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RE: RICHMOND AGRICULTURAL VIABILITY STRATEGY -- FINAL REPORT

Staff Recommendation

1. That the final draft of the Richmond Agricultural Viability Strategy, dated February 18,
2003, be approved; and

2. That the approved Strategy be widely distributed to build implementation partnerships.
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Staff Report
1.0  Origin

The Richmond Agricultural Viability Strategy (RAVS) was initiated by the City, in partnership
with the Richmond Farmers Institute (RFI), to develop a long-range strategy for improving the
viability of the farmlands within the City.

Close to 40% of the City’s land base is located within the Provincial Agricultural Land Reserve
(ALR). Agriculture is a significant part of Richmond’s economy, supported by a moderate
climate, and favourable topography and soils.

Yet despite generally favourable conditions, farmers in Richmond are facing tough challenges to
maintain agriculture as a viable industry and sustain it for future generations. Pressures on the
industry include drainage and irrigation issues, rural-urban conflicts, competing non-farm uses
within the ALR, high land values, and competition from new crop varieties and imported
products.

The RAVS process has been overseen by a Core Team comprised of representatives from City
staff, RFI, Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) and Ministry of Agriculture, Food and
Fisheries (MAFF).

The RAVS is a long-term commitment and partnership of the City and agricultural community to
strengthen and enhance agricultural viability in Richmond. The strategy identifies initiatives that
can be undertaken or coordinated at the local level to create a positive environment and
regulatory framework that supports the agricultural sector.

On January 28, 2002, City Council considered a report on the draft RAVS. The following
resolution was passed:

“That:
(1) The draft Richmond Agricultural Viability Strategy (2002) be referred to the public
for review;

(2) The Terms of Reference (as amended by the Committee) for a proposed Agricultural
Advisory Committee, be endorsed; and

| (3) Staff be authorized to advertise for nominations and submit names to Council for
appointment.”

This report address the Strategy. A separate report will address the proposed Agricultural
Advisory Committee.

2.0 Purpose

This report outlines the results of public consultation and presents a final draft of the RAVS,
which includes proposed changes in response to public comments. Public information meetings
were held in the summer of 2002 to present the draft RAVS to the general public for review and
feedback.

159

835259



February 19, 2003 -3- 4050-10

3.0 The Richmond Agricultural Advisory Committee

The recommendations regarding the appointment of the Agricultural Advisory Committee
(AAC) will be made to Council after the RAVS is endorsed (e.g. early in 2003).

4.0 The Richmond Agricultural Viability (RAVS) Vision and Focus

4.1 Vision

The RAVS vision, which is the foundation for all management plans and recommendations, is:
“The City and the farm...working together for viable agriculture.”

4.2 Plans

The RAVS is comprised of a City-wide Management Plan for Agriculture as well as Nodal
Management Plans. The City-wide Plan includes policies for a wide range of issues, including
City policies and bylaws, decision-making, services and infrastructure, non-farm uses, parks and
recreation, the environment, public education, economic growth and diversification. The Nodal
Management Plans provide additional policies that pertain to different areas within the ALR that
have area-specific issues.

4.3 Focus
The proposed RAVS:

1. Is aimed at improving and enhancing agricultural viability; ‘
Is not intended to take land out of the ALR unless there is a substantial net benefit to
agriculture and there has been consultation with agricultural stakeholders;

3. Does not propose taxation changes as such changes would require separate study and
review.

5.0 Consultation

5.1 Qverview

The RAVS was prepared with extensive public consultation as outlined in the following table:

Date Activity (where the RAVS was discussed)

1. November 1999 RAVS Public Survey initiated

- mailed to all land owners the ALR

- available at all City community centres, libraries, City Hall
- placed on the City Bulletin Board and Web Site.

2. March 7, 2000 Richmond Farmers Institute (RF!) Annual Meeting {open public meeting)
3. March 27, 2000 RAVS Survey findings released publicly and placed on the City’s Website
4. May 4, 2000 East Richmond Farmers Workshop (open public meeting)

5. May 25, 2000 McLennan Farmers Workshop (open public meeting)

6. June 6 2000 Gilmore Farmers Workshop (open public meeting)
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Date Activity (where the RAVS was discussed)
7. Sept 26, 2000 Focus Group with external agricultural experts
8. Oct 4, 2000 Focus Group with Richmond farmers
9. Oct 5, 2000 Focus Group with external agricultural experts
10. March 14, 2001 RFI Annual Meeting (open public meeting)
11. March 13, 2002 RFI Annual Meeting (open public meeting)
12. March 21, 2002 Draft Agricultural Strategy Public Open House (at South Arm Community
Centre)
13. April 10, 2002 Draft Agricultural Strategy Public Open House (at City Hall)
14. June 26, 2002 Draft Agricultural Strategy Public Open House (at City Hall)

5.2 2002 Public Open Houses

A total of 180 people attended the three open houses in 2002. People who attended the open
houses were given summaries of the recommendations in the proposed agricultural strategy and
invited to submit written comments. A total of 32 written submissions were received.

The draft RAVS was also circulated to the Richmond Health Department and Advisory
Committee on the Environment (ACE) for comments.

6.0 Public Comments on the Proposed RAVS

The City received numerous comments and suggestions at the Public Open Houses and in the
written responses to the RAVS. Reaction ranged from general remarks about the state of
farming to remarks about specific recommendations in the proposed RAVS.

This section provides a summary of the key issues that were discussed and highlighted by the
public at the open houses. A more detailed account of the public comments pertaining to
_specific policies and recommendations of the RAVS is contained in Attachment 1.

6.1 Agricultural Viability Comments

Concerns were expressed that agriculture is no longer viable in Richmond. They stated that over
the years, it has become increasingly difficult to make a living from farming, citing the following
factors:

- High costs associated with land, servicing and improvements

- Lack of labour

- Poor produce prices

- Competition from imported goods

- Lack of demand for certain types of produce

- Poor farmland drainage

- Restrictions on spraying, bird control, burning, etc. due to conflicts with urban neighbours

- Lack of access to farmlands

- Speculation, which drives up the cost of farmlands

- Farming is a business. Forcing people to farm their lands will not help to make land viable.

- The financing component is missing (need to consider that farmers’ expenses are exceeding
income).
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Other general comments expressed about farming and the proposed RAVS include:

“There is nothing new in this RAVS plan. We were told all this years ago.”

- Previous commitments for improvements to drainage, serv1cmg and roads were never
carried out by the City.

- If agricultural viability is not possible, then the City should not be insisting that farmland be
farmed.

- The RAVS is not adaptable to the needs of farmers because the future of farming does not
look promising.

- Lands in areas where farming is no longer viable should be removed from the ALR in order
to implement the infrastructure and services that are needed in the community.

- Need senior government partnership with the farming community.

- There are different degrees of viability. Need to focus funding on the most promising areas.

6.2 Topics of Support

Positive comments were received about the proposed RAVS. The City was praised for
undertaking the study and showing its support for the agricultural community. The RAVS was
noted to be comprehensive, sincere and thorough.

There was agreement with the goal to make farming viable, given that lands are protected with
the ALR designation.

Positive feedback was expressed for the following ideas and initiatives in the proposed RAVS:

- The creation of an Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAC).

- The services and infrastructure strategy to address issues such as drainage and access.

- The public education and awareness strategy.

- The division of the agricultural areas into nodal management sub-areas to address the unique
features and conditions of each one.

- Ongoing partnerships and consultation with the farming community.

7.0 Agency Comments on the Proposed RAVS

7.1 Environmental Programs

The City’s Environmental Programs Department provided extensive comments on the
environmental section of the RAVS. The broad environmental issues for agriculture which are
incorporated into the final draft RAVS include:

- A healthy environment (e.g. good water quality) is essential to farming.

- There should be broader acknowledgement of the environment, not just environmentally
sensitive areas (ESAs).

- There is insufficient acknowledgement of the potential impacts of agriculture on the
environment.

- Objectives should focus on encouraging and supporting “ecological sustainable agriculture”.

- The environment and agriculture should not be seen as competing objectives as they are
very much inter-related.
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The policies in this strategy are aimed at fostering improved communication between the
farming community and the City to work together on ESA and environmental issues. There is
recognition that in order to address issues, a collaborative and consultative approach involving
all relevant stakeholders will be required.

7.2 City’s Advisory Committee on the Environment (ACE)

1. ACE supports the principles of the RAVS and supports activities that will assist the
economic viability of agricultural land which, at the same time, promote good practices with
regard to environmental protection, conservation and sustainability.

2. ACE supports the policies to improve drainage to farmlands and develop drainage plans in
consultation with the agricultural community. In developing drainage plans, the following
should be kept in mind:

- Be cautious about reducing the amount of open ditches because they provide habitat
value for birds, amphibians and mammals that are part of a healthy ecosystem.

- Do not install improved drainage facilities without a clear plan and commitment to make
good use of the land following this expenditure.

3. ACE supports the concept of a perimeter dyke rather than the mid-island dyke because land
in the eastern portion of Richmond is valuable and is to be protected.

4. ACE supports the increased use of signage to promote awareness of agricultural activities to
the urban population.

5. ACE suggests:

- Consider the promotion of Richmond farm produce in local stores, including large chain
stores.

- Explore the role of community colleges for teaching of skills used in farming. Education
and training of existing and future agricultural people may aid the industry.

7.3 Richmond Environmental Health Department

1. Although the Farm Practices Protection Act offers protection to farmers with respect to
normally accepted farm practices, non-farm uses adjacent to farms (e.g. schools, daycares)
may restrict farm activities such as pesticide applications.

2. The Farm Practices Protection Act does not supercede the Health Act in that health takes
precedent if a health hazard is identified.

3. Agricultural burning of grass, trees, and bushes needs to be addressed. This has caused
safety issues in the past with respect to thick smoke impacting on local traffic routes.

4. There should be some general statement about pesticide use and a philosophy to practice
integrated pest management techniques.

5. The maintenance of ditches and sloughs in farm areas is supported as they provide habitat for
local flora and fauna.

6. Habitat enhancement such as that which occurred with the airport compensation program
should be promoted.
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7. On-site sewage disposai may become an issue on specific ALR sites with respect to
expansion of buildings.

8.0 Senior Government Agricultural Initiatives

The completion of the RAVS and formation of an AAC for Richmond is timely. Similar
initiatives in support of agriculture and continued viability have been occurring at both the
Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) and the Greater Vancouver Regional District (GVRD).

8.1 Agricultural Land Commission Re-Organization

Broad legislative changes to the structure of the Provincial ALC were made in the past year by
the new Provincial Government. New commissioners were appointed to new regional panels to
provide more regional response and strengthen the protection of the ALR.

On November 1, 2002, the new Agricultural Land Commission Act, 2002 and a new Agricultural
Land Reserve Use, Subdivision and Procedure Regulation came into force. Some of the key
changes in the new legislation include:

- An expanded list of permitted farm uses in the ALR which local government may regulate
but not prohibit. These farm uses include seasonal agri-tourism, horse training and
boarding, and the production and/or application of fertilizers, compost and bio-solids for
agricultural purposes. '

- The extension of authority to local governments, through voluntary delegation agreements,
to regulate certain types of ALR subdivision and non-farm uses.

- The replacement of the Soil Conservation Act with new provisions in the Agricultural Land
Commission Act for soil removal and fill placement.

Staff continue to review the implications and will advise Council accordingly.

8.2 Greater Vancouver Regional District (GVRD)

8.2.1 Economic Strategy for Agriculture

In July 2002, the GVRD completed an Economic Strategy for Agriculture in the Lower
Mainland. The report outlines a strategy to address regional problems that are affecting the
economic viability of agriculture. It promotes the notion that the long-term preservation of the
ALR is more important than short-term production, particularly if production is uneconomical or
damages the land.

The vision for agriculture in the GVRD report is:

An economically viable Lower Mainland agriculture industry that is organized,
proactive and sustainable over the long term.
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Six regional strategic goals and initiatives are identified, namely:

Protect the agricultural resource base.

Streamline the regulatory process.

Ensure the availability of labour at the producer level.

Develop supportive agricultural policies and plans.

Support an expanded agricultural industry image/communications initiative.
Become market oriented and proactive.

A R

8.2.2 GVRD Sustainable Regional Initiative (SRI) and Review of the Livable Region Strategic
Plan (LRSP)

The regional SRI, currently underway, promotes improved long term regional sustainability in
the social, economic and environmental sectors. It will continue to promote sustainable and
viable agriculture. The ideas in the SRI will be used by many regional stakeholders and will also
be used as input into an updated LRSP.

8.2.3 Summary

The RAVS provides a City policy framework to better complement the above initiatives,
including:

- Local initiatives to support regional and Provincial strategies; and
- Harmonizing City bylaws with the new Provincial legislation.

9.0 Analysis

9.1 Key Public Issues

From the feedback obtained at the 2002 public open houses and through the questionnaires, the
public key areas of concern are:

1. Agricultural Viability
Some people expressed concerns that they are being forced to farm land that is no longer
viable for agriculture. It was noted that better quality farmlands have been taken out of the
ALR and developed for urban uses, leaving less productive farmlands in the ALR.

2. Drainage
The issue of drainage improvements was raised by numerous farmers during the public
consultation. Drainage is considered as fundamental to agricultural viability. Farmers want

to see the City give priority to and follow through on initiatives to improve drainage in the
ALR.
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3. Farmhouse/Non-Farmhouse Distinction
Recommendation 13 in the RAVS proposes a review of the uses permitted in the AG1
(Agricultural District) zone to better achieve viability and minimize speculation and
urban/rural conflicts. It further proposes to review how non-farmhouses can be better
discouraged so that farmhouses become the main form of dwelling unit permitted on
agricultural land.

Many farmers and property owners objected to the proposed recommendation on the basis
that it would violate individual property rights, limit a farmer’s use of his/her own land, and
be difficult to monitor and enforce.

4. Subdivision
Some farmers wish to be able to subdivide their properties when no longer able to farm
themselves. Some want to have the opportunity to keep their houses and allow someone else
to take over their farmlands.

5. Pesticides :
The issue of improved pesticide management, awareness and education is recognized by all
parties.

9.2 Staff Comments on Public Feedback

9.2.1 Purpose

The purpose of this section is to indicate how the public’s and staff’s concerns have been
integrated into the revised final draft RAVS.

Please refer to Attachment 2 (Summary of Changes to the Draft RAVS) for a comprehensive
list of amendments and reasons for the change.

The following discussion assists in clarifying the changes that were made.
9.2.2 Viability and the RAVS Rationale

On the issue of agricultural viability, the RAVS is based on the premise that agricultural land is a
limited and valuable resource to be protected with a long-term vision, strategy and effort.
Agriculture should be supported so that it can become more viable.

Many factors affect agricultural viability, including global competition, consumer preferences,
weather, marketing boards, subsidies, farm diversification, property values, land use,
subdivision, servicing and environmental quality. A number of these factors are beyond the
City’s authority, scope and resources.
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The City can, however, establish policies and programs that positively influence agricultural
viability, including land use, subdivision, servicing and environmental quality. The two essential
principles to promote long-term agricultural viability are:

1. Minimize non-farm uses in the ALR because they:
- Take land out of production.
- Sterilize more surrounding farmland.
- Create land use and servicing conflicts.
- Erode the agricultural land base over time.

2. Minimize subdivision because small lots:
- Are difficult to farm.
- Promote urban uses and servicing in the ALR.

Some ongoing initiatives undertaken by the City include:

- Maintaining the current boundaries of the ALR with few changes.

- Limiting non-farm uses and subdivision within the ALR to help preserve farmland and
encourage a lot pattern which promotes farming (e.g. consolidation to larger lots).

- Preparing a Master Drainage Plan to identify drainage improvements to the ALR and other
parts of the City.

- Exploring dyking improvements that minimize negative impacts on the ALR.

- Preparing sub-area plans to resolve longstanding issues.

For those factors beyond City control, the City advises, encourages and establishes partnerships
with other levels of government, agencies, universities and the private sector to involve them in
achieving agricultural viability.

9.2.3 Agricultural Advisory Committee
9.2.3.1 General

In undertaking the RAVS, the City is creating a new framework by which agricultural issues will
be discussed and addressed in a more comprehensive manner. One of the high priority
recommendations of the RAVS is the formation of an Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAC)
for the City of Richmond. This committee, which would mostly consist of farmers, would be
central to implementing various aspects of the RAVS.

Council endorsed the formation of the AAC on January 28, 2002. The City has already
advertised for and reviewed a list of nominees for the AAC. Once the RAVS is approved by
Council, a separate report will be brought forward to recommend appointments to the AAC.
Once appointed, the AAC will exist and function as an advisory committee to provide
information, options and recommendations to Council and other stakeholders.

The public supports the formation of the AAC.
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9.2.3.2  Committee Composition

The original proposal for the AAC was for 9 members, made up of 5 members of the Richmond
Farmers Institute, 3 members from the general farming community and 1 member from ACE.
Planning Committee had recommended that a citizen from the community-at-large be added to
the AAC, bringing the total number of members to 10.

Upon review, the RAVS Core Team is now recommending to reduce the total number of AAC
members back to 9 in order to keep the committee manageable, facilitate more efficient decision-
making, and ensure that agricultural interests are well represented when implementing the
RAVS.

In the final draft of the RAVS, it is proposed that the AAC consist of 5 members from the
Richmond Farmers Institute, 2 members from the general farming community, 1 member from
ACE and 1 citizen from the community-at-large.

9.2.4 Future Zoning Bylaw Amendments

There was fear among some farmers and property owners that, if the RAVS was approved by
Council, then immediately, the proposed changes to the AG1 zone outlined in the RAVS City
Policies and Bylaws Strategy would come into effect and all new non-farm residence uses would
be immediately prohibited in the ALR.

In fact, approval of the RAVS will not bring about any immediate changes to the Zoning Bylaw.

The proposed RAVS Policies and Bylaws Strategy identifies potential zoning issues for review
and public consultation so that the ALR can be better managed to support and reinforce
agricultural viability. The benefits of such a review are that creative solutions can be identified,
longstanding issues resolved and viability promoted.

Furthermore, with the formation of the AAC, the proposed zoning review is one of many
initiatives that would be considered by the new committee. As well, all changes to the AG1 zone
require public hearings before the Zoning Bylaw amendments are finalized. This process

ensures that the public is consulted about such proposed changes.

9.2.5 Nodal Management Plans

The RAVS proposes that, over time, detailed nodal management plans be prepared to better
address specific issues in ALR sub-areas. Ideally, upon the establishment of the ALR in 1974,
more specific ALR Area Plans should have been prepared then because the ALR is not a
homogeneous area and specific issues and opportunities need to be addressed.

For example, the McLennan 2 area (bounded by Westminster Highway, No. 4 Road, No. 5 Road,
and Francis Road) could benefit from a more detailed area plan to address the issue of small lots
and unopened road allowances. An area plan could explore creative solutions such as possibly
re-plotting the area to create a small area of concentrated urban development, an effective buffer
area, and lot consolidation into larger agricultural lots along with the elimination of many
unopened road allowances.
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It is by supporting the RAVS, the AG1 zoning review, and the preparation of the nodal plans,
that long-term progress can best be made.

Some have greeted these ideas positively.
10.0 Options
The following options summarize the alternative ways of managing the ALR:

1. Status Quo Option
This option would continue current practices of ALR management. The question of better
determining what kind of place the ALR is to be would not be answered as neither
agricultural viability nor urbanization would be clearly chosen. Today’s problems would
continue to be tomorrow’s problems. This option would be chosen if the same results,
problems and limited solutions are desired.

2. Urbanization Option
This option would have predominantly non-farm uses (e.g., urban residential, commercial,
industrial, recreational and institutional) and related services occur in the ALR. This option
would be selected if the goal is to eliminate the ALR and convert it to urban uses.

3. Agricultural Viability Option (Recommended)
This option would enhance support for agricultural viability by having predominantly
farming and agriculturally supportive uses and services in the ALR. Non-farm uses would
continue to be limited.

This option would be selected if the idea is to protect the resource and to work towards
agricultural viability. It would demonstrate municipal leadership in agriculture, best utilize
the resource for farming, and promote agricultural uses, complementary services and
initiatives. This option would involve addressing urban issues and longstanding urban/rural
conflicts in a comprehensive manner and on a sub-area basis through consultation, analysis
and review.

11.0  Final Draft RAVS

Staff and the RAVS Core Team recommend Option 3.

Based on Option 3 (Agricultural Viability Option) and in order to address some of the concerns
. expressed by the public and to clarify certain recommendations, a number of changes and

refinements to the earlier draft RAVS are proposed.

A list of the key changes to the draft RAVS and the reasons for doing so are summarized in
Attachment 2.

A Final Draft of the RAVS is presented in Attachment 3 for consideration by Planning
Committee and by Council.
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12.0 Financial Impact
1. None immediately.

2. Implementation of the RAVS will require funding for specific projects on an ongoing basis.
The amount of funding would be determined on a year-to-year basis as projects are
prioritized and put forward for annual budget consideration. Without funding, the policies in
the RAVS will not be implemented.

3. In 2003, $65,000 is proposed for implementing the RAVS.

4. The Agricultural Advisory Committee will require ongoing annual funding of approximately
$5,000 for support. Because of the importance of the RAVS and the high degree of
collaboration and consultation required, this committee’s operating budget is, it is suggested,
a reasonable expense in the City. The $5,000 support is proposed for Council’s consideration
during the 2003 Budget process.

13.0 Conclusion

The RAVS is an important milestone in managing the ALR. It is a partnership between the City,
agricultural community and other stakeholders.

It is based on reinforcing the Provincial ALR commitment, the GVRD Livable Region Strategic
Plan (LRSP), the City’s OCP, sustainability principles and a commitment to do more for
agricultural viability. It is aimed at determining how best to achieve agricultural viability.

The RAVS sets the foundation for greater consultation and co-operation with the agricultural
community to ensure that farmers’ needs are better considered and that negative impacts are
eliminated or minimized.

The RAVS proposes to reinforce the premise that the ALR is a place predominantly for farming
and to undertake a variety of initiatives over the long term to achieve the goal of enhancing
agricultural viability.

It is therefore recommended that the Richmond Agricultural Viability Strategy be approved.

P

Janet Lee
Planner 2
(4108)

JL:cas
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ATTACHMENT 1:

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON SPECIFIC STRATEGIES OF THE
PROPOSED

RICHMOND AGRICULTURAL VIABILITY STRATEGY
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Public Comments on Specific Strategies of the Proposed RAVS
(From 2002 Public Open Houses)

1. RAYVS Agricultural Decision-Making Strategy

Purpose
To ensure that Council decisions which are made on a City-wide basis consider the impacts on

agriculture and are made in a consultative manner.

Key Components of the Strategy

- Establish an Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAC) to review and address community
agricultural issues.

- Maintain the existing ALR boundary in Richmond.

- Develop and implement an Agricultural Impact Assessment for new projects and proposals.

- Maintain an agricultural data system.

Public Comments

- There was support for the formation of the AAC.

- The voting membership of the AAC does not seem balanced.

- There should be more small lot farmers represented on the AAC and less members of the
Richmond Farmers Institute (RFI).

2. RAYVS Services and Infrastructure Strétegy

Purpose
To meet the needs of the agricultural sector with respect to water, drainage, sewerage and
transportation management.

Key Components of the Strategy

- Support the City’s Master Drainage Plan and continue the work of the City staff-Farmer
Drainage Committee. ‘

- Identify drainage improvements to the ALR and prioritize them.

- Encourage improved communication among established agencies on issues such as drainage
and dyke upgrading.

- Review and designate farm travel routes.

- Ensure that the road network supports agriculture.

Public Comments

- Drainage is in major need of improvement in the agricultural areas and is a key priority to
maintain viability.

- Scepticism was expressed by some farmers that drainage improvements would not occur
(e.g. “We’ve been promised drainage improvements for the last 20 years and nothing has
been done™).

