with experts, 
capital, customers, entrepreneurs, and influencers, and it builds and 
maintains partnerships with a diverse network of companies, including 
BMO, RBC, Facebook, AVIVA insurance, Shopify, Microsoft, and  
many others.
 
DMZ has created specific programs tailored to the needs of groups 
typically underrepresented in the business community. These include 
the Black Innovation Program (BIP) and the Women Founders Fast Track 
program. In conjunction with an array of founding partners, BIP is the 
first program in Canada to specifically provide support (e.g., mentorship, 
capital, industry connections, and alumni network) to start-ups led by Black 
entrepreneurs. Recently, the program received a $1 million dollar expan-
sion while moving into its second year (DMZ, 2021a). DMZ also runs the 
Women Founders Fast Track program, which is a three-month program 
designed to help support women-identified founders leading early-stage 
start-ups (DMZ, 2021b).

1.5.2 ECO Canada and Royal Roads University

In 2006, Royal Roads University partnered with Environmental Careers 
Organization (ECO) Canada to create the Canadian Centre for Environ-
mental Education. ECO Canada works with industry, government, and 
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academia to support environmental innovation and jobs, and the program 
aimed to create and tailor an environmental post-secondary curriculum 
that aligns with Canadian employability standards, notably National 
Occupational Standards. The BA and Master of Science in Environmental 
Practice offered at Royal Roads in partnership with ECO Canada is an 
example of such a program (Royal Roads, 2021), and it offers skills and 
knowledge to pursue a range of environmental careers. ECO Canada 
partners with other Canadian post-secondary institutions, including the 
University of Toronto, the University of Manitoba, Vanier College, and 
Centennial College. Their partnerships have led to a total of 33 accredited 
programs in universities and colleges across Canada (ECO Canada, 2021).
 
1.5.3 BCIT Aerospace Technology Campus

The British Columbia Institute for Technology (BCIT) Aerospace programs 
prepares students to enter the aviation industry and offers accredited 
programs on airport operations, avionics and maintenance, and commer-
cial piloting. BCIT works with a number of industry partners, including 
Vancouver International Airport, Airbus Helicopters, and Bombardier 
Aerospace. In addition to these partnerships, the BCIT Aerospace program 
is unique in that it has an impressive 285,000 square-foot campus located 
beside Vancouver International Airport. Housed inside their 40,000 square-
foot hanger is a fleet of aircraft, including a jet transport aircraft and light 
and medium helicopters (BCIT, 2021).
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Source: Spiske (2018).
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2. CASE STUDIES IN AGRITECH LEADERS
Canada has a strong agricultural industry, productive farmland, and a great 
capacity for research and innovation. Despite this, Canada is not among the 
leading countries in agricultural technology and innovation. Early adopters 
in this field include the Netherlands, Singapore, and Israel, and these 
countries are establishing commanding leads in agritech and novel food 
production practices.

Opportunities clearly exist for Canada, and specifically BC, to leverage 
substantial agricultural and research/innovation capacities and become 
global leaders in agricultural technology and innovation. A first step toward 
harnessing these opportunities is to learn lessons from the leaders in this 
field, and to this end, this section presents case studies from the Nether-
lands, Singapore, and Israel.

2.1 Netherlands 

 

Source: van Rooy (2019).

2.1.1 Summary

The Netherlands serves as the leading global example in leveraging 
agritech to build an economic powerhouse. The Netherlands is the second-
largest agricultural exporter despite its small size and northern climate. 
Success factors for the Netherlands agritech industry include:

 • Agricultural intensification. A full 80% of cultivated area is now  
  indoors. This also conserves water, though energy use (in their  
  case renewable wind power) is higher.

 • Focus on high-value outputs. High-value products include  
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  horticulture, luxury vegetables, and value-added dairy. However,   
  as elsewhere, cattle remain land inefficient, taking up more than a  
  quarter of the country’s land area, or half of the available  
  agricultural land.

 • Research, development, and education agenda.  
  A strong research, development, and education agenda    
  helps drive the sector. As with other western powers, the  
  government has reduced its investment in recent years; however,  
  partnerships between industry and the university sector  
  remain strong.

 • Top sector approach. The “top sector” approach involve  
  government preferentially fostering certain industries. Both  
  agrifood and horticulture are top sectors in the Netherlands.

 • Land protection. Land protection plays a role in supporting the   
  agricultural industry. The Netherlands approaches planning   
  holistically; therefore, this form of support is in concert with   
  municipal and national planning that considers all land uses.

 • Incubator/accelerator landscape.  A vibrant incubator and   
  accelerator landscape is part of the agritech ecosystem in the   
  Netherlands. BAIs work with government, business, and academic  
  institutions. Notable examples include the successful Food  
  Valley partnership.

2.1.2 Introduction

The Netherlands is the second-largest agricultural exporter globally, despite 
having a small land base of only 41,543 km2. In terms of land area, the 
Netherlands is ranked 131st in the world. In 2018, agricultural exports were 
estimated at €90.3 billion (approximately CAD 132.6 billion), representing a 
slight increase from the previous year (Netherlands Ministry of Agriculture, 
Nature and Food Quality, 2019). Only the United States had a higher export 
value of agricultural products; however, the United States is 227 times the 
size and has 217 times the utilized agricultural land. While the United States 
and most other top agricultural exporters have achieved their status as a 
result of vast areas of cultivable land, giving them a competitive advantage 
in the global agricultural market, the Netherlands has instead become the 
second-largest agricultural exporter by prioritizing agricultural innovation.

The Netherlands has secured its position as a global leader in agricultural 
production by targeting the sector as a national priority. Two of the focal 
“top sectors” of the Netherlands economic strategy are related to the 
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industry, agrifood, and horticulture. The strategy involves government, 
focused academic education, business, and BAI space. The sector is also 
boosted by a combination of agricultural intensification, the production of 
high-value agricultural outputs, investments in agricultural research and 
development, and agricultural land protection mechanisms.

2.1.3 Agricultural intensification

In 2000, the Dutch Ministry of Economic Affairs outlined a goal of growing 
twice as much food using half as many resources. This commitment is now 
the rallying cry for agricultural innovation in the Netherlands. With support 
from government, research, and industry, the Netherlands has succeeded 
in increasing agricultural production while decreasing resource consump-
tion by aggressively pursuing farmland intensification and expanding 
economies of scale. This has largely been achieved with domestic techno-
logical development. Following a focus on environmentally sustainable 
agricultural intensification, Dutch policies encourage farming methods that 
increase production per acre of land in combination with a decrease in 
fertilizer and chemical pesticides.

Indoor production is central to agricultural intensification strategies in the 
Netherlands. Although the scale of indoor agriculture has grown exponen-
tially in recent decades, it is far from a new phenomenon. One of the first 
stand-alone greenhouses was constructed in Leiden in the early 1800s by 
French botanist Charles Lucien Bonaparte. Built from wood, this green-
house was used to grow tropical plants for medicinal purposes. As of 
2019, an estimated 80% of the total cultivated land in the Netherlands was 
located within greenhouses. The countryside is enveloped in sprawling 
networks of industrial greenhouses, some covering more than 175 acres  
of land.

