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1916

 Herbert McKim
begins cultivating strawberries
on a large scale. By 1925, he
and his brothers establish
Berrydale Farms.

1881 Manoah Steeves imports
Holstein cattle from Oregon.

1882  The steamship Alice begins

ca 500 BC

 The Fraser River
begins depositing silts
to create a delta.
The islands in the
delta, including
Richmond, contain
unusually fertile soil.

family becomes the first European
inhabitants of modern-day
Richmond, establishing a house and
farm on the northeastern corner of
present-day Sea Island.

1859  Lulu and Sea Islands are
 First Nations people use
the cranberry bogs of Lulu
Island as a food source.

Richmond, No. 2 Road, is
completed.

surveyed by Trutch. His surveys show
significant areas of crabapple,cranberries
and blueberries, and few forests.

family settles the area now
known as Steveston.

1875
1879  Richmond is incorporated as
the Corporation of the Township of
Richmond. All of the first Councillors,
and Hugh Boyd, the first warden, were
farmers.

constructed connecting Lulu
and Sea Island to the
mainland, allowing Richmond
farmers to transport their
produce to Vancouver, and to
return with necessary goods.

Smith family arrives in
East Richmond and
begins to cultivate
cranberries.

1887 Hugh Boyd is

awarded a medal for the best
wheat in the British Empire.

1900

1894

 A major flood
inundates Ebourne and
northern Lulu Island.

1864

 Sam Brighouse
purchases 697 acres on Lulu
Island. Gradually, Lulu is
divided into large and small
tracts of farmland.

1920s  The Arthur

1890  Bridges are

1877 The Manoah Steves

 Richmond

wins several Provincial Fair,
Vancouver Exhibition, and
Victoria Exhibition awards for
agriculture entries.

1883  The first road in

1862  The Hugh McRoberts

1850
Pre-European
settlement

1919-23

making runs from Richmond to New
Westminster, allowing farm produce
easier access to New Westminster
markets.

1891  Bylaws are passed

authorising the dyking, draining,
and improvement of East
Richmond and Steveston.

1903

 6,907 acres
of the 12,897 privatelyowned acres on Lulu
and Sea Islands are
under cultivation.

1905

 Easterbrook Flour
Mills opens.

1906 Canal

construction begins on
No.1 and No.3 Roads.

1911

 Establishment
of Richmonds first
greenhouses, the Porter
and Tomsett Greenhouses
(cucumbers and
tomatoes).

Continued on back cover
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PREAMBLE

Richmond’s Official Community Plan (OCP), March 1999, establishes policies to enhance the
viability of farmland and farming.

PARTNERSHIP

Opportunities to enhance farming viability include:
•

Increasing farmed land;

•

Identifying agricultural opportunities;

•

Removing constraints to farming;

THE AGRICULTURE VIABILITY STRATEGY (AVS)

•

Diversifying agriculture;

The purpose of the Agricultural Viability Strategy 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.

•

Improving services.

CONTEXT

The purpose of this profile is to provide a unique ALR database by which the City, the Richmond
Farmers’ Institute, and stakeholders can better:

The Richmond Farmers’ Institute (RFI), the City, the Provincial Land Reserve Commission, and the
Ministry of Agriculture and Food are partners in the Agricultural Viability Strategy.

Richmond’s Agricultural Strategy’s 2021 Vision is:

PURPOSE OF PROFILE

•

Collect, manage and present Richmond ALR information;

•

Understand farmers, farming and the ALR;

Currently, Richmond’s Agricultural Land (ALR) is a finite, unique, valuable and under-utilized
resource.

•

Identify ALR opportunities, issues and constraints to farming;

•

Support ongoing agricultural research;

As 38% of the land in the City is designated as Provincial Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR), it is
important that this resource be well managed and that farming be enhanced.

•

Prepare an effective Agricultural Viability Strategy.

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

This profile will be updated periodically.

In managing these lands:
•

Step 1 was to designate the farmland for agricultural use. This was achieved in 1972 with the
establishment of the ALR;

•

Step 2 has been to maintain the protection of the ALR (1972 to present);

•

Step 3 is to now make better use of this resource (2001 and to the future).

CONTRIBUTORS
The profile has been prepared with financial, statistical and mapping support from the:
•

Richmond Farmers Institute (RFI);

•

City of Richmond;

•

Provincial Land Reserve Commission (PLRC);

•

Provincial Ministry of Agriculture and Food;

•

Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada (A&AFC).
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Without agriculture, there would be no Richmond. The fertile soils of Lulu and Sea Islands attracted
settlers here. Outside of the residents of Steveston, who depended on the sea, Richmond lived off
the land. The first Councillors, and the first warden, were farmers. As the Lower Mainland grew, so
did Richmond’s role as a supplier of produce to the burgeoning communities of New Westminster
and Vancouver. When the Depression hit, Richmond’s residents were insulated from hunger by local
produce.
Since World War II, Richmond has developed into a cosmopolitan city, and residents are more likely
to be bankers, artists, or computer technicians than farmers or fishermen. Much of the City’s
former farmlands now lie under residential areas, roads and highways, office buildings, and the
airport.
Luckily, visionaries in Victoria had the foresight to protect the province’s agricultural lands back in
the early 1970s. Today, amid the bustling urban development of Richmond lies 4,916 ha of
protected Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR). This profile describes this agricultural land, the
agricultural produce, the agricultural economy, and the farms and farmers who depend upon it.

THE AGRICULTURAL LANDS
Richmond’s Agricultural Land Reserve lands are uniquely suited to farming. Richmond’s cool
summers and mild winters are ideal for growing, and the land is level. Richmond’s deltaic soils are
fertile. If given some moderate improvements, mainly drainage, 100% of Richmond’s ALR is
considered to be “prime” farmland. Unfortunately, little is currently known about the cumulative
impacts of human interactions with this farmland. For instance, we only have cursory information
about the extent of soil placement or removal in the farmlands. Information such as this is critical to
determining the actual suitability of Richmond’s ALR for farming.

FARMS
Approximately 3,012 ha of Richmond’s ALR is farmed, by 247 farms. With an average size of
12.2 ha, these farms tend to be small as compared to the provincial average of 115.8 ha. The greatest
number of Richmond’s farms are owned by sole proprietors (104), with family farms and
partnerships also common (67 and 54, respectively). Increasingly, Richmond’s farms are operated
on owned land, as land for lease has become less available in the last 30 years. The number of farms
in Richmond has decreased steadily since 1961.
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FARMERS
Richmond has 350 farm operators (defined as “the persons responsible for the day-to-day
management decisions of a farm”). An additional 32,184 weeks of paid labour was hired to work on
Richmond’s farms. These persons, and their families, are dependent upon farming for a living. Like
the number of farms, the number of farmers in Richmond has decreased steadily since 1961.

AGRICULTURAL PRODUCE
Cranberries are king in Richmond, with 854 ha (or 17.4% of Richmond’s ALR) devoted to their
production. Still, outside cranberries, Richmond farms produce a wide array of agricultural produce,
including blueberries, potatoes, forage crops, pumpkins and squash, cabbage, various tree fruits,
sweet corn, cucumbers, green peas, and many other vegetables, hens and chickens, beef and dairy
cattle, sheep and lambs, novel species like llamas and alpacas, and other agricultural products such as
honey, flowers, and Christmas trees. Cranberries are on the rise in Richmond, while livestock are
declining.

AGRICULTURAL ECONOMY
The above crops earned Richmond’s farms $56,338,204 in gross revenue in 1995. $9,398,342 of
this was profit. Although the number of farms and farmers have been decreasing, gross agricultural
revenues have been rising steadily since at least 1985. And although they are much smaller than the
provincial average, Richmond’s farms earn far higher gross farm receipts ($228,292 on average)
than the average for the province ($84,233).
The markets for Richmond’s produce vary, but Richmond is ideally situated to take advantage of
local urban markets, and international markets via the airport and other transportation infrastructure.
Organic markets seem to be expanding in this area, and Richmond’s farms may have opportunities in
this regard as well. Currently, there seems to be little local processing of farm produce.
Agriculture has and will continue to be important to Richmond’s economy, community, and lifestyle.
This profile assists in ensuring and enhancing the viability of farming in Richmond in the years to
come.
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Section 1.0

1.0 THE AGRICULTURAL LAND RESERVE
The “Provincial Interest”
In 1993, a process was initiated
whereby the Provincial Cabinet could
consider inclusions, exclusions, and
other changes to the Agricultural
Land Reserve if it was considered to
be in the Provincial interest to do so.
This amounted to a “pre-emptive
override of the ALC process” and
many were concerned that any type of
land use could conceivably be
considered to be in the Provincial
interest. In response, the 1999
Agricultural Land Commission
Amendment Act was passed, which
provided a precise, and agriculturesupporting, definition of the
Provincial interest. The new definition
requires that the Cabinet take into
account:
“(a) the public interest that all British
Columbians have in the
preservation of agricultural
land as a scarce and important
Provincial asset;
(b)

the potential long term
consequences of failing to
preserve agricultural land;

(c)

the province-wide context of the
matter.”1

1.1 INTRODUCTION TO THE
AGRICULTURAL LAND RESERVE
(ALR)
In April of 1973, the Land Commission Act came into effect
establishing a Commission to manage an Agricultural Land
Reserve (ALR), setting aside and preserving the province’s
most valuable agricultural lands for farming. As of April of
2000, this Commission is known as the Land Reserve
Commission, which carries on the former Commission
mandates under the Forest Land Reserve (FLR) Act, the
Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) Act and the Soil
Conservation Act (SCA).2