- Need to control speeding on roads in agricultural areas and reduce conflicts between
agricultural, non-agricultural and recreational traffic.

- Safety concerns arise out of conflicts between different types of traffic in agricultural areas.
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3. RAYS City Policies and Bylaw Strategy

Purpose
To ensure that City policies and bylaws support the agricultural sector and its viability.

Key Components of the Strategy

- Review Zoning Bylaw regulations and update them.

- Inthe Zoning Bylaw, distinguish between farmhouses and non-farmhouses and manage
them differently.

- Review existing City bylaws to ensure that they are consistent with senior government
legislation and regulations.

Public Comments :

Recommendation 13, which proposes a review of the current AG1 (Agricultural District) zone,
generated the most concern, particularly among farmers and non-farmers in the Gilmore Area.
The proposed recommendation suggests that residential uses which are accessory to farm '
operations (i.e. farmhouses) should be better distinguished from non-farm related residential
development and managed differently.

Public comments about this recommendation include the following:

“Scrap the proposed changes” — there should not be one set of rules for farmhouses and

another for non-farmhouses.

- The proposed changes infringe on an individual’s property rights.

- Agricultural areas are already over-regulated, so government should not be adding more
restrictions.

- The proposed changes will be difficult and costly to enforce and administer.

- Such negative measures will not promote agriculture viability.

- The proposals may devalue agricultural land. They are not good for small land owners.

- The proposals go beyond ALR provisions which permit one dwelling (of any type) per lot.

- Farmers should be permitted to subdivide their lands in order to make some economic return
on their investment.

- Higher costs of land may be directly related to speculators hoping to generate profit through
the use of agricultural land for non-farm residential development. '

- Inorder to preserve farmland for the future, speculation will need to be eliminated so that

productive farming can be focussed upon.

4. RAYVS Non-Farm Uses and Parks and Recreation Strategy

Purpose
To ensure that the dominant use in the ALR is viable and sustainable agriculture.

Key Components of the Strategy

- Consolidate smaller parcels into larger ones.

- Limit recreational uses in the ALR.

- Minimize disruption to farmers by recreational uses.

- Limit the development of roads, except where it benefits agriculture.
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Public Comments

- The benefit of land consolidation is questionable as lands could get bought up by investors
rather than farmers.

- The RAVS should allow “gentleman farmers” on 2 to 5 acre sites to have a nice house and
therefore result in a nicer farming community.

- Some farmers are not supportive of trail access through the ALR as it results in damage to
Crops.

- People are not coming to see the farms. They enjoy the surroundings and then leave the
community.

- Should ban hunting in agricultural areas as the City is densely populated.

3. RAYVS Agricultural Edge Strategy

Purpose
To minimize and address potential conflicts between farm and non-farm neighbours along the

rural-urban edges.

Key Components of Strategy

- Develop agricultural edge plans.

- Require buffers for new developments adjacent to ALR.

- Consider restrictive covenants on urban developments adjacent to the ALR to educate urban
residents along agricultural edges about the agricultural activities near them.

Public Comments

- Industrial uses make better agricultural neighbours than residential uses.

- Where industrial uses are adjacent to agricultural uses, more attention should be paid to the
use of access roads in order to reduce or eliminate potential conflicts between agricultural
and industrial traffic.

- The presence of industrial uses near agricultural areas affects the desirability of living on
agricultural land.

- Evergreen buffers should be used against industrial areas.

- Urban neighbours should not be forced to create a buffer zone at their expense.

- Restrictions on neighbouring urban properties, such as use of restrictive covenants, could
reduce their property values. '

6. RAYVS Strategy for Agriculture with respect to the Environment and
Environmentally Sensitive Areas ‘

Purpose
To encourage environmental management on and adjacent to agricultural land that does not

impact negatively on normal farm practices.

Key Components of the Strategy

- The farm community, the City and other stakeholders will work together to study, analyze,
form options and strategies to better address issues of concern around environmentally
sensitive areas (ESAs) and the environment.
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- Review City management policies and bylaws to assess the implications for farming and
make sure that they are consistent with Provincial and Federal legislation.
- Review ESA’s in consultation with farmers.

Public Comments
- ESA’s are restrictive to farmers. If they cannot fully utilize their lands, they may not be able
to meet the levels of farm profits needs to qualify for lower farm class taxation.

7. RAYVS Public Education and Awareness Strategy

Purpose
To provide opportunities for the general public to better understand and support agriculture in
their community.

Key Components of the Strategy

- Institute an information program to increase public awareness of agricultural practices
(brochures, notices, agricultural signage, etc.).

- Encourage links and partnerships between the agricultural community and the media to
facilitate public education and awareness.

- Consider restrictive covenants for properties within or adjacent to the ALR to address issues
of conflict.

Public Comments

- There was strong support for educating the public about the local agricultural community
and agricultural practices.

- There was concern that using restrictive covenants on neighbouring properties could reduce
those property values.

8. RAVS Economic Growth and Diversification Strategy

Purpose
To support economic growth and diversification in the agricultural industry and allow it to
remain competitive and responsive.

Key Components of Strategy

- Maximize the amount of agricultural land available for farming by reviewing the feasibility
of amalgamating smaller lots to larger ones.

- Encourage farmers to diversify their agricultural operations.

- Develop a “Buy Local” marketing initiative to increase demand for locally grown products.

Public Comments

- There was uncertainty that agricultural support service businesses could be “encouraged” to
locate in Richmond, since some have left the City (e.g. blueberry depot).

- There was concern about the reasons why the City would purchase farmland.

- Larger parcels are not necessarily going to encourage farming because it is expensive to buy
labour and equipment.
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9. RAYVS Agricultural Nodal Management Plans

The RAVS identifies 8 sub-areas, or nodes, within the ALR. Each node has unique
characteristics and issues. Over the long term, it is proposed that nodal management plans be
prepared to address these unique issues and opportunities.

There was a positive response for the concept of nodal management plans. Nodal plans
acknowledge that there are differences among parts of the ALR and provide the opportunity to
address these differences.

During the Public Open Houses, some localized issues emerged in the following areas:
McLennan 2

The McLennan 2 area is bounded by Westminster Highway on the north, Francis Road on the
south, No. 4 Road on the west and No. 5 Road on the east. This area is characterized by small
lot holdings and unopened road allowances.

Farmers in this area have the following concems:

1. Lands were originally intended for urban uses and deemed as small holdings. Owners
thought they would have road access and services to their properties as the City grew. Many
of the properties are owned by non-farmers who never had any intention of farming their
lands.

2. When the ALR was created in the 1970s and these lands were included, there was no
compensation to owners. Many owners are still bitter over the inclusion of their properties in
the ALR.

3. Properties are difficult to farm because the lots are small, access is poor and the soils are not
conducive to a wide range of crops.

4. Properties are taxed as residential because they do not generate enough income to qualify for
farm status. Owners feel that they are paying higher taxes while unable to service, access or
develop their properties with any viable uses, including farming.

Gilmore

Property owners in the Gilmore area raised concerns about the proposed recommendations to
distinguish between farmhouses and non-farmhouses. Some feel that there should be an urban
house on every vacant lot (e.g. there are approximately 1,300 vacant lots in the ALR). Others
felt that farmers should be able to subdivide their properties and retain one or more houses on
their properties. The suggestion that farmhouses on a variety of agricultural lot sizes is
preferable over urban residential development was not well-received by some as this was
perceived to be too restrictive.

Many of the public comments summarized in sections above on City Policies and Bylaws
Strategy were raised by Gilmore area property owners and farmers.
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Changes to the Draft RAVS

The following Definitions were added to the Introduction of the RAVS in order to clarify
terminology:

e The definition of “Agriculture” from the City’s Zoning Bylaw;

e The definition of “Farm Operation” from the Provincial Farm Practices Protection
Act;

e Criteria for farm class taxation, as defined by the B.C. Assessment Authority.

The list of Guiding Principles was expanded to include the following two new
principles:

e Urban development in the ALR will be minimized.
e Subdivision in the ALR will be minimized, except where it supports agricultural
viability (e.g. diversification, expansion, etc.).

The intent of the document has been clarified to indicate that:

e The purpose of the RAVS is to strengthen and enhance agricultural viability, not to
remove lands from the ALR unless there is a substantial net benefit to agriculture and
there is consultation with agricultural stakeholders.

e The RAVS is primarily a community planning strategy (i.e. land use, servicing,
environmental, economic development and public awareness), not a taxation strategy. -
Taxation issues would have to be the subject of further study.

Recommendation 1 ¢) i) was amended so that the composition of the proposed
Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAC) consists of a total of 9 voting members

(5 members from the Richmond Farmers Institute, 2 members from the general farming
community, 1 member from the Advisory Committee on the Environment and 1 member
from the community-at-large).

When the draft RAVS was presented to the Planning Committee on January 22, 2002, the
AAC was proposed to have 9 voting members (5 from the Richmond Farmers Institute,

3 from the general farming community, 1 from the Advisory Committee on the
Environment).

Planning Committee passed a resolution to add a citizen-at-large to the AAC (bringing
the total number of voting members to 10).

After careful consideration, the Core Team wishes to maintain the size of the AAC at

9 members, for greater efficiency in decision-making, and to ensure that agricultural
interests are adequately represented. The citizen from the community-at-large would be
maintained, while the number of members from the general farming community would be
reduced from 3 to 2. The number of representatives from the Richmond Farmers Institute
would be maintained at 5 as the Institute has been a full partner in the development of the
RAVS and has substantial knowledge about agricultural viability issues.
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The size and membership of the AAC may be reviewed in the future if necessary.
5. Recommendation 2 was amended to:

“2. Maintain the existing ALR boundary and ALR land base in Richmond, and do not
support a change to the ALR boundary or a loss of ALR land unless:

e there is a substantial net benefit to agriculture; and
e the agricultural stakeholders are fully consulted.”

The amendments introduce the concept of “no net loss” of agricultural land to this
recommendation. The recommendation re-affirms City policies to preserve and protect
the ALR for farming.

6. Recommendation 3 was amended to designate more than one City Staff member as an
Agricultural Liaison.

The original recommendation proposed to designate one City Staff Agricultural Liaison.
It is noted that different staff have expertise in different areas (e.g. planning, engineering,
environment, etc.). Therefore, the recommendation was amended to give the City
flexibility in appointing one or more staff members as liaisons to assist or respond to
inquiries by the agricultural community.

It was further clarified that the Staff Liaison from the Policy Planning Department would
function as the lead Staff Agricultural Liaison (among those appointed from different
departments) in order to ensure coordination among departments.

7. Recommendations 13 a) to ¢) were re-written as follows:

“13. a) Review the current list of uses permitted in the AG1 zone and update it to reflect
changes in Provincial legislation and the objectives of achieving agricultural
viability.

b) Review the AG1 zoning regulations for residential uses on farms and for non-
farm residences in the ALR to determine how to better achieve agricultural
viability.

¢) Review the non-agricultural uses currently permitted in the AG1 zone to better
achieve agricultural viability.”

Recommendation 13 f) was re-written as follows:

f) Review all minimum and maximum property and building setbacks for residences
in the ALR to minimize conflicts with adjacent uses.

There are no changes to Recommendations 13 d) and e). |
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The above changes in 13 a) to c) and f) broaden the scope of the recommendations. The
intent of Recommendation 13 is to identify the need to review the AG1 zone and update
it to meet the current and changing needs of agriculture.

Such a review process would include consultation with the AAC, the farming
community, ALR property owners and the public. Therefore, the recommendations can
remain general in the RAVS and be defined in future work.

Recommendation 14 was re-written as follows:

“14) Review the roadside stand regulations in Business Regulation Bylaw 7148 and
prepare information, options, and recommendations to improve their effectiveness
and achieve agricultural viability.”

The proposed change broadens the recommendation so that specific issues and changes to
roadside stand regulations may be defined in future work.

In earlier drafts of the RAVS, the bylaw cited in this recommendation was Bylaw 6902.
Staff subsequently discovered that Bylaw 6902 was repealed and replaced with
Bylaw 7148. The references have been updated accordingly.

Recommendation 17 was re-written as follows:

“17) Encourage a cooperative and partnership approach to avoid and address nuisance
complaints (e.g. spraying, noise, odour, dust, pesticide application, burning, etc.)”

The above recommendation has been expanded to include dust, pesticide application and
burning as nuisances that should be addressed. This is aimed to reduce the potential for
complaints from the non-farming community and farmers’ concerns of the need for
continued environmentally safe pesticide practices.

Recommendations 18 a) and 35 a) were re-written as follows:

“18 a) Review the feasibility of amalgamating smaller lots to larger ones wherever
possible;”

“35 a) Review the feasibility of amalgamating smaller lots to larger ones wherever
possible. These parcels could then be sold or leased as farmland to farmers.”

The reference to the City purchase of lands to facilitate amalgamation and farming was
eliminated. The previous reference left the impression among some people that the City
had an agenda to buy up farmland for urban development and future City profit.

As there is no such intent behind the recommendation and there is no certainty that the
City will have the resources to purchase farmland for sale or lease to farmers, this
reference has been eliminated.
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Recommendation 18 d) ii) was re-written as follows:

“18 d)11) Work with the agricultural community, equestrian community and
recreational community to ensure that recreational uses adjacent to or within
the ALR are compatible with farm uses and have a positive benefit to
farming.” '

The reference to “equestrian community” was added in the above recommendation to
clarify the need to involve the equestrian sector when planning for new trails and
recreational uses in the ALR.

Recommendation 21 b) was amended to include ‘“Minimize urban-rural conflicts” as an
intent for requiring restrictive covenants on new developments adjacent to the ALR.

Recommendation 36 a) was re-written as follows:

“36 a) Liaising with support agencies such as BCMAFF, AAFC, GVRD and the LRC to
gather information and identify resources to clarify diversification opportunities
(e.g. new crop production and development, value-added production, etc.);”

The references to new crop production and development and value-added production
have been inserted as examples of diversification opportunities. With the economic
viability of traditional primary farming in question, it is reasonable to explore
opportunities that would expand the range of activities that could take place on farmlands
and assist farmers to add value to their products.

Recommendation 42 was re-written as follows:

“42)  Ensure that a “least impact” policy exists to protect farmers from the impacts of
the proposed residential development in the London-Princess area:”

The draft RAVS referred to a developing urban area at the southwest edge of the Gilmore
area as the “London Lane” residential development. Staff have more commonly referred
to this area as “London-Princess” in accordance with established street names in the area.
As “London Lane” is also the name of an existing industrial complex in the area, the area
reference was amended to “London-Princess” in order to clarify that the policy referred
to the area.

Recommendation 50 was re-written as follows:
“50)  Maximize the agricultural land available in McLennan 2 for future agricultural

uses (see Recommendation 35), including the possibility of replotting the land
and/or limited access.”
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The McLennan 2 area has many relatively small lots and unopened road allowances. At
the public meetings, farmers and property owners discussed the problems facing their
area, including the inability to access properties, high taxation, lots that are too small to
farm viably, and poor drainage.

In order to resolve some of the issues facing McLennan 2, a range of potential solutions
will need to be considered. Potential solutions include, but are not limited, to the
following:

1. Providing limited access at appropriate locations to enable interior lots to be farmed.

2. Replotting, in which property owners with inaccessible or undevelopable parcels
would be allotted new parcels elsewhere in the area in exchange for their
undeveloped parcels. The new parcels would have some form of development
potential that property owners could take advantage of, while the undeveloped parcels
would be amalgamated to larger parcels for farming.

Prepared by the
Policy Planning Department
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Recommendations in the Agricultural Viability Strategy
The Agricultural Viability Strategy (AVS) provides over 60 recommendations designed to:

e Foster and maintain agricultural viability;
e Address the key issues facing the agricultural sector in Richmond;
e  Work within the framework of a 2021 vision and guiding principles for the future.

The AVS recommendations appear in the City-Wide Management Plan for Viable Agriculture
(Section 3) and the Agricultural Nodal Management Plans (Section 4), and are in numerical order. A
complete list of the recommendations, in the same order, can be found in Appendix II. '

Acronyms and Key Words Used in the Agricultural
Viability Strategy

AAC City Agricultural Advisory Committee (see Recommendation 1)
AAFC. .. Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada

ATA e, Agricultural Impact Assessment (see Recommendation 4)
ALC Agricultural Land Commission

ALR ... Agricultural Land Reserve

ARDSA ..., Agricultural Regional Development Subsidiary Agreement
BCMAFF ..., BC Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Fisheries

City oo, City of Richmond

Core Team.............ccoooeeinnnnnn. Richmond Agricultural Viability Strategy Core Team

DFO ..., Federal Department of Fisheries and Oceans

EC . Environment Canada

ESA e, Environmentally Sensitive Area

FPPA ..., Farm Practices Protection Act

MWALP ... BC Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection

OCP .o, Richmond Official Community Plan, Schedule 1, Bylaw 7100
RFL ..o Richmond Farmers Institute

CAL .. City Councillor Agricultural Liaison (see Recommendation 3)
SAL oo City Staff Agricultural Liaison (see Recommendation 3)
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1. Executive Summary

Agriculture is important in Richmond’s history. Early settlers were attracted to Richmond because
of the fertile soils and promise of productive agriculture. While Richmond has since developed into
a cosmopolitan City, agriculture remains a very important part of the economy and a major land use.

However, the agricultural sector is one that is at best, misunderstood, and, at worst, frequently
ignored by those not directly involved with agriculture. The industry is under pressure to meet the
challenges of competing, often in an international marketplace, yet may be hampered by ongoing
regulations and marketing difficulties. Often the potential impacts of urban-based decisions on the
industry are not studied.

Farmers, too, may have misunderstandings
about the intent of decision-makers and other
public figures. Sometimes, farmers feel
overwhelmed and unable to sustain the
constant vigilance needed to avoid being
squeezed from their land by increasing urban
pressures and conflicts.

Despite all of these pressures and concerns, the people of the City of Richmond (City), the British
Columbia public, and Canadians in general have a genuine “soft spot” for farming and farmers.
Often cited as a trustworthy working group, the farmer’s role in keeping food on our tables is
admired and appreciated.

Consistent with this community viewpoint, “the City recognizes the importance of agriculture as a
food source, an environmental resource, a heritage asset, and an important contributor to the local
economy. The City is committed to protecting the supply of agricultural lands and to ensuring the

"1

viability of farm operations”.
It is to be noted that:

1. The development of this Agricultural Viability Strategy (AVS) is a long-term commitment and
partnership of the City and agricultural community to strengthen and enhance agricultural
viability in Richmond;

2. The purpose of the AVS is not to remove land from the Agricultural Land Reserve unless there
is a substantial net benefit to agriculture and there is consultation with agricultural stakeholders;

3. The AVS is a community planning policy document and does not address taxation issues.
While they are related, taxation issues would require separate study because they are complex.
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2021 Agricultural Viability Strategy Vision
The 2021 vision is:

“The City and the farm...working together for viable agriculture”.

2021 Agricultural Viability Strategy Principles
The following are the guiding principles developed for the AVS:

1. The dominant use of the land in the ALR in Richmond will be for a competitive, diverse and
flexible agricultural industry.

2. The stability and integrity of the ALR boundary will be supported and maintained.

3. Agricultural economic growth, innovation, diversification and best practices are the best ways to
protect agricultural land in Richmond and to ensure the ongoing viability of agricultural
operations.

4. Urban development in the ALR will be minimized.

5. Subdivision in the ALR will be minimized, except where it supports agricultural viability
(e.g. diversification, expansion, etc.).

6. Richmond farmers will be provided with the necessary support, services and infrastructure that
are required for agricultural viability.

7. Residents of the City of Richmond will be encouraged to learn more about agriculture in their
city and to support locally grown agricultural products.

8. Effective and positive communication with the general public and the agricultural sector will be
a priority.

9. Decision-making will be coordinated in a consultative manner and will consider all potential
nmpacts on agricultural viability.

10. A sustainable environment will be maintained to provide quality air, water and land which
supports and complements farming.

With the development of the 2021 vision and
guiding principles for the future of agriculture in
Richmond (Section 2.2), over 60 recommendations
emerged from this planning process.

£y e
JeliHIT L i}

J o

vieh

City-Wide Management Plan

The AVS contains an overall City-Wide Management Plan for Viable Agriculture, with the
following strategies identified:

¢ The Agricultural Decision Making Strategy (Section 3.1) provides recommendations for
ensuring that decisions made on a city-wide basis promote agricultural viability, consider the
impacts on agriculture, and are made in a consultative manner;
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e The Services and Infrastructure Strategy (Section 3.2) provides recommendations to meet the
needs of the agricultural sector with respect to water, drainage, sewerage and transportation
management;

e The City Policies and Bylaws Strategy (Section 3.3) provides recommendations to ensure that
City policies and bylaws support the agricultural sector and the viability of the industry, without
imposing unnecessary restrictions;

¢ The Non-Farm Uses and Parks and Recreation Strategy (Section 3.4) provides mechanisms
to ensure that the dominant use of the ALR in Richmond is viable and sustainable agriculture;

e The Agricultural Edge Strategy (Section 3.5) contains recommendations for planning along
rural-urban edges to minimize, and address, potential conflicts between farm and non-farm
neighbours;

¢ The Strategy for Agriculture with respect to the Environment and Environmentally
Sensitive Areas (Section 3.6) encourages environmental management on, and adjacent to,
agricultural land that does not impact negatively on normal farm practices;

* The Public Education and Awareness Strategy (Section 3.7) provides opportunities for the
general public to better understand the agricultural industry in their community;

¢ The Economic Growth and Diversification Strategy (Section 3.8) supports economic growth
and diversification in the agricultural industry to allow it to remain competitive and responsive to
changing times.

Nodal Management Plans

In addition to the City-Wide Management Plan, eight separate Agricultural Nodal Management
Plans were developed (Section 4). The eight nodes were identified to manage the resources and
issues within specific areas and complement the city-wide strategies.

Implementation Strategy

The AVS also includes an Implementation Strategy (See Section 5) to provide direction for the
implementation of the many recommendations. Further details for those recommendations that may
be implemented in the shorter term are provided in Section 5.2.

One of the most significant recommendations that is considered as a high priority is the creation of a
City Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAC) (See Recommendation 1) and the establishment of
City Councillor and Staff Agricultural Liaisons (CAL, SAL), (See Recommendation 3) to work
closely with the agricultural community.

City Divisions will be encouraged to implement the strategy and to support the agricultural sector as
further development occurs in Richmond.

Another key recommendation is the introduction of an Agricultural Impact Assessment process
(AIA) (See Recommendation 4) to assess the potential impact of development on the agricultural
sector. This process is recommended to ensure that future development, and other initiatives, would
not have negative impacts on the capacity to farm in Richmond. In addition, appropriate
“agricultural edge” planning is recommended to reduce the impact of activities carried out by both
the agricultural and non-agricultural sectors in the City on each other.

4 O
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There is a sense of optimism that this AVS can make an important contribution to the City and to the
farm and non-farmn communities living and working together in the area.

Implementation of the AVS is viewed as a critical step in securing a viable agricultural community
for the future and increasing the level of economic activity in the agricultural sector. The
responsibility to follow through with any and all necessary measures is enormous. Without a
comprehensive strategy to guide agricultural planning, the alternative is continued erosion of the
agricultural resource base and opportunities for the farming community.
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2. Introvrtinectiog

Agriculture is an important part of the economy and a major land use in the City. With 38% (4,916
hectares or 12,147 acres) of the total land base within the ALR, a moderate climate, and favorable
topography and soils, the agricultural sector is a significant engine of the overall City economy. In
1995, Richmond farms earned over $56 million in revenues?.
Richmond’s farmers grow and raise a variety of crops,
livestock, specialty and niche products, ranging from
cranberries and potatoes to beef and dairy cattle, to sheep,
flowers and honey.’

Despite the favorable climatic and soil conditions for
agriculture, there are many challenges for the industry.
Drainage and irrigation issues, rural-urban conflicts, competing
non-farm uses within the ALR, high land values, and other
issues, put pressure on the industry.