Indoor agriculture offers many advantages over outdoor production, 
including the ability to regulate the growing climate for optimal crop yields 
and food quality. Pesticide use is substantially lower in this model, having 
been almost entirely eliminated for most plants grown in greenhouses. 
Water usage is also much lower; although the amount of water needed 
varies by crop, water requirements can be up to 90% lower for indoor 
production. However, electricity use is much higher; the energy inputs 
needed to heat greenhouses and maintain climate control dwarfs that are 
needed for outdoor growing (Bot, 2001). The trade-off for this energy-in-
tensive system of agricultural production is outsized crop yields; indoor 
production is the primary method by which the Netherlands has become 
one of the world’s leading food producers and the second-largest agricul-
tural exporter in the world. The innovation ecosystem in the Netherlands 
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focuses on supporting such industries.
The most influential of recent innovations have seen indoor agriculture 
begin to expand vertically as well. Although large-scale commercial vertical 
farming is still in its infancy in the Netherlands, agricultural producers are 
being vigorously encouraged to adopt vertical production technologies 
and other high-tech innovations. Vertical farming uses LED lighting to grow 
crops in climate-controlled rooms, each of which simulates the natural 
conditions appropriate to their respective crops. The vertical farming model 
promises to effectively increase the agricultural land area by building 
multiple levels of farmland on the same land footprint. In theory, devel-
oping successful high-rise buildings for vertical farming could exponentially 
decrease land footprint, offering almost limitless opportunities for agricul-
tural intensification (Despommier, 2010).

Vertical farming would require significantly less water, even compared 
to the forms of indoor production already employed in the Netherlands, 
due to both reduced water evaporation and increased water recycling. If 
hydroponic growing techniques are used, soil requirements would also 
be reduced, or potentially eliminated altogether (Benke & Tomkins, 2017). 
However, the electricity requirements for vertical farming are significantly 
higher than for other forms of indoor growing; while greenhouses require 
considerable electricity for heating, vertical farming would instead require 
air conditioning to cool the structure. The large surface area of traditional 
greenhouses makes heat retention difficult, yet vertical farming would have 
the opposite problem. The electrical inputs required for vertical farming 
would thus far exceed that of any other method of agricultural produc-
tion, given the same crops. Regardless, the technology necessary for such 
vertical farming is still in the development stage. Given the high cost of 
building and maintaining the necessary infrastructure, the real-world 
practicality and commercial viability of large-scale vertical farming are still 
in question. 

Vertical farming in the Netherlands remains almost exclusively within the 
domain of research centres and specialist producers. Most indoor agricul-
ture using vertical farming technologies is done by universities, research 
institutes, and tech firms. Certain high-end restaurants prepare dishes from 
fruits and vegetables grown in vertical farms, yet these are still niche ingre-
dients that command a market premium, and in some cases, are purchased 
directly from the agricultural researchers trialling vertical farming. The 
first large-scale commercial vertical farming structure was slated to begin 
construction in 2017; however, it was delayed due to a lack of funding. 
Staay Food Group drafted an ambitious plan to build a 900 m2 vertical 
farm in Dronten that would feature over 3,000 m2 of growing space. As 
the initial investment necessary to build this structure was estimated at 
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over 10 million Euros, this plan was contingent on securing subsidies from 
the European Fund for Regional Development. Due to funding delays, the 
timeline was pushed forward, with construction anticipated to begin in 
2019. As a result, the commercial viability of large-scale vertical farming has 
not yet been tested; even if such structures receive government subsidies, 
their long-term operational viability remains unproven.

2.1.4 Production of High-Value Agricultural Outputs

Agriculture in the Netherlands is an export-oriented industry, similar in 
some ways to BC. Government policy, academic research, and industry 
advocacy are all geared towards consolidating and strengthening the Dutch 
position in an increasingly globalized agricultural market (Bos et al., 2013). 
Accordingly, agricultural production focuses on high-value outputs.

The Netherlands is a global leader in horticultural production and currently 
the world’s leading exporter of cut flowers, bulbs, and ornamental plants. 
This position of market dominance gives the country a competitive advan-
tage in horticultural processing; consequently, the Netherlands plays a key 
role in global horticultural trade and logistics. The Netherlands imports 
and re-exports horticultural products, with more than 80% of horticul-
tural imports re-exported as value-added commodities. This pattern is 
reproduced in other sectors of the agricultural industry as well, with the 
Netherlands serving as an important processing hub for an increasingly 
globalized agricultural production system.

The efforts of industry and government actors alike are geared towards 
consolidating and strengthening the position of the Netherlands as a 
leading agricultural exporter in a world market. Although debates around 
agricultural policy are framed around the need to produce more food while 
increasing efficiency and decreasing resource use, agricultural production 
is measured by economic return rather than by food output (for example, 
measured in food volume, caloric value, or nutrient contributions) or by 
impact on food security.

2.1.5 Research, development, and education agenda

The Netherlands maintains one of the largest public agricultural research 
systems in the world. Among developed countries, the Netherlands 
consistently ranks in the top ten for total public expenditures on agricul-
tural research and development; however, when public expenditure is 
considered by agricultural land area, the Netherlands ranks at the top 
by a significant margin, spending more than twice as much annually as 
any other country (Huffman & Just, 1999). Over the last decades, public 
expenditures on agricultural research have fallen substantially, but the 
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Netherlands has managed to hold its position relative to other Western 
countries (Heisey & Fuglie, 2018).

Following the Second World War, governments across Europe were 
concerned with ensuring food security and (consequently) increasing 
agricultural productivity. Through the 1960s and 1970s, the Dutch Ministry 
of Agriculture maintained a research and education agenda that focused 
on crop and technology developments for improving production. However, 
by the 1970s and 1980s, public interest in environmental sustainability, 
land use, and food safety had pushed onto the research agenda, bringing 
the exclusively production-oriented research and education agenda under 
increased scrutiny (Roseboom & Rutten, 1998). The environmental costs of 
agricultural intensification had become increasingly evident, and with rising 
pollution and water contamination, losses of biodiversity, and a radical 
deterioration of natural landscapes, opposition to the government’s focus 
on expanding agricultural production also grew (Meerburg et al., 2009). 

Neoliberal critiques of government involvement in the agricultural industry 
helped shape a new consensus that food security could be ensured by the 
market; thus, government should not be involved in agricultural research, 
innovation, or technology development. In 1986, the government agreed 
to privatize the execution of agricultural research, although this decision 
took more than a decade to implement. During this period, new research 
centres were established, many of which were concentrated around 
Wageningen Agricultural University. In 1996, the Dutch agricultural research 
department was merged with Wageningen Agricultural University to create 
a new organization, the Knowledge Centre at Wageningen University. This 
reorganization shifted much of the remaining public expenditures on 
research and development onto the university budget (Alfranca & Huffman, 
2003).