In addition to farming, the following are some other types of
land uses permitted in the ALR:
1. Storage and sale of agricultural products produced on the
farm on which the storage or sale is taking place;
2. Construction of buildings necessary for #1;
3. Construction of one single-family residence and
accessory buildings and services per parcel;
4. Harvesting of trees and silvicultural practices;
5. Ecological reserves established under the Ecological
Reserve Act (1996), and other habitat reserves;

By the end of 1976, 4,721,295 ha, or approximately 5% of the
province, had been designated as the Agricultural Land
Reserve (ALR). As of 1999, 118,504 ha had been removed
(“excluded”) from the ALR, yet the inclusion of 106,884 ha
means that the ALR had only shrunk by a net total of 11,620 ha
(< 10%), to 4,709,676 ha.3

6. “Natural” parks and recreation reserves;

The Agricultural Land Reserve Act sets out land uses which
are permitted in the ALR, and establishes restrictions
regarding the subdivision of parcels. Non-conforming land
uses and subdivisions of property can be requested through an
application process. (In Richmond, subdivisions are not
allowed which will result in parcels less than 5 ac. in size.
This is due to the Municipal Zoning Bylaw, and is not a PALC
regulation. See Appendix A for more on this.) Exclusion of
land from the ALR can also be applied for, although the
process is lengthy and involves procedural requirements such
as public hearings.

10. Construction and maintenance of dykes, pumphouses, and
ancillary works;

7. Fish farms;
8. Minor highway, road, or railway operations and
construction (includes drainage ditches);
9. Expansion of existing gravel pits;

11. Land development works (clearing, draining, etc.) for
farm use.4

British Columbia ALR Fast Facts:
• Terrain:
Much of British Columbia is
difficult to farm, as 90% of the
province is mountainous or over
1,000 m in elevation.
• Agricultural Land:
4,709,676 ha, or approximately 5% of
BC, is designated as Agricultural
Land Reserve. About one-fifth of
the ALR, is identified as “prime”
agricultural land.5 In comparison,
approximately 17% of Alberta’s land
base is identified as prime agricultural
land.6
• Population Pressures:
79% of BC’s 1996 population resides
in two regions, which account for
only 2.7% of the province’s area: an
Interior region centred on Kelowna,
and a Southwest region centred on
Vancouver. At the same time,
$1.4 billion, or 78% of the province’s
total gross farm receipts are earned
in this area.7
• Loss of Agricultural Land:
In 1974, approximately 6,000 ha
of farmland per year was being
lost to development and non-farm
uses. This figure has since
decreased to about 500 ha per
year. 8

1

Sources: 1) Moura Quayle, Stakes in the Ground, report to the Minister of Agriculture and Food (September 25, 1998); 2) Bill 70 - 1999: Agricultural Land Commission Amendment Act, 1999.
Please see Appendix A “List and Summaries of Relevant Legislation” for more information on this and other legislation relevant to agriculture in Richmond.
3
Sources: 1) Agricultural Land Commission, Annual Report – 1997-1998; 2) Agricultural Land Commission, Agricultural Land Reserve Statistics, January 1, 1998; (Table A-1 “Area Included and Excluded from the Agricultural Land Reserve by Year”).
4
Source: BC Regulation 7/81, Agricultural Land Commission Subdivision and Land Use (Provincial Agricultural Land Commission, 1998).
5
“Prime” agricultural land means land with a British Columbia Land Inventory (BCLI) rating of 1-3. This classification is discussed later in the document.
6
Source: Provincial Agricultural Land Commission, 1998. Planning for Agriculture and Resource Materials. Prepared by Barry E. Smith, ALC.
7
Source: Ibid.
8
Source: Agricultural Land Commission, 1999 Preserving Our Foodlands; available online at www.landcommission.gov.bc.ca/alc/index.html.
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As of 1997, 32,234 applications for
exclusion, subdivision, or non-farm
uses had been received by the
Agricultural Land Commission.9

Thus far, the Agricultural Land Reserve Act has proven quite
successful in maintaining British Columbia’s agricultural land.
As a case in point, when the ALR was first designated in 1974,
approximately 6,000 ha of farmland per year was being lost to
development and other uses. As of 1999, that figure had
decreased to about 500 ha per year.13 Now, the challenge is to
determine how farming can be supported and strengthened on
the designated agriculture lands.

1.2 THE AGRICULTURAL LAND RESERVE
IN THE CITY OF RICHMOND
GVRD and Richmond ALR Fast
Facts:
• Four municipalities - the Township
of Langley, Delta, Surrey, and
Richmond - contain 94% of the
GVRD’s ALR;10
• ALR land accounts for 38% of
Richmond’s land area;11
• Richmond’s ALR accounts for only
9% of the GVRD’s total ALR, yet it
accounts for 11.3% of the revenue
generated from GVRD farmland
(total Gross Farm Receipts).12

The ALR for the Greater Vancouver Regional District, and
hence for Richmond, was designated on June 12, 1974.
Approximately 55,000 ha was designated in the GVRD,
5,500 ha of which was within Richmond’s borders.14 Today,
the amount of land in Richmond’s ALR is 4,905 ha.
Important Note: Study Area
There are several properties on the northern side of Sea
Island that are in the ALR. At this time, the future use of
these properties is being debated by the provincial and
federal governments. As the City’s influence upon these
negotiations is insubstantial, the study area with which
the Richmond Agricultural Viability Strategy is
concerned is the ALR on Lulu Island and the South Arm
Islands. The study area is 4,539.3 ha (excludes Sea Island
and all public right-of-ways, e.g. roads) in size. This figure
represents the total area for the properties in the study
area – it does not include the area of road right-of-ways
due to limitations in data gathering abilities.
In this document, reporting on land area statistics varies
between consideration of the entire ALR, or just the study
area. When statistics are reported, a distinction is made
as to which area is being considered.

9

1.2.1 Maintaining Agricultural Land in an
Urban Environment
In 1928, Richmond’s population was 6,841 people. At this
time, and up until the Second World War, Richmond was for
the most part a rural, farm and fishing community (see photo
next page). Since that time, the baby boom, economic growth,
the development of transportation and servicing infrastructure,
and relatively inexpensive land prices have facilitated
tremendous population growth and development in Richmond.
By 1971, Richmond’s population had reached 62,000, and by
October, 2000, Richmond was the fourth most-populous
municipality in British Columbia (see Figure 1.1) with
159,799 inhabitants (estimate). Among BC municipalities,
Richmond’s population growth rate for the 1971 to 1996
period was surpassed only by neighbouring Surrey and
Vancouver. In this period, the City grew by 87,000 people (see
Figure 1.1).15
Figure 1.1

Population in Richmond, 1971-2000, and Projection for
2021
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2000
(Estimate)

2021
(Projection)

Source: BC Ministry of Agriculture and Food, 1999; City of Richmond Agricultural
Overview.

Source: Agricultural Land Commission, Agricultural Land Reserve Statistics, January 1, 1998; (Table I-10, “Number of Applications Received by Type and Year [1974-1997]).
Source: Barry E. Smith, 1994 and 1999, “Changes to the Agricultural Land Reserve in the Greater Vancouver Regional District;” Draft report originally created August, 1994.
11
Source: BC Ministry of Agriculture and Food, 1999. City of Richmond Agricultural Overview.
12
Source: Ibid.
13
Source: Agricultural Land Commission, 1999 Preserving Our Foodlands; available online at: www.landcommission.gov.bc.ca/alc/index.html.
14
Source: Agricultural Land Commission, 1994 and 1999. “Changes to the Agricultural Land Reserve in the GVRD.” Prepared by Barry E. Smith (DRAFT: August, 1994 and December, 1999).
15
Sources: 1) BC Ministry of Agriculture and Food, 1999. City of Richmond Agricultural Overview; 2) Ross, 1979. Child of the Fraser. 3) 2000 Population estimate courtesy of Stuart Jones, Policy Planning Department.
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A Changing Landscape, a Changing
Community
Over the last century, Richmond has
evolved from a largely agricultural
and fishing community, to a suburban
community, to a cosmopolitan city in
its own right. Each of these phases
has left a physical, socio-economic,
and cultural imprint on the
community. With each layer of
development, increasing numbers of
Richmond’s residents have become
less “connected” to farming and to
farmland.
Yet, amid the bustling development
that has marked the urbanization of
Richmond, agriculture has remained a
vital part of the community. This can
be seen in the thriving agricultural
sector, which annually contributes
$56 million dollars to the economy
(see Section 7.0), in popular heritage
sites like London Farm, and in the
“farm preservation” ethic of many of
Richmond’s residents.
Most likely, Richmond will never
again depend primarily on agriculture
for its economic well-being. But
farming is not just an echo of
Richmond’s past; it is and can
continue to be a contributor to the
economy, a functional and
appropriate use of the agricultural
lands, and a cornerstone of
Richmond’s community identity.

Richmond in 1930. Note the extensive agricultural activity.

Richmond agriculture in year 2000. Agriculture in an urban environment.