The industry pressures notwithstanding, both rural and urban
residents of Richmond have considerable optimism and
hopefulness for the future viability of farming in Richmond’s
ALR. They value the green space provided by a working
agricultural industry. They want young people to understand
the role that agriculture plays in their community - to be able to
see, first hand, how farms work, and where much of their food
originates. They want to be able to consume locally grown
produce.* In short, the community understands that farmers are stewards of the land and their
presence is a benefit to everyone.

Removal of Land from the ALR

The mtent of the AVS is to increase agricultural viability, not to remove lands from the ALR unless
there is a significant net benefit to agriculture and there is consultation with agricultural
stakeholders.

Taxation

The AVS is primarily a community planning strategy (i.e. land use, servicing, environmental,
economic development and public awareness), not a taxation strategy. As taxation is complex,
taxation issues would need to be addressed in a separate study.

* City of Richmond Agricultural Profile, January 2002 (Profile), p. 57.

? Profile, p. ii. 193

*RAVS Agricultural Survey Report, “Vision Statements”, pp. 53-57.
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VISION for the FUTURE: “The City and the farm... working together for viable agriculture.” City of Richmond

2.1 Definitions

The following definitions are relevant to the AVS:

1. Land Use - “Agriculture” (City of Richmond)

The Richmond Zoning Bylaw defines “Agriculture” as “the use of land for the growing of crops
or the raising of livestock.”

Properties that are zoned “Agricultural District (AG1)” are permitted to have the following uses:

e Agriculture

e Keeping & Raising of Animals for Commercial Purposes
e Horticulture

e Peat Extraction & Processing

e Horse Riding Academy

* Roadside Stand (Classes A & B), provided that the operation is clearly ancillary to a
permitted agricultural use

Animal Hospital or Clinic

Residential, limited to One-Family Dwelling

Boarding and Lodging, limited to two persons per dwelling unit

Home Occupation

Radio & Television Transmisston Facilities

Public Sewage Collection, Treatment and Disposal Facilities

e Accessory Uses, Buildings and Structures, but excluding secondary suites.

Some of the above uses require approval from the Agricultural Land Commission under the
Agricultural Land Commission Act.

Subject to requirements, farmhouses (as an accessory use on a farm) and non-farm houses are
allowed in the AG1-Zone.

2. “Farm Operation” (Farm Practices Protection Act)
In the Provincial Farm Practices Protection Act,
“Farm operation” means any of the following activities involved in carrying on a farm
business:

a) Growing, producing, raising or keeping animals or plants, including mushrooms, or the
primary products of those plants or animals;

b) Clearing, draining, irrigating or cultivating land;
¢) Using farm machinery, equipment, devices, materials and structures;

d) Applying fertilizers, manure, pesticides and biological control agents, including by
ground and aerial spraying;

¢) Conducting any other agricultural activity on, in or over agricultural land;
and includes

191
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City of Richmond VISION for the FUTURE: “The City and the farm... working together for viable agriculture.”

f)

Intensively cultivating in plantations, any
(1) Specialty wood crops, or

(11) Specialty fibre crops

prescribed by the minister;

g)

h)

)

k)

Conducting turf production
(1) Outside of an agricultural land reserve, or

(i1) In an agricultural land reserve with the approval under the Agricultural Land
Commission Act of the Provincial Agricultural Land Commission;

Aquaculture as defined in the Fisheries Act if carried on by a person licensed, under Part
3 of that Act, to carry on the business of aquaculture;

Raising or keeping game, within the meaning of the Game Farm Act, by a person
licensed to do so under that Act;

Raising or keeping fur bearing animals, within the meaning of the Fur Farm Act, by a
person licensed to do so under that Act;

Processing or direct marketing by a farmer of one or both of
(1) The products of a farm owned or operated by the farmer, and

(11) Within limits prescribed by the minister, products not of that farm,

to the extent that the processing or marketing of those products is conducted on the farmer's
farm;

but does not include

y

An activity, other than grazing or hay cutting, if the activity constitutes a forest practice
as defined in the Forest Practices Code of British Columbia Act;

m) Breeding pets or operating a kennel;

n)

Growing, producing, raising or keeping exotic animals, except types of exotic animals
prescribed by the minister.

Note: “Minister” means the Provincial Minister responsible for the Farm Practices Protection Act.

3. Taxation - “Agriculture”

The B.C. Assessment Authority considers as “farm” class all or part of a parcel of land used for:

primary agricultural production
a farmer’s dwelling, or
the training and boarding of horses when operated in conjunction with horse rearing.

In order to maintain the “farm” class, the farm must meet the following income criteria:

if land is smaller than 8,000 m? (2 acres), must earn $10,000 from the sale of primary
agricultural products.
if land is between 8,000 m* (2 acres) and 4 ha (10 acres), $2,500 must be eamed.

if land is larger than 4 ha (10 acres), $2,500 plus 5% of the actual value of any farm land in
excess of 4 ha (10 acres) must be earned from farming activity on the land.

fvs
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VISION for the FUTURE: “The City and the farm... working together for viable agriculture.” City of Richmond

2.2 Overview of the Planning Process

The development of the AVS is only one phase of a 5-phase project to ensure the viable use of
Richmond’s farmland:

Phase 1 involved Council approval to prepare the AVS, finalize the funding, and prepare
background documents (Agricultural Profile and Survey Report);

Phase 2 involved a series of Farmers” Workshops and a Public Open House for public input on
issues and opportunities for agriculture in Richmond. There was ongoing research, including
partnerships with federal and provincial agencies;

Phase 3 involved hiring the consultant team and developing the AVS;

Phase 4 involves the presentation of the AVS to Council for approval, and setting the stage for
implementation;

Phase S involves the full implementation of the AVS.

2.3 The Planning Area
The planning area for the AVS is the ALR land within the City of Richmond. (See Figure 1)

2.4 Description and Features of the Planning Area

This section is intended to provide a snapshot of the physical setting and agricultural activity of the
planning area. The facts and figures presented are derived from the City’s Agricultural Profile,
which should be consulted for more detailed information.

2.4.1 Agriculture in the Planning Area

Richmond has a rich agricultural tradition and history, dating back to pre-European settlement when
First Nations people used the cranberry bogs of Lulu Island as a food source. * Farmers in Richmond
have made use of the fertile soils and favorable climate to produce a wide variety of crops and
livestock, including:

* Berries, such as cranberries, blueberries, raspberries and strawberries:
* Field vegetables, such as potatoes, pumpkins, squash and corn;

e Nursery products;

Greenhouse production;

Hens and chickens;

Beef and dairy cattle;

Sheep, lambs, llamas and alpacas;

Equestrian uses and facilities;

e Bees and honey;

196

> Profile, front cover.
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City of Richmond VISION for the FUTURE: “The City and the farm... working together for viable agriculture.”

e Tree fruits;
e Organic vegetables and herbs.

2.4.2 Challenges
The main limitations facing the agricultural industry include:

e Biophysical limitations such as excessive wetness of some
soils. However, with modest improvements, all of the
farmland in Richmond is considered prime;®

e Pressure to urbanize;

® Pressure to subdivide;

e Rural-urban conflicts;

¢ Conflicting land uses and high land values;

e Economic issues;

e Service and infrastructure problems.

Despite the above limitations, Richmond farms generate over $56
million in revenues’ and contribute significantly to the local and
provincial economy.

® Profile, p. 14.
” Profile, p. 57.
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working together for viable agriculture.”

VISION for the FUTURE: “The City and the farm...

Figure 1 — The Planning Area
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City of Richmond VISION for the FUTURE: “The City and the farm... working together for viable agriculture.”

2.5 Purpose of the Agricultural Viability Strategy

The purpose of this AVS is to provide a 2021 vision and guiding principles, objectives and practical
strategies for the future growth and viability of the agricultural sector in the City.

by Comitiee (AACHHT take the lead role in
il advive Cliv Council, staff and the communiiy

soide o fraomework towards achieving
e considered i termys of dis

_ iculiure. 1t is acknowledaed that
fntificd I the Stiategy may be brought forward and

iemeiiation.

The implementation of strategies in the AVS over the long term aims to achieve:

e Favourable and sustainable economic returns for farmers;

* A supportive policy framework and decision-making structure;
e Beneficial servicing and infrastructure;

* Increased encouragement from the community;

* Increased support for Richmond agricultural products;

* Increased awareness and respect for the needs of the agricultural community and the urban
community;

* A sustainable environment which provides quality air, water, and land which supports and
complements farming;

* A positive outlook to attract more young people to choose to farm; and
e Better working partnerships among important stakeholders.

2.8 20271 Vision and Guiding Principles for the Future

City Corporate Vision

The City's corporate vision statement is “to be the most appealing, livable, and well-managed
community in Canada™. To ensure that this corporate vision is met with respect to agriculture, the
City seeks to ensure the viability of farm operations and to protect the supply of agricultural lands.

The City also recognizes the importance of agriculture as a food source, an environmental resource
a heritage asset, and an important contributor to the local economy.’

2

With the City’s corporate vision statement and objectives for agriculture in mind, the Core Team
developed the following 2021 vision and guiding principles for agricultural viability in Richmond.

focCP, p. 3.
> OCP, p. 16. 1 g9
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VISION for the FUTURE: “The City and the farm... working together for viable agriculture.” City of Richmond

2021 Vision

i

“The Cay and the farm, oworking together jor viabic agriculige,”

The vision is the foundation for the AVS. It functions as both the starting point and “measuring
stick” for all management plans and recommendations.

2021 Guiding Principles

1. The dominant use of the land in the ALR in Richmond will be for a competitive, diverse and
flexible agricultural industry.

2. The stability and integrity of the ALR boundary will be supported and maintained.

3. Agricultural economic growth, innovation, diversification and best practices are the best ways to

protect agricultural land in Richmond and to ensure the ongoing viability of agricultural
operations.

4. Urban development in the ALR will be minimized.

5. Subdivision in the ALR will be minimized, except where it supports agricultural viability
(e.g. diversification, expansion, etc.).

6. Richmond farmers will be provided with the necessary support, services and infrastructure that
are required for agricultural viability.

7. Residents of the City of Richmond will be encouraged to learn more about agriculture in their
city and to support locally grown agricultural products.

8. Effective and positive communication with the general public and the agricultural sector will be
a priority.

9. Decision-making will be coordinated in a consultative manner and will consider all potential
impacts on agricultural viability.

10. A sustainable environment will be maintained to provide quality air, water, and land which
supports and complements farming.

200
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City of Richmond VISION for the FUTURE: “The City and the farm... working together for viable agriculture.”

3. City-Wide Management Plan for Viable Agriculture

The City-Wide Management Plan for Viable Agriculture identifies options and opportunities for
enhancing the viability of agriculture.

The management plan contains the following strategies:

e The Agricultural Decision Making Strategy (Section 3.1) provides recommendations for
ensuring that decisions made on a city-wide basis promote agricultural viability, consider the
impacts on agriculture, and are made in a consultative manner;

¢ The Services and Infrastructure Strategy (Section 3.2) provides recommendations to meet the
needs of the agricultural sector with respect to water, drainage, sewerage and transportation
management;

e The City Policies and Bylaws Strategy (Section 3.3) provides recommendations to ensure that
City policies and bylaws support the agricultural sector and the viability of the industry, without
imposing unnecessary restrictions;

¢ The Non-Farm Uses and Parks and Recreation Strategy (Section 3.4) provides mechanisms
to ensure that the dominant use of the ALR in Richmond is viable and sustainable agriculture;

e The Agricultural Edge Strategy (Section 3.5) contains recommendations for planning along
rural-urban edges to minimize, and address, potential conflicts between farm and non-farm
neighbours;

* The Strategy for Agriculture With Respect to the Environment and Environmentally
Sensitive Areas (Section 3.6) encourages environmental management on, and adjacent to,
agricultural land that does not impact negatively on normal farm practices;

e The Public Education and Awareness Strategy (Section 3.7) provides opportunities for the
general public to better understand the agricultural industry in their community;

e The Economic Growth and Diversification Strategy (Section 3.8) supports economic growth
and diversification in the agricultural industry to allow it to remain competitive and responsive to
changing times.

201
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VISION for the FUTURE: “The City and the farm... working together for viable agriculture.” City of Richmond

3.1 Agricultural Decision-Making Strategy

3.1.1 introduction

Because the general population is mostly removed from direct experience with agriculture and the
farm population is declining relative to the growing urban sector, agricultural interests are often
inadequately represented in the City’s decision-making processes.

A major goal of the AVS is to provide a framework to ensure that future decision-making recognizes
agricultural interests.

It is also critical that farmers be provided with a practical mechanism to promptly access information

about the City bylaws, operations, and services that may be necessary to make farm management
decisions.

3.1.2 Objectives

To develop and support initiatives which:

e Establish a direct link between Council and the agricultural sector;
* Ensure that decision-making takes place in consultation with the agricultural sector;

e Provide opportunities for improved communication between the agricultural and non-agricultural
sectors on agricultural issues;

* Ensure that decisions about agriculture are made using the most current information available;

e Ensure that the impacts on agriculture of all decisions are adequately understood and taken into
consideration.

3.1.3 Recommendations

1. Establish a City Agricultural Advisory Committee of Council (AAC).
a) Have the AAC play the key advisory role in implementing the AVS;

b) Require all City departments to seek input from the AAC when major departmental
initiatives are proposed as part of their planning strategy, where agriculture is affected;

c) Committee Membership:
1) Voting Members:

The Committee shall consist of nine (9) voting members appointed by Council,
including:

e Five (5) “farming representatives” chosen from nominations by the Richmond
Farmers Institute. A “farming representative” is defined as a farmer who derives a
majority of his/her income from farming;

¢ Two (2) farming representatives from the general agricultural community (nursery,
livestock, equestrian, greenhouses, crops, etc.);

¢ One (1) representative from the Advisory Committee on the Environment; and

¢ One (1) representative from the community at large.

18 2 0 2 Richmond Agricultural Viability Strategy
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City of Richmond VISION for the FUTURE: “The City and the farm... working together for viable agriculture.”

1)) Committee Advisors (Non-voting Members):
The Committee shall also consist of the following advisors including:

e A City Councillor Agricultural Liaison (CAL);

e A representative from BCMAFF;

¢ A representative from the ALC;

e A staff member from the Engineering/Public Works Department(s);

¢ A staff member from the Urban Development Division (Staff Agricultural Liaison);
e A staff member from the RCMP; and

e Others as necessary.

2. Maintain the existing ALR boundary and ALR land base in Richmond, and do not support a
change to the ALR boundary or a loss of ALR land unless:

e there is a substantial net benefit to agriculture; and
e the agricultural stakeholders are fully consulted.

3. Designate various City Staff as Agricultural Liaisons (SALs), with the Policy Planning
Department Liaison as the lead SAL to ensure coordination.

a) Have the CAL/SALs play a key support role in the implementation of the AVS and
supporting the AAC;

b) Publicize the SALs as people to assist the agricultural sector to access information about
City bylaws, operations, and services, address agricultural issues and concerns, and
contribute to various agricultural projects;

c) Develop a flow chart to facilitate access to information required by the agricultural sector.
This flow chart may include information about policies and bylaws, processes involved for
planning and development approvals, growth and diversification information, etc.

4. Introduce an Agricultural Impact Assessment process (AIA).

a) Use the AIA for all proposed projects involving land use changes or development:
1)  Within the ALR;
i1) Adjacent to the ALR;

1i1) Outside the ALR for projects which may have an impact on agriculture, such as
transportation corridors, recreational trails, new residential developments, and others.

b) Develop criteria, (e.g. drainage/irrigation implications, air quality, noise, transportation and
traffic, and others), for the AIA in conjunction with BCMAFF, the ALC, the proposed AAC
(see Recommendation 1), and others as appropriate.

5. Maintain an Agricultural Data System.

a) Update and expand the scope of the Agricultural Profile, the Agricultural Land Use
Inventory, and the Geographic Information System every three years or sooner to maintain
current information about the agricultural sector;

203
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VISION for the FUTURE: “The City and the farm... working together for viable agricuiture.” City of Richmond

b) Continue to engage in innovative research partnerships with groups such as Agriculture and
Agri-Food Canada (AAFC), BC Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Fisheries (BCMAFF),
Greater Vancouver Regional District (GVRD), University of British Columbia (UBC),
Simon Fraser University (SFU) and others to determine agricultural trends in Richmond;

¢) Monitor changes in the agricultural sector to determine issues of concern and changes in
overall viability, using the following possible indicators:

i) Indicators which track land use and land availability:
e Hectares (or acres) of ALR land in Richmond;
* Hectares (or acres) of ALR land which is Farm Class;
e Hectares (or acres) of ALR land available for sale or lease.

i1) Indicators which track farm viability and the overall health of the agricultural sector:

* Annual number of applications, approvals and rejections for exclusion of land from
the ALR;

* Annual number of applications, approvals and rejections for non-farm use and
subdivision in the ALR;

e Net Returns from Agriculture;

¢ Economic Diversity Index.

d) Integrate the data into ongoing City operations and decision making wherever possible.

20 Richmond Agricultural Viability Strategy
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City of Richmond VISION for the FUTURE: “The City and the farm... working together for viable agriculture.”

3.2 Services and Infrastructure Strategy

3.2.1 Introduction

The service and infrastructure issues related to improving agriculture include those connected to
drainage, irrigation, flood risks, and transportation.

3.2.2 Objsectives
To develop and support initiatives which:

e Provide farmers with the necessary support, services and infrastructure required for agricultural
viability;

e Ensure that drainage improvements are made for the ALR, in order of priority, based on
discussion with the AAC;

¢ Ensure that servicing and infrastructure projects do not interfere with normal farm practices;

* Ensure that servicing and infrastructure projects are delivered according to specified
performance standards, based on discussion with the AAC;

* Ensure that farm vehicles can adequately move between agricultural areas.

e Ensure that drainage, servicing and infrastructure changes are considered in a holistic and
comprehensive manner so that the quality of air, land and water is maintained for agricultural
viability.

3.2.3 Drainage and irrigation

2

Richmond soils do not drain easily and much of the Island is prone to periodic flooding. Adequate
drainage is essential to agricultural viability. The City has begun to develop a master drainage plan
as a component of the City’s Capital Program, and now has a four-year schedule in place to model

the water, sewer, drainage and road infrastructure. Agricultural drainage and irrigation systems will
be given priority in the modeling schedule.

Once the master drainage plan is in place, solutions can be developed for improving the drainage of
agricultural areas that were not covered by the Federal Government’s Agricultural Regional
Development Subsidiary Agreement (ARDSA) funding program.

Current ditch cleaning also occurs on a four-year cycle. City staff have demonstrated a willingness
to address both drainage and ditch-cleaning issues that may arise independently from the regular
four-year cycle.

Despite the need for adequate drainage, in the summer months many farms require irrigation. The
City serves the irrigation needs of the agricultural sector through much of the same infrastructure it

uses for general drainage.

A storm drainage map is shown in Figure 2.

203
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3.2.4 Flood Risks

The primary agent of flooding is the annual swelling of the Fraser River in the spring. Flooding may
also be caused by seasonal high tides'. Richmond is currently surrounded by an unbroken dyke
system, much of which is City-maintained. The dykes have been built to a standard designed to
handle a tide level expected to be equaled or exceeded once in 200 years, on average. This level of
protection may not be sufficient.

During the development of this AVS, considerable discussion was held on the subject of a proposed
mid-Island dyke along No. 8 Road. The mid-Island dyke was identified as an option to reduce the
potential risk of flooding to the western portion of the City". The building of the mid-Island dyke

would have the following significant impacts on eastern agricultural land and existing agricultural
operations:

* The dyke would remove land from agricultural production;

¢ The dyke will bring increased traffic which would interfere with farm traffic and provide further
opportunities for vandalism, trespassing, and theft;

¢ The dyke would make it difficult for farmers to move between parcels where farmers farm on
both sides of No. 8 Road;

e - The dyke would interfere with the present drainage/pumping system and may cause the adjacent
land to rise because of compaction resulting from dyke construction;

* The dyke would have to be built on organic soils requiring extensive amounts of fill and
resulting in a wider dyke than if built on mineral soil.

There are alternate ways to address this flood risk, such as improving dyking around the eastern tip
of Richmond.

' profile, p. 10. 206
"' Technical Report Floodplain Management Study, Hay and Company Consultants Inc., November 1989.
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City of Richmond

Map

2 - Storm Drainage

Figure
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3.2.5 Transportation

Other servicing and infrastructure issues relate to transportation corridors. Farmers who must move
farm equipment and other vehicles between and among different agricultural areas in the City must
use City roads. This use may result in increased travel time for farmers because non-farm vehicles
also use the roads a great deal. Road use by non-farm vehicles, joined with farm vehicle use, causes
frustration for both the agricultural and non-agricultural communities.

3.2.6 Recommendations

6. Encourage regular communication among the agricultural sector and the City, provincial and
federal servicing and infrastructure departments by formalizing the City Staff-Farmer Drainage
Committee and by establishing terms of reference and involving the agricultural sector,
Engineering and Public Works Division, and others as appropriate (e.g. Policy Planning,
Environmental Programs, Transportation, etc.).

7. Support the City’s Master Drainage Plan.

a) Identify and ensure that drainage improvements to the ALR occur in order of priority and
according to ARDSA performance standards;

b) Ensure that drainage improvements are considered in a comprehensive manner in
consultation with the agricultural community and relevant City departments;

¢) Encourage sufficient notification to the agricultural sector of ditch-cleaning plans in order
to achieve beneficial, effective and timely agricultural drainage;

d) Encourage the agricultural sector to cooperate with ditch-cleaning practices by providing
appropriate right-of-ways;

e) Encourage the agricultural sector to support ditch-sidecasting activity where it does not
interfere with normal farm practices and/or agricultural capability of the soils;

f)  Require the proposed AIA (see Recommendation 4) be completed for all servicing and
infrastructure projects.

8. Request the Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection to investigate the viability of rebuilding
and upgrading the perimeter dyke around the eastern tip of Richmond along the North Arm of
the Fraser River, instead of the proposed mid-Island dyke.

9. Review and designate “farm travel” routes for travel between agricultural areas:

a) Use recognizable signage to endorse these routes for farm vehicles;

b) Review the wording of “Respect Slow Moving Farm Vehicles” signs and consider “Yield
To Farm Vehicles”;

¢) Develop new road design guidelines to ensure that the outermost lane and shoulder in
combination have a minimum of 4.3 meters (14 feet) in lateral clearance to accommodate
the width of farm vehicles;

d) Review options to minimize the impact of farm traffic on non-farm traffic by providing safe
turn-offs for farm vehicles on identified agricultural corridors carrying high volumes of
traffic. 2 O 8
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City of Richmond VISION for the FUTURE: “The City and the farm... working together for viable agriculture.”

10.

Review Official Community Plan Transportation Policy 4(d)'? which states “Restrict the
development of new major roads in the ALR to avoid jeopardizing farm viability, except for
service roads intended to serve adjacent industrial land” to:

a) Consider removal of the phrase “except for service roads intended to serve adjacent
industrial land” to limit future major road development on ALR land that does not serve the
viability of agriculture;

b) Ensure that a “least impact” policy exists to protect farmers from the impacts of possible
transportation corridors through the ALR by:

i) Requiring the proposed AIA (see Recommendation 4) be completed for new road
projects and that appropriate steps be taken to mitigate potential conflicts;

i1) Ensuring that whenever potential negative impacts for agriculture may occur, that
adequate compensation and/or viable alternatives are available and fully explored;

iii) Placing emphasis on positive benefits of transportation initiatives for farm operations
(e.g. improved drainage and access).

20CP, p. 61. 209
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3.3 City Policies and Bylaws Strategy

e . D PP SN I AR
S 3 T OGLUCUON

Critical to the development of the AVS is the need to ensure that City policies and bylaws conform
to the 2021 AVS vision, guiding principles and objectives. This will be an ongoing challenge for the
City because there are often conflicting land use issues that arise. This issue is further made difficult
because few people are involved directly with the agricultural sector when compared to the city
population as a whole.