Although the Dutch Ministry of Agriculture has devolved research activities 
to the university and private sector, it continues to play an important role 
in funding research. The Netherlands directly funds agricultural research 
and development in the university sector and also subsidizes private-sector 
research and development. Nonetheless, approximately half of all expen-
diture on research and development in the Netherlands comes from the 
private sector (Roseboom & Rutten, 1998). As a percentage of public sector 
expenditures, private sector expenditures on research and development in 
the Netherlands is among the highest in all EU countries; only the United 
Kingdom has a higher share of agricultural research and development 
taking place in the private-sector (Alfranca & Huffman, 2003). However, the 
Netherlands has dramatically increased the amount of agricultural research 
taking place through public-private partnerships, which includes research 
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taking place at Wageningen University with private sector investments 
(Huffman & Just, 1999). While private sector research and development 
takes place in all areas of agricultural technology and crop innovations, 
private companies have focused disproportionately on horticultural 
crops. Public sector involvement, whether realised through government 
subsidy or university participation, demonstrates a more balanced focus 
throughout the agricultural sector (Alfranca & Huffman, 2003).

In addition to a strong research agenda, agricultural education has been 
essential to the development of the agricultural industry in the Nether-
lands. The agricultural education system was built up through the 1950s 
to the 1970s, as part of a wider research, development, and dissemination 
strategy. As a result, the agricultural education system in the Netherlands 
is well integrated into the research and innovation activities of the sector 
(Mulder & Kupper, 2007). Agricultural education is considered an extension 
of agricultural research, which helps to both enable the dissemination of 
agricultural innovation and ensure that young agricultural producers have 
the skills necessary to utilise emerging agricultural knowledge and techno-
logical developments. In comparison with other countries, the Netherlands 
stands out for the level of coordination in agricultural research and exten-
sion (Blum, 1991); its coordinated knowledge generation system has 
allowed the Netherlands to develop a competitive advantage in  
agricultural innovation. 

The Netherlands also has several institutes for professional higher agricul-
tural education and an institute for agricultural teacher training. Most 
notable is Wageningen University, which offers academic education 
in agricultural disciplines, including dozens of different post-graduate 
programs. Wageningen University offers seven different Ph.D. programmes 
in different areas of agricultural research and development. The strong 
agricultural research and education system in the Netherlands is not only 
credited with the development of innovative agricultural methods and 
technologies, but also with enabling these new agricultural innovations to 
be implemented and tested in practice. Knowledge gaps and lack of neces-
sary skills are regularly cited as barriers to the adoption of new methods 
and technologies, which a coordinated research and education system can 
help overcome (Lubell, Hillis & Hoffman, 2011).

 2.1.6 Land protection

The experience of the Netherlands affirms that strict land preservation 
such as that found in BC need not hinder the development of an agritech 
ecosystem. Approximately half of the total land in the Netherlands is used 
for agriculture and horticulture. According to the 2010 agricultural census, 
more than 18,723 km2 of land in the Netherlands was in active use for 
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agricultural production, amounting to just over 45% of the country’s total 
land base. With a limited land base and one of the most densely populated 
countries in the world, the Dutch government has prioritized the preser-
vation of agricultural land. Nevertheless, the Netherlands lost almost 2.5% 
of its agricultural land between 1990 and 2000, and a further 1% between 
2000 and 2006 (Gardi et al., 2006).

Agricultural land is protected by a number of different policy instru-
ments in the Netherlands. Not all of these explicitly address agriculture or 
agricultural land protection; municipal governments are responsible for 
determining land uses and creating development plans. Even in non-ag-
ricultural areas or when drafting development plans that do not address 
farming at all, such planning mechanisms help to prevent urban encroach-
ment on farmland. As such, farmland in the Netherlands benefits from 
zoning restrictions that limit non-agricultural uses on productive agricul-
tural lands while also being protected by wider urban development and 
land use planning regimes.

2.1.7 Incubator/accelerator landscape

A vibrant system of BAIs has developed around Wageningen University, 
providing an interesting model for the BC context. The region around the 
university is known as the Food Valley and is home to about 15,000 food 
science professionals. The Food Valley Organization is a not-for-profit that 
helps to provide networking in the region. Founded in 2004, Food Valley NL 
has worked to develop and strengthen agritech networks and capacity; they 
develop programs, hold connector events, and work with agritech organiza-
tions.

The World Food Centre in Ede, NL is a meeting place for academia, govern-
ment, and business, and holds classes for the public as well. Their mission 
is to bring together actors to address problems in the food chain. A more 
traditional BAI can be found next door to the University of Wageningen. 
StartLife works on the understanding that the global food supply requires 
a radical approach to innovation. They incubate start-ups on a yearly basis 
and have worked in the space for over ten years. They have supported over 
250 start-ups, covering a variety of applications in food and agriculture. As 
they note, they are:

 • Hosting a thriving community of start-ups, investors,  
  corporates, and experts;
 • Developing the entrepreneurial  
  competencies of students and start-up teams;
 • Offering intensive mentoring  
  trajectories within our StartLife Incubation Program;
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 • Providing pre-seed capital to promising start-ups;
 • Providing access to follow-on capital.

The agritech ecosystem in the Netherlands has evolved over time through 
the collaboration of government, academy, business, and the BAI environ-
ment. This success could be repeated in BC.
 
2.2 Singapore
 

Source: Lianoland (2020). 

2.2.1 Introduction

The Republic of Singapore is rapidly growing its agritech portfolio in order 
to achieve their goal of 30% food self-sufficiency by 2030. The government 
is providing a range of incentives for companies, and incubator capacity is 
a key component of their strategy. On a more pragmatic level, they aim to 
specialize in selling agricultural technology to the world, a niche that has 
worked well for the Netherlands.

The Republic of Singapore is a city-state in Southeast Asia near the equator, 
off the Southern tip of the Malay Peninsula. Singapore was founded as a 
British outpost as it occupies a key maritime location, and they became 
independent in 1959. Their leadership in agriculture and food production 
is unexpected, as it is a very land-poor country that encompasses one main 
island and 64 satellite islands. Land reclamation has increased their area by 
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25% to 728 square kilometers. With 5.7 million residents there is effectively 
no room for agriculture. 

Food security has risen in the consciousness of the Government of Singa-
pore. The Singapore Food Agency (SFA) notes that the country imports 
ninety percent of its food, leaving them particularly vulnerable to global 
events and exogenous shocks. The SFA 30-by-30 target is aspirational, but 
seen as a necessity, with the climate crisis cited as a key driver of the initia-
tive. Achieving this goal includes a special focus on eggs, vegetables, and 
fish, which are together the three leading food commodities in  
the country.

Singapore is emerging as the agritech capital of Asia, and government 
investment now exceeds 1 billion SGD. Singapore is particularly inter-
ested in the alternative protein space. The government is working closely 
with industry, and it has appointed full-time Alternative Protein Analysts 
dedicated to growing the industry. The government also matches the 
investments that start-ups raise.