Although faced with such enormous population growth
pressures, the Provincial Agricultural Land Commission and
the City of Richmond have done a good job of protecting and
maintaining the City’s farmlands, especially in the last 10
years. Since Richmond’s Agricultural Land Reserve was
designated in April of 1974, only 595 ha have been removed,
or “excluded” (see Map 1.3). These areas were applied for
exclusion by the City and/or landowners, and were approved by
the PALC for a variety of uses, including industrial and
residential development. Only 11.1 ha of ALR land has been
excluded since 1988 (see Figure 1.2).

3. Home occupation;

Permitted Uses in Richmond’s ALR
Most of Richmond’s ALR, with the exception of the golf
courses and driving ranges, is in the AG1 Zone. The following
are the permitted uses in this zone, according to Bylaw 5300,
the Zoning Bylaw:
1. Residential, limited to one-family dwelling;
2. Boarding and lodging, limited to two persons per dwelling
unit;

4. Agriculture;
5. Keeping and raising of animals for commercial purposes;
6. Horticulture;
7. Peat extraction and processing;
8. Horse riding academy;
9. Roadside stand (Classes A and B), provided that the
operation is clearly ancillary to a permitted agricultural
use;
10. Animal hospital or clinic;
11. Radio and television transmission facilities;
12. Public sewage collection, treatment and disposal
facilities;
13. Accessory uses, buildings, and structures, but excluding
secondary suites.

An Agricultural Profile for the City of Richmond
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Challenges and Opportunities
Agriculture in Richmond is a unique nesting of farmlands
within a growing metropolitan region. This fact gives rise to
challenges and opportunities that truly-rural farm regions do
not face.
Among the challenges are conflicts between farm and nonfarm traffic; high land costs; residents’ concerns about farm
noise, smells, and impact on the natural environment; and
vandalism and theft on farm property. One way to address at
least some of these issues is to create attractive, functional
buffers between agricultural and non-agricultural areas – an
initiative of the Richmond Official Community Plan (see
Map 1.2).
Two of the most significant opportunities in an agriculture/
urban scenario are the existence of large, local consumer
markets which can support local agriculture, as well as the
presence of transportation infrastructure (e.g. Vancouver
International Airport) for export-oriented agricultural
products.
Figure 1.2
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Source: BC Ministry of Agriculture and Food, 1999; City of Richmond Agriculture
Overview.
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1.2.2 Strengthening Agriculture on the
Agricultural Lands
Provincially and locally, the focus has been mainly on the
preservation of agricultural lands in the ALR. In the last few
years, individuals and governments have increasingly
recognized the need to strengthen the viability and agricultural
use of these lands.
One conclusion from Richmond’s 1999 Official Community
Plan (OCP) was that the ALR should be preserved and made
more viable for farming.
If designated agricultural areas are to be actually farmed, the
City and other levels of government must work with farmers
and farm organizations, environmental groups, other
stakeholders, and community members to support the
productive farm use of this land. This is the aim of the
Richmond Agricultural Viability Strategy.

Valuable Agricultural Lands
Richmond’s agricultural lands are a
valuable, and currently underutilized,
resource. Working together, we can
use these lands to their full potential
and revitalize this important part of
the community.

City of Richmond

Section 1.0
Map Notes:
Map 1.1 identifies the location of BC’s Agricultural Land
Reserve (ALR), a body of lands which have been reserved for
agricultural use. The Provincial Agricultural Land Commission
(PALC) is responsible for administering the ALR.
The Agricultural Land Reserve was fully designated in 1976 and
encompassed 4,721,295 ha, or approximately 5% of the province
of British Columbia. In 1999, after numerous exclusions and
inclusions of land, the Reserve stood at 4,709,676 ha.
The capability of land for agricultural production in BC is highly
constrained by the province’s mountainous terrain. Therefore,
the ALR is composed primarily of valley bottoms and other lowlying, flat areas. Note the many linear portions of the ALR –
these correspond to the Fraser, Columbia, Kootenay, Skeena, and
many other river systems of British Columbia.

Agricultural Land Reserve Land in Richmond
Source: Agricultural Land Commission, 1999, “About the Reserve - Map of the ALR,” available online at: www.landcommission.gov.bc.ca/alc/.

Map 1.1 Agricultural Land Reserve in British Columbia
An Agricultural Profile for the City of Richmond
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Map Notes:
Map 1.2 describes the following:
1. Agricultural sub-areas (preliminary). These sub-areas
are distinctive areas of land within the ALR due to localized
factors such as soil types, and issues and opportunities for
farming. These sub-areas are mentioned throughout this
document, and may be modified as further research is
carried out for the Agricultural Viability Strategy.
2. Buffer zones. Buffer zones are areas where landscape
buffers will be used to define and manage the boundary
between urban and agricultural lands. Buffering is used to:
a) Protect agricultural lands from trespassing, vandalism
and theft. It can also be used to protect farmlands
from industrial run-off and other potentially deleterious
impacts of adjacent uses;
b) Reduce the noise and smells associated with
agricultural activities;
c) Establish a firm, psychological border for farming
zones, which reduces the perception that agricultural
lands are simply awaiting rezoning for other uses.
Currently, the following guidelines are in place regarding new
developments on the urban side of the urban/rural interface:
1. Developments immediately adjacent to ALR lands: 15 m
(49.2 ft.) of landscaped buffer;
2. Developments “across a road” from ALR lands: 5 m
(16.4 ft.) of landscaped strip (as measured from the back of
the curb).
Buffering and use guidelines on the agricultural side of the urban/
rural interface will be developed.

Note: Agricultural Land Reserve Boundary on Sea Island not shown.
Source: Richmond Official Community Plan, March 1999.

Map 1.2 Agricultural Sub-Areas and Buffer Zones
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There is a sharp border between much of Richmond’s ALR, and urban
areas. Pictured is the Gilmore area. Photo courtesy of Barry Smith,
Ministry of Agriculture and Food.
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Section 1.0
Map Notes:
Map 1.3 shows Richmond’s current Agricultural Land Reserve
(ALR), which is 4,539.3 ha (excludes Sea Island and all public
right-of-ways, e.g. roads) in size. (Not depicted are the ALR
lands on Sea Island, which are outside the study area.) Also
shown are the 595 ha of lands which have been removed, or
“excluded,” from the ALR since its inception in 1974. This
means that Richmond’s ALR was originally 5,500 ha, and has
been reduced by 10.8% to its current size.
The table below provides some information on a few major
blocks of land which have been excluded from the ALR. These
“major blocks” are constituted of adjacent and/or proximate
properties which were excluded in the same year. Also included
is the most-recent exclusion, an 11-hectare block removed in
2000.
Table 1.1 Significant Blocks of Excluded (Former)
ALR Lands16
Map
N o.

*
Note: Agricultural Land Reserve Boundary on Sea Island not shown.
Source: Agricultural Land Commission, 2000 in Richmond “Agricultural Land Reserve” (map).
16
17

Name of
Block

Total
Area of
Block
(ha)17

Year
Excluded

Proposed Use

141

1987

Residential,
Commercial,
Wildlife Habitat

53

1987

Residential,
School

133

1975

Industrial

Hamilton**

86

1986

Residential

5

Landfill*

64

1986

Landfill

6

River Road and
N o. 7

11

2000

Business and
Industrial

1

Terra Nova*

2

Cambie*

3

Knight Street**

4

Blocks composed of properties which were listed together in
one application for exclusion.

** Blocks composed of properties which were listed under
separate applications for exclusion.

Sources: 1) Agricultural Land Commission, 2000, “Richmond Agricultural Land Reserve” (map); and 2) City of Richmond, polygon area estimates by Engineering Planning Department.
Areas for Blocks 1, 2, and 3 are polygon area estimates produced by the City of Richmond Engineering Department. Areas for blocks 4 and 5 were provided by the Agricultural Land Commission.
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2.0 BIOPHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF RICHMOND’S ALR
In determining the suitability of land for agriculture, it is necessary to begin by describing the fundamental biological and physical properties of the land. These “biophysical” features include the surficial geology
and soils, topography, climate, and the natural vegetation patterns of a particular land base. Some of these features may be modified (e.g. poorly drained soils can be mitigated through drainage efforts), some may
not (e.g. climate), and some may only be modified at great expense (e.g. replacing poor soils).

Although much of the land within Richmond
Nature Park has been impacted since
European contact, it still contains
significant areas of natural bogs.

2.1 PRE-EUROPEAN VEGETATION1

2.2 CLIMATE2

Unlike the heavily-forested uplands of Surrey, New
Westminster, Vancouver, and Burnaby, present-day Richmond
was mainly covered with low-lying vegetation such as shrubs,
mosses, and grasses. There were a few forested areas lining
the South and North Arm regions of Lulu Island (mostly cedarhemlock, spruce, and a few cottonwood stands), as well as on
the central and eastern portions of Sea Island (spruce).

Climate Region

Irrigation

Richmond is located in the Pacific Climate Region, which
extends from coastal northern California to coastal Alaska.
This area is noted for its relatively warm, rainy winters and
relatively cool, dry summers.

One would think that Richmond’s
agricultural lands do not need
irrigating, due to the wet climate and
high water table. In the winter, this is
true, and the lands must be drained as
a steady procession of low pressure
systems provides Richmond with one
of the wettest and cloudiest climates in
Canada. However, the lack of rain in
the summer means that most
agricultural lands could benefit from
irrigation. A number of areas are
currently served by irrigation water
sourced from the North and South
Arms of the Fraser River (see Map 3.2
in the next chapter).