Although policies and bylaws can support agricultural viability, the emphasis on communication and
dialogue to resolve issues and conflicts is essential for ongoing harmony between the agricultural
and non-agricultural sectors.

There are numerous examples where bylaws no longer apply, or applicable bylaws are in place but
enforcement is difficult or impractical.

TR s S WS DS S
2322 Obhiectives

s 2 4

To develop and support initiatives which:

* Minimize non-farm use in the ALR;

e Minimize subdivision in the ALR;

* Emphasize communication, dialogue and co-operation over legislation and the enforcement of
bylaws;

* Monitor City policies and bylaws to ensure that they support agricultural viability;

* Monitor City policies and bylaws to ensure that they conform to the Farm Practices Protection
Act (FPPA);

* Emphasize a cooperative and partnership approach in avoiding and addressing nuisance
complaints (e.g. spraying, burning, noise, etc.);

* Provide farmers with information about policies and bylaws related to agriculture.

3.3.3 Recommendations

1. Ensure that all proposed City policies and bylaws relating to the agricultural sector and ALR
encourage agricultural viability:

a) Refer proposed policies and bylaws to the proposed AAC (see Recommendation 1) for
comment prior to their adoption;

b) Ensure that policies and bylaws, prior to adoption, are subject to the Agricultural Impact
Assessment (see Recommendation 4) where appropriate.

12. Ensure that new City bylaws related to agriculture and the ALR are developed with regard to

existing bylaws to determine whether changes in enforcement would solve the identified
problems.
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Review Zoning Bylaw 5300 in consultation with the public and prepare information, options
and recommendations to improve its effectiveness in supporting agricultural viability. This
review includes the following items and other actions not yet identified:

a) Review the current list of uses permitted in the AG1 zone and update it to reflect changes in
Provincial legislation and the objectives of achieving agricultural viability;

b) Review the AG1 zoning regulations for residential uses on farms and for non-farm
residences in the ALR to determine how to better achieve agricultural viability;

c) Review the non-agricultural uses currently permitted in the AG1 zone to better achieve
agricultural viability;

d) Review how to better manage building materials, storage and other accessory farm uses;

€) Review the current policy on the storage of farm equipment/vehicles related to the farm
operation as a principal use (the storage of farm equipment/vehicles is currently an
accessory use);

f) Review all minimum and maximum property and building setbacks for residences in the
ALR to minimize conflicts with adjacent uses.

Review the roadside stand regulations in Business Regulation Bylaw 7148 and prepare
information, options, and recommendations to improve their effectiveness and achieve
agricultural viability.

Review existing bylaws, regulations, guidelines and associated operational procedures to ensure
that they conform to the FPPA, the Guide for Bylaw Development In Farming Areas and the
Local Government Act.

Develop an information package for farmers about City agricultural policies and bylaws, and
make this package available to the RFI and place it on the City website.

Encourage a cooperative and partnership approach to avoid and address nuisance complaints
(e.g. spraying, noise, odour, dust, pesticide application, burning, etc.)
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3.4 Non-Farm Uses and Parks and Recreation Strateqgy
3.4.1 Introduction

Despite land being within the ALR, farming may not occur on it. However, farming is the priority
use for ALR land and all non-farm uses must be carefully reviewed and considered for their impacts
on agriculture and their ability to contribute net benefits to enhance agriculture. It is important that
the entire community understand that the agricultural area is a “working farm” landscape.

In Richmond, nearly 40% of the land in the ALR is not used for farming purposes.”

Some of the current non-farm uses of ALR land in Richmond include:

* Roads that bring traffic and encourage residential developments;

* Non-farm residential dwellings that remove land from agricultural production and can result in
more rural-urban conflicts;

* Filling organic soils for non-agricultural purposes. Fill material is excavated off-site during
construction projects. Due to its many origins, fill is variable in terms of its particle size
distribution and rock content. Fill material reduces the agricultural potential of land because it
has a much lower capability for crop production than the native organic soils. Filled land requires
rehabilitation before it can be used for agricultural production. Fill also raises the water table of
the surrounding lands, which negatively impacts agricultural production;

* Golf courses and driving ranges. Although golf courses and driving ranges are no longer an
acceptable use for ALR land, there are nine such uses currently in place in Richmond’s ALR:

* Parks and recreational trails. The ALR is an especially attractive area for recreational uses due
to the expansive green space and unique habitat;

* Recreational equestrian activities. Because no designated trails currently exist, equestrian
activities take place on farm roads and in fields, and interfere with normal farm practices;

* Churches and schools in the “Community Institutional District” that have resulted in less land
available for agricultural production (see Section 4.3 - McLennan 1).

Some non-farm uses of the ALR may support agriculture, such as farm access roads, farmhouses,
and buildings that are accessory uses to farm uses. Also, the regional transportation infrastructure
allows farmers to get their agricultural products to market, and provides efficient access for
consumers who may purchase farm products directly from the farm gate.

Many of the uses noted above also require an application to the ALC for non-farm use approval.

3.4.2 Objectives
To develop and support initiatives which:

* Ensure that farming is the primary use of ALR land;

* Ensure all existing and any proposed non-farm uses of ALR land support agricultural viability
and do not interfere with normal farm practices;

¢ Direct proposed non-farm uses of ALR land to non-ALR land wherever possible;

* Ensure that any non-farm uses of ALR land occur in designated and/or minimal impact areas and
with minimal negative impacts on farming;

" Profile, p. 33. 2 1 2
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e Minimize subdivistion;
* Ensure that City policies related to parks, transportation, and others support overall agricultural
viability.

3.4.3 Recommendations

18. It is recommended that the proposed AAC (see Recommendation 1) review the following non-
farm uses of ALR land and prepare information, options and recommendations. This review
includes examining the following items and other actions not yet identified:

a)
b)

¢)

d)

Review the feasibility of amalgamating smaller lots to larger ones wherever possible;

Restrict the upgrading of existing roads and development of new roads unless there is a
direct or net benefit to farming;

Discourage the use of fill on organic soils, except for the following agricultural purposes:

1)  When required to ensure a solid foundation for a farm residence or other structure
related to the agricultural operation;

i1) To provide a road base for access which benefits agriculture.

Limit recreational uses of ALR land to:
1) Encourage dyke and recreational trails at the perimeter of the ALR;

11) Work with the agricultural community, equestrian community and recreational
community to ensure that recreational uses adjacent to or within the ALR are
compatible with farm uses and have a positive benefit to farming.

Ensure that a “least disruption to farmers” policy exists to protect farmers from the impacts
of recreational uses by:

1) Requiring the proposed AIA (see Recommendation 4) be completed for new
recreational uses and that appropriate steps be taken to mitigate potential conflicts;

i1) Ensuring that whenever potential negative impacts for agriculture may occur, that
adequate compensation and/or viable alternatives are available;

ii) Increasing the awareness among equestrian owners about riding on or near private
property and public roads and trails, and the impact which horses and riders can have
on agricultural land;

iv) Preparing over the long term and in partnership with others, agricultural edge plans for
recreational uses, dykes and perimeter trails in and adjacent to the ALR;

v) Ensuring that suitable facilities (e.g. toilets and garbage cans) are provided to eliminate
trespassing and littering on existing recreational trails;

vi) Ensuring that no financial costs are incurred by farmers due to recreational trails or
activities;

vii) Investigating the feasibility of developing an insurance policy and a ‘save harmless’
policy which would protect farmers from liability and property damage as a result of
non-agricultural activities.

Richmond Agricultural Viability Strategy
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3.5 Agricultural Edge Strategy

2.51 Introduction

The rural-urban edge is often identified as an area of conflict that may create an overall negative
impact on farming.

An agricultural edge plan, tailored to individual rural-urban edges, can be an important tool for
mitigating potential and existing conflicts and for maintaining the stability of the agricultural edge. It
is important that the agricultural edge plan be tailored to specific situations, and take into
consideration the type of conflict or potential conflict, the type of agriculture, the topography and
existing land uses.

It must also be noted that
although the agricultural edge
has the potential for many
conflicts, a positive side effect
for agriculture may be better
access to urban markets'. Pilot
projects involving less intensive
agricultural activities (e.g. small
lot agriculture, U-pick
operations, farm direct
marketing, agri-tourism, organic
and ecological farming, and
allotment gardens) may identify
useful applications along an agricultural edge.

Notdll rural-urban edaes have the same problems.

o Common complaints from urban residents relate to
noises, smells, spraving, and the frustrations caused

AN H oy P, gy PO PO S
v slow-moving farm vehicles,

e Common complainis from farmers relate to
vandalism, thofi. damaged equipment, trespassing,
and water run-off from adjacent urban development.

3.5.2 Buffers

A common tool for agricultural edge planning is the buffer. Buffering is currently required by the
City for new developments adjacent to the ALR. A buffer is defined as an area of land separating
adjacent land uses and managed for the purpose of mitigating specific impacts of one use (e.g. noise,
theft, spraying, trespassing, dust) on another use. The land separating the adjacent land uses may be
left empty, or in many cases may include buffer elements such as:

o Fences;
e Vegetative or landscaped buffers (trees, hedging, etc.).

While buffers can work well in areas where a new development is being considered, a buffer may
not always be a practical solution. Often the only land available for a buffer is on the agricultural
side. Historically, limited consideration has been given to where a buffer should be located or who
should fund it. Farmers, subjected to negative reactions to their farm practices from urban residents,
have often taken the initiative to install buffers.

** “Agriculture and Innovation in the Urban Fringe: The Case of Organic Farming in Quebec, Canada”,
Journal of Economic and Social Geography, volume 90, number 3, 1999, pp- 320-328.
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3.5.3 Objectives

To develop and support initiatives which:

e Recognize the rural-urban edge as a special management area, requiring special farm
management and urban development practices and specific agricultural edge plans with specific
design requirements;

e Mitigate and/or prevent conflicts between rural and urban land uses;
e Reinforce the integrity and stability of the ALR boundary;

¢ Ensure that land is not removed from agricultural production in order to accommodate a buffer
or any other potential element of an agricultural edge plan;

* Recognize that it is preferable to have compatible land uses (e.g. industrial) adjacent to
agricultural land rather than incompatible uses (e.g. residential, schools, etc.);

¢ Provide residents and developers who live along an agricultural edge with information about
agricultural activity in their area;

¢ Ensure consultation with landowners on both sides of the agricultural edge to avoid and mitigate
urban-rural conflicts.

3.5.4 Recommendations
19. Recognize the following areas for agricultural edge planning (see Figure 3):
a) The west and north edges of Gilmore;
b) The west edge of McLennan 2;
c) Behind the outer ring of houses in McLennan 2;
d) Shell Road Trail;
e) Behind the assembly uses on No. 5 Road;
f) North edge of Fraserport Industrial Lands.

20. Develop comprehensive agricultural edge plans for areas, including:
a) An inventory of existing and potential uses and éonﬂicts;
b) A site-specific management plan with appropriate design guidelines;
c) A proposed AIA (see Recommendation 4);

d) Consultation with the ALC, BCMAFF, the proposed AAC (see Recommendation 1), and
review of relevant resources such as the ALC report “Landscaped Buffer Specifications”;

e) Consultation with landowners on both sides of the agricultural edge;
f)  An appropriate time-frame for implementation;

g) Mediation to mitigate any conflicts while an agricultural edge plan is being developed, or
where buffering is not in place.

215
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21. For new development adjacent to the ALR:

a) Require the preparation of an agricultural edge plan, including buffering on the urban side,
at the expense of the developer; and

b) Require the registration of restrictive covenants, where possible. The intent of the covenant
would be to:

i) Inform prospective buyers of residential properties of the occurrence of normal farm
practices on adjacent farmland (e.g. spraying, noise, odours, dust, pesticide application,
burning, etc.); and

i1) Minimize urban-rural conflicts.
22. Direct compatible land uses (e.g. industrial) to land adjacent to the ALR in lieu of incompatible
uses (e.g. residential, schools), wherever possible to avoid conflicts.

23. Provide the materials developed for the Public Education and Awareness Strategy
(Recommendation 30 a) to residents along an agricultural edge to inform them about agriculture
in their area.
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3.6 A Strategy for Agriculture With Respect to the Environment
and Environmentally Sensitive Areas

3.6.1 Introduction

Agriculture and adjacent urban development require a quality environment (e.g. good water and
soils, etc.). The measures necessary to sustain land, water and air will depend on the crop, livestock
commodity, the location of an operation and current and future production practices. A healthy
sustainable environmental resource base will support healthy agricultural production and a healthy
economy.

Sensitive areas in the ALR (e.g. certain natural areas, certain watercourses), however, present both
challenges and opportunities to farmers.

3.6.2 Environmental Guidelines and Requirements for Agriculture

To protect valuable land, water and air resources, the agricultural industry in cooperation with
government agencies have launched several initiatives over the last decade including: commodity
specific environmental guidelines, the adoption of best agricultural management practices, the
development of integrated pest management procedures, and the Partnership Committee on
Agriculture and the Environment (i.e. a Federal-Provincial initiative which supports
agricultural/environmental enhancements).

Several federal and provincial laws are in place to protect land, water and air from pollution,
including pollution from agricultural sources. For instance, The Code of Agricultural Practice for
Waste Management under the Waste Management Act describes generally accepted practices for
waste management on farms. The purpose of the Environmental Guidelines for agricultural
producers in British Columbia is to further specify the requirements of the Code and other pieces of
legislation and to provide suggestions for environmentally sound agricultural waste management
practices.

Documents have been prepared in cooperation with agricultural producer organizations and
government agencies, and are available for specific commodities (e.g. dairy, beef, poultry, horses,
berries, field vegetable, greenhouse, nursery). Environmental issues addressed in these guidelines
include: housing and waste handling systems, manure storage and application, nutrient
management, preservation of soil and water resources and pesticide application.

3.6.3 Environmentally Sensitive Areas

In 1991, the City amended its OCP to define and map Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs). The
ESA designation applies to all river shorelines, sloughs, marshes, wetlands, bogs, and major treed
areas. Many of the ESAs in Richmond lie within or adjacent to the ALR (see Figure 4).

The City is reviewing its ESA policies and farmers wish to contribute to this process. The review is
being undertaken to clarify the inventory of ESAs and their functions.
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The current city policy on ESAs does not directly limit agricultural cultivation; farmers may clear
areas of ESA for farming purposes. However, the City requires a Development Permit for the
subdivision of a lot that contains ESA designation or for structures that encroach into an ESA. This
may limit the location of new agricultural buildings, such as barns, on a property. The City’s
approach to issues involving farms and ESAs is to work on a case by case basis to mitigate the
potential impacts to the extent possible without undue hardship to farmers.

3.6.4 Other Regulations

From time to time, a senior level of government may introduce legislative changes that impact the
way in which farmlands are managed. As new initiatives are brought forward, the City and farming
community are willing to participate in a consultative process to provide input into new legislation
or initiatives, in a way that addresses the unique characteristics and conditions of Richmond.

3.6.5 Issues

The presence of ESAs in and adjacent to the ALR has both advantages and disadvantages for
farmers.

On the one hand, ESAs offer the following benefits:

¢ iflocated along an urban-rural boundary, ESAs function as natural buffers between agricultural
and non-agricultural uses to reduce conflicts.

* along watercourses, the vegetation of ESAs help to filter pollution from all sources.

* may support insects that help to pollinate crops.

However, farmers are concerned that the existence of ESAs adjacent to or within the Agricultural
Land Reserve and the related government policies may have an impact on the economic viability of
farm operations. The presence of ESAs in and adjacent to agricultural lands raises several land use,
servicing and environmental issues for farmers:

* policies regarding drainage and irrigation maintenance in or adjacent to ESAs may create
difficulties (e.g. timing, extra costs, conditions, permit refusals, etc.) for farmers to achieve the
level of drainage required to efficiently produce crops.

e restrictions or conditions for ESAs imposed on farmers (e.g. land clearing, ditch maintenance)
could interfere with normal farm activities.

* ESAs may be a source of weeds, which can potentially contaminate adjacent farm fields.

e ESAs with considerable tree cover provide habitat for bird species. While some species of birds
can assist in natural pest control, other species (e.g. starlings, migratory waterfowl) can damage
agricultural crops and perennial forage fields.

e ESAs may support insects that are harmful to crops.

The above concerns, when combined with other economic challenges facing agriculture, may hinder
efforts to expand and diversify agricultural operations.
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3.6.6 Objectives

To develop and support initiatives which:

Allow ESAs and normal farm activities to co-exist to achieve agricultural viability and

environmental sustainability.

Improve communications among the farming community, local and senior governments to:

- Provide farmers with information about legislation and initiatives that may impact farming
practices;

- Keep all levels of government informed of the farmers’ interests, concerns and suggestions.

Encourage farmers to adopt best management practices to maintain high air, land and water

quality.

Encourage consultation with farmers and consideration of individual circumstances.

Develop mitigative strategies which address the impact of wildlife on agriculture.

3.6.7 Recommendations

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

The Agricultural Advisory Committee, farming community, City staff and other stakeholders
shall work together to study, analyze, form options and strategies to address the following issues
of concern around ESAs and the environment, as well as other issues that may arise that are of
interest to the farming community:

e land use

e drainage, irrigation and ditch maintenance
¢ land clearing

e weed control

¢ crop loss due to wildlife and birds

Ensure that the management strategies from 24) above allow for “least impact” on agricultural
viability and whenever agricultural viability may be impacted, ensure that adequate
compensation and/or viable alternatives are available.

Review City management policies and bylaws to:

a) assess the implications for farming

b) work towards consistency and compatibility (where not in conflict with other legislation)

with the provisions of the Farm Practices Protection Act and the Guide to Bylaw
Development in Farming Areas.

Consult with the Agricultural Advisory Committee and the farm community (together with the
Advisory Committee on the Environment and other stakeholders) in the review of existing ESAs
in the ALR to:

a) Refine and clarify the inventory and functions of the existing ESAs.

b) Assess the interaction between agriculture and ESAs.

Provide information to all farmers related to best management practices and encourage them to
adopt beneficial environmental guidelines.

Review the work of the Partnership Committee on Agriculture and the Environment and
incorporate relevant aspects of their work into farm operations and City policies.
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3.7 Public Education and Awareness Strategy

3.7.1 Introduction

While the urban population has grown significantly to its current level of 166,000, the farm
population has been steadily declining. Currently in Richmond, there are slightly more than 200
farmers. Nevertheless, this small percentage of people are working on a large proportion of
Richmond’s land base (38% of land is within the ALR) and generating over $56 million in revenues
each year".

The results of the increase in urban population relative to the farming population are:

® Less awareness among the general population for farming, and its importance as an economic
resource, a heritage asset and its relevance to the local community;

¢ Less understanding of normal farm practices;
* People becoming disconnected from the agricultural process that produces much of their food;

* The “political voice” of farmers declining dramatically. Farmers’ issues may not be given the
same weight as urban issues.'®

Many people in Richmond, other areas of the Lower Mainland, and British Columbia in general,
believe there is a strong need to raise the awareness of agriculture’s role within the non-agricultural

- sector. A public that understands the role of agriculture, and is aware of the needs of the industry,
will be in a better position to appreciate and support the many contributions of the agricultural
sector.

3.7.2 Objectives
To develop and support initiatives which:

* Encourage residents to learn more about agriculture in Richmond and to support locally-grown
agricultural products;

* Provide opportunities for communication and consultation between the farm and non-farm
communities;

* Ensure that residents who live within, or adjacent to, the ALR are aware of normal farm practices
and the FPPA;

e Encourage farmers to continue practicing positive public relations.

15
Profile, p. 57.
' Planning for Agriculture, p. 9-3. 2 2 2
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3.7.3 Recommendations

30. Institute an information program to increase public awareness and commitment for agriculture,
in consultation with the agricultural community, the Agriculture Awareness Coordinator (BC
Agriculture Council), Agriculture in the Classroom Foundation, and others:

a) Develop appropriate materials to share with all residents (e.g. publications, via the City
website) to provide them with information about agricultural activity in their area,
including:

1) The type of farming in the area;
11) Examples of normal farm practices they may experience;
ii1) A copy of the BCMAFF publication “The Countryside and You”;

1v) A list of appropriate people to direct questions and concerns, such as the proposed SAL
(see Recommendation 3), ALC, BCMAFF, AAFC, and others;

v) A “Country User Code” to identify appropriate behaviour in agricultural areas.
b) Develop an agricultural signage program.

1) Place signs along roads used by farm vehicles, along recreational trails, and incorporate
signs into agricultural edge planning;

i) Ensure that signage focuses on “positive wording” as opposed to “directives”, such as
the following examples:

¢ In areas where farm vehicles may be traveling, “Richmond farmers with slow
moving vehicles use these roads too — support your local farm community”,

e Where vandalism and trespassing issues occur, “This crop was planted by a
member of your local farm community — please respect the farmer’s livelihood”;

1i1) Ensure that all signs are visibly similar, and incorporate the recommended “logo” or
visual symbol (Recommendation 37 a).

c) Encourage the ALC to develop signs to indicate the location and extent of the ALR. An
example may be “You are now in the Agricultural Land Reserve. Please respect farmland.”

d) Develop a brochure that celebrates the City’s agricultural tradition and history."

1) In plans and programs, emphasize the relationship between the City’s corporate vision
statement (see Section 2.5) and how agriculture helps achieve that vision;

1) Prepare an agricultural calendar that shows key agricultural events in the area, harvest
times, etc.

€) Encourage linkages and partnerships between the agricultural community and the media to
facilitate public education and awareness;

f) Create an agricultural business profile to provide information on agriculture as a business
opportunity;

" PFA, p. 9-6. 2 2 3
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31.

32.

33.

g) Develop an information package for farmers about agricultural policies and bylaws,
heritage policies that support the preservation of buildings, lands and methods, and make
this package available to the RFI and the public and place it on the City website (see
Recommendation 16);

h) Explore the opportunities for holding a special event (e.g. Harvest Festival) or regular
seasonal activity (e.g. summer weekend Farmer’s Market) to promote local produce and
celebrate the City’s agricultural tradition and history.

Create opportunities for Council, City staff and others to tour the agricultural lands and learn

about the role agriculture plays in the City. The proposed AAC (see Recommendation 1) may
facilitate this activity.

It is recommended that the proposed AAC (see Recommendation 1) review the option of
mntroducing a Restrictive Covenant for properties within, and adjacent to, the ALR to address
issues of conflict (e.g. noise, odours) related to agricultural uses. Example: Covenant used by
City of Surrey for subdivisions bordering the ALR.

Encourage existing farmers to continuously maintain their farm operations to prevent unsightly
premises and project a positive public image for agriculture in Richmond.

224
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3.8 Economic Growth and Diversification Strategy

3.8.1 Introduction

Without the ability to make an adequate return on their investment and labour, there will be no
incentive for farmers to continue farming in Richmond. Efforts to increase profitability through
growth and diversification will support the ongoing efforts of farmers to maintain viable operations.

The following factors influence economic growth of the agricultural industry:

e Inadequate infrastructure for drainage, transportation, etc. (see Section 3.2);

e Over-regulation and conflicting regulations. (See Section 3.3);

¢ Non-farm uses adjacent to agricultural operations (see Section 3.4);

e Non-farm uses in the ALR;

e Subdivision. Small parcels are less efficient to farm and can limit agricultural options;

e Cost of land. High land costs force farmers into leases;

e Speculation about the future of ALR land. Landowners who speculate for non-farm
developments are more likely to lease land to farmers on a short-term basis. Leases that are less
than three years in length inhibit a farmer’s ability to make long-term agricultural management
decisions;

* Absentee landlords. Productive land is kept out of agricultural use when landowners are not
available to lease the land to farmers.

3.8.2 Diversification

One way for farmers to increase viability is to diversify their farm operations. Trends in agricultural
diversification relate to:

Expanding types of farming, such as farm markets;

Innovative products for niche markets, such as herbs and goat milk;
Certified organic and specialty products;

e Provision of an agricultural experience through agri-tourism.