2.2.2 Agritech incubation and acceleration

Incubation and acceleration are critical parts of Singapore’s food and 
agriculture system. There are over 100 incubators and accelerators in the 
country. In the food sector, the government supports Grow Accelerator and 
Innovate 360, which both work closely with Enterprise Singapore’s invest-
ment branch, SEEDS Capital. Innovate 360 was the first food incubator and 
helps bring new companies into the food and agritech sectors through 
mentorship, access to a strong network, support with growth and scaling, 
and ensuring market access for sales and distribution. The Incubator is 
located in Singapore’s food manufacturing zone and has coworking space, 
meeting rooms, and auditorium space. Other important incubator/accel-
erators include R and D Grow, which is dedicated to agritech specifically 
and focuses on the acceleration of existing companies by working with the 
AgFunder network.

As of 2020, there are several companies worth watching in Singapore. 
Shiok Meats is a cell-based clean meat company producing seafood, with 
products already on the market in Singapore. TurtleTree labs are repro-
ducing milk by using advanced fermentation technologies. Ai Palette uses 
machine learning to create flavour profiles. Several other companies are 
advancing vertical farming initiatives, including notable industry  
leader Sustenir. Singrow is focusing on vertical strawberry production,  
and Akualogix is developing indoor seafood production in a vertical  
farming environment.
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Singapore has succeeded in several technology areas as it is a global hub 
for trade and innovation, acting as a key node in the international financial 
system. Because of its strategic location within the global market, Singa-
pore attracts extensive international investment. However, high land prices 
make conventional agriculture all but impossible.

2.2.3 Foreign and domestic food production

For the most part, Singapore’s food imports come from countries in its 
immediate region, making Singapore vulnerable to supply problems and 
potential food shortages relating to political changes in neighbouring 
countries. Given concerns over food security, the Government of Singa-
pore is taking steps to diversify its food sources in order to reduce reliance 
on any single country. It has also adopted several initiatives aimed at 
increasing local production.

Local agricultural production is considered a secondary strategy for 
assuring food security. Although the Government of Singapore considers 
this an important tactic in improving resilience by increasing self-suffi-
ciency for certain key foods, support for local production is envisioned as 
being complementary to their core strategy of diversifying food sources. 
Locally produced foods will not displace food imports, but they can provide 
a crucial buffer against supply disruptions. This outlook also drives their 
desire to boost trade in agricultural technology.  

2.2.4 Farm Transformation Map

The Government of Singapore has adopted several strategies to promote 
agricultural innovation and subsidize a transition to high-tech farming. In 
order to guide the development of the agricultural sector, it has created 
a Farm Transformation Map that provides an overall framework for 
strategies relating to physical space, innovation, education and skills devel-
opment, and the development of the wider system in which the farming 
sector operates.

Their focus on specific technologies is intentional. In order to expand 
local production on this limited land base, the Government of Singa-
pore is encouraging the development of vertical farming systems, indoor 
vertical aquaculture systems, and off-shore fish farms. The vertical farms 
and aquaculture systems established in Singapore have resulted from 
collaborations between the Agri-Food & Veterinary Authority and private 
companies. Although the Agri-Food & Veterinary Authority was disbanded 
in 2019, its food-related operations have been assumed by the Singapore 
Food Agency (SFA). Established in 2019, with a mandate to ensure food 
safety and food security, the SFA has consolidated all programs aimed at 
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supporting agricultural innovation and ensuring a consistent food supply. 
As well as encouraging local production, the SFA also supports local corpo-
rations to internationalise their operations, encouraging them to purchase 
or lease land abroad and set up agricultural production in other countries. 
Their land strategy thus combines targeted support for agricultural innova-
tion and a transition to high-tech domestic production with efforts to 
secure international land for the domestic agricultural sector.

An equally crucial component of Singapore’s food strategy, and a key pillar 
of the Farm Transformation Map, is support for advanced education and 
the development of a knowledge-based workforce. The post-secondary 
education sector is key to this strategy; as well as six autonomous universi-
ties, Singapore has a system of polytechnics and vocational schools aimed 
at training a skilled workforce. All of these post-secondary institutions 
receive government funding. Together, they offer educational programs in 
agricultural sciences and engineering, provide training in the applications of 
technology to agricultural productions, and engage in research and devel-
opment for agricultural innovation.

Working with post-secondary institutions, the Government of Singapore 
has developed several programs aimed at encouraging students to enter 
the agricultural sector or to apply their scientific or engineering educa-
tion to agricultural innovation. Among these initiatives is a work-study 
programme that allows graduates of the Institute of Technical Education 
(ITE) to earn a salary while participating in a one-year training program in 
intensive aquaculture. The program involves a combination of education in 
high-density aquaculture at Temasek Polytechnic and hands-on experience 
at fish farms. The paid training program is designed to attract skilled gradu-
ates to enter the industry, while offering a path to subsequent employment 
that is aimed at industry retention of highly skilled workers. These institu-
tions also work closely with BAIs.

2.2.5 Agriculture Productivity Fund

In 2014, Singapore established an Agriculture Productivity Fund to support 
the adoption of new agricultural technologies. Financial support was 
initially provided to individual farmers on a repayment basis, but as of 
2017, the Agricultural Productivity Fund offers grants for up to 30% of the 
initial capital investment for farms to adopt new technologies. The funding 
scheme was further expanded in 2018 to include a test-bedding scheme, 
which currently provides up to 70% of the cost of new agricultural technolo-
gies or other productivity-enhancing innovations.

As well as providing support to individual farmers, the SFA co-funds 
research and development through the Agricultural Productivity Fund. 
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Approved projects must be designed to help local farmers enhance produc-
tivity in any of the designated categories of food products: leafy vegetables, 
beansprouts, fish, hen eggs, or quail eggs. These categories were chosen 
because they are central to the food security of the country.

2.2.6 Conclusions

From Singapore we can take several lessons. Firstly, even in land poor areas 
(such as the Lower Mainland), an agritech ecosystem is possible. We can 
see the power of BAI spaces in the Singapore example, highlighting the 
importance of partnerships with government, academia, and industry. They 
also provide good examples of enacting focused and coordinated efforts 
toward enhancing agritech and food security.

 
2.3 Israel

 

Source: Desgagnés (2018). 

2.3.1 Introduction

Food insecurity has been a concern for Israel since its founding in 1948. The 
dry climate is not conducive to conventional agriculture, and the country 
is densely populated. An early response to this need was the kibbutz, 
a communal living structure with farming at its core. The current focus 
on agricultural technology builds on this history as well as the country’s 
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success in the financial technology sector.

Israel has a strong history of research, incubation, acceleration, and 
investment. The country houses more than three hundred multinationals, 
together employing upwards of 50,000 people, many of whom work directly 
in agricultural technology. Israel is now nearly food self-sufficient. The 
government actively supports agritech incubators, and in 2017, attracted 
80 million USD in new investment for on-farm productivity which was 7% of 
the global total in the sector. They raised nearly 40 million USD in funding 
in the same period for smart farming technology. There are now 460 active 
agritech companies in Israel, approximately 25% of which were founded in 
the last five years. 