Wild cranberry and blueberry bogs, grasses, and moss/scrub
pine dominated the eastern portions of Lulu Island, grasses and
various shrubs dominated the western portions, and Sea Island
was a mix of coniferous forest, mixed shrubs, and grasslands
(see Map 2.1, Pre-European Vegetation).
The full extent of natural tree cover is difficult to estimate.
Early land surveyor’s notebooks state that First Nations
peoples used fire to maintain open spaces along the edges of
bogs in order to aid the growth of berry bushes. Berries still
grow in these bogs, now commercially, as the organic soils of
central and East Richmond support an abundance of cranberry
and blueberry-growing operations.

The climate is very similar across Richmond: mean
temperature and precipitation are similar across the
municipality (i.e. there is little microclimate effect).
Still, local farmers will tell you that the “Gilmore” area gets
more hours of sunshine, less rain, and slightly higher
temperatures than the other agricultural areas in Richmond
(see Map1.2 for the location of the Gilmore agricultural
area). These factors, coupled with the better-drained soils
of the area (discussed in Section 2.3) give Gilmore a
slightly longer growing season.
Precipitation
Although the mean annual precipitation is high (1,167.4mm/
year),3 it is below the figures for neighbouring, higherelevation areas.
Frost-Free Days
The Pacific Climate Region has the longest frost-free
periods in Canada: Richmond averages 160 to 211 frostfree days each year. (Class 1 agricultural lands need only
90 frost-free days per year.)

1
2
3

Sources for this section: 1) North et al., 1979; Vegetation of the Southwestern Fraser Lowland, 1858-1880, Environment Canada; 2) Ross, 1979; Child of the Fraser.
Source for this section (unless otherwise noted): Township of Richmond, 1985. Agricultural Perspective; Official Community Plan Background Paper 2 (April).
Source: Environment Canada, 1999. “Canadian Climate Normals, 1961-1990.” Available online at: www.cmc.ec.gc.ca/climate/nomals/BCV004.HTM.
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Sunshine
There are 1,919.3 hours/year of bright sunshine at the
Vancouver International Airport, with 1,229 of these hours
occurring during the May to September growing season.4
In sum, though it is wet, Richmond’s climate is well-suited for
agricultural production.

2.3 GEOLOGY AND SOILS5
Surficial Geology
The islands of Richmond were formed by fluvial (river)
deposits of the Fraser River. This material is stone-free and
very fine: mostly sand and silty clay. The groundwater table
tends to be high, with saline, sandy subsoils below 1-2 m in
depth. Richmond’s natural topography is flat or very gently
rolling, with few areas over 5 ft. above sea level.
Early Dykes

Flooding

Much of Lulu and Sea Islands’ early
settlement occurred on their outer
margins, at present-day Steveston and
elsewhere along the South and Middle
Arms of the Fraser River, due to the
lack of transportation routes into the
interior areas. Farmers had to build
extensive dykes to protect their flood
and tide-vulnerable lands. Over time,
the dykes joined together and became
the first overland transportation
routes in the area. Even so, the land
remained notoriously boggy, and the
urban citizens of New Westminster
referred to Richmond residents as
“mudflatters.”6

The primary agent of flooding in Richmond is the spring
freshet, an annual swelling of the Fraser River as snowmelt
from the entire Fraser Basin enters the river. Another, lesser,
cause of flooding can be seasonal high tides, although these
are more predictable, and less extreme, than the freshet.

silt loams, underlain by saline sand at about 1 m in depth.
These soils occur mainly in the “Gilmore” agricultural area,
although there is a seam of mineral soils running south-east to
north-west in East Richmond (from an old river channel), as
well as near the Massey Tunnel.
The larger portion of Richmond’s agricultural soils are
organic, occurring in much of the “East Richmond” and
“McLennan” agricultural areas (see Map 1.2). These soils
have their origins in large fresh water marshes that formed as
the Fraser River delta developed. Prolonged plant growth
coupled with large amounts of water led to the formation of
bogs, with varying degrees of decomposition. The moredecomposed soils are often referred to as “muck” soils, and
the lesser-decomposed soils are often referred to as “peat”
soils. Underlaying all of Richmond’s organic soils, at varying
depths, are deltaic deposits such as sand and silt.

Peat is formed when the “rate of
organic matter accumulation exceeds
the rate of decomposition,” and
generally occurs in flat areas with
high water tables and long periods of
rain. Peat is highly acidic.
The first stage of the coal-making
process, peat contains a great deal of
stored photosynthetic energy.
Richmond’s peat was used as an
alternative source of fuel during
World War II. In some rural parts of
the British Isles and the European
continent, peat is still used as a
domestic fuel source.

Natural Drainage
All of Richmond’s soils are classified as either “poorly” or
“very poorly” drained. They are considered to be wetland soils
since the soils are saturated for long periods of time with the
water table at or near the surface.

The Mineral and Organic Soils of Richmond’s ALR

Excess water generally occurs during the fall, winter, and
spring due to the seasonal high rainfalls, but may also occur
during particularly wet summers. A high water table is
problematic in that it restricts the range of crops that can be
grown in an area, and reduces the “trafficability” (the ability to
support moving vehicles, such as tractors) of the land. Even
so, in dry summers there may be periods of water deficiency
for crop development.

Richmond has both mineral and organic soils. Simply put,
organic soils are derived from primarily plant material, and
mineral soils are derived from primarily in organic materials
such as the sands and silts of fluvial deposits.

Adequate private and regional drainage systems are therefore
extremely important for Richmond’s soils to reach their
optimum agricultural productivity. Drainage not only
increases the range of crops suitable for different soils, it also

As far back as the 1860s, early settlers built dykes to protect
their land from the river, and now the entirety of Lulu and Sea
Islands are encircled with dykes (please see Section 3.0 for
more information on the dykes in Richmond).

Peat

Peaty soil predominates in the heart of
Richmond’s ALR.

The mineral soils of Richmond’s agricultural lands tend to be
Source: Environment Canada, 1999. “Canadian Climate Normals, 1961-1990.” Available online at: www.cmc.ec.gc.ca/climate/nomals/BCV004.HTM.
Sources for this Section: 1) Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2000. “Land Systems Report for the City of Richmond, British Columbia.” Prepared by Liz Kenney, Research Branch, Western Land Resource Group, Agassiz, British Columbia; 2) Township of Richmond, 1985. Agricultural Perspective;
Official Community Plan Background Paper 2 (April). Much of the information in this and the following section was provided through a research partnership between the City of Richmond, the Richmond Farmers’ Institute, and Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada. Among other issues, this partnership
culminated in the delivery of a “Land Systems” report for the City of Richmond’s agricultural lands (Source 1 in this footnote).
6
Source: Ross, 1979. Child of the Fraser.
4
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increases: trafficability (which, in turn, extends the growing
season), rooting depth, aeration of the root zone, and warming
of the soil.
But drainage programs in areas with organic soil should be
designed so as to avoid excessive subsidence. Subsidence is
the natural lowering of the landscape following water removal
and organic matter decomposition.

2.4 LAND SYSTEMS
Within the overarching designation of soils as organic or
mineral are dozens of different types of “soil series” (soil
types). Although Richmond’s agricultural lands have only 13
of these series, Richmond’s soil maps appear rather complex
due to the distribution of these series across the landscape,
and the fact that many of these series occur in complexes with
one another.
In order to determine common characteristics between
different soil types over the landscape and facilitate the
development of relevant policies for agricultural sub-areas, a
“Land Systems of Richmond” report was prepared by soils
scientists with Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada.7
Soil Series in Richmond
The following 13 soil series (soil
types) are found in Richmond (either
singly, or together as a complex):
Annacis, Annis, Blundell, Crescent,
Delta, Embree, Kitter, Lulu, Lumbum,
Richmond, Triggs, Westham, and a
man-made variant.

The Land Systems are generalizations of the full catalogue of
soil types in Richmond. Individual soil series with similar
characteristics (texture, drainage, and parent material sources)
and implications for agriculture are grouped together into one
Land System. The outcome is a simpler map which can be
used to help define agricultural sub-areas, which may in turn
be used to focus policy.
In Richmond, the result is a map with only six different Land
Systems, belonging to three different soil orders: three
“Organics;” two “Gleysols” (mineral soils developed under
wet conditions); and one “Regosol” (soils with insufficient

7

soil development to classify them - in Richmond’s case, these
are landfill soils). Please see Map 2.2 Land Systems in
Richmond, for the location of these Land Systems in
Richmond’s agricultural areas.
The six Land Systems are:
OR-D-f

deep organic soils dominated by undecomposed
materials (peat)

OR-D-m deep organic soils dominated by partiallydecomposed materials (muck)
OR-S

shallow organic soils dominated by partially to
well-decomposed materials

GL-p

mineral soils with shallow organic capping

GL

mineral soils

LF

anthropogenic variant (landfills)

Table 2.3 (in the Map Notes section of Map 2.2) describes
these Systems in more detail, and discusses the types of land
management that they require.