Some specific examples for diversification are the following:

¢ Farm direct marketing;
e Farmers’ markets;
e Agricultural niche and specialty services, especially those that provide convenient options for
purchasing local products (e.g. home or office delivery);
Community-supported agriculture, by having customers purchase food before it is grown;
Value-added on-farm processing;
Growing products for the diverse ethnic community;
Niche and specialty products such as herbs, goat milk, or organically grown products;
Consistent labeling of local products to link products with the area where they are grown;
Linkages with support agencies and businesses, such as encouraging restaurants to utilize cuisine
based on local products;
e Agri-tourism such as school tours, farm bed and breakfast locations;
e Crop diversification. P
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One option for finding new and innovative growth and diversification opportunities is the use of
pilot projects. Pilot projects can demonstrate value, yet are small, easy to evaluate, and low in risk.
Pilot projects, in cooperation with other partners such as the City, BCMAFF, and AAFC, may be
effective ways for farmers to diversify their farm operations or try larger-scale initiatives.

3.8.3 Objectives

To develop and support initiatives which:

Encourage farmers to achieve long-term economic success through growth and diversification;
Provide opportunities for the Richmond agricultural industry to become a place of agricultural
innovation and excellence often using pilot projects;

Assist farmers to lower production costs where possible (e.g. improve drainage);

Keep farmers up-to-date and informed about new agricultural opportunities and options for
growth and diversification;

Increase the demand for locally-grown agricultural products;
Encourage agricultural support services and industry to locate in Richmond;
Maximize the agricultural land available for agricultural production.

3.8.4 Recommendations

34. Develop a strategy to encourage agricultural support services and social infrastructure (such as

35.

agricultural research, agricultural banking and financing, industrial technologies, agricultural
marketing, specialized suppliers of agricultural materials and equipment) to locate in Richmond,
in cooperation with the agricultural sector, Business Liaison and Development, BCMAFF, and
others as appropriate.

Maximize the agricultural land available for agricultural uses:

a) Review the feasibility of amalgamating smaller lots to larger ones wherever possible.
These parcels could then be sold as farmland or leased to farmers;

b) Request the Province to review the policies on non-resident land ownership in BC and in
other jurisdictions to determine how land owned by non-residents may be more fully
farmed;

c) Establish guidelines for parcel sizes suitable for farming, including options for smaller
parcels of 2 acres or less;

d) Encourage longer-term lease opportunities for farmers:
1) Discourage non-farm uses of the ALR land (see Recommendation 18);

ii) Develop a City-based Agricultural Land Registry to assist farmers to find agricultural
land available for leasing.

e) Explore the rezoning of selected non-ALR land (currently zoned for light industrial use) to
“Light Industrial/Agricultural” to provide for the inclusion of greenhouses as a use and to
encourage greenhouse development on non-ALR land wherever possible;

f)  Encourage non-ALR “multiple-use” industrial buildings that will attract partnerships such
as allowing greenhouse development on the tops of some industrial buildings as a possible

pilot project. 2 2 6
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g)

Review the costs and benefits of selling or leasing the City-owned nursery to local farmers
in order to minimize City competition with the agricultural sector.

36. Encourage farmers to diversify their agricultural operations, by:

a)

b)

Liaising with support agencies such as BCMAFF, AAFC, GVRD and the ALC to gather
information and identify resources to clarify diversification opportunities (e.g. new crop
production and development, value-added production, etc.);

Encouraging partnerships between farmers and

1) Other farmers that haven’t been historically involved with the RFI and the proposed
AAC;

iiy Local businesses and industry, such as the hospitality sector, Chamber of Commerce,
and others;

1ii) City Departments and City agencies, such as Business Liaison and Development,
Tourism Richmond, Chamber of Commerce, and others;

1v) Provincial and Federal ministries and agencies for projects which may make growth
and diversification opportunities more easily attainable;

v) Others to carefully locate and manage allotment gardens (community gardens) on
agricultural lands.

37. Develop a “Buy Local” marketing initiative to increase demand for locally grown agricultural
products, in cooperation with Business Liaison and Development, Tourism Richmond, Chamber
of Commerce, the RFI, and others.

38.

a)

b)

c)

d)

Develop a “Taste of Richmond™ logo or symbol, to appear on all agricultural
communications and signs, and which could also be used by growers to label their products;

Institute a weekly Farmers’ Market in cooperating school yards or other City facilities to
increase consumer access to locally grown agricultural products;

Support local growers by purchasing locally-grown landscape materials and food products
for City use wherever possible;

Identify options to support access to farm direct markets along Steveston Highway where
current traffic patterns discourage stopping at farms selling local products;

Develop a list of local agricultural products and when and where they are available, and
circulate the list to local restaurants, ferries, schools and businesses to encourage linkages
with Richmond agricultural producers; '

Undertake a market study project to assist farmers to understand their local Richmond market,
with respect to:

a)
b)

©)

Products desired by restaurants, and ethnic, specialty and niche products;
Expected quality and service features;

Expected product availability requirements.
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39. Encourage new farmers to enter the agricultural sector by:

a) Creating an agricultural business profile to provide information on agriculture as a business
opportunity (see Recommendation 29 f);

b) Encouraging retiring farmers to apprentice new ones;

c) Investigating and publishing options for new farmers to obtain management skills training
from local educational institutions and private trainers;

d) Assisting local young people to find job opportunities in agriculture wherever possible,
including co-operative education opportunities with area educational institutions such as
Kwantlen University College, University of British Columbia, and area secondary schools.

City Owned Nursery

The City owns its own nursery in order to supply City properties with plants, trees and other
vegetation. There is some concern among the agricultural sector that the City’s involvement in its
own nursery is not the best way to support farming. It has been suggested that the City review other
alternative approaches such as selling or leasing the nursery to local farmers.

40. Review the costs and benefits of selling or leasing the City-owned nursery to local farmers in
order to minimize City competition with the agricultural sector.
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4. Agricultural Nodal Management Plans

4.1 Introduction and Overview

Agricultural Nodal Management Plans serve to manage the resources and issues within specific
areas of the ALR effectively, and in
support of viable agriculture.

The Nodal Management Plans are ;\-’(Ju."e,;/ management plans are a way for {'./1:?
designed to complement the City-Wide iy 1o recognize that not ull parts of
Management Plan for Viable Agriculture Richmond xff R are the same. Different areas
(see Section 3), by identifying key nodal r(;’qzzir{z different plans to ensure the z’ngde}z'm
issues and providing recommendations for soal of nmmlaimn{g und enhancing the viability
the management of those issues. In many of agriculture.

cases, reference is made to an earlier

recommendation.

More detailed Agricultural Nodal Management Plans for eacl node may need to be developed in
the future, purticulurly for McLennan 2 and 3, to further address issues and concerns as they

arise.

The nodes have been defined by:

e Soil type;

e Drainage;

e Existing land uses;

e Existing boundaries, such as Highways 91 and 99;
s Parcelization; "

e Number of absentee landlords;

¢ Land-ownership patterns;

e Extent of rural-urban conflicts.

4.1.1 Objectives for the Nodal Management Plans

The intent of the proposed Nodal Management Plans is not to take land out of the ALR, but to
develop and support initiatives which:

e Encourage agricultural viability considering unique nodal opportunities and constraints;
e Recognize and respond to node and site-specific issues and concerns;

¢ Ensure consistency among the Nodal Management Plans and the City-Wide Management Plan
for Viable Agriculture.

Figure 5 shows the eight management nodes that have been identified. Where necessary, OCP, Area
Plan and Zoning Bylaw amendments would be made to implement a Nodal Management Plan.
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working together for viable agriculture.

Figure 5 - Agricultural Management Nodes
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4.2 Gilmore

4.2.1 Introduction

The Gilmore node includes some of Richmond’s finest and most economically productive farmland.
The Gilmore node is characterized by mineral soils which are productive and suitable for a wide
range of crops. Currently, much of the Gilmore node is in intensive agricultural production with a
wide variety of crops including mixed vegetables, forage, and some dairy production. There 1s very
little parcelization which increases agricultural viability. Drainage is not as much of a problem in
this area as it is in some of the other nodes.

4.2.2 Key Nodal Issues
Issues that must be addressed in this node:

¢ Non-farm uses such as a growing number of “country estate” style residences making less land
available for agricultural use;

¢ An increasing level of recreational equestrian activity and trails which can interfere with normal
farm practices, damage farm land, and generate waste;

e The proposed residential development in the London-Princess area along the southwestern rural-
urban edge may cause problems for agricultural operators, due to potential increased traffic and
more urban residents resulting in a higher possibility for nuisance complaints and trespassing,
vandalism or theft;

e The proposed recreational trail along the southern boundary of Gilmore may result in an increase
in trespassing, vandalism and theft of crops;

e Flooding of the northern end of Gilmore due to excess water from the urban area along the
northern boundary;

e Speculation that ALR land may be developed for urban uses.

4.2.3 Recommendations
41. Discourage non-farm uses in the ALR land (see Recommendation 18);

42. Ensure that a “least impact” policy exists to protect farmers from the impacts of the proposed
residential development in the London-Princess area:

a) Require a proposed AIA (see Recommendation 4) be completed and that appropriate steps
be taken to mitigate potential conflicts;

b) Whenever potential negative impacts for agriculture may occur, ensure that adequate
compensation and/or viable alternatives are available;

¢) Place emphasis on the positive benefits to potential development initiatives for farm
operations, €.g. improved drainage;

d) Require the development of an agricultural edge plan (see Recommendation 19), including
buffering on the urban side of the edge;

e) Ensure that new landowners receive materials about agricultural activity in the area (see
Recommendation 30).
: 2219
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43. Ensure that a “least impact” policy exists to protect farmers from the impacts of the proposed
recreational trail along the southemn boundary of Gilmore:

44,

a)
b)

c)
d)

e)

Require a proposed AIA (see Recommendation 4) be completed and that appropriate steps
be taken to mitigate potential conflicts;

Whenever potential negative impacts for agriculture may occur, ensure that adequate
compensation and/or viable alternatives are available;

Require that a recreation trail plan be prepared;

Require the development of an agricultural edge plan (see Recommendation 19), including
buffering on the urban side of the edge;

Require that signs be posted along the trail to increase awareness for trail users about how
their behaviors may relate to agricultural viability (see Recommendation 30).

Identify the specific problem areas for flooding from the urban areas and develop ways to
reduce the impacts of flooding, in concert with the City’s current Engineering Capital Plan
process and in consultation with other appropriate City Divisions, Departments and Sections and
the agricultural community.

43
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4.3 McLennan 1

4.2.1 Introduction

The McLennan 1 node is the ALR land between No. 5 Road and Highway 99, with the upper
boundary of the node being Blundell Road. McLennan 1 is characterized by deep (more than 160
cm) organic soils, which are suitable for a wide range of crops, including cranberries, blueberries,
vegetables, and annuals. The node also has a high water table. Currently, little agricultural
production is taking place, but there are some grazing and nursery operations.

4.3.2 Key Nodal Issues

The major issues in McLennan 1 relate to the “Community Institutional” designation along the No. 5
Road corridor. This OCP land use designation, which came into effect in 1990, allows churches and
other assembly uses on the westerly 110 meters of each parcel. Although the land use designation
allows for only agricultural uses on the remaining eastern portion (the “backlands™) of each parcel, it
did not require that farming take place. In 1999 the ALC and the City partnered to review the policy
and strategy for this district. Current policy under the Amended No. 5 Road Backlands Policy
accepted by Council in March 2000 is more stringent because it requires a farm plan and bonding to
proceed with the plan. Farming must occur before non-farm uses (e.g. assembly uses) will be
approved.

Issues related to the “Community Institutional District” that must be addressed:

* The “backlands” are generally not in agricultural use (a total of 105.3 acres);

* The presence of the Community Institutional District has set a precedent for non-agricultural
land use within the ALR, and this non-agricultural use is clearly visible to road traffic along
Highway 99;

¢ The churches have resulted in an increase in traffic into the area which interferes with
agricultural operations;

¢ Although the land has potential for agriculture, farmers are reluctant to farm the land because of
speculation that more churches will be built. This also makes a long-term lease difficult to
obtain;

* Existing and new fill introduced will disrupt the regional water table, and have a negative impact
on the agricultural capability of adjacent land (see Section 3.4.1);

¢ The land requires some drainage improvements and landowners are reluctant to invest in
drainage if farming is not required.

Issues unrelated to the Community Institutional District, which must be addressed:

® There are many small parcels, which are difficult to farm because of field inefficiencies,
increased operating costs, intrusion of non-farm residences, and higher than normal land values;

* Parcels are owned by many different people. This makes it difficult to get a lease covering a
land area large enough to farm;

* Some degradation of soils has occurred.
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4.3.3 Recommendations
45. Mitigate the issues (Section 4.3.2) associated with the Community Institutional District:

a) Review the option of rezoning any land parcels which have not been sold for assembly or
other uses to restrict the development of future assembly uses in this area and return land to
agricultural production;

b) Develop an agricultural edge plan for the area, including potential vegetative buffering
behind existing churches to clearly differentiate churches on agricultural land from
agricultural uses;

c) Survey existing assembly properties to rectify any encroachment beyond the westerly 110
metres (360.9 ft.) of the property;

d) Continue to support incentives to encourage farming on the backlands.

46. Encourage farming in McLennan 1, with the understanding that the agricultural edge must be
taken into consideration. Opportunities for farming in this node include, but are not limited to,
the following:

e Tree farming;

e Blueberries;

e Vegetable production, e.g. potatoes, corn, cabbage;
¢ Ornamental nursery;

e Specialty vegetable crops;

e Organic production;

e Community or allotment gardens;

¢ Hay production.

47. Maximize the agricultural land available for future agricultural uses (see Recommendation 35).
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4.4 MclLennan 2

4.4.1 introduction

The McLennan 2 node is the ALR land between No. 4 Road and No. 5 Road, south of

Westminster Highway and north of Francis Road. McLennan 2 is characterized by deep (more than
160 cm) organic soils, which are suitable for a wide range of crops, such as cranberries, blueberries,
vegetables, and annuals. Much of the node currently used for blueberry production is very
productive and this area is the City’s main blueberry producing area. There are also several
nurseries, greenhouses, and mixed vegetables. McLennan 2 has a high water table.

4.4.2 Key Nodal Issues

Issues that must be addressed in this node:

e Inadequate drainage of organic soils;

* Any fill introduced will disrupt the regional water table, and have a negative impact on the
agricultural capability of adjacent land (see Section 3.4.1);

¢ Highly parcelized land being under-utilized for agricultural production;

e Small lot sizes are creating pressure for non-agricultural use;

e If existing road rights-of-way were opened and new roads were built, non-farm development
may occur and future agricultural viability may be threatened,;

* There are many absentee landlords and much of this land has been allowed to deteriorate causing
the spread of selected crop diseases and weeds onto adjacent lands;

e The proposed widening of Blundell Road will result in increased traffic into the area, thus
making it more difficult to farm;

* Pedestrians regularly use the Shell Road Trail, which has impacted farming operations through
theft of crops, vandalism and trespassing;

e Urban complaints about normal farm practices, such as spraying, noise and burning hamper farm
operations.

4.4.3 Recommendations

48. Ensure that McLennan 2 is considered a priority area for drainage improvements in the City’s
Master Drainage Plan (see Recommendation 7).

49. Discourage non-farm uses of the ALR land (see Recommendation 18).

50. Maximize the agricultural land available in McLennan 2 for future agricultural uses (see
Recommendation 35) including the possibility of replotting the land and/or limited access.

51. Blundell Road is the identified access to Fraserport Industrial Lands:

a) Require a proposed AlA (see Recommendation 4) be completed and that appropriate steps
be taken to mitigate potential conflicts;
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b) Whenever potential negative impacts for agriculture may occur, ensure that viable
alternatives are available and fully explored and that there is either:

* no negative impacts on farming;
e anet benefit to farming; or
e adequate compensation.

52. Develop an agricultural edge plan (see Recommendation 19) for the Shell Road Trail, including
fencing to prevent vandalism and theft and signage to increase awareness about the impacts of
trail users on agricultural viability.

53. Liaise with the RCMP to increase awareness about vandalism, trespassing and theft that occurs
on lands bordering Shell Road Trail and request their cooperation for policing the area.
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4.5 Mclennan 3

4.51 Introduction
The McLennan 3 node is four parcels of ALR land:
e Two parcels are owned and managed by the City for the Nature Park;

¢ One parcel is owned and managed by the Department of National Defence;
e One parcel is owned and managed by the Department of Fisheries and Oceans.

McLennan 3 is characterized by deep (more than 160 cm) organic soils, which are suitable for a

wide range of crops. However there is no agricultural production in this area. The node also has a
high water table.

4.5.2 Key Nodal Issue

e Land ownership. Because the City and Federal Departments own the four parcels, the land is not
available for use by Richmond farmers.

e These parcels are being considered for non-farm uses (e.g. federal decommissioning, a trade and
exhibition centre, sports fields, industrial uses, etc.).

4.5.3 Recommendations
54. Identify development options for McLennan 3 parcels which include:

e Having it totally farmed,
e Maximizing benefits to agriculture and farming if used for non-farm land uses,
¢ Consider City ownership of the land.

'3
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4.6 East Richmond 1

4.6.1 Introduction
The East Richmond 1 node is the ALR land between Sidaway and No. 6 Road.

East Richmond 1 is characterized by predominantly deep (more than 160 cm) organic soils, suitable
for a wide range of crops, including cranberries, blueberries, mixed vegetables, nurseries, and forage
crops. The node also has a high water table. Much of this node is presently in intensive and varied
agricultural production, with blueberries, mixed vegetables, greenhouse operations, cranberries,
nurseries and forage crops.

4.6.2 Key Nodal Issues
Issues that must be addressed in this node:

e Drainage of the organic soils is inadequate;

* The proposed widening of Blundell Road will result in increased traffic into the area, thus
making it more difficult to farm;

* The routing of traffic through the ALR to service the increasing development of the Riverport
and the Fraserport Industrial Lands at the south end of this node will result in increased traffic
that will interfere with farm vehicles and operations.

4.6.3 Recommendations

55. Ensure that East Richmond 1 is considered a priority area for drainage improvements in the
City’s Master Drainage Plan (See Recommendation 7).

56. Ensure that any widening of Blundell Road (see Recommendation 51) results in benefits for
farming and has minimal impacts on farming.

57. Ensure that a “least impact” policy exists to protect farmers from the impacts of the increased
development of the Riverport and the Fraserport Industrial Lands:

a) Require a proposed AIA (see Recommendation 4) be completed and that appropriate steps
be taken to mitigate potential conflicts;

b) Whenever potential negative impacts for agriculture may occur, ensure that viable
alternatives are available and fully explored and that there is either:

® no negative impacts on farming;
e anet benefit to farming; or
¢ adequate compensation.

¢) Place emphasis on positive benefits to development initiatives for farm operations, e.g.
improved drainage;

d) Require the development of an agricultural edge plan (see Recommendation 19), including
buffering on the urban side of the edge;

e) Review the development strategy for the Fraserport Industrial Lands to find potential
linkages with the agricultural industry, and the potential for joint initiatives.
" '~
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4.7 East Richmond 2

4.7.1 Introduction

The East Richmond 2 node is the ALR land South of Highway 91. This node is characterized by
mineral soils which are suitable for a wide range of crops. Currently, much of this node is in
intensive agricultural production. Agricultural production includes forage crops, livestock,
nurseries, greenhouse operations, mixed vegetables, and some blueberries. This area includes large
areas of idle land, landfills, and golf courses.

4.7.2 Key Nodal Issues
Issues that must be addressed in this node;

¢ Drainage of the soils is inadequate;

e The proposed widening of Blundell Road will result in increased traffic into the area, making it
more difficult to farm;

® There are several large parcels of land that are idle at this time.

4.7.3 Recommendations

58. Ensure that East Richmond 2 is considered a priority area for drainage improvements in the
City’s Master Drainage Plan (see Recommendation 7).

59. Review the proposal to widen Blundell Road (see Recommendation 51).

60. Use any further developments of the industrial areas (Fraserport Lands) as a means to
implement drainage improvements.
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4.8 East Richmond 3

4.8.1 Introduction

The East Richmond 3 node is the ALR land west of No. 7 Road and north of Highway 91. This node
1s characterized by mineral soils, which are suitable for a wide range of crops. Much of the node is
currently in agricultural production. This area is primarily used for livestock, forage crops, and
cranberries. However there is also some mixed vegetable and nursery production.

4.8.2 Key Nodal Issues

e No issues have been identified at this time.

4.8.3 Recommendations

61. Maintain the existing drainage and infrastructure initiatives in this node.
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4.9 East Richmond 4

4.9 1 Introduction

The East Richmond 4 node is the ALR land east of No. 7 Road and north of Highway 91. This node
1s characterized by medium (40-160 cm) to deep (more than 160 cm) organic soils, which are
suitable for a wide range of crops such as cranberries, blueberries, vegetables, and annuals. The
node has a high water table. Much of the node is currently in intensive agricultural production. Most
of the area is dedicated to cranberry production, with some mixed vegetables, livestock, blueberries
and greenhouse operations between the railroad track and Dyke Road.

4.9.2 Key Nodal Issues
Issues that must be addressed in this node:

» The soils require water table control in order to provide adequate drainage without over—draining
them,;

¢ Irrigation in the summer months may be required,

» The proposed mid-island dyke along No. 8 Road will impact significantly on agricultural
production (see Section 3.2.4);

» Existing and new fill will disrupt the regional water table, and have a negative impact on the
agricultural capability of adjacent land (see Section 3.4.1).

4.9.3 Recommendations
62. Review the use of fill on organic soils (see Recommendation 18 c).

63. Request the Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection to investigate the viability of rebuilding
and upgrading the perimeter dyke around the eastern tip of Richmond along the North Arm of
the Fraser River, instead of the proposed mid-island dyke.

64. Maintain the existing drainage and infrastructure initiatives in this node.
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5. Implementation Strategy

An Implementation Strategy is an important component of any planning process. Commitment to
the Implementation Strategy will ensure that the recommendations in the AVS are implemented
according to priority.

Successful implementation will require commitment from the City, the AAC, the RFI, ALC, senior
governments, agricultural community and the public.

[t 1s recommended that;:

* Various City staff be assigned as SALs (see Recommendation 3) to facilitate implementation;
e The RFI consider having a dedicated person responsible for ongoing liaison with the City. The
RFI may be better able to maintain a commitment to implementation if a specific person is

identified for the task.

Funding support will be necessary for some of the recommendations in the AVS. In cases where
funding is required, there may be ways that the City, AAC, RFI, ALC, senior governments,
agricultural community stakeholders and the public can reduce costs by involving other partners in
the implementation. It may also be feasible to undertake some recommendations on a trial basis
through pilot projects, which could also be cost-shared with appropriate partners.

3.1 Monitoring Process

A comprehensive monitoring process, beginning at six months after the adoption of the AVS by
Council and evolving to an annual process, is important for ongoing implementation of the
recommendations.

Montitoring will serve to:

¢ Review the progress towards implementing recommendations;

* Determine the effectiveness of the AVS and its impact on agricultural viability;
* Provide motivation and support for the implementation process;

* Provide the opportunity for an AVS update and revision as required.

A recommended monitoring process is as follows:

Review One (Six months after adoption)

* General meeting of the Core Team and the proposed AAC (possibly with the Consultant Team)
to review progress to date.
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Review Two (One year after adoption)

* The proposed AAC and appropriate City staff (possibly with the Consultant Team) prepare a
“Report Card” on implementation to date;

* The proposed AAC and appropriate City staff (possibly with the Consultant Team) to review the
“Report Card”;

* Update the AVS with changes and revisions as appropriate (possibly with the Consultant Team).