2.3.2 Companies and partnerships

Part of Israel’s success can be attributed to coordination with the university 
sector. Their universities are focused on specific areas, creating clear points 
of contact. They are also very active in commercializing university research. 
Professors are often direct stakeholders in start-ups.

The Israeli venture capital market is also very well developed, including 
major players such as OurCrowd, which supports the Trendlines AgTech 
Accelerator, and smaller firms such as Greensoil Investments, AgriNation 
VC, and Copia Agro. A partnership between the Yakhin Group and TechFor-
Good founded another critical incubator in 2018.

 Tel Aviv is a hub for the agritech industry. Companies based out of  
 Tel Aviv include:

 • CropX, which develops wireless sensor monitoring
 • Farmigo, which pioneered cloud-based CSA management software
 • Future Meat Technologies, which works in the cellular  
  agriculture space
 • Infarm, which creates modular smart farms to grow herbs and  
  leafy greens
 • Aleph Farms, a leader in the cellular agriculture space.

2.3.3 Food security and self-sufficiency

Israel is predominantly a desert country. Although it has fertile regions in 
the west of the country, only an estimated 20% of Israeli land is arable. 
Due to technological advances in irrigation and indoor production, Israel 
has become a global leader in farming in arid climates. Israel produces 
more than 80% of its food supply and agriculture is responsible for approx-
imately 2.5% of the country’s GDP. Israel is an exporter of produce; major 
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vegetable exports include potatoes, carrots, and peppers, and major fruit 
exports include avocados, dates, and mangoes.

Agricultural self-sufficiency is an important political concern and national 
security priority for Israel. During the early twentieth century, romantic 
agrarian ideologies were leveraged to attract Jewish immigrants; agricul-
tural settlement in the British Mandate for Palestine was an important tool 
of colonization. As such, agriculture maintains a privileged space in the 
Israeli culture. Increasing agricultural production and food self-sufficiency is 
an important measure to guard against food shortages in the case of either 
military threats or threats to Israel’s trade relationships.

The structure of farming in Israel is still shaped by the agricultural settle-
ments that were formed by Jewish immigrants during the twentieth 
century, as well as by the cooperative principles upon which they were 
based. The most important of these is the kibbutz, a model based on 
communal ownership and collective labour. There are still approximately 
270 kibbutzim operating in Israel; while these are traditionally based on 
agriculture, modern kibbutzim exist in several economic sectors, including 
industrial manufacturing and high-tech production. However, few of 
these still operate on a purely collective model, with most adopting some 
elements of private ownership or wage-labour systems. Kibbutz farms 
produce an estimated 40% of the total agricultural output of Israel.

A second model of cooperative agricultural settlement, the moshav, is 
based around private ownership and individual profit. Although moshav 
structures vary widely, they usually have some kind of system in place 
for pooling resources among different farms within the communities. 
However, all moshavim have structures for collective purchasing of supplies 
and collective marketing of agricultural products. There are approximately 
442 moshavim in existence today; while moshav communities are still 
organized around small-scale agriculture, the majority of people who live 
within moshavim are no longer engaged in agricultural activities.

2.3.4 Agricultural Research Organization

The Government of Israel funds research and development through the 
Agricultural Research Organization (ARO), Volcani Center in Rishon LeZion. 
The ARO was initially established in 1921 in the British Mandate for Pales-
tine as the Agricultural Experiment Station. In 1951, shortly after the 
creation of the modern state of Israel, it became an institute of the Israeli 
Ministry of Agriculture, and it currently operates as the research branch of 
the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development.

The ARO receives government funding to pursue research in priority 
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areas, including agricultural development in areas with marginal soil, 
irrigation with recycled water, animal breeding, and crop development for 
areas with adverse conditions for agriculture. Corporations in the private 
sector also fund the ARO to develop certain research initiatives. The ARO 
trains graduate students and postdoctoral scholars in applied research 
and practice, and it also hosts visiting scientists and offers a postdoctoral 
fellowship program for graduates from India and China to work on agricul-
tural research in Israel. While the ARO is credited for much of the success 
of the Israeli agricultural sector, following significant government cuts to 
its research budget in 2019, it is unclear how it will continue to fulfil its 
mandate to support agricultural innovation.
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Source: Fazio
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3. AGRITECH IN BC AND THE FRASER VALLEY
3.1 Introduction
The province of BC provides the most diverse range of agriculture products 
in Canada, including fish, grains and oilseeds, dairy, livestock, poultry, eggs, 
fruits, and vegetables (Dhillon et al., 2019). Only 5% of British Columbia’s 
land (4.4 million hectares) is suitable for farming, and only 1% is suitable for 
diverse production. The bulk of that land is located in the Metro Vancouver 
and Fraser Valley regions in the Lower Mainland. This small land base 
supports $12.3 billion in consumer sales and 320,000 jobs.

The province ranks third in Canada in terms of farmgate sales, with the 
Lower Mainland producing 65% of this total with $2.4 billion in farmgate 
sales. The Fraser Valley alone produces 39% of the province’s farmgate 
sales. Farm expenses in the region run over $1.2 billion annually, and much 
of that flows directly into the local economy.

 

Source: University of the Fraser Valley (2014).

The province is Canada’s top producer of blueberries, cranberries, raspber-
ries, apricots, cherries, and grapes. It ranks second in floriculture, tomatoes, 
nursery products, greenhouse products, mushrooms, and apples, and third 
in cucumbers, dairy, chicken, and eggs. Within the Fraser Valley Regional 
District, the City of Abbotsford is the key node for food processing and 
value-added food production. Approximately 70% of the region’s total 
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agricultural economy is located in Abbotsford, making it the country’s 
leading agricultural city.

British Columbia produces a wide range of agricultural commodities, with 
over 200 primary agriculture products and 100 aquatic products. Save for a 
few categories, however, BC produces only a small percentage of Canada’s 
total output for most of these products. The province produces one-third of 
Canada’s fruit, for example. Some of the largest sectors date back to early 
colonial settlement, such as the supply-managed dairy, egg, and chicken 
industries. Others have emerged or expanded sharply in recent decades, 
such as the blueberry industry. 

3.2 BAI and the Fraser Valley
The Fraser Valley is the most advantageous site for agricultural incubation 
and acceleration in Canada. Farming in the Fraser Valley is very profitable 
with returns of up to $15,000 to $20,000 per acre, making it competitive 
with the world’s most intensive production zones. BC’s Lower Mainland 
contains only 0.2% of Canada’s total farmland but in an average year 
returns 4% of the country’s total farmgate receipts. Farmers in the region 
can make a good living with a small acreage, and the region is central to 
BC’s food security and agricultural export market.