2.5 LAND CAPABILITY FOR
AGRICULTURE
The next task is to determine the suitability of Richmond’s
soils for agricultural production. This section shows that,
according to British Columbia Land Inventory ratings, even the
poorest of Richmond’s soils can be productive for agriculture
with proper management.
Early settlers quickly recognized that the area now known as
Richmond was well-suited for agriculture. Upon a visit to an

This report is available for review at the City of Richmond’s Policy Planning Department.
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early Richmond farm in 1862, the following passage appeared
in the British Columbian, a newspaper of the day:

The Capability for Agriculture of
Richmond’s ALR
The British Columbia Land Inventory
(BCLI) classification system is used to
judge the suitability of soils for
agriculture or forestry. Soils are
classed based on biophysical
characteristics such as climate,
wetness, topography, salinity, fertility,
organic content, and so on.
In the case of agriculture, a 1 to 7
scale is used. Class 1 soils have no
limitations for agriculture, and Class
7 soils are considered completely
unsuitable for agriculture.
Soils are also given an “Unimproved”
and an “Improved” rating. In other
words, soils are given one rating in a
natural state, and another rating if
normal, accepted farm practices are
applied to “improve” the soil
(e.g. basic drainage measures or
application of fertilizers).
With improvements, all of Richmond’s
ALR is classified as Class 1 to Class
3. Soils in Classes 1 to 3 are
considered to be “prime” for
agricultural use.

And most gratifying was the visit, establishing as it
did, in our own mind, the fact that the large extent of
Island prairie in this district is most valuable, not only
as grass and stock farms, but for all green crops, fruits
and even cereals. With the exception of a few small
patches this farm is above the influence of the water, is
free from stone, or stump, all ready for the plough, and
is, in our opinion the richest sort of soil, capable of
producing crops of any sort, and in the greatest
abundance.7
The BCLI Classification System
Today, a complex classification system is used by
municipalities and the provincial and federal governments to
determine land capability for agriculture (and forestry). The
British Columbia Land Inventory (BCLI) classification system
uses much of the same information discussed in this chapter climate, soil types, topography, and so on. The BCLI system
uses a scale of 1 to 7 to determine suitability: Class 1 lands
have no limitations for growing a wide variety of crops, and
Class 7 lands are considered to be completely unsuitable for
agricultural production.
Although lands in Classes 1 to 3 are considered to be “prime”
agricultural land, and those in Classes 4 to 7 are considered to
be “secondary” agricultural land, many Class 5 lands are
actually very valuable for growing certain crops. For instance,
many of Richmond’s Class 5 lands are uniquely suited to the
growing of cranberries and blueberries.
Lands in Classes 4 through 7 are also assigned a sub-class
which explains the limitations of the soil for agricultural use.
These limitations include: excess water, adverse climate,
salinity, erosion, and so on.

The BCLI - Modified Classification System
The 1-7 classification system is difficult to display on a map,
due to the fact that each delineated area of land is actually
assigned from one to three different classes, indicating that
each area can have from one to three types of soils within it.
In order to display maps usefully, the Provincial Agricultural
Land Commission uses a simpler classification scheme, which
is based on the BCLI system.
This simpler scheme is described in Table 2.1 below:
Table 2.1 BCLI Modified Classification System
Designation
Prime

Areas of land which are entirely composed of
Class 1- 3 soils.

Prime Dominant

Areas of land which have more Class 1- 3 lands than Class
4- 7 lands.

Prime Subordinate

Areas of land which have less Class 1- 3 lands than Class
4- 7 lands.

Secondary

Areas of land which are entirely composed of
Class 4- 7 soils.

Map 2.3, Capability of the Land for Agriculture - Unimproved,
shows the distribution of each of these types of land in
Richmond’s ALR, apart from 186 ha of ALR land for which
data is not available.
The BCLI data indicates that the majority of Richmond’s ALR
lands are Secondary, and therefore have some moderately
serious limitation for agricultural production. The breakdown
of the land types is:
Prime land:

125 ha (3% of the land for which data
is available);

Prime dominant land:

836 ha (18%);

Prime subordinate land: 98 ha (2%);
Secondary land:

7

Source: Ross, 1979. Child of the Fraser.
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3,672 ha (77%).

Good Soil for Agriculture
Richmond is blessed with “prime”
agricultural land (see text, Section 2.5), a
fact recognized for over a century by the
region’s farmers.
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Not surprisingly, the primary limitation listed in the BCLI
ratings was excess groundwater. However, many of the Prime
Subordinate and Secondary lands, while not highly suited to a
wide variety of crops, are highly suited to the production of
cranberries and blueberries, and therefore still have a very
high value for Richmond’s agricultural sector. Furthermore,
there are no areas of land in Richmond’s ALR which were
assessed an unimproved rating above Class 5.

Note: None of the land was classified as 100% Class 1.
The BCLI ratings indicate that Richmond’s best soils for a
wide variety of agricultural products lie in the “Gilmore” area
(south of Steveston Highway), and in a diagonal strip of land
running from south-east to north-west in East Richmond.
Even the poorest soils of Richmond (those that are 100%
Class 3), are very valuable for the production of certain
commodities, like cranberries.

“Improved” Ratings (see Map 2.4, page 18)
BCLI maps also assign an “improved” rating to areas of land.
Improved ratings indicate the capability of land for agriculture
after limitations have been mitigated. “Improvements” can
include drainage, irrigation, dyking, stone removal, salinity
alleviation, subsoiling, and/or the use of fertilizers.
With improvements, mainly drainage, all of the land in
Richmond’s ALR is considered to be “prime”
agricultural land. In other words, with improvements, none
of the land is rated above Class 3. Since all of the land for
which data is available is considered to be prime, we have
created a new classification system based on the original 1-7
class hierarchy in order to show variations of quality among
the prime lands.
Map 2.4, Capability of the Land for Agriculture - Improved,
shows those areas of land which are composed of:

8

A mix of Classes 1 and 2:

1,095 ha (23% of the land for
which data is available)

100% Class 2 land:

714 ha (15%)

A mix of Classes 2 and 3:

1,695 ha (36%)

100% Class 3 land:

1,227 ha (26%)

2.6 LAND SYSTEMS AND CROP
SUITABILITY8
Now that we have determined the land capability for
agriculture in Richmond, it is useful to determine the types of
crops which may be grown in different areas. This can be done
by re-examining the soils information presented in Sections
2.3 and 2.4.
The “land management implications” column of Table 2.3
shows that ALL of the natural soils of Richmond are capable
of producing some sort of crop, with proper management. In
most cases, with good drainage and liming, the range of
suitable crops may be expanded.
The Soil Management Handbook for the Lower Fraser Valley
provides lists of suitable crops for different soil series.
Cross-referencing this list with the different soils series
which make up Richmond’s Land Systems, we can generate a
list of crops which are suitable for each System. This is
presented in Table 2.2.

Source for this section: Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2000. “Land Systems Report for the City of Richmond, British Columbia” Prepared by Liz Kenney, Research Branch, Western Land Resource Group, Agassiz, British Columbia. Data is from “Table 2. Crop Suitability Ratings for each Land
System” (p. 7). This report is available for review at the City of Richmond’s Policy Planning Department.
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Table 2.2 Suitable Crops for the Land Systems in Richmond
Land System

Suited Crops

OR-D-f9
Deep organics primarily
undecomposed (peat soils)

Blueberries, cranberries, onions, and parsnips.

OR-D-m
Deep organics primarily
partially decomposed

Annual legumes, blueberries, cereals, cole crops,
corn, perennial forage crops, root crops and
shallow rooted annual vegetables.
With adequate water table control, these soils can
be highly productive, especially for intensive
vegetable production.

OR-S
Partially to welldecomposed shallow
organics

Annual legumes, blueberries, cereals, cole crops,
corn, perennial forage crops, root crops and
shallow rooted annual vegetables.

GL-p
Well- decomposed shallow
organics 15- 40 cm thick

Annual legumes, blueberries, cereals, cole crops,
corn, perennial forage crops, root crops (except
carrots) and shallow rooted annual vegetables.

GL
Mineral Soils

Annual legumes, blueberries, currants,
gooseberries, cereals, cole crops, corn, perennial
forage crops, root crops (except carrots) and
shallow rooted annual vegetables (except celery),
raspberries, blackberries, logan berries, tayberries,
and strawberries.

LF

Not suitable for soil- based crop production.

With adequate water table control these soils can
be highly productive, especially for intensive
vegetable production.

The main limitations are excessive wetness and the high
organic content and acidity of some soils (e.g. peat bogs), but
the data tells us that proper management (e.g. drainage and
liming) will enable all of Richmond’s natural soils to be highly
productive.
Limitations of the BCLI and Land Systems Data
Unfortunately, there are limits as to the usefulness of the
BCLI and Land Systems data for agricultural planning. Both
systems are based in an understanding of the natural soil
systems of Richmond. They also assume that proper on-farm
and regional infrastructure exists or is available for proper
management. But, as stated earlier in this section, the
suitability of Richmond’s soils for different crops are a
product of both the natural conditions and any modifications
made to the land (or local water and air quality) by humans.
For instance, the BCLI improved ratings can tell us the
capacity of lands if drainage has been installed, but not
whether it has been installed in a given area.10 Even more
importantly, these systems do not measure the impact of other
modifications - such as soil removal and deposition; the
placement of roadways, buildings, and parking lots; or land use
designations such as Environmentally Sensitive Areas - which
can reduce the suitability of the land for agriculture. These
impacts are the subject of the next chapter.