Further reviews should be undertaken annually, or as required, and follow a similar process to
Review Two.
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5.2 Implementing the Recommendations

This section identifies some key recommendations that can be implemented in the shorter term, and
provides details about their implementation, key participants to be involved, and some indications of
the results expected from the implementation. The early implementation of some recommendations
will be encouraging signals to the agricultural sector.

Recommendation 1) Establish a City Agricultural Advisory Committee of Council
(AAC).

Devl AAC terms of reference: v Polllnn

_ AAC to provide:
e AAC to advise on day to day issues such as proposed Department e Advice on bylaws
bylaw and OCP amendments and broader initiatives 7 RFI and OCP
such as agricultural studies and plans; amendments;
e AAC to play active role in AVS implementation; ¢ Advice on
o applications for
* AAC to meet monthly, or as required, development in
e Assist AAC with person from City staff or person paid to and adjacent to
provide support to committee; the ALR
e AAC to have committed, effective chair. * Advice on soil
ermit
v Committee Membership: gpplications
¢ Voting Members: The Committee shall consist of nine . .
(9) voting members appointed by Council, including: * Asls?vstance with
policy
o Five (5) “farming representatives” chosen from development
nominations by the Richmond Farmers Institute. A
“farming representative” is defined as a farmer who * Improved
derives a majority of his/her income from farming; agricultural
awareness
o Two (2) farming representatives from the general
agricultural community (nursery, livestock,
equestrian, greenhouses, crops, etc.);
o One (1) representative from the Advisory
Committee on the Environment
o One (1) representative from the community at large
¢ Committee Advisors (Non-voting Members): The
Committee shall also consist of the following including:
o A City Councillor Agricultural Liaison;
o Arepresentative from BCMAFF;
o Arepresentative from the ALC;
o A staff member from the Engineering/Public Works
Department(s),
o A staff member from the Urban Development
Division;
o A staff member from the RCMP; and
o Others as necessary. 2 4 4
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Recommendation 3) Designate City Staff Agricultural Liaisons (SALs), with the
Policy Planning Department Liaison as the lead SAL to ensure coordination.

| mplenientétion Detail l

Pui e SALapIe taitth arultl v Pohy Planning e Farm commU|ty

sector to access information about City Bylaws, operations Department to have a

and services, address agricultural issues and concerns, designated place

and contribute to various agricultural projects; to address
issues;

v Develop a “flow chart” to facilitate access to information e Farm community
required by the agricultural sector. This “flow chart” may to have improved
include information about policies and bylaws, processes relationship with
involved for development approvals, growth and City
diversification information, etc;

v Have the SALs play a key role in Implementation of the
AVS.

Recommendation 4) Introduce an Agricultural Impact Assessment (AlA) process.

Potential Pa
7/ Use the AIA frallopose pcs lin land use v Policy Planning o Better cci t
changes or developments: Department assess longer
«  Within the ALR; 7 Other City :je;g?s:?npsagf of
Divisions / .
* Adjacent to the ALR; or Departments / agricultural land
. . . . : and agricultural
¢ Outside the ALR for projects which may have an impact Sect!ons as viability:
on agriculture. required ’
/ RFI s Improved
v Examples of where to use the AlA: communication
+ Decisions with respect to servicing and infrastructure, among City
e.g. transportation corridors; Departments
concerning
¢ Decisions with respect to recreational trails; agricultural issues

e New or proposed residential developments.

v Develop criteria, e.g. drainagef/irrigation implications, air
quality, noise, transportation and traffic, and others, for the
AlA in conjunction with BCMAFF, the ALC, the proposed
AAC (See Recommendation 1), and others as appropriate.
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Recommendation 5) Maintain an Agncultural Data System

implem ntatlon Deta:l

| ./ Update and expand the scope of the Ag cultural Pr , the 2 y Pla mprove ye '
Agricultural Land Use Inventory, and the Geographic Department for monitoring
Information System every three years or sooner to maintain changes in the
- X g . v RFI .
current information about the agricultural sector; agricultural sector
v Proposed AAC .
v Continue to engage in innovative research partnerships with ¢ Provides
groups (such as AAFC, BCMAFF and others) to determine information for
agricultural trends in Richmond; ensuring
implementation of
v Monitor changes in the agricultural sector to determine the AVS

issues of concern and changes in overall viability, using the
following possible indicators:

* Indicators which track land use and land availability:
o Hectares (or acres) of ALR land in Richmond;

o Hectares (or acres) of ALR land which is Farm
Class;

o Hectares (or acres) of ALR land available for sale
or lease.

* Indicators which track farm viability and the overall
health of the agricultural sector:

o Annual number of applications for exclusion of land
from the ALR;

o Annual number of applications, approvals and
rejections for non-farm use and subdivision in the
ALR;

o Net Returns from Agriculture;
o Economic Diversity index.

v Integrate the data into ongoing City operations and
decision-making wherever possible.
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VISION for the FUTURE: “The City and the farm... working together for viable agriculture.”

Recommendation 6) Encourage regular communication among the agricultural

; mplementatién Detail

"/ Formalize the City-Farmer Drainage committee

v
v Establish terms of reference and ensure involvement from:
+ the agricultural sector; Y
+ Engineering and Public Works Division.
« and others as appropriate v

sector and the City, provincial and federal servicing and infrastructure departments.

Potenﬁal Partners

ineering and
Public Works
Division

Policy Planning
Department

RFI

communication
between City
and farm
community with
respect to
servicing and
infrastructure

improved
drainage for the
City and
agricultural
sector.

Identify and ensreraina impovement to the ALR in order
of priority and according to ARDSA performance standards;

v/ Encourage sufficient notification to the agricultural sector of
ditch-cleaning plans;

v/ Encourage the agricultural sector to cooperate with ditch-
cleaning practices by providing appropriate right-of-ways;

v Encourage the agricultural sector to support ditch-sidecasting
activity where it does not interfere with normal farm practices
and/or agricultural capability of the soils;

v"  Require the proposed AIA (see Recommendation 4) be
completed for all servicing and infrastructure projects

Recommendation 7) Support the City’s Master Drainage Plan.

v Engineering
and Public
Works
Division

v RFI

. lmprov o

ted

communication
between City and
farm community
with respect to
servicing and
infrastructure

Improved
drainage for the
City and
agricultural
sector.
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VISION for the FUTURE: “The City and the farm... working together for viable agriculture.”

City of Richmond

Recommendation 24) The Agricultural Advisory Committee, farming community, City
staff and other stakeholders shall work together to study, analyze, form options and
strategles to address issues of concern around ESAs and the environment.

‘p!' mentatton Detail

lssues of concern around ESA’s in the ALR that should be

addressed:

Land use;

Drainage, irrigation and ditch maintenance;
Land clearing;

Weed control;

Crop loss due to wildlife and birds.

v Address other issues of concern around ESA’s in the ALR
and the environment that may arise.

v Ensure that management strategies allow for “least impact”
on agricultural viability and whenever agricultural viability
may be impacted, ensure that adequate compensation
and/or viable alternatives are available.

[ v olicy Plnning

Potenttai Partners

Department
v Proposed AAC

v City departments
and divisions as
required

v ALC
v BCMAFF

" Results

. Expected

* Better
management of
ESAs in
Richmond

e Improved
sensitivity by
farmers to
importance of
environmental
issues in ALR

Recommendation 26) Review Clty management pohcues and bylaws

1 p!ementatlon Deta:i

review to address the
Assess the implications for farming;

Work towards consistency and compatibility (where not
in conflict with other legislation) with the provisions of the
Farm Practices Protection Act and the Guide to Bylaw
Development in Farming Areas.

Potentaai Partners

./ PoltcyPlanmng

Department
v Proposed AAC

v City departments
and divisions as
required

v ALC
v BCMAFF

. Better
management of
agricultural lands
in Richmond
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City of Richmond

VISION for the FUTURE: “The City and the farm... working together for viable agriculture.”

Recommendation 27) Consult with the Agricultural Advisory Committee and the farm
community (together with the Advisory Committee on the Environment and other
stakeholders) in the review of exnstlng ESAs in the ALR.

mplementatlon Detat!

Refme and clarnfy themnd functions o the existing
ESAs;

v Assess the interaction between agriculture and the ESAs.

" Potential

Partners

v Policy
Planning
Department

v Proposed
AAC

" Results
Expected
e Better

management of
ESAs in
Richmond

Improved
sensitivity by
farmers to
importance of
environmental
issues in ALR

Recommendation 19) Develop comprehenswe agrncultural edge pIans for areas.

Areas for agricultural edge plans are:

v Edge plans to include:

The west and north edges of Gilmore;

The west edge of McLennan 2;

Behind the outer ring of houses in McLennan 2;
Shell Road Trail;

Behind the assembly uses on No. 5 Road;

North edge of Fraserport Industrial Lands.

An inventory of existing and potential uses and conflicts;
A site-specific management plan with design guidelines;
A proposed AlA (see Recommendation 4)

Consultation with the ALC, BCMAFF, the proposed AAC,
and review of relevant resources;

Consultation with landowners on both sides of the
agricultural edge;

An appropriate time-frame for implementation;

Mediation to mitigate any conflicts while an agricultural
edge plan is being developed, or where buffering is not in
place.

Potent!al Partners

. / PolccyPIanmng )

Department
v Proposed AAC

v Parks and
Recreation

"Restlts

- Expected

. Improved A

understanding
among non-farm
community of
role of
agriculture on
ALR

Improved rural
urban relations
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VISION for the FUTURE: “The City and the farm... working together for viable agriculture.”

City of Richmond

Recommendation 13) Review the Zoning Bylaw 5300 and prepare information,
options and recommendations to improve its effectiveness. This review includes

examining the following items and other actions not yet identified:

Review Zoning Bylaw 5300 in consultation with thpblic
and prepare information, options and recommendations to
improve its effectiveness in supporting agricultural viability.

This review includes the following items and other actions not

‘ ‘Potential Partneis

yet identified:

Review the current list of uses permitted in the AG1 zone
and update it to reflect changes in Provincial legislation
and the objectives of achieving agricultural viability;

Review the AG1 zoning regutlations for residential uses
on farms and for non-farm residences in the ALR to
determine how to better achieve agricuitural viability;

Review the non-agricultural uses currently permitted in
the AG1 zone to better achieve agricultural viability;

Review how to better manage building materials, storage
and other accessory farm uses;

Review the current policy on the storage of farm
equipment/vehicles related to the farm operation as a
principal use (the storage of farm equipment/vehicles is
currently an accessory use);

Review all minimum and maximum property and building
setbacks for residences in the ALR to minimize conflicts
with adjacent uses.

Plicy Planning
Department

Other City
Divisions /
Departments /
Sections as
required

RFI

Agricultural Land
Commission

Ministry of
Agriculture and
Food

“Results -
__Expected
* Bylaw to more

closely reflect
commitment to
agricultural
viability

Bylaw wording to
support
agricultural
sector.

Recommendation 14) Review the roadside stand regulations in Business Regulation
Bylaw 7148 and prepare information, options and recommendations to improve its

effectiveness and achieve agricultural viability.

ki : SRS
v Review Class C which allows the potential creation of large
roadside grocery outlets on ALR land;

v Review the requirement for farming a minimum of 20 acres of
land in the bylaw which is restrictive and difficult to enforce.

_ Potential Partners

} olic laning

Department

v Other City
Divisions /
Departments /
Sections as
required

Resuits

. Expected

+ Bylaw to more

- closely reflect
commitment to
agricultural
viability

e Bylaw wording to
support
agricultural
sector.
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City of Richmond VISION for the FUTURE: “The City and the farm... working together for viable agriculture.”

Recommendation 18) Review the following non-farm uses of ALR land and prepare
information, options and recommendations. This review includes examining the
following items and other actions not yet identified:

Potential Partneré Results

. o g E?‘Pected
Parks, Recreation | ¢ Ensures that
and Cultural farming is the

“Review feasibility of amalgamating smaller lots to Iaren
where possible;

Restrict upgrading of existing roads and development of new
roads unless there is a direct or net benefit to farming;

Discourage the use of fill on organic soils, except for the
following agricultural purposes:

Services Division
RFI
Proposed AAC

primary use of
ALR land;

Ensures all
existing and

proposed non-

e When required to ensure a solid foundation for a farm farm uses of ALR

residence or other structure related to the agricultural land do not
operation; interfere with
. . . normal farm
e To provide a road base for access which benefits practices;

agriculture;
¢ Ensures that City

Limit recreational uses of ALR land: policies related to

« Encourage dyke and perimeter recreational trails; Parks and
) ) ) ) Recreation,
e Work with agricultural community, equestrian community support overall
and recreational community to ensue that recreation uses agricultural
adjacent to or within the ALR are compatible with farm uses viability

and have positive benefits to farming.

Ensure that a “least disruption to farmers” policy exists to
protect farmers from the impacts of recreational uses by:

* Requiring the proposed AlA (Recommendation 4) be
completed for new recreational uses;

+ Ensuring that whenever potential impacts for agriculture
may occur, that adequate compensation and/or viable
alternatives are available;

e Increasing awareness among equestrian owners about
“private property” and public roads and trails, and the
impact horses can have on agricultural land,;

+ Preparing agricultural edge plans for recreation uses, dykes
and perimeter trails in and adjacent to the ALR;

* Ensuring that suitable facilities, e.g. toilets and garbage
cans, are provided to eliminate trespassing and littering on
existing recreational trails;

e Ensuring that no financial costs are incurred by farmers due
to recreational trails or activities;

¢ Investigating the feasibility of developing an insurance
policy and a “save harmless policy” to protect farmers from
liability and property damage as a result of non-agricultural
activities.
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VISION for the FUTURE: “The City and the farm... working together for viable agriculture.”

City of Richmond

Recommendation 30) Institute an information program to increase public awareness

and commitment for agriculture.

lmplementatiorf‘ betfaﬂ

2 Develop apprpriate materials to share with all residents to |
provide them with information about agricultural activity in their
area, including:

o The type of farming in the area;
¢ Examples of normal farm practices they may experience;

e A copy of the BCMAFF publication “The Countryside and
You”;

» Alist of appropriate people to direct questions and
concerns, such as the proposed SAL (see
Recommendation 3), ALC, BCMAFF, AAFC, and others;

¢ A *“Country User Code” to identify appropriate behaviour in
agricultural areas.

v Develop an agricultural signage program.

s Place signs along roads used by farm vehicles, along
recreational trails, and incorporate signs into agricultural
edge planning;

o Ensure that signage focuses on “positive wording” as
opposed to “directives”, such as the following examples:

o In areas where farm vehicles may be traveling,
“Richmond farmers with slow moving vehicles use
these roads too — support your local farm
community”.

o Where vandalism and trespassing issues occur, “This
crop was planted by a member of your local farm
community — please respect the farmer’s
livelihood”

e Ensure all signs are visibly similar, and incorporate the
recommended “logo” or visual symbol (Recommendation
37 a).

v Encourage the ALC to develop signs to indicate the location
and extent of the ALR.

v/ Develop a brochure that celebrates the City’s agricultural
tradition and history.

o Emphasize the relationship between the City's corporate
vision statement (see Section 2.5) and how agriculture
helps achieve that vision;

¢ Prepare an agricultural calendar that shows key agricultural
events in the area, harvest times, etc.

v Encourage linkages between the agricultural community and
the media to facilitate public education and awareness;

Potential Partne

v Policy Planning
Department

v Transportation
Department and
other City
Divisions /
Departments /
Sections as
required

v RFI

v Other levels of
government

¢ Improved public
understanding
and awareness of
agriculture and its
role in the
community

¢ Reduced
incidence of
complaints from
farmers about
public misuse of
ALR land

continued on next page
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City of Richmond VISION for the FUTURE: “The City and the farm... working together for viable agriculture.”

Implementation Detail Potential Partners
'/ Create an aricultural business roil to provid information on T l »
agriculture as a business opportunity.

v Develop an information package for farmers about agricultural
policies and bylaws, and make this package available to the
RF1 and place it on the City website (see Recommendation 16).

v Explore the opportunities to hold a special event or regular
seasonal activity to promote local produce and celebrate the
City’s agricultural tradition and history.

Recommendation 31) Create opportunities for Council, City staff and others to tour
the agricultural lands and learn about the role agriculture plays in the City.

Resu

‘Potential Partners

] repare apprria lists of opprtuities. -

understanding
and awareness of
agriculture and its
role in the

community
among Council
and City staff

Recommendation 37) Develop a “Buy Local” marketing initiative to increase
demand for locally grown agricultural products.

Implementation Detail _ Potential Partn

¢ |Increased

v Business Liaison

v '> d” or , t ap aII

agricultural communications and signs, and which could also be
used by growers to label their products;

where they are available, and circulate the list to local
restaurants, ferries, schools and businesses to encourage
linkages with Richmond agricultural producers.

and Development
Section

v/ Institute a weekly Farmers’ Market in cooperating school yards Tourism
or other city facilities; Richmond Improved rural
v Support local growers by purchasing locally-grown landscape Policy Planning ;glbatln nshios
materials and food products for City use wherever possible; Department ationship
v ldentify options to support access to farm direct markets along Transportation
Steveston Highway where current traffic patterns discourage Department
stopping at farms selling local products; RFI
v Develop a list of local agricultural products and when and

economic activity
in the agricultural
sector
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VISION for the FUTURE: “The City and the farm... working together for viable agriculture.” City of Richmond

Recommendation 38) Undertake a market study project to assist farmers to
understand their local market.

- Implementation Detail

‘ U Expected
v Study to include items like the following: v/ Business Liaison | e Increased options
. . . and Development for agricultural
* Products desired by restaurants, and ethnic, specialty and Section viability will result

niche products;
v Policy Planning from the study

Department + Higher amounts
¢ Expected product availability requirements. 7 RFI of revenue may
be generated by

agricultural sector

o Expected quality and service features;
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7. Appendices
1.  Legislative and Policy Context

II. List of Recommendations
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City of Richmond VISION for the FUTURE: “The City and the farm... working together for viable agriculture.”

Appendix l. Legislative and Policy Context

This section provides brief summaries of some of the legislative Acts and regulations that have an
impact on agriculture in Richmond.

A rFederal Coniext

1. No Federal Agricultural Viability Policy

There 1s no integrated Federal vision or comprehensive agricultural and rural
development/diversification policy, or program to support agricultural viability in Canada.

2. Canadian Environmental Protection Act (CEPA)

The purpose of the CEPA is to protect the environment and the health of Canadians from toxic
substances and other pollutants. CEPA has regulations on many items, including managing
toxic substances, clean air and water, controlling and moving waste, and enforcement.

3. Fisheries Act

The Fisheries Act contains regulations pertaining to conservation and protection of fish and fish
habitat and prevention of pollution and / or obstruction of any water frequented by fish. The
Fisheries Act is administered by DFO.

4. National Farm Building Code

The National Farm Building Code is published by the National Research Council through its
Canadian Commission on Building and Fire Codes. The rationale for having special
requirements for farm buildings, as distinct from other buildings, is based on the low occupancy

load, the remote location of typical farm structures, or the special nature of the occupancies
involved.

8. Provincial Context

1. No Provincial Agricultural Viability Policy

There is no integrated Provincial vision or comprehensive agricultural and rural

development/diversification policy, or program to support agricultural viability in British
Columbia.
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2. Agricultural Land Commission Act (ALCA)

In 1973, the ALC was given the mandate to establish the ALR, in order to (1) preserve
agricultural land, (2) encourage the establishment and maintenance of farms, and (3) use the
land in the ALR in a manner compatible with agricultural purposes.

Part of the ALC’s mandate 1s to encourage municipalities to support farm use of agricultural
land in their planning and policies. The ALCA ensures that there is a strong linkage between the
Act and any plans and bylaws related to the ALR. All plans that apply to ALR land must be
consistent with the regulations and orders of the Commission. Any inconsistent element of a
plan is of no effect.” In addition, subject to the requirements of the ALCA, individuals and
government agencies who wish to alter the boundaries of the ALR, subdivide land in the ALR,
or use ALR land for non-farm purposes, must obtain the prior approval of the ALC. If this
approval is granted, the applicant must still secure approval from the relevant local government.

3. Farm Practices Protection (Right To Farm) Act (FPPA)

This legislation, passed in 1996, offers protection to farmers who use normal and accepted farm
practices that are consistent with proper and accepted customs and standards. The legislation
was designed to establish a process to manage conflicts between and among neighbours and
support farmers through protection from unwarranted nuisance complaints about farming."

4. Fish Protection Act

The Fish Protection Act is a cornerstone of the BC Fisheries Strategy. The four objectives of
the legislation are:

e To ensure water for fish;

e To protect and restore fish habitat;

e To focus on riparian protection and enhancement;
e To strengthen local environmental planning.

C. Regional Context

1. Greater Vancouver Regional District (GVRD) Livable Region Strategic Plan

The GVRD’s Livable Region Strategic Plan incorporates policies, population and growth targets
and maps based on the following four fundamental strategies:

e To protect the Green Zone;

e To build complete communities;

e To achieve a compact metropolitan region;
¢ To increase transportation choices.

)
'* Planning For Agriculture (PFA), p. 7-30. ~ 5 8
" Strengthening Farming in British Columbia, A Guide to the Implementation of the Farm Practices Protection (Right to
Farm) Act.
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In the GVRD Livable Region Strategic Plan, agriculture within the green zone is recognized as
a “working landscape” for agricultural production and an important component to preserve the
natural habitat and to increase the overall livability of the region.

The GVRD Board established an Agriculture Advisory Committee in 1992 to advise the Board
and other levels of government on agricultural issues and to raise the profile of agriculture in the
region.

2. Land Title Act

The Land Title Act is administered by the local approving officer, under the authority of the
Solicitor General. The Act has been amended to allow the local approving officer to refuse a
subdivision plan if the following apply:

¢ Inadequate buffers or separation of the development from farming at the time of subdivision
would cause unreasonable interference with farming operations;

e The location of highways and highway allowances would unreasonably or unnecessarily
increase access to land in the ALR.

3. Local Government Act (formerly the Municipal Act)

A sub-area plan such as this AVS must observe the same content requirements as a broader-
based community wide OCP?, with the intent of providing greater focus on issue identification
and problem solving as well as providing for broad objectives and a vision for the future.

The Local Government Act contains provisions empowering local governments to adopt farm
bylaws and to regulate farm operations subject to the approval of the Minister of Agriculture,
Food and Fisheries. Additionally, the Local Government Act states that local governments
must not adopt zoning bylaws that prohibit or restrict agriculture unless approved by the
Minister of Agriculture, Food and Fisheries. Particularly important sections of the Local
Government Act are those concerned with Agricultural Plan adoption by bylaw.

4. Waste Management Act

The Waste Management Act is the central piece of legislation relating to the disposal of all
types of waste in BC. The “Code of Agricultural Practice for Waste Management” regulation
provides specific requirements for the handling and storage of agricultural wastes. Farm
operations that comply with the Code are exempt from the need to obtain a waste disposal
permit under the Waste Management Act.

5. Weed Control Act

The Weed Control Act places responsibility for control of noxious weeds upon occupiers of
land. It provides for appointment of inspectors to ensure compliance and, failing that, for a
method by which they can control weeds with costs recovered from the occupier. Weed Control
Committees may be established by municipal councils to administer the Act within a
municipality. This Act is administered on a seasonal basis.

: 259
P PFA, p. 7-30.
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D. Municipal Context

1. Richmond Bylaws
The following bylaws have implications for agriculture:

Bylaw 2218: Control of Noxious Weeds and Noxious Weed Seeds
Bylaw 4183: Regulating the Discharge of Firearms

Bylaw 4564: Fire Prevention

Bylaw 5300: Zoning Bylaw

Bylaw 5560: Sign Bylaw

Bylaw 5637: Waterworks and Water Rates

Bylaw 6349: Unsightly Premises

Bylaw 6983: Nuisance Prohibition

Bylaw 6989: Public Health Protection

Bylaw 7016: Annual Property Tax Rates

Bylaw 7137: Animal, Bird and Beekeeping Regulation

Bylaw 7148: Business Regulation

Policies 5006 and 5035 (rescinded and replaced by Amended No. 5 Road Backlands Policy
in March 2000)

2. Richmond Official Community Plan (OCP)

An OCP is mandated by British Columbia’s Local Government Act. It is a legal document for
planning and managing the City’s social, economic, and physical future. The OCP ensures that
land use, services, and the natural environment are managed and coordinated to enhance the
well being of the City.