The intensive farming found in the Fraser Valley Regional District is crucial 
to the local economy, and conditions in the region favour this economic 
focus. The region has very high-quality soils (See Figure 2), a mild climate 
with a long growing season, and abundant clean water. Winters are mild, 
summers are warm, and the frost-free period is the longest in Canada. 
Summer temperatures average 24°C in the region, and of the 1700mm of 
annual precipitation, 1400mm falls in the winter rainy season. The Fraser 
Valley is the major producer in a number of agricultural products, including 
95% of BC’s brussel sprout production, 91% of poultry, 85% of pigs, 82% 
of raspberries, 80% of broccoli, and 60% of sweet corn. The strong hops 
industry in the Fraser Valley, which virtually disappeared for a half-century, 
has now resurged with the rise of microbrewing.
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Figure 2. Agriculture Capability Classes of Soils in the ALR in Abbotsford Modi-
fied by the FAI from Agriculture Land Commission 

 

Electricity in the Lower Mainland is abundant and low cost, making it a 
viable region for experimenting with and implementing agritech and food 
production innovations. The Lower Mainland is home to over 150 agritech 
companies, and by 2025 growth in the sector is expected to reach 8% 
annually and produce 205 million dollars a year in sales. By 2025 there 
are expected to be 1250 jobs in agritech in the region. Some of these 
companies (Terramera, Vitalis) are large, and some are much smaller with 
potential for growth.

Other factors that position the Fraser Valley as an ideal location for agritech 
BAIs include the consumer-base for potential and existing products. The 
Fraser Valley is adjacent to the third-largest population centre in Canada 
(i.e., Metro Vancouver), which provides a ready market for agricultural 
products. The region is also well positioned to serve the larger Pacific 
Northwest, particularly when focusing on the creation of vegan and organic 
products. A less developed market (but viable for growth) involves value-
added processing of raw products grown in the Canadian prairie provinces, 
such as the creation of novel plant-based proteins.

A BAI in the Fraser Valley would also benefit from government support 
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and research capacity. The agritech sector is supported by both the federal 
government and provincial government, with a major provincial govern-
ment facility located in Abbotsford. The region is also well positioned within 
the Minister of Agriculture’s food hub network. With respect to research 
capacity, the Fraser Valley houses both the Agassiz Research and Develop-
ment Centre (a national research centre) and the University of the Fraser 
Valley, with the latter holding a strong agriculture education and research 
agenda focused on agriculture and food systems.

In addition to agriculture, the Lower Mainland dominates food processing 
in BC, with 55% of all food processing firms in the province being located 
in the region. Numerous food companies such as Nature’s Path have been 
established in the Lower Mainland. There are currently fifty large food and 
beverage businesses operating in the Fraser Valley; the largest of these, 
Molson, employs hundreds of workers. Other major businesses in the 
region include Lucerne Foods, Fraser Valley Meats, Vitalis, and Abbotsford 
Growers Cooperative. In addition, smaller-scale businesses help to serve 
the wide range of production present in the region.

3.3 BAI and Abbotsford
The urban centre of the Fraser Valley, the City of Abbotsford, is an ideal 
location to house an agriculture BAI program in Canada. Located approx-
imately 65 km outside of Vancouver, Abbotsford is well situated to attract 
top talent in the agritech sector while being in the heartland of farming in 
the province. The cost of living is lower than in Vancouver, and real-estate 
is considerably less expensive. Abbotsford has important amenities, such 
as the Abbotsford International Airport and the only public university in the 
Fraser Valley, i.e., the University of the Fraser Valley. Due to its potential to 
attract talent and research capacity, it would be the best location for a BAI 
within the Fraser Valley.

Being close to Metro Vancouver, Abbotsford has grown rapidly into a 
desirable small city of over 140,000 people, with a projected near-term 
population of 200,000. Growth will be managed through intensification and 
brownfield development supported by light rail and possible interurban 
links to Metro Vancouver. The provincial government has designated the 
region between Surrey and Abbotsford as an innovation corridor.

Abbotsford covers 389 square kilometers, 70% of which is in the ALR. 
Approximately 63% of the agricultural land in Abbotsford is farmed, 21% 
is in a natural state, and the remainder is in small parcels that could 
support production. Farmgate sales for Abbotsford run about $700,000,000 
annually. Abbotsford houses 1,280 farms that employ 7,000 people directly, 
as well as 11,000 secondary jobs in support and processing industries. Half 
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of the farms in Abbotsford are between 10 and 69 acres, and 35% are less 
than ten acres. The top crops are hay, berries, and corn; currently, 28% of 
the crops are berries, covering 898 farms with a median area of 4 hectares 
(see Figure 3). In addition, about 9 million chickens are raised within the 
city. There are 32 licenced processors and packers in Abbotsford and 
numerous retail businesses supporting the sector.  

Figure 3. Distribution of Dairy Operations, Berry Farms, Greenhouses and 
Barns in the ALR of Abbotsford.
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3.3.1 Moving forward

 

Source: Lufa Farms (2013). 

There is ample opportunity in BC for implementing agritech and exploring 
food innovation. Such opportunities include industrial ecology practices, 
indoor farming cellular agriculture, the capture of food waste to create 
value-added products, etc. (see Appendix 2 for examples of emerging 
agricultural technologies and companies). A BAI would greatly support  
such opportunities.

Public BAIs, particularly those associated with universities and govern-
ments, have a high success rate for new start-ups. When targeted to 
support industries deemed to be of public interest, BAIs can offer wider 
social, economic, environmental, or political benefits. In part due to the 
success of their BAI strategies, the Netherlands, for example, has become 
the second-largest exporters of agricultural products despite being a 
fraction of the size of BC. Research by the BC Food Security Task Force 
reveals that the key to the Netherlands’ success is from what is known as 
the ‘golden triangle’, where government, industry, and the academic sector 
work together (Dhillon et al., 2019).

The Government of Canada has taken steps to increase collaboration with 
BAIs by developing a performance measurement framework for BAIs. Policy 
makers and BAI leaders joined together to create a national performance 
measurement framework, one that would work for the BAI community as 
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well as its partners in government (Williams, 2019), demonstrating that 
Canada is an ideal place for the development of an agritech incubator-ac-
celerator program.
 

Source: Jimenez
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Name Specialties Business 
Model

Incubator/
Accelerator

Year 
Est.

Location Link

1871 Technology and entre-
preneurship in Chicago.

Private Incubator/
Accelerator

2012 Chicago, Illinois https://1871.com/

Aalto University 
Startup Center

Business Generator 
program for startups.

Educational 
Institution

Accelerator 1997 Espoo, Finland https://startup-
center.aalto.fi/
business-generator/

Canadian 
Technology Accel-
erator (CTA)

Trade, Business Develop-
ment, Client Aquisition, 
Venture Capital, Strategic 
Partnership, and 
Business Acceleration.

Public Accelerator 2009 Online, Boston/
Cambridge, New 
York City, San 
Francisco/Silicon 
Valley, Hong 
Kong, Japan, 
Southeast Asia, 
Taipei, Germany, 
Mexico

https://ctaconnects.com/

Digital Media 
Zone (DMZ)

Digital media, innova-
tion, entrepreneurship, 
incubator, startups, accel-
erator, and technology.