2.7 SUMMARY
A number of biophysical factors determine the suitability of
Richmond’s farmlands for agriculture. The climate,
topography and, with some improvements, the soils of
Richmond are well-suited to the production of a wide variety
of crops.

9
10

Note: After water table control, fertilization, liming, cultivation, and aeration which promotes decomposition, the surface layers should approach the OR-D-m land system management considerations.
It is important to note that proper on-farm drainage MUST be complemented by high-quality regional drainage systems in order for agricultural production to be optimized, or even to occur in some cases.
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Map Notes:
Map 2.1 shows the types of vegetation reported by surveyors on
Lulu and Sea Islands before there was any large-scale European
settlement. It is a general map for illustrative purposes only, and
does not conform to the current Richmond map base.
Note the extensive areas of natural cranberry bogs in the central
and eastern portion of Lulu Island. Cranberries still grow there
today, although they derive from non-native varieties which have
been introduced for farming purposes.
Within each category of vegetation are the following subcategories:
Grass and Grasslike Plants:
Salt marsh
Tidal marsh
Freshwater marsh
Prairie
Prairie grass with shrubs
Shrubs:
Crabapple
Willow
Mixed shrubs (willow/crabapple/etc.)
Shrub/Moss:
Labrador tea
Cranberry marsh
Moss with scrub pine
Woodland:
Maple bottom
Alder bottom
Mixed woodland (cottonwood/alder/etc.)
Mixed deciduous regeneration forest (alder/birch/etc.)
Coniferous Forest:
Mixed coniferous forest on organics
Cedar swamp
Mixed wet forest (cedar/hemlock/etc.)
Spruce/willow
Spruce/cedar
Mixed coniferous
Slope (cedar/broadleaf maple/etc.)
Mixed coniferous (Douglas fir/Grand fir/etc.)
Douglas fir

Source: North et al., 1979, Vegetation of the Southwestern Fraser Lowland, 1958-1880.
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Table 2.3 Land Systems and Agriculture11
L an d
System
Symbol

Description

Land Management
Implications

Organic Order
OR- D- f

Organic- deep (over 160 cm) With water management,
soils dominated by
liming and fertilization, these
undecomposed materital.
soils can be developed for a
wide range of crops,
especially annuals.

OR- D- m

Organic- deep soils
dominated by partiallydecomposed material.

With water management and
liming, these soils can be
developed for a wide range
of crops, especially annuals.

OR- S

Organic- shallow soils
(between 40- 160 cm)
dominated by partially to
well- decomposed material.

With water management and
liming, these soils can be
developed for a wide range
of crops, especially annuals.

Gleysol Order
GL- p

Peaty Gleysol with an
organic capping 15- 40 cm
thick.

With drainage, soils are
suited for a wide range of
crops including perennials
(except for those susceptible
to water damage by high
groundwater tables in
winter).

GL

All other Gleysols in
Richmond: medium to
moderately fine texture.

With water table control,
these soils are among the
best in the Lower Fraser
Valley. Soils are suitable for
a wide range of crops.

Regosol Order
LF

Note: Agricultural Land Reserve Boundary on Sea Island not shown.
Source: North et al., 1979, Vegetation of the Southwestern Fraser Lowland, 1958-1880.
11

This table is based on Table 1. “Detailed Legend for Land Systems” from the Land Systems report. This report is available for review at the City of Richmond’s Policy Planning Department.
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Landfill including
construction landfill.

Generally not suited to
agricultural production.

Note: The soils data used for the Land Systems mapping and
reports was collected in the early 1980s. This means that
changes since then, such as fill placement, will not be recorded.
Furthermore, soil mappig is inexact - the Land Systems are
presented here in order to define the general characteristics of
Richmond’s soils, and the implications of such for agricultural
production, on a regional level. Assessment of site-specific soil
conditions should be made as needed for individual proposals.

City of Richmond

Section 2.0
Map Notes:
Map 2.3 shows the capability of land for agriculture in
Richmond’s Agricultural land Reserve if the land is left
unimproved.
The System
The BCLI system upon which this map is based assesses lands
on a 1-7 scale, with Class 1 lands being the best for agriculture
and Class 7 lands having no capability for agricultural production.
Lands in Classes 1-3 are considered to be “prime” agricultural
land, Classes 4-6 are considered “secondary” (please see text for
more on the classification system).
The classifications on this map are as follows:
Prime = areas which are composed entirely of soils in Classes 13.
Prime Dominant = areas which are composed of prime soils in an
amount greater than 50%, but which also have other soils.
Prime Subordinate = areas which have prime soils in an amount
less than 50%.
Secondary = areas which are entirely composed of soils in
Classes 4-5 (Richmond has no Class 6 or 7 soils).
Richmond
Most of Richmond’s ALR is classified as secondary agricultural
land, indicating that some limitations exist for using the land for a
wide variety of crops. Still, none of Richmond’s ALR was
assessed a rating above Class 5, and much of the secondary
lands are uniquely suited for the production of specific crops such
as cranberries and blueberries.

Note: Agricultural Land Reserve Boundary on Sea Island not shown.
Source: BC Agricultural Land Commision, 1999. British Columbia Land Inventory maps.
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Map Notes:
Map 2.4 shows the capability of land for agriculture of
Richmond’s ALR if the land is “improved”. For the most part,
the improvements required are drainage systems.
In an improved state, all of Richmond’s ALR lands are
considered to be “prime” for agriculture, and may support a wide
range of crop and livestock production.
This map differentiates between those areas which are more
“prime” than others. The lower the value, the more “prime” an
area of land is (see text for more information on this classification
system).

Note: Agricultural Land Reserve Boundary on Sea Island not shown.
Source: BC Agricultural Land Commission, 1999. British Columbia Land Inventory maps.
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3.0 HUMAN MODIFICATIONS TO THE AGRICULTURAL LANDS
Richmond’s agricultural lands were modified by human before the 1860s. However, major changes occurred after European settlement. Lands were cleared and drained to make way for agriculture and related
settlement; natural, and later manufactured, fertilizers were applied to the lands; coastal areas were dyked to hold back the river and ocean; roads were laid; houses, barns, and commercial buildings were
constructed; and soils have been removed or deposited in Richmond’s modern-day agricultural lands.
Some of these activities increase the productivity or usefulness of land for agriculture (such as drainage and irrigation), others impair or effectively destroy the land’s potential to support agriculture (such as
landfills and parking lots), and others remove land from agricultural production while at the same time providing essential services to the agricultural sector (such as roadways and farm markets).
This section explores some of these modifications.

3.1 WATER MANAGEMENT
3.1.1 Flood-proofing: Dykes

What can you grow under water? An early
Richmond flood, date unknown.

Today, Lulu and Sea Islands are surrounded by an unbroken
dyke system (see Map 3.1 Flood Protection Features). Most
of these dykes are City-maintained, although some are private
and conform to City standards. In the 1970s and 1980s, the
dyke system was developed to its present capacity, which is
the 200-year flood level, plus 2 ft. This corresponds to 3.9 m
at the east end of Richmond, 3.5 m at the middle point of
Richmond, and 3.35 m at the west end of the city. At this
height, the current dyke system would easily withstand
Richmond’s biggest flood of record, an 1894 spring freshet
which inundated Eburne and much of the northern portion of
Lulu Island.1
The Ministry of the Environment, which has regulatory
authority over floodplain areas and dykes, has expressed
concerns that an abnormally large freshet could strain the
capacity of the dyke in East Richmond along the North Arm of
the Fraser River. Furthermore, concerns have been raised that
a major earthquake could cause some of Richmond’s dykes to
disintegrate and slide into the river. For these reasons,

1

discussions are currently underway as to whether to construct
a mid-island dyke along No. 8 Road (which would
compartmentalize the flooding) or to bolster the existing
dykes along River Road. Please see Map 3.1 Flood Protection
Features for the location of these proposed improvements.

3.1.2 City Drainage Infrastructure
The dykes keep back the floods, but they do nothing to help
handle the water that falls from the sky. Without drainage
infrastructure, much of Richmond would be inundated,
especially in the winter. This is not surprising considering
that, previous to its development, much of Lulu Island was bog
lands (see Map 2.1 Pre-European Vegetation).
Richmond’s agricultural lands are drained through an extensive
network of sloughs, canals, ditches, flood boxes, and
pumpstations (see Map 3.2 Storm Drainage and Irrigation
Infrastructure). At low tide, water may simply drain by gravity
through the ditches, canals, and other water conveyance
mechanisms. At high tides and during peak flows, however,
pumping mechanisms are required to get the water into the
Fraser River. In addition to smaller pumps in the interior of
the island, Lulu Island is ringed with 28 pumpstations. The
capacity of each pumpstation is determined by the number and
size of the pumps it employs.

Sloughs
While Richmond’s sloughs are
designated as Environmentally
Sensitive Areas, they are also
extremely important water
conveyances for the City’s drainage
system. As such, the City manages
them for both purposes.

Sources: 1) City of Richmond Engineering Department; 2) Ross, 1979, Richmond: Child of the Fraser.
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Many of Richmond’s farms could probably
benefit from improved drainage
infrastructure.

City of Richmond

Extensive maintenance is required in order to ensure that
Richmond’s drainage infrastructure is effective. For instance,
ditches must be cleared of weeds and debris, and ditch
retaining walls have to be maintained or water may back up
into the fields. In addition to these maintenance requirements,
there are likely a number of areas in the agricultural lands
which could benefit greatly from some capital improvements
to drainage infrastructure.