There are several objectives associated with agriculture in the OCP. The two most directly
related to agriculture include:

¢ To “continue to protect all farmlands in the ALR” ;

¢ To “maintain and enhance agricultural viability and productivity in Richmond”.*!

Other City objectives relate to transportation, parks, open spaces and trails, services and
infrastructure, and development permit guidelines.

The City’s corporate vision as stated in the OCP is “that the City of Richmond be the most

appealing, livable, and well-managed community in Canada”. This vision is reflected in the
AVS.
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Appendix ll. List of Recommendations

Agricultural Decision Making Strategy (Section 3.1)

1.

Establish a City Agricultural Advisory Committee of Council (AAC).

a)

b)

¢)

Have the AAC play the key advisory role in implementing the AVS;

Require all City departments to seek input from the AAC when major departmental
initiatives are proposed as part of their planning strategy, where agriculture is affected;

Committee Membership:

i)

Voting Members:

The Committee shall consist of nine (9) voting members appointed by Council,
including:

Five (5) “farming representatives” chosen from nominations by the Richmond
Farmers Institute. A “farming representative” is defined as a farmer who derives a
majority of his/her income from farming;

Two (2) farming representatives from the general agricultural community (nursery,
livestock, equestrian, greenhouses, crops, etc.);

One (1) representative from the Advisory Committee on the Environment.

One (1) representative from the community at large.

Committee Advisors (Non-voting Members):

The Committee shall also consist of the following advisors including:

A City Councillor Agricultural Liaison (CAL);

A representative from BCMAFF;

A representative from the ALC;

A staff member from the Engineering/Public Works Department(s);

A staff member from the Urban Development Division (Staff Agricultural Liaison);
A staff member from the RCMP; and

Others as necessary.

Maintain the existing ALR boundary and the ALR land base in Richmond, and do not support a
change to the boundary or a loss of ALR land unless:

there is a substantial net benefit to agriculture; and

the agricultural stakeholders are fully consulted.

Designate various City Staff as Agricultural Liaisons (SALs), with the Policy Planning
Department Liaison as the lead SAL to ensure coordination.
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a)

b)

Have the CAL/SALSs play a key support role in the implementation of the AVS and
supporting the AAC;

Publicize the SALs as people to assist the agricultural sector to access information about
City bylaws, operations, and services, address agricultural issues and concerns, and
contribute to various agricultural projects;

Develop a flow chart to facilitate access to information required by the agricultural sector.
This flow chart may include information about policies and bylaws, processes involved for
planning and development approvals, growth and diversification information, etc.

Introduce an Agricultural Impact Assessment process (AIA).

a)

b)

Use the AIA for all proposed projects involving land use changes or development:
1)  Within the ALR;
i1) Adjacent to the ALR,;

i) Outside the ALR for projects which may have an impact on agriculture, such as
transportation corridors, recreational trails, new residential developments, and others.

Develop criteria, (e.g. drainage/irrigation implications, air quality, noise, transportation and
traffic, and others), for the AIA in conjunction with BCMAFF, the ALC, the proposed AAC
(see Recommendation 1), and others as appropriate.

Maintain an Agricultural Data System.

a)

b)

Update and expand the scope of the Agricultural Profile, the Agricultural Land Use
Inventory, and the Geographic Information System every three years or sooner to maintain
current information about the agricultural sector;

Continue to engage in innovative research partnerships with groups such as Agriculture and
Agri-Food Canada (AAFC), BC Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Fisheries (BCMAFF),
Greater Vancouver Regional District (GVRD), University of British Columbia (UBC),
Simon Fraser University (SFU) and others to determine agricultural trends in Richmond;

Monitor changes in the agricultural sector to determine issues of concern and changes in
overall viability, using the following possible indicators:

i) Indicators which track land use and land availability:
e Hectares (or acres) of ALR land in Richmond;
e Hectares (or acres) of ALR land which is Farm Class;
e Hectares (or acres) of ALR land available for sale or lease.
i1) Indicators which track farm viability and the overall health of the agricultural sector:

* Annual number of applications, approvals and rejections for exclusion of land from
the ALR;

* Annual number of applications, approvals and rejections for non-farm use and
subdivision in the ALR;

e Net Returns from Agriculture;
e Economic Diversity Index. 2 6 2
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d) Integrate the data into ongoing City operations and decision making wherever possible.

Services and Infrastructure Strateqy (Section 3.2)

6. Encourage regular communication among the agricultural sector and the City, provincial and
federal servicing and infrastructure departments by formalizing the City Staff-Farmer Drainage
Committee and by establishing terms of reference and involving the agricultural sector,
Engineering and Public Works Division, and others as appropriate (e.g. Policy Planning,
Environmental Programs, Transportation, etc.).

7.  Support the City’s Master Drainage Plan.

a) Identify and ensure that drainage improvements to the ALR occur in order of priority and
according to ARDSA performance standards;

b) Ensure that drainage improvements are considered in a comprehensive manner in
consultation with the agricultural community and relevant City departments;

¢) Encourage sufficient notification to the agricultural sector of ditch-cleaning plans in order
to achieve beneficial, effective and timely agricultural drainage;

d) Encourage the agricultural sector to cooperate with ditch-cleaning practices by providing
appropriate right-of-ways;

e) Encourage the agricultural sector to support ditch-sidecasting activity where it does not
interfere with normal farm practices and/or agricultural capability of the soils;

f)  Require the proposed AIA (see Recommendation 4) be completed for all servicing and
infrastructure projects.

8. Request the Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection to investigate the viability of rebuilding
and upgrading the perimeter dyke around the eastern tip of Richmond along the North Arm of
the Fraser River, instead of the proposed mid-Island dyke.

9. Review and designate “farm travel” routes for travel between agricultural areas:
a) Use recognizable signage to endorse these routes for farm vehicles;

b) Review the wording of “Respect Slow Moving Farm Vehicles” signs and consider “Yield
To Farm Vehicles”;

¢) Develop new road design guidelines to ensure that the outermost lane and shoulder in
combination have a minimum of 4.3 meters (14 feet) in lateral clearance to accommodate
the width of farm vehicles;

d) Review options to minimize the impact of farm traffic on non-farm traffic by providing safe
turn-offs for farm vehicles on identified agricultural corridors carrying high volumes of
traffic.

10. Review Official Community Plan Transportation Policy 4(d) which states “Restrict the
development of new major roads in the ALR to avoid jeopardizing farm viability, except for
service roads intended to serve adjacent industrial land” to:

a) Consider removal of the phrase “except for service roads intended to serve adjacent
industrial land” to limit future major road development on ALR land that does not serve the
viability of agriculture; 2 6 3
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b)

Ensure that a “least impact” policy exists to protect farmers from the impacts of possible
transportation corridors through the ALR by:

1) Requiring the proposed AIA (see Recommendation 4) be completed for new road
projects and that appropriate steps be taken to mitigate potential conflicts;

i) Ensuring that whenever potential negative impacts for agriculture may occur, that
adequate compensation and/or viable alternatives are available and fully explored;

iif) Placing emphasis on positive benefits of transportation initiatives for farm operations
(e.g. improved drainage and access).

City Policies and Bylaws Strateqy (Section 3.3)

11. Ensure that all proposed City policies and bylaws relating to the agricultural sector and ALR
encourage agricultural viability:

a)

b)

Refer proposed policies and bylaws to the proposed AAC (see Recommendation 1) for
comment prior to their adoption;

Ensure that policies and bylaws, prior to adoption, are subject to the Agricultural Impact
Assessment (see Recommendation 4) where appropriate.

12. Ensure that new City bylaws related to agriculture and the ALR are developed with regard to
existing bylaws to determine whether changes in enforcement would solve the identified
problems.

13. Review Zoning Bylaw 5300 in consultation with the public and prepare information, options
and recommendations to improve its effectiveness in supporting agricultural viability. This
review includes the following items and other actions not yet identified:

a)

b)

c)

d)

f)

Review the current list of uses permitted in the AG1 zone and update it to reflect changes in
Provincial legislation and the objectives of achieving agricultural viability;

Review the AG1 zoning regulations for residential uses on farms and for non-farm
residences in the ALR to determine how to better achieve agricultural viability;

Review the non-agricultural uses currently permitted in the AG1 zone to better achieve
agricultural viability;

Review how to better manage building materials, storage and other accessory farm uses;

Review the current policy on the storage of farm equipment/vehicles related to the farm
operation as a principal use (the storage of farm equipment/vehicles is currently an
accessory use);

Review all minimum and maximum property and building setbacks for residences in the
ALR to minimize conflicts with adjacent uses.

14. Review the roadside stand regulations in Business Regulation Bylaw 7148 and prepare
information, options, and recommendations to improve their effectiveness and achieve
agricultural viability.

15. Review existing bylaws, regulations, guidelines and associated operational procedures to ensure
that they conform to the FPPA, the Guide for Bylaw Development In Farming Areas and the
Local Government Act. 2 6 4
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16. Develop an information package for farmers about City agricultural policies and bylaws, and
make this package available to the RFI and place it on the City website.

17. Encourage a cooperative and partnership approach to avoid and address nuisance complaints
(e.g. spraying, noise, odour, dust, pesticide application, burning, etc.)

Non-Farm Uses and Parks and Recreation Strategy (Section 3.4)

18. It is recommended that the proposed AAC (see Recommendation 1) review the following non-
farm uses of ALR land and prepare information, options and recommendations. This review
includes examining the following items and other actions not yet identified:

a) Review the feasibility of amalgamating smaller lots to larger ones wherever possible;

b) Restrict the upgrading of existing roads and development of new roads unless there is a
direct or net benefit to farming;

¢) Discourage the use of fill on organic soils, except for the following agricultural purposes:

1)  When required to ensure a solid foundation for a farm residence or other structure
related to the agricultural operation;

i1) To provide a road base for access which benefits agriculture.
d) Limit recreational uses of ALR land to:
1) Encourage dyke and recreational trails at the perimeter of the ALR;

1) Work with the agricultural community, equestrian community and recreational
community to ensure that recreational uses adjacent to or within the ALR are
compatible with farm uses and have a positive benefit to farming.

e) Ensure that a “least disruption to farmers” policy exists to protect farmers from the impacts
of recreational uses by:

1) Requiring the proposed AIA (see Recommendation 4) be completed for new
recreational uses and that appropriate steps be taken to mitigate potential conflicts;

i1) Ensuring that whenever potential negative impacts for agriculture may occur, that
adequate compensation and/or viable alternatives are available;

1) Increasing the awareness among equestrian owners about riding on or near private
property and public roads and trails, and the impact which horses and riders can have
on agricultural land;

1v) Preparing over the long term and in partnership with others, agricultural edge plans for
recreational uses, dykes and perimeter trails in and adjacent to the ALR;

v) Ensuring that suitable facilities (e.g. toilets and garbage cans) are provided to eliminate
trespassing and littering on existing recreational trails;

vi) Ensuring that no financial costs are incurred by farmers due to recreational trails or
activities;

vii) Investigating the feasibility of developing an insurance policy and a ‘save harmless’
policy which would protect farmers from liability and property damage as a result of
non-agricultural activities.
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Agricultural Edge Strateqgy (Section 3.5)

19. Recognize the following areas for agricultural edge planning (see Figure 3):
a) The west and north edges of Gilmore;
b) The west edge of McLennan 2;
c) Behind the outer ring of houses in McLennan 2;
d) Shell Road Trail;
e) Behind the assembly uses on No. 5 Road;
f) North edge of Fraserport Industrial Lands.
20. Develop comprehensive agricultural edge plans for areas, including:
a) An inventory of existing and potential uses and conflicts;
b) A site-specific management plan with appropriate design guidelines;
c) A proposed AJA (see Recommendation 4);

d) Consultation with the ALC, BCMAFF, the proposed AAC (see Recommendation 1), and
review of relevant resources such as the ALC report “Landscaped Buffer Specifications”;

e) Consultation with landowners on both sides of the agricultural edge;
f) An appropriate time-frame for implementation;

g) Mediation to mitigate any conflicts while an agricultural edge plan is being developed, or
where buffering is not in place.
21. For new development adjacent to the ALR:

a) Require the preparation of an agricultural edge plan, including buffering on the urban side,
at the expense of the developer;

b) Require the registration of restrictive covenants, where possible. The intent of the covenant
would be to:

1) Inform prospective buyers of residential properties of the occurrence of normal farm

practices on adjacent farmland (e.g. spraying, noise, odours, dust, pesticide application,
burning, etc.); and

11) Minimize urban-rural conflicts.

22. Direct compatible land uses (e.g. industrial) to land adjacent to the ALR in lieu of incompatible
uses (e.g. residential, schools), wherever possible to avoid conflicts.

23. Provide the materials developed for the Public Education and Awareness Strategy

(Recommendation 30 a) to residents along an agricultural edge to inform them about agriculture
in their area.

Environmentally Sensitive Areas Strategy (Section 3.6)

24. The Agricultural Advisory Committee, farming community, City staff and other stakeholders
shall work together to study, analyze, form options and strategies to address the following issues
of concern around ESAs and the environment, as well as other issues that may arise that are of
interest to the farming community: 2 6 6
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25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

e land use;

e drainage, irrigation and ditch maintenance;
e land clearing;

e weed control;

e crop loss due to wildlife and birds.

Ensure that the management strategies from 24) above allow for “least impact” on agricultural
viability and whenever agricultural viability may be impacted, ensure that adequate
compensation and/or viable alternatives are available.

Review City management policies and bylaws to:
a) assess the implications for farming;

b) work towards consistency and compatibility (where not in conflict with other legislation)
with the provisions of the Farm Practices Protection Act and the Guide to Bylaw
Development in Farming Areas.

Consult with the Agricultural Advisory Committee and the farm community (together with the
Advisory Committee on the Environment and other stakeholders) in the review of existing ESAs
in the ALR to:

a) Refine and clarify the inventory and functions of the existing ESAs;

b) Assess the interaction between agriculture and ESAs.

Provide information to all farmers related to best management practices and encourage them to
adopt beneficial environmental guidelines.

Review the work of the Partnership Committee on Agriculture and the Environment and
incorporate relevant aspects of their work into farm operations and City policies.

Public Education and Awareness Strategy (Section 3.7)

30.

Institute an information program to increase public awareness and commitment for agriculture,
in consultation with the agricultural community, the Agriculture Awareness Coordinator (BC
Agriculture Council), Agriculture in the Classroom Foundation, and others:

a) Develop appropriate materials to share with all residents (e.g. publications, via the City
website) to provide them with information about agricultural activity in their area,
including:

1) The type of farming in the area;
i) Examples of normal farm practices they may experience;
iii) A copy of the BCMAFF publication “The Countryside and You”;

iv) A list of appropriate people to direct questions and concerns, such as the proposed SAL
(see Recommendation 3), ALC, BCMAFF, AAFC, and others;

v) A “Country User Code” to identify appropriate behaviour in agricultural areas.
b) Develop an agricultural signage program.

1) Place signs along roads used by farm vehicles, along recreational trails, and incorporate
signs into agricultural edge planning; 267
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i) Ensure that signage focuses on “positive wording” as opposed to “directives”, such as
the following examples:

e In areas where farm vehicles may be travelling, “Richmond farmers with slow
moving vehicles use these roads too — support your local farm community”,

e Where vandalism and trespassing issues occur, “This crop was planted by a
member of your local farm community — please respect the farmer’s livelihood”.

itl) Ensure that all signs are visibly similar, and incorporate the recommended “logo” or
visual symbol (Recommendation 37 a).

¢) Encourage the ALC to develop signs to indicate the location and extent of the ALR. An
example may be “You are now in the Agricultural Land Reserve. Please respect
farmland’;

d) Develop a brochure that celebrates the City’s agricultural tradition and history:

1) In plans and programs, emphasize the relationship between the City’s corporate vision
statement (see Section 2.5) and how agriculture helps achieve that vision;

1) Prepare an agricultural calendar that shows key agricultural events in the area, harvest
times, etc.

e) Encourage linkages and partnerships between the agricultural community and the media to
facilitate public education and awareness;

f)  Create an agricultural business profile to provide information on agriculture as a business
opportunity;

g) Develop an information package for farmers about agricultural policies and bylaws,
heritage policies that support the preservation of buildings, lands and methods, and make
this package available to the RFI and the public and place it on the City website (see
Recommendation 16);

h) Explore the opportunities for holding a special event (e.g. Harvest Festival) or regular
seasonal activity (e.g. summer weekend Farmer’s Market) to promote local produce and
celebrate the City’s agricultural tradition and history.

31. Create opportunities for Council, City staff and others to tour the agricultural lands and learn
about the role agriculture plays in the City. The proposed AAC (see Recommendation 1) may
facilitate this activity.

32. Itis recommended that the proposed AAC (see Recommendation 1) review the option of
introducing a Restrictive Covenant for properties within, and adjacent to, the ALR to address
issues of conflict (e.g. noise, odours) related to agricultural uses. Example: Covenant used by
City of Surrey for subdivisions bordering the ALR.

33. Encourage existing farmers to continuously maintain their farm operations to prevent unsightly
premises and project a positive public image for agriculture in Richmond.
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Economic Growth and Diversification Strategy (Section 3.8)

34. Develop a strategy to encourage agricultural support services and social infrastructure (such as
agricultural research, agricultural banking and financing, industrial technologies, agricultural
marketing, specialized suppliers of agricultural materials and equipment) to locate in Richmond,
in cooperation with the agricultural sector, Business Liaison and Development, BCMAFF, and
others as appropniate.

35. Maximize the agricultural land available for agricultural uses:

a)

b)

d)

g

Review the feasibility of amalgamating smaller lots to larger ones wherever possible.
These parcels could then be sold as farmland or leased to farmers;

Request the Province to review the policies on non-resident land ownership in BC and in
other jurisdictions to determine how land owned by non-residents may be more fully
farmed,;

Establish guidelines for parcel sizes suitable for farming, including options for smaller
parcels of 2 acres or less;

Encourage longer-term lease opportunities for farmers:
1)  Discourage non-farm uses of the ALR land (see Recommendation 18);

i) Develop a City-based Agricultural Land Registry to assist farmers to find agricultural
land available for leasing.

Explore the rezoning of selected non-ALR land (currently zoned for light industrial use) to
“Light Industrial/Agricultural” to provide for the inclusion of greenhouses as a use and to
encourage greenhouse development on non-ALR land wherever possible;

Encourage non-ALR “multiple-use” industrial buildings that will attract partnerships such
as allowing greenhouse development on the tops of some industrial buildings as a possible
pilot project;

Review the costs and benefits of selling or leasing the City-owned nursery to local farmers
in order to minimize City competition with the agricultural sector.

36. Encourage farmers to diversify their agricultural operations, by:

a) Liaising with support agencies such as BCMAFF, AAFC, GVRD and the ALC to gather
information and identify resources to clarify diversification opportunities (e.g. new crop
production and development, value added production, etc.);

b) Encouraging partnerships between farmers and:

1) Other farmers that haven’t been historically involved with the RFI and the proposed
AAC;

1) Local businesses and industry, such as the hospitality sector, Chamber of Commerce,
and others;

i) City Departments and City agencies, such as Business Liaison and Development,
Tourism Richmond, Chamber of Commerce, and others;

1v) Provincial and Federal ministries and agencies for projects which may make growth
and diversification opportunities more easily attainable;
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v) Others to carefully locate and manage allotment gardens (community gardens) on
agricultural lands.

37. Develop a “Buy Local” marketing initiative to increase demand for locally grown agricultural
products, in cooperation with Business Liaison and Development, Tourism Richmond, Chamber
of Commerce, the RFI, and others:

a)

b)

c)

d)

Develop a “Taste of Richmond” logo or symbol, to appear on all agricultural
communications and signs, and which could also be used by growers to label their products;

Institute a weekly Farmers’ Market in cooperating school yards or other City facilities to
increase consumer access to locally grown agricultural products;

Support local growers by purchasing locally-grown landscape materials and food products
for City use wherever possible;

Identify options to support access to farm direct markets along Steveston Highway where
current traffic patterns discourage stopping at farms selling local products;

Develop a list of local agricultural products and when and where they are available, and
circulate the list to local restaurants, ferries, schools and businesses to encourage linkages
with Richmond agricultural producers.

38. Undertake a market study project to assist farmers to understand their local Richmond market,
with respect to:

a) Products desired by restaurants, and ethnic, specialty and niche products;

b) Expected quality and service features;

c) Expected product availability requirements.

39. Encourage new farmers to enter the agricultural sector by:

a) Creating an agricultural business profile to provide information on agriculture as a business
opportunity (see Recommendation 29 f);

b) Encouraging retiring farmers to apprentice new ones;

¢) Investigating and publishing options for new farmers to obtain management skills training
from local educational institutions and private trainers;

d) Assisting local young people to find job opportunities in agriculture wherever possible,
including co-operative education opportunities with area educational institutions such as
Kwantlen University College, University of British Columbia, and area secondary schools.

40. Review the costs and benefits of selling or leasing the City-owned nursery to local farmers in
order to minimize City competition with the agricultural sector.
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Gilmore (Section 4.2)

41. Discourage non-farm uses in the ALR land (see Recommendation 18).

42. Ensure that a “least impact” policy exists to protect farmers from the impacts of the proposed
residential development in the London-Princess area:

a)
b)
c)
d)

e)

Require a proposed AlIA (see Recommendation 4) be completed and that appropriate steps
be taken to mitigate potential conflicts;

Whenever potential negative impacts for agriculture may occur, ensure that adequate
compensation and/or viable alternatives are available;

Place emphasis on the positive benefits to potential development initiatives for farm
operations, e.g. improved drainage;

Require the development of an agricultural edge plan (see Recommendation 19), including
buffering on the urban side of the edge;

Ensure that new landowners receive materials about agricultural activity in the area (see
Recommendation 30).

43. Ensure that a “least impact” policy exists to protect farmers from the impacts of the proposed
recreational trail along the southern boundary of Gilmore:

a)

b)

©)
d)

e)

Require a proposed AIA (see Recommendation 4) be completed and that appropriate steps
be taken to mitigate potential conflicts;

Whenever potential negative impacts for agriculture may occur, ensure that adequate
compensation and/or viable alternatives are available;

Require that a recreation trail plan be prepared,;

Require the development of an agricultural edge plan (see Recommendation 19), including
buffering on the urban side of the edge;

Require that signs be posted along the trail to increase awareness for trail users about how
their behaviors may relate to agricultural viability (see Recommendation 30).

44. Identify the specific problem areas for flooding from the urban areas and develop ways to
reduce the impacts of flooding, in concert with the City’s current Engineering Capital Plan
process and in consultation with other appropriate City Divisions, Departments and Sections and
the agricultural community.

McLennan 1 (Section 4.3)

45. Mitigate the issues (Section 4.3.2) associated with the Community Institutional District:

a)

b)

Review the option of rezoning any land parcels which have not been sold for assembly or
other uses to restrict the development of future assembly uses in this area and return land to
agricultural production;

Develop an agricultural edge plan for the area, including potential vegetative buffering
behind existing churches to clearly differentiate churches on agricultural land from
agricultural uses; 2 7 1
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¢) Survey existing assembly properties to rectify any encroachment beyond the westerly 110
metres (360.9 ft.) of the property;

d) Continue to support incentives to encourage farming on the backlands.