Non-profit Incubator/
Accelerator

2010 Toronto, Ontario https://dmz.ryerson.ca/

EIT Digital 
Accelerator

EIT Knowledge and Innova-
tion Community; Education; 
Research; Innovation; EIT 
Digital Master School; EIT 
Digital Doctoral School; EIT 
Digital Professional School; 
Innovation & Entrepre-
neurship and International 
Growth Support for 
Deep Tech Scaleups.

Public Accelerator 2010 Brussels, 
Belgium

https://www.eitdig-
ital.eu/accelerator/

Entrepreneuriat 
Laval inc.

Business start-up, 
incubator, and accelerator

Non-profit Incubator/
Accelerator

2015 Quebec City, 
Quebec

https://www.el.ulaval.ca/

La Centrale (incubator):
https://www.ulaval.
ca/entrepreneur-
iat-responsable/
la-centrale-espace-en-
trepreneurial

Futurpreneur 
Canada

Entrepreneurship, 
Youth Entrepreneur-
ship, Mentoring, Start-up 
Financing, and Canadian 
Entrepreneurship.

Non-profit Accelerator 1996 Toronto, Ontario https://www.futur-
preneur.ca/en/

GenerationS 
Corporate Accel-
erator by RVC JSC

Corporate innovations, 
including scouting for 
projects, innovation 
strategies development, 
technological consulting, 
short-term customized 
international programs 
and educational programs, 
developed individually for 
each corporate partner.

Public Accelerator 2013 Moscow, Russia https://en.genera-
tion-startup.ru/

Appendix 1. List of BAIs



Name Specialties Business 
Model

Incubator/
Accelerator

Year 
Est.

Location Link

Guinness Enter-
prise Centre (GEC)

The GEC operates over 
a number of sectors 
including IT, health, 
pharmacy, telecommu-
nications, food, etc., with 
specialties including 
office space, customer 
service, startups, entre-
preneurship, networking, 
and business advice.

Private Incubator 2000 Dublin, Ireland https://gec.ie/

Higher School of 
Economics (HSE) 
Business Incubator

Organizing a number of 
business plans competi-
tions, hosts networking 
and educational events, 
and provides student 
startups with consulta-
tions and assistance.

Educational 
Institution

Incubator 2015 Moscow, Russia https://hseinc.ru/

IE Orchard National 
Incubator

/ Private Incubator / China /

Imec R&D, nanoelectronics, life 
sciences, photovoltaics, 
wireless communica-
tions, data science, digital 
technologies, internet of 
things, wearables, flexible 
electronics, data security 
and privacy for IoT, proto-
typing and low-volume 
production, and advanced 
imaging systems.

Non-profit Accelerator 2011 Leuven, Belgium https://www.imec-int.
com/en/istart

ISDI Accelerator 
(formerly IMPACT 
Accelerator)

Startups, entrepre-
neurship, acceleration, 
funding, internationaliza-
tion, business training, 
corporate innovation, 
mentorship, and investors.

Public Accelerator 2014 Madrid, Spain https://www.isdi.educa-
tion/en/entrepreneurship

https://www.impact-ac-
celerator.com/

Kerala Startup 
Mission

Technology Business 
Incubation, Startup 
Ecosystem, Startups, 
Startup Policy, Student 
Startups, Fab Lab, and 
Future Technologies.

Public Accelerator 2007 Trivandrum, 
Kerala, India

https://startupmis-
sion.kerala.gov.in/

Montpellier BIC Assisting young innova-
tive companies with 
high growth potential.

Public Incubator 1987 Montpellier, 
France

https://www.bic-mont-
pellier.com/en

New Ventures BC Technology startups, 
Business Education, 
Networking, Funding, 
and accelerator

Non-profit Accelerator 2000 Vancouver, 
Canada

https://www.newven-
turesbc.com/

NDRC Collaborative Innovation, 
Early stage investment, 
Digital ventures, Startup, 
Technology accelerator, 
Venture investment, 
and Innovation

Public Accelerator 2008 Dublin, Ireland https://www.ndrc.ie/



Name Specialties Business 
Model

Incubator/
Accelerator

Year 
Est.

Location Link

Plug and Play Llc Fintech, Insurtech, Internet 
of Things, Brand & Retail, 
Mobility, New Materials & 
Packaging, Sustainability, 
Food & Beverage, Travel 
& Hospitality, Health & 
Wellness, and Supply 
Chain & Logistics.

Private Accelerator 2006 Silicon Valley, 
California

https://www.plugand-
playtechcenter.com/

Food and Beverage:
https://www.plugandplay-
techcenter.com/food/

PoliHub Startup Incubator, Startup 
Accelerator, Innovation, 
Open Innovation, Startup, 
Deep Tech, Accelera-
tion programs, Tech, 
Technology, and Scaleup

Non-profit Incubator/
Accelerator

2000 Milano, Italy https://www.
polihub.it/en/

TEC Edmonton Business development, 
entrepreneur devel-
opment, regulatory, 
co-working space, and 
technology incubator

Non-profit Accelerator 2006 Edmonton, 
Alberta

https://www.teced-
monton.com/

TechAlliance Business Acceleration, 
Advanced Business Educa-
tion, Business Services, 
Networking, Profes-
sional Development, 
Access to Capital, and 
Business Intelligence

Non-profit Accelerator 2002 London, 
Ontario, CA

https://techalliance.ca/

The Accelerator 
Centre – jointly 
shared with – 
imec, Belgium

Accelerator program 
and startup coaching.

Supporting digital 
innovation and entrepre-
neurship in Flanders

Private Accelerator 2006 Waterloo, 
Ontario

https://www.accel-
eratorcentre.com/

The SETsquared 
Partnership

Technology Transfer, 
Business Acceleration, 
and Student Enterprise

Educational 
Institution

Incubator 2002 Bath, Great 
Britain

https://www.
setsquared.co.uk/

University of 
Toronto Entre-
preneurship

All things entrepreneur-
ship at U of T: U of T 
startup news, incubators/
accelerators, events in 
ONRamp and more.

Public/
Educational 
Institution

Entrepreneur-
ship Programs
(Incubators/
Accelerators)

2010 Toronto, Ontario https://entrepreneurs.
utoronto.ca/entrepre-
neurship-programs/

YES!Delft Cleantech, Medtech, Indus-
trial Solutions, Consumer 
Products, entrepre-
neurship, Smart Energy, 
AI, Robotica, startup, 
BioTech, and Blockchain

Non-profit Incubator 2005 Delft, The 
Netherlands

https://www.
yesdelft.com/

York Entrepreneur-
ship Development 
Institute (YEDI)

Entrepreneurship Training, 
Startup Resources, Finance 
Networks, and Social Enter-
prise & Non-Profit Training

Non-profit Accelerator 2013 Toronto, Ontario https://www.yedin-
stitute.org/

Food-X Business coaching, Early 
stage investment, Product 
Market fit, and Accelerator.