3.1.3 Private Drainage
Many farmers have installed their own drainage ditches, as
well as tile drains in their fields, in order to manage water.
These improvements can mitigate flooding and excessive
moisture in fields. Yet, the usefulness of these private
measures is dependent upon the ability of City-maintained
drainage infrastructure in the area to handle sufficient volumes
of water.
At this time, we do not have information regarding the extent
and capacity of private drainage infrastructure in Richmond.

3.1.4 Irrigation
The City serves the irrigation needs of the agricultural
community through much of the same infrastructure it uses
for drainage. Seven of the pumpstations along the North Arm
and South Arm of the Fraser have irrigation valves. In addition,
there are three irrigation intake structures along the North
Arm which capture water from the Fraser at high tides. The
irrigation intake structure at No. 8 Road is augmented with a
pump for use at low tides (see Map 3.2 Storm Drainage and
Irrigation Infrastructure). The water captured by these devices
is distributed to the fields through drainage canals and ditches.

Water management is an ongoing concern for all of Richmond’s farmers.

2

“Census farmland” = the amount of area on census farms in Richmond, not the area of the ALR (see Section 4.0 for a definition of census farms).
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Irrigation is on the rise in Richmond’s census farmlands.2
Although Richmond had 11.9% (407 ha) less census farmland
in 1996 than 1991, the amount subjected to irrigation
increased from 983 ha (29% of the farmland in 1991) to
1,057 ha (35% of the farmland in 1996) (see Figure 3.1). It is
not known what is causing this increase in lands irrigated,
although water used for harvesting cranberries may be the
primary factor (see sidebar, this page, “The Cranberry
Harvest”).

The Cranberry Harvest
Irrigation isn’t just used to water
plants, it is also used to harvest crops!
Every fall, Richmond’s cranberry
producers flood their fields of ripe
cranberry bushes. The bushes are
then agitated, the berries float to the
top, and hired labourers descend on
the fields to skim the berries from the
surface of the water.

City of Richmond

Section 3.0
Figure 3.1
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3.2 SEWER SERVICE
Sanitary sewer service extends over a considerably smaller
area than the area receiving fresh water (see Map 3.4 Sanitary
Sewer Distribution). As a general note, most of West
Richmond is served by the Lulu Island Wastewater Treatment
Facility, while the few sewered areas in East Richmond are
served by the Annacis Island Treatment Facility.
As Map 3.4 Sanitary Sewer Distribution shows, much of the
agricultural lands do not presently have sanitary sewer service,
and users must rely on septic systems.

0

Source: Ministry of Agriculture and Food, 1999; City of Richmond Agricultural
Overview.

3.1.5 City Water
For most farm operations, municipal water is too expensive to
use for irrigation or other high-volume agricultural functions.
Still, greenhouses and operations which wash produce require
it. Furthermore, farm residences need water for domestic
purposes.
Most of Richmond’s fresh water is supplied from the Capilano
watershed via the Lulu Island/Delta Main (90-95psi), although
some of East Richmond’s water comes from the Seymour
watershed via the Tilbury Main (200-250psi) (see Map 3.3
Water Supply). This water is supplied by the Greater
Vancouver Regional District (GVRD) and has been chlorinated
to treat impurities. An extension of the Tilbury Main is being
planned which will service industrial activities in the Fraser
Port lands.

3.3 ROADS
Farmers require roads for a variety of purposes – accessing
farm lands, moving farm equipment from one area to another,
transporting agricultural products from the farm to the market,
and also for transporting consumers to the farm itself (in the
case of farms which “direct market” their produce).
Richmond’s road system is steadily evolving – improvements
are made, roads are extended, and entirely new sections are
built. This process is also occurring with the regional road
system, including changes to Highways 91 and 99, bridge
upgrades, and so on.
These changes can impact farmers in a variety of ways. Better
road service to the airport, for instance, can help farmers get
their products to export markets. On the other hand, more
roads in agricultural areas can facilitate access for trespassers
and crop thieves, increase high-speed commuter throughtraffic, and encourage the expansion of non-farm residential
development.
Map 3.5 describes Richmond’s road system, including lowvolume “minor” roads, high-volume “major arterials,” and
everything in-between.
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The way in which Richmond’s road system continues to
evolve, and the degree to which agricultural interests are
reflected in this process, has implications for agriculturerelated transportation and will help to determine the character
and quality of Richmond’s rural areas.

3.4 TREATMENTS TO THE
AGRICULTURAL LANDS3
Most farmers apply a number of natural and man-made
treatments (e.g. fertilizers, pesticides, and manure) in order to
enhance the productivity of their land.

3.4.1 Commercial Fertilizers and Manure
Commercial fertilizers were used on 1,838 ha, or 61%, of
Richmond’s farmland. Manure was used on 363 ha, or 12%.
These treatments are generally used to enhance the
productivity of soils whose nutrients have been exhausted
through the planting of single crops over long periods of time,
as well as to modify the pH level of soils. The most common
nutrients supplied by fertilizers are nitrogen, potassium, and
phosphorous – manure also supplies these and other nutrients.
Cows on No. 3 Road.
or
A Manure Factory.

3.4.2 Herbicides, Insecticides, and
Fungicides
In conventional agriculture, chemicals are often applied to
control undesired weeds and pests which can cause severe
crop damage, reduce yields, and threaten the viability of
farming operations.
Herbicide and insecticide use is increasing in Richmond.
They were applied on 1,387 ha (46% of all farmland) and
1,371 ha (46%), respectively, of farmland in 1996. In 1991,
the two treatments were used on 1,154 ha (34%) and 1,185 ha
(35%) of farmland, respectively. The use of fungicides was
not monitored in 1991, but they were applied to 983 ha (33%)
of farmland in 1996.

3

3.4.3 Organic Farming and Integrated Pest
Management (IPM)
The herbicides, insecticides, fungicides, and fertilizers used in
Richmond are common to conventional farming in North
America and have been approved for use by federal and
provincial public health agencies.
As an alternative approach, some individuals promote the use
of alternative farming systems, such as organic or sustainable
farming, and specific techniques, such as Integrated Pest
Management, in order to reduce the use and release of
chemicals into the environment and into farm produce.
Organic farmers aim to reduce the amount of chemical inputs
to all elements of farm production, rely on methods such as
crop rotation and biological pest controls, and employ a
“wholistic” approach to the land. Integrated Pest Management
is simply the use of monitoring practices which allow a farmer
to reduce, but not eliminate, the application of pesticides.
Most IPM programs also involve the use of biological pest
controls (e.g. using ladybugs rather than chemical pesticides
to control pests). IPM may be employed in otherwiseconventional farm operations.
Currently, two farms in Richmond – an egg producer and a
blueberry producer – are certified organic by accredited
agencies (see Section 5.4 for more on these operations). To
date, information is not available on the use of Integrated Pest
Management practices in Richmond.

3.5 SOIL REMOVAL AND PLACEMENT
Soil removal or placement can enhance the productivity of
land for agriculture, or it can impair it. Often, soils are
manipulated in order to enhance the use of land for nonfarming purposes.

Source for data on commercial fertilizers, manure, herbicides, pesticides, and fungicides: Ministry of Agriculture, 1999, City of Richmond Agricultural Overview. Source of information on organic operators: personal correspondence with Steve Eastabrook, Director, Wild West Organic Harvest
Co-op.
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Other Impacts to the Agricultural
Lands:
This chapter discusses human impacts
to the ALR. Below is a list of some
other types of impacts – human and
otherwise – which can affect
agriculture:

•

Placement of parking lots, roads,
sidewalks, and structures;

•

Compaction of soil by machinery;

•

Industrial, residential, and
commercial run-off and leachates
(soil and water contamination);

•

Climate change;

•

Air pollution;

•

Wildlife damage to crops;

•

Vandalism or inadvertent crop
damage by humans.

Section 3.0

The removal and placement of soil or fill on lands in the ALR
is subject to the conditions of the Soil Conservation Act
(1996). Generally, those activities which do not impact the
agricultural capability of the land do not require a permit, and
all other activities do. Of the 247 Soil Conservation Permit
applications received between April 1976, (when permits were
first required), and April 1990, 145 or 59% of permits were
approved.4 See Map 4.6 for the location of a number of soil
fill and removal activities.

3.6 SUMMARY
Together, the different types of human modifications
discussed in this chapter affect the suitability of Richmond’s
agricultural lands for farming.
Given Richmond’s topography, soils, and climate, floodproofing and drainage infrastructure have been absolutely
essential to promoting the agricultural use of the land since
settlers first arrived in Richmond in the 1860s. Irrigation is
likewise important to many agricultural lands, especially
during later summer when rain comes less frequently, as well
as to the cranberry producers who use the water in order to
harvest their crop in the early fall.
Careful infrastructure planning and sustainable farm practices
need to be continued, including the monitoring of soil removal
and placement activities.
The Capability of Land for Agriculture maps (see Maps 2.3
and 2.4) and the Land Systems map (see Map 2.2) do not
incorporate the existing infrastructure and farm practices
impacts discussed in this chapter.