46. Encourage farming in McLennan 1, with the understanding that the agricultural edge must be
taken into consideration. Opportunities for farming in this node include, but are not limited to,
the following:

e Tree farming;

e Blueberries;

e Vegetable production, e.g. potatoes, corn, cabbage;
¢ Omamental nursery;

e Specialty vegetable crops;

¢ Organic production;

e Community or allotment gardens;

e Hay production.

47. Maximize the agricultural land available for future agricultural uses (see Recommendation 35).

McLennan 2 (Section 4.4)

48. Ensure that McLennan 2 is considered a priority area for drainage improvements in the City’s
Master Drainage Plan (see Recommendation 7).

49. Discourage non-farm uses of the ALR land (see Recommendation 18).

50. Maximize the agricultural land available in McLennan 2 for future agricultural uses (see
Recommendation 35), including the possibility of replotting the land and/or limited access.

51. Blundell Road is the identified access to Fraserport Industrial Lands:

a) Require a proposed AIA (see Recommendation 4) be completed and that appropriate steps
be taken to mitigate potential conflicts;

b) Whenever potential negative impacts for agriculture may occur, ensure that viable
alternatives are available and fully explored and that there is either:

® no negative impacts on farming;
* anet benefit to farming; or
e adequate compensation.

52. Develop an agricultural edge plan (see Recommendation 19) for the Shell Road Trail, including
fencing to prevent vandalism and theft and signage to increase awareness about the impacts of
trail users on agricultural viability.

53. Liaise with the RCMP to increase awareness about vandalism, trespassing and theft that occurs
on lands bordering Shell Road Trail and request their cooperation for policing the area.

272

88 Richmond Agricultural Viability Strategy
919127




City of Richmond VISION for the FUTURE: “The City and the farm... working together for viable agriculture.”

McLennan 3 (Section 4.5)

54. Identify development options for McLennan 3 parcels which include:

e Having it totally farmed;
* Maximizing benefits to agriculture and farming if used for non-farm land uses;

e Consider City ownership of the land.

East Richmond 1 (Section 4.6)

55. Ensure that East Richmond 1 is considered a priority area for drainage improvements in the
City’s Master Drainage Plan (See Recommendation 7).

56. Ensure that any widening of Blundell Road (see Recommendation 51) results in benefits for
farming and has minimal impacts on farming.

57. Ensure that a “least impact” policy exists to protect farmers from the impacts of the increased
development of the Riverport and the Fraserport Industrial Lands:

a) Require a proposed AIA (see Recommendation 4) be completed and that appropriate steps
be taken to mitigate potential conflicts;

b) Whenever potential negative impacts for agriculture may occur, ensure that viable
alternatives are available and fully explored and that there is either:

® 1o negative impacts on farming;
* anet benefit to farming; or
e adequate compensation.

c) Place emphasis on positive benefits to development initiatives for farm operations, e.g.
improved drainage;

d) Require the development of an agricultural edge plan (see Recommendation 19), including
buffering on the urban side of the edge;

e) Review the development strategy for the Fraserport Industrial Lands to find potential
linkages with the agricultural industry, and the potential for joint initiatives.

East Richmond 2 (Section 4.7)

58. Ensure that East Richmond 2 is considered a priority area for drainage improvements in the
City’s Master Drainage Plan (see Recommendation 7).

59. Review the proposal to widen Blundell Road (see Recommendation 51).

60. Use any further developments of the industrial areas (Fraserport Lands) as a means to
implement drainage improvements.

East Richmond 3 (Section 4.8)

61. Maintain the existing drainage and infrastructure initiatives in this node.
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East Richmond 4 (Section 4.9)

62. Review the use of fill on organic soils (see Recommendation 18 ¢).

63. Request the Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection to investigate the viability of rebuilding
and upgrading the perimeter dyke around the eastern tip of Richmond along the North Arm of
the Fraser River, instead of the proposed mid-island dyke.

64. Maintain the existing drainage and infrastructure initiatives in this node.
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May 15, 2003 -2-

Staff Report
Origin
On March 18, 2003, Planning Committee passed the following resolution:

“That the final draft of the Richmond Agricultural Viability Strategy, dated February 18,
2003, be referred to staff to:

1. distribute the Strategy to those individuals who attended the public meetings held in
2002; and

2. hold a public meeting at City Hall within the next month in order to clarify the strategy
and receive comments.”

Copies of the final draft Richmond Agricultural Viability Strategy (RAVS) and staff report were
sent out to over 120 individuals who had signed attendance forms at the previous public
meetings. Advertisements were placed in the local newspapers to publicize the meeting to the
general public.

The Public Information Meeting was held on May 14, 2003. Approximately 50 people attended
the meeting to find out more about the RAVS and clarify any questions they may have about it.
This report summarizes the key comments made at the meeting for consideration with the final
draft RAVS.

Analysis

This section summarizes the issues and comments that were raised by farmers at the May 14,
2003 meeting. A letter submitted by Mr. John Massot at the meeting is also included as
Attachment 1. A submission from Mr. Klaus Wiesel is included as Attachment 2.

Residential Uses on Farmland

Comments Response

Some people expressed confusion over the Staff clarified the difference between the two uses.

?lmCtlon begwe;n z:hfarrqulhgliseband a r110:1-d ¢ If land is farmed, the house is a “farmhouse”. If
armnhouse and why they had 1o be regu’atec a land is not farmed, the house is a “non-farmhouse”.

all. Tt was felt that a person who owns farmland
with proper access should be entitled to build a Currently, both types are permitted in the ALR. The
house, with the same rights and restrictions as RAVS proposes a review to improve agricultural
any other property owner. It was commented viability.

that since no one can force a property owner to
farm the land, enforcement of such restrictions
would be difficult.
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Comments

Response

There are cases where a non farmer may wish to
purchase farmland, build a house and rent/lease
the remaining land to a farmer for productive
agriculture. Some thought that this situation is
beneficial to farming, even though the landowner
and principal resident of the house on the
property is not a farmer. People wanted
assurance that this flexibility would still be
available to owners of farmland.

This situation is currently permitted.

The RAVS proposes a review to improve
agricultural viability.

There was a request to remove the reference to
review residential uses in the ALR from the
RAVS.

The reference can remain since a review may better
clarify and resolve long-standing issues.

Some people commented on whether the City
examined the flexibility of permitting additional
farmhouses on a property to house workers or
family members involved in the farm operation.

Additional houses on a farm are currently permitted
under certain conditions.

The RAVS proposes to continue this policy.

There was a question about how assessment rules
apply to secondary houses on farm properties.

This is a question and issue for the BC Assessment.
Authority.

There were inquiries about whether setbacks
regulating residential uses on agricultural lands
would be changed.

The RAVS proposes to review this matter to
minimize conflict between adjacent uses.

There should not be any design controls for
houses on farmlands.

It was clarified that design controls are not
contemplated in the RAVS.

If a farmer purchased property before the ALR
was established and no longer is able to or
wishes to farm, they should be permitted to
continue to live on the property rather than be
forced to farm the land, and pay a farm
assessment rate.

This could be considered as part of the proposed
review with the BC Assessment Authority and the

City.

MclLennan Area

Comments

Response

Since the Mcl.ennan Area largely consists of
parcels less than 2 acres in size which are exempt
from the Provincial Agricultural Land
Commission Act, some people felt that the
McLennan Area should be removed from the
ALR entirely.

The RAVS does not propose the removal of lands
from the ALR.
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Comments

Response

There were claims that the McLennan Area was
left in the ALR because it was too costly to
service for urban uses.

Staff acknowledged the comment.

One person remarked that a replotting scheme for
the McLennan Area, to consolidate and subdivide
lands to achieve better land use, is a good idea
but the concept of priorities is missing from the
RAVS. A replotting scheme will not benefit
farmers unless the infrastructure (i.e. drainage
and roads) is improved for farming.

Should the City undertake replotting, this point will
be considered in the work program.

The development of urban houses and roads to
service the urban, non-farm areas of Richmond
have had a negative impact on farmlands in the
McLennan Area because the water and runoff are
directed to farm areas without corresponding
improvements to drainage.

This comment will be forwarded to the Engineering
Department for consideration in the Master
Drainage Plan.

Farmland in the McLennan Area has deteriorated
because the increased water levels have depleted
nutrients from the soil and the wet conditions are
not conducive to plant growth.

Staff acknowledged this comment.

There was a concern about the impact of the
potential Trade and Exhibition Centre on the
McLennan Area due to increased traffic resulting
from development of the Centre.

If the Trade and Exhibition Centre occurs, traffic
impacts would be addressed.

It was clarified that any removal of lands from the
ALR to develop a Trade and Exhibition Centre
would have to exhibit a significant benefit for
farming.

Development of a Trade and Exhibition Centre does
not assume that the McLennan Area will also be
excluded from the ALR.

Drainage

Comments

Response

There are competing interests for drainage that
may affect agricultural viability (e.g. keep ditches
for farming vs. limit breeding sites for
mosquitoes).

This would have to be considered in prioritizing
City work programs.

The City closed the ditches on Westminster
Highway between No. 6 and No. 7 Roads last
year. This year, the ditches between No. 7 and
No. 8 Roads will be closed. This is not beneficial
to farm drainage.

Staff acknowledged this comment and will forward
it to the Engineering Department.
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Comments Response

When the City flushes its watermains, in some Staff acknowledged this comment and will forward
cases, the water level exceeds the tops of ditches | it to the Engineering Department.
and results in flooding of farmlands.

Joe Oeser pointed out that on the south side of Staff acknowledged this comment and will forward
Monteith Road (off No. 2 Road), there is much it to the Engineering Department.

standing ditch water which could be drained by
fixing the culvert and bridge on the road.

Administration of the RAVS

Comments Response

If the City intends to introduce more agricultural | This would be considered as implementation of the
regulations, it must also consider providing RAVS gets underway.
additional enforcement officers.

The RAVS does not identify all the As with other City policy documents,

implementation costs. Agricultural viability will | implementation costs are determined incrementally

be affected by the costs of improvements. and annually as part of the City’s annual budget
process.

The RAVS recommendations should be The RAVS identifies several recommendations that

prioritized or ranked by importance. are deemed as short-term action priorities.

The future Agricultural Advisory Committee will
assist in further prioritizing the recommendations in
the RAVS as part of implementation.

Other Comments

Comments Response

There was an inquiry about whether greenhouses | Staff clarified that greenhouses are permitted now in
can be built in the City and the permitted density | the ALR and in the proposed RAVS.

for greenhouses. The floor area ratio for development of greenhouses

in the agricultural zone is 0.6.

The RAVS does not seem to address the issue of | The RAVS proposes to keep the ALR boundary as
a permanent ALR boundary. is.

If the ALR boundary was to change, the RAVS
proposes that there be a significant net benefit back
to farming in order to offset the loss of farmland.
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Comments

Response

A farmer who breeds and races thoroughbreds
expressed concern that his use would not be
recognized as a farm activity because the revenue
generated by horse racing is not considered as
farm income.

The breeding and raising of thorougbred horses is
considered as an agricultural use.

The issue of whether it would receive favourable
tax rates from income generated is an issue for the
BC Assessment Authority.

No. 6 Road near the Riverport Entertainment
Area is no longer practical for farm vehicles due
to the high volume of non-farm traffic and the
presence of large ditches on either side of the
road.

Staff acknowledged the comment.

There was an inquiry about whether there is a
difference in the application of the Provincial
Agricultural Land Commission Act in Richmond
and other municipalities.

There was clarification that the regulations of the
Provincial Agricultural Land Commission Act was
uniform throughout the Province.

There was an inquiry about whether or not the
City may purchase any lands in the ALR for
parks and trails.

Staff indicated that the Parks Department has just
completed a Trails Strategy that identifies trail
locations in the ALR.

It is uncertain at this point in time whether City land
acquisition in the ALR would be required.

It is difficult to get farmers to rent or lease small
farm parcels.

Staff acknowledged this comment; the issue is
outside of the City’s jurisdiction.

One person asked whether the City has any land
available for lease for farming.

Staff are not aware of any City lands that are
available for a farmer to lease.

Seasonal farm labour is becoming increasingly
scarce.

Staff acknowledged the comment; the issue is
outside of the City’s jurisdiction.

Scorch disease is threatening the City’s blueberry
farms as it kills plants and spreads quickly from
farm to farm through aphids. A local farmer on
No. 6 Road, Ms. Trudy Peters, invited City
Council, staff and the future Agricultural
Advisory Committee to visit her farm and
witness the devastation of scorch firsthand.

Staff made note of the invitation and will consider it
when the Agricultural Advisory Committee is
formed.

New houses constructed along No. 4 and No. 5
Roads do not have sewer service and
consequently, are polluting the ditches. One
property owner in the ALR on No. 6 Road
requested that he be allowed to hook his house up
to the sanitary sewer line on the opposite side of
the road.

Staff acknowledged the comments and indicated
that there are no plans to install sanitary sewer
service in the ALR.

The comment will be forwarded to the Engineering
Department.
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Comments Response
One person inquired about whether there were Staff are not aware that a connector is planned for
plans to build a connector route between this location.

Highway 91 and Knight Street and whether there
would be land acquisition in the ALR to achieve
this new route,

Staff have since learned that Highway 91 and the
interchange with Knight Street belongs to the
Ministry of Transportation and there are no plans
for further changes in this area.

It was suggested that the City study the amount Staff acknowledged the comment and will consider
of toxic waste accumulation in Richmond as our | this in RAVS implementation.

high water table is impacted by the amount of
waste discharged by surrounding municipalities
into the river.

Conclusion

The RAVS outlines the guiding principles and general policy direction regarding agricultural
lands in Richmond.

A Public Information Meeting was held on May 14, 2003 in accordance with Planning
Committee’s instructions to enable people to have more time to review the final draft RAVS and
clarify any questions they may have about it.

Many of the issues and concemns raised throughout the public meetings need to be addressed with
the assistance of the proposed Agricultural Advisory Committee and with further public

consultation.

It is recommended that the final draft of the RAVS, as outlined in the February 19, 2003 report
from the Manager, Policy Planning, be approved.

ji anet Lee

Planner 2
(4108)

JL;jl
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ATTACHMENT 1
JOHN MASSOT

16160 Westminster Hwy
Richmond, B.C. Canada V6V 1A8
Phone: (604) 278-5012

Report presented at the Public Information Meeting on "RICHMOND
AGRICULTURAL VIABILITY STRATEGY".
Richmond City Hall - May 14, 2003

To the members of the City's Planning Committee:

The final draft of the Richmond Agricultural Viability Strategy
and the staff report are interesting.

They contain excellent Objectives and Recommendations towards
the preservation of our farmland. My question is: are there
real intentions to implement them? Some of us heard of these
objectives and recommendations twenty years ago. Not much has
resulted to this day.

Now it seems the City is realizing that something should be done
if Richmond farmland is going to be preserved for the benefit
of future generations, not for the next 20 years but 50 - 100 years
from today.

Or are these reports printed to pacify the public at large
and then one day it will be declared that farming in Richmond
is not viable any more, in spite of being at the heart of a
large market? Is it going to be said then that it is time to
let farmland in the Agricultural Land Reserve (A.L.R.) open
for development? This seems easy if,one day, five of the nine
voting members of the City Agricultural Advisory Committee of
Council (AAC) would decide to declare that "farming in Richmond
is no more viable"? Is this all it would take ?

Farming is hard work, but it is no different from most other
businesses or industries as far as viability is concerned: you
have good years and you may have bad years too. This is when
a business has to adapt, to adjust, to diversify or sell out.
Ask the airline industry today, or the people who invested their
money in mutual funds three or four years ago? Should they all
quit or ask for compensation because the value of their assets
went down 30% or 50%?. It is a similar situation for the
agriculture industry in Richmond.

The real question is wether farmland in Richmond and the
lower mainland should be preserved on a permanent basis for the
benefit of future generations? Yes or no.

If the answer to this question is NO, then the A.L.R. has no
reason to exist and should be scrapped immediately.

On the other hand, if good productive farmland continues to be
depleted at today's rate, then there is a strong possibility
that our descendants will be pointing a finger at our generation
and ask: "what have you done?"”
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To the members of the Richmond Planning Committee - May 14, 2003

S

Twenty years ago Richmond residents were told that permanent
boundaries would be established, with buffer zones, to separate
rural areas from urban areas. Where are they?

The current reports are full of good intentions and recommendations
to promote preserving farmland. They also contain contradictory
statements regarding the word "viability".

Drainage, for exemple, is often mentioned as a priority to
"maintain or improve farming viability in Richmond".

For area 6 called "East Richmond 2" the RAVS report says on
page 55: "Drainage of the soils is inadequate"
followed by Recommendation No58 which reads:
"Ensure that East Richmond 2 is considered a priority
area for drainage improvements in the City Master
Drainage Plan".

Yet, in this area, the municipal authorities have recently
closed a drainage ditch on Westminster Highway between Noé and
No 7 Roads. Today they are planning to continue the project by
closing the large drainage canal from No 7 Road to No 8 Road.

It is obvious that the closing of these ditches on Westminster
Highway, right in the middle of an agricultural area, is in
direct contradiction of the overall objectives and recommendations
of the Agricultural Viability Strategy's report dated February 18,
2003. Should the remainder of the report be interpreted in a
similar fashion?

Regarding the matter of farmland preservation please find,
attached to this report, a copy of an article printed in the
Richmond Review paper on April 22, 1992.

May these documents which are the views of a former Richmond
farmer be helpful to you.

Restpectfully submitted,
! 2
l |
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John Massot
c.c. to:-Greater Vancouver Regional District

-British Columbia Agricultural Land Commission
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IEditor, The Review:

! Much has been said and wrilen about
:lhe ‘Terra Nova controversy since the last
municipal election of November 1990.

| But one may wonder how much of it is
'dealing fairly and objectively with the
overall Terra Nova issue: preservation of
flfarm land for the benefit of f{uture
‘|generations.

'-- Some would like to rezone Teira Nova
~ to agricultural use, over and above the
" decisions of a former municipal council.
" This is not fair: when a permit is lawlully
- given, it should be respected and remain
- valid. If the law, or procedures, relating to
such permits are bad, or improper, then one
should work to change these first. But not
_ the other way around, which usually ends
“up being very upsetting, very costly, or
“both.
) Others seem to see nothing better than
- letting arket forces take over every
* square foot of all Richmond farin lands for
~building purposes and roads with some
"~ ludicrous excuses such as: “let the market
- decide,” “imported farm products aie
" cheaper,” “farmning is not economical or
feasible” (even in soil classes 1, 2 and 3);
“you cannot farm next door to residential
areas;” “farm land is too expensive”, etc...

I cannot agree with either form of
aclion,

If we let the latter happen it is not going
to be very long (one, two or three
generations at the very most) before we
wake up to different realities.

Many parts of the world have receutly
been confronted with serious problems of
air and water pollution, requesting costly
actions to be taken for our own survival.

When it comes to our food supply, lct us
be fully aware that good farm land is
disappearing much faster than most of us
1ealize: at the present rate of depletion of a
minitum of 1,7 million acres of crop lands
per year - most of it lost to residential

THE RICHMOND REVIEW —APRIL 2L 1992,

‘Are there answers to
Terra Nova difemma?

developments - the U.S., the largest food
producer in the world, would lose the
totality of their crop lands of about 400
million acres in just 235 years.

If we do not change what we are
prescutly doing in North America, this is
the legacy that we are preparing for our
grandchildren. ‘

If first-quality farm lands are not
presently preserved in and around
populated areas - when alternatives are
available on a local or regional basis - it is
not, as some would claim, in order to
provide “affordable housing.” It is simply
because we live with a political system

‘which permits windfall profits through

rezoning-- particularly on-farm-lands---to
developers and land speculators. .

As long as these windfall profits are
periitted, protection and preservation of
farm lands will remain just a dream, an
utopia. -

Easy money through rezoning is so
attractive and so rewarding that many
people will do almost anything to jump on
the bandwagon where greed breeds more
greed. But then many will become upset
when their neighbors across the street are
successfu} and they are not.

X am of the opinion that the remaining
best farm lands of Richmond should be
preserved permanently. But to do this our
present council and other politicians at all
levels of government should work toward
finding ways and means to eliminate
windfall profits on land speculation. So far
I have not heard nor read much going in
that direction.

The council should also stop wasting
time - and possibly large amounts of
money - trying to return to agricultural use
any of the Terra Nova lands which were
lawfully rezoned as residential in 1988.
Fair is fair, .
John Massot,

Richmond
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ATTACHMENT 2

MCLENNAN FARMERS’ WORKSHOP MAY 25, 2000

MR. K.D. WIESEL, 10451 GRANVILLE AVENUE, RICHMOND

Agricultural Viability, Major Problem Issues at McLennan Area

. Residential and light commercial users have been allowed to mix with agriculture in

the past 30 years, which reduced and eventually defeated the viability of agriculture.

. Increase in water table and poor drainage contributed to major crop reduction, i.e.

1968 = 32 tonnes down to 1999 = 15 tonnes.

. Built up perimeter roads with residential dwellings, which discharge fluids into

farmlands, as well as restrict part of farm operations.

. Restriction of farm operating practices, i.e. spraying, bird control, burning

Farm access roads used for large truck refuse dumping

. Farm roads used for joyriding, 4WD vehicles and off-road motor bikes.

Public trespassing and vandalism common in our farm areas, police unable to
respond.

Cost of production: West Richmond farmlands priced too high to compete with other
outlying areas or greenhouse producers.

Poor access to markets, processors and suppliers, which have all moved from
Richmond to Abbotsford and beyond for economic reasons.

10. Very little produce flexibility due to poor soil conditions, i.e. peat soil plus poor

11.

drainage control. ’

The McLennan Area is beyond agricultural viability, for some 15 years now, due to
economic reasons and urban encroachment. This was tabled already in 1987 with
the City in form of numerous presentations at the OCP Hearings.
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By [7R KLRAAUS WIESEL , 1095/ GLRANVAILLLE RE

AGRICULTURAL VIABILITY STRATEGY

. Report is well put together, but it’s 15 years late and now very costly for some areas.
How much “Business Sense” it makes is questionable.

. City wants to promote and foster positive attitudes and images for the preservatlon
of farmland and green space — Motherhood issues.

. The Viability Report has not provided any costs to implement various strategies.
Viability is much affected by economic conditions.

Much of the farm infrastructure in Richmond needs repair and upgrading.
Funding from possibly senior governments and the Richmond taxpayer.

. Talking about money, in this case big money, Return on Investment requires much
planning and serious considerations.

One consideration — to establish Degrees of Viability, i.e. poor, possible and
reasonable.

To focus funding and assistance to the most promising economic situations.

If farming is to survive and prosper, it has to be managed like a business.

. The Viability Strategy aims to create partnerships between Richmond City, the
General Public and the Farming Community.

. It became apparent in Richmond City’s 4 or S Viability Workshops that many
farmers have become distrustful of the City’s efforts, due to a lack of support to
the farming community in the past 15 to 25 years.

. I participated for the City in the McLennan Area Study Group for the OCP
Programs, some 16 years ago.

The most pressing problem of many identified was Lack of Drainage to farmland,
which the City in today’s Viability Report acknowledges.

The McLennan farmer is trying to farm on a slightly submerged lake for part of the
year,

Partly caused by the many houses along all road@ built in recent years, some
houses 10,000 sq.ft. large, a convalescent care facility, and churches. /
Z

All their fluids discharge through septic fields into the farm land.



8. The city needs to owe up for not protecting the farming infrastructure in
McLennan and possibly other areas.

9. Residential and light commercial users have been allowed to mix with agriculture
in the past many years which reduced and eventually defeated the viability of
agriculture.

10. We are effected by poor access to the farmland, and major crop reductions, i.e. 32
tonnes in 1968, down to 15 tonnes in 2000.

11. During the City’s Study Workshops in the 3 farming areas, people identified a
number of longtime problem-issues affecting farming in some Richmond areas.
Pages 14 & 19 & 51.

Some of these problem-issues are listed in your Report. -

What was done to study these issues and check them out for documentation?

S UBMISS 10N TO PUBL/C JNFREARTION HEFTING,
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