Private Accelerator 2014 New York, 
New York

https://food-x.com/



Name Specialties Business 
Model

Incubator/
Accelerator

Year 
Est.

Location Link

Good Food Acceler-
ator FamilyFarmed
(Based at 1871 
- see above)

Farming, food produc-
tion, local food systems, 
food distribution, entre-
preneurship, farmer 
training, business accel-
erator, and food hubs.

Non-profit Accelerator 2014 Chicago, Illinois https://familyfarmed.org/

GROW Targeting local, regional 
and international agrifood 
tech startups and scale-up 
ventures that want to 
achieve global growth.

Private Accelerator 2019 Singapore, 
Central Region, 
Singapore

https://www.gogrow.co/

Land O’Lakes Inc.
Dairy Acceler-
ator Program

Agricultural Products, Food 
Manufacturer, Foodser-
vice, Animal Feed and 
Nutrition, and Ag tech

Private Accelerator 2017 Ramsey County, 
Minnesota

https://www.
landolakesinc.com/

Rutgers Food 
Innovation Center

Focus on supporting 
domestic and inter-
national companies 
seeking to establish a 
presence in the USA.

Non-profit Incubator/
Accelerator

2001 The FIC network 
is spread over 
three main 
campuses: 
FIC South – 
Bridgeton, FIC 
North – Pisca-
taway, and FIC 
Chemistry – 
New Brunswick

https://foodinnova-
tion.rutgers.edu/

SmartHectar 
Innovation GmbH

Accelerator, AgTech, 
WaterTech, Innovation, 
Venture Capital, Co-cre-
ation, Startups, Scouting, 
Mentors, Acceleration, 
Business Development, 
Collaboration, Innovation 
Hubs, FoodTech, Startup 
Scouting, and Fundraising.

Private Accelerator 2018 Berlin, Germany https://smarthectar.com/

SmartLife Startup support, Techno-
logical innovations, Agro, 
Food and living environ-
ment, entrepreneurship, 
startup, foodtech, agtech, 
and agrifoodtech.

Non-profit Accelerator 2010 Wageningen, 
Netherlands

https://start-life.nl/

THRIVE by SVG 
Ventures

Agriculture, food, venture, 
silicon valley, public sector, 
innovation districts, 
venture capital, sustain-
ability, and platform.

Private Accelerator 2014 Silicon Valley, 
California, US

https://thrivea-
grifood.com/

Tyson Foods 
Inc. Incubation 
Technology Center

World’s largest processor 
and marketer of protein 
food products.

Public Incubator 2017 Springdale, 
Arkansas, US

https://www.tyson-
foods.com/

https://www.tyson-
foods.com/news/
news-releases/2018/2/
tyson-foods-teams-
startup-incubators-
shape-future-food

UNE SMART 
Region Incubator

AgriTech, HealthTech, 
Enviromental and Creative 
Industries to grow in New 
England North West.

Public Incubator 2017 Armidale, 
Australia

https://smartri.com.au/



Name Specialties Business 
Model

Incubator/
Accelerator

Year 
Est.

Location Link

Plug and Play Llc
(See above)

Venture Capital, Connected 
Health, Foodtech, Corpo-
rate Venture Capital, 
Fintech, Corporate 
Innovation, Insurtech, 
Open Innovation, Retail, 
Mobility, Bitcoin, Internet of 
Things, Payment Security, 
and Connected Home.

Private Accelerator 2006 Silicon Valley, 
California

Food and Beverage:
https://www.plugandplay-
techcenter.com/food/
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Appendix 2. Emerging technologies and companies

Cellular agriculture
Cellular agriculture refers to a collection of technologies used in the 
production of agriculture products, like dairy, meat, and fish, without the 
use of sentient animals. Foods and products produced via cellular agricul-
ture are biologically equivalent to animal-derived products, and therefore 
have the same cooking and eating experience as though they were 
produced from animals (Stephens, Dunsford et al., 2018). Cellular agricul-
ture products currently in development include dairy, meat, egg whites, 
fish, leather, as well as silk. For more information on cellular agriculture and 
methods of production, please visit: https://new-harvest.org/what-is-cellu-
lar-agriculture/
 
Perfect Day
https://perfectdayfoods.com/

 

Perfect Day is a San-Francisco based company producing animal-free 
dairy proteins and milk products. Recently, they partnered with ice cream 
company ‘Smitten Kitten’, to make ice cream that is available for purchase 
across the United States. Perfect Day has also entered into a partnership 
with Archer Daniels Midland, a major global food processing company, to 
further develop and commercialize its dairy proteins (Perfect Day, 2018).
 

Modern Meadow
https://www.modernmeadow.com/
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Modern Meadow, a Brooklyn-based company uses cellular agriculture 
technologies to create sustainable materials, notably ‘bio’ leather. They 
are funded by Li Ka-shing’s Horizons Ventures, Breakout Ventures among 
others. In 2018, Modern Meadow partnered with German chemical 
company Evonik, to help bring their product to commercial scale (Evonik, 
2019).

Vertical agriculture
Vertical agriculture or vertical farming grows crops using stacked layers, 
and allows for year-round growth of nutritious foods in a smaller area 
of space compared with conventional agriculture. Plants are grown in a 
controlled environment where light, humidity, temperature, and gasses are 
monitored to ensure the optimal growth of plants (Leblanc, 2020). Vertical 
farming can employ different techniques including aeroponics, hydro-
ponics, and aquaponics. The versatility of this farming practice, both in 
terms of what can be grown and where, makes it a rapidly expanding area 
of agri-tech food production.
 
GoofLeaf Farms
https://www.goodleaffarms.com/
 
 

GoodLeaf Farms is a Halifax-based company producing vertically farmed 
greens including arugula and pea shoots. Their produce is hydroponically 
grown using a blend of blue and red LED lighting, and without the use of 
herbicides, fungicides or pesticides. GoodLeaf also collaborates with the 
University of Guelph in research and development (Coppolino, 2020).

Deepwater Farms
http://www.deepwaterfarms.com
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Deepwater Farms in Calgary, combines vertical agriculture with aquaponics. 
This farm has an indoor fish farm with more than 50,000 fish. The waste 
from these fish is collected and modified to use as fertilizer to feed the 
plant portion of the vertical farm. The greens, including arugula, kale, and 
mustard greens are grown hydroponically–without soil and are fed nutri-
ent-rich water supplemented with fish.
 
Genomics and Ocean agriculture
 
Agrisea
https://www.agrisea.co.uk/
 
  
 

Agrisea is a California-based company pioneering ocean agriculture by 
developing salt-tolerant crops. Using genomics to capture already existing 
‘seawater survival systems’ in plants, Agrisea develops crops that can grow 
in high salinity environments including coastal ocean waters and salt soils, 
similar to plants that are hydroponically grown. Agrisea is currently in 
operation in Vietnam growing rice in the coastal ocean waters.
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