4

Source: City of Richmond Staff files. Note: To date, we cannot track Soil Permit activity after April of 1990 due to incomplete files.
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Map Notes:
Map 3.1 shows the flood protection features on Lulu Island. The
existing outer dyke is built to an elevation of 3.9 m in East
Richmond, and slowly decreases to 3.35 m in West Richmond.
The proposed improvements, one along No. 8 Road and the other
along River Road, are under review and study.
Outside of the floodplain exemption boundary is the designated
floodplain of Richmond. In the floodplain, the following minimum
building elevations apply:

Area

B uilding Elevation5

East of No. 8 Road

3.5 m (11.48 ft.)

Between No. 8 Road and the K night St./
Highway 99 Corridor

3.0 m (9.84 ft.)

All O ther Non- Exempt Areas

2.6 m (8.53 ft.)

Exempt Areas

Normal City Standards
(0.9 m or 2.952 ft.)

Note that all of Richmond’s ALR lies outside the floodplain
exemption boundary and is thus at a higher risk of flooding than
the urban areas of the city.

Note: Agricultural Land Reserve Boundary on Sea Island not shown.
Source: City of Richmond Engineering Department, 2000.
5

These building elevations refer to the minimum floor height for habitable or commercial space.
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A dredge building a dyke in the Steveston area, 1908.
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Map Notes:
Due to its climate and topography, Richmond is by nature a very
wet place.
Map 3.2 shows the drainage and irrigation infrastructure serving
Lulu Island. Private drainage systems, such as tile drains and
private ditches, are not depicted.
There are 28 pumpstations ringing Lulu Island. These stations
use high-power pumps to rid the island of excess water. Eight of
these stations also have irrigation valves, and there are three
irrigation intake structures along the North Arm of the Fraser. In
the summer and fall, water from these intakes is distributed
through drainage canals and ditches in order to irrigate fields for
the purpose of growing and (in the case of cranberries)
harvesting crops.

Drainage ditch near the corner of Gilbert and Dyke. Like this
example, most ditches are located in road right-of-ways.

Note: Agricultural Land Reserve Boundary on Sea Island not shown.
Source: City of Richmond Engineering Department, 2000.
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Maps Notes:
Map 3.3 depicts the primary water delivery infrastructure serving
the City of Richmond.
Most of the City’s water is delivered through the Lulu Island/
Delta Main (90-95psi), which passes over and under the Oak
Street Bridge.
A small quantity of Richmond’s water comes from the Tilbury
Main (200-250 psi), which was actually built to service Delta. In
the near future, some water from this high-pressure main will be
used to service industrial activity in the Fraser Port lands.
Although City water is not used as an input for most conventional
farming activities, it is used by greenhouses, farms which wash
their produce and, of course, in farm households.
Note: The presence of a main in an area does not mean that a
commercial or residential user may necessarily access that
water. We do not currently have graphic information on areas
supplied with fresh water (as in the “sewered areas” designation
on Map 3.4).

Note: Agricultural Land Reserve Boundary on Sea Island not shown.
Source: City of Richmond Engineering Department, 2000.
6

Photo source: GVRD web site: www.gvrd.bc.ca.
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Most of Richmond’s fresh water comes from the Capilano watershed.6
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Map Notes:
Map 3.4 depicts the sanitary sewer service for the City of
Richmond.
As is evident, few agricultural areas are served with sanitary
sewers, and users must instead rely on septic systems.
Areas west of the Lulu Island West Sewerage Area boundary
are served by the Lulu Island Wastewater Treatment Facility.
Areas east of the boundary are served by the Annacis Island
Wastewater Treatment Facility.
Whether they have sanitary sewer, or septic systems, all farms
must devise ways to handle their solid and liquid wastes.

The Lulu Island Wastewater Treatment Facility, and agricultural
lands.

Note: Agricultural Land Reserve Boundary on Sea Island not shown.
Source: City of Richmond Engineering Department, 2000.
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Map Notes
Map 3.5 describes Richmond’s current road system. Please
consult Table 3.1 Explanation of Road Classification for details
on each road type.
Many of the minor streets depicted on this map, especially those
appearing in the agricultural areas, are not yet built and exist only
as City-owned road right-of-ways. These may or may not
become fully-developed in the future.
Table 3.1 Explanation of R oad C lassification7
R o ad
Type

Service Function

Provincial O ptimum Traffic
Highways Mobility
Major
Arterial

Traffic Movement
Primary

Local
Arterial

Traffic Movement
Major - Some Land
Access

5,000- 20,000

40- 60 km/h

Collector Traffic Movement and
<8,000 (Residential)
Streets
Land Access Equally 1- 12,000 (Ind./Comm.)

30- 70 km/h

Minor
Streets

20- 40 km/h

Source: Based on Transportation Association of Canada, 1999, Geometric Design Guide for Canadian Roads, 1999 Edition, Part 1. Table 1.3.4.2 “Characteristics of Urban Roads.” This is the design guideline used in Richmond.
These speeds are generally higher than the posted speed limits.
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>20,000 70- 110 km/h
50- 90 km/h

Source: City of Richmond Transportation Department, 2000.
8

Avg.
R unning
S p eed 8

10,000- 30,000

Note: Agricultural Land Reserve Boundary on Sea Island not shown.

7

Traffic Vol.
(Veh./D ay)

Land Access Primary

<1,000

City of Richmond
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Map Notes:
The removal or placement of soils can impact the capability of
land for agriculture, especially if poor soils are placed or rich soils
are removed.
Map 3.6 shows the location of every soil conservation permit
issued between April, 1976 and April, 1990.9 The map does not
indicate the type or degree of impact of each incidence, and is
only to be used as a cursory picture of the extent and distribution
of activity on a parcel-by-parcel basis.
Note the clustering of activity near the intersection of River Road
and No. 7 Road in the north; and to either side of Highway 99 in
central Richmond.

Construction and related activities are one common source of fill.

Note: Agricultural Land Reserve Boundary on Sea Island not shown.
Source: City of Richmond Community Bylaws Department, 1999.
9

Note: To date, we cannot track Soil Permit activity after April of 1990 due to incomplete files.
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4.0 LAND USES IN RICHMOND’S ALR
While the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) was established to protect farming, all land in the ALR is not necessarily being farmed. Other uses, including residential, commercial, and wildlife habitat, among
others, also exist here. This chapter analyzes the various land uses in Richmond’s agricultural areas – a process which will be revisited in later versions of the Profile. Describing agricultural and non-agricultural
land uses over time will enable the City to monitor the effectiveness of the Agricultural Viability Strategy. Ultimately, the challenge is to maximize the amount and the quality of land that is being farmed in
Richmond’s ALR.

Whether to define a property as a
farm or not can be difficult. Statistics
Canada’s “census farms” are defined
as any property that produces
agricultural products intended for
sale. BC Assessment’s Farm Class
properties are agricultural operations
which earn a minimum amount of
sales.
Neither is “right,” but Farm Class
properties are probably more closely
akin to farm businesses.

4.1 WHAT IS AN AGRICULTURAL USE?

Figure 4.1

The definition of an agricultural use, or of a farm itself, is
varied. In this chapter, two definitions of a farm are described:
Statistics Canada’s census farms, and BC Assessment’s Farm
Class properties.

4.1.1 Census Farms
A census farm is defined by Statistics Canada as “an
agricultural operation that produces at least one of the
following products for sale: crops, livestock, poultry, animal
products, or other agricultural products.”1 To be classified as
a census farm does not require a minimum amount of sales,
and it is at the discretion of each questionnaire respondent to
determine whether or not their property is an “agricultural
operation.” Thus, census farms could include hobby farms,
large gardens where some of the produce is intended for sale,
and other forms of agriculture that may or may not
realistically be considered a farm business.
The total area of census farms in Richmond has decreased
steadily since 1961, although the rate of decrease is slowing
(see Figure 4.1). In 1996, 3,012 ha of land in Richmond lay
within census farms, as opposed to 6,426 ha in 1961. There
were 247 census farms in Richmond in 1996 (see Chapter 6
for more information specific to census farms in Richmond).

7000

Total Area of Census Farms in Richmond,
1961-1996 (ha)

6426
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Is it a Farm or Not?

4482
3761

4000
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3419

3012

3000
No
Census
this
year

2000
1000

No
Census
this
year

0
1961

1966

1971

1976

1981

1986

1991

1996

Source: Ministry of Agriculture and Food, 1999. City of Richmond Agricultural
Overview.

This does not mean that fully 3,012 ha were being farmed in
Richmond in 1996, as this figure includes all the land in a
census farm. The 3,012 ha includes areas not being farmed
due to tree cover, roadways, ponds, buildings, currently or
permanently unsuitable land, and other uses.
Land uses within the census farms, and the total amount of
land outside of census farms in Richmond’s ALR, is presented
in Table 4.1. Most of the land on census farms is devoted to
crops.
Furthermore, as was stated above, these “census farms” may
not be agricultural operations in the commercial sense of the
term.

1
2

Frasea Farm, a large dairy farm which used
to operate on Sea Island. This photo was
taken circa 1940.

Farmed Land vs. ALR Land
Just because ALR land is designated
for agriculture doesn’t mean that it is
being farmed. Richmond’s
Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) is
4,905 ha. in size, but the total area of
the census farms was 3,012 ha in
1996 (the last date this information
was available), or 61% of the ALR at
that time. The total area of all Farm
Class properties in Richmond’s ALR in
2000 was 2,956 ha, or 60% of the
Strategy study area (see text for
definitions of census farms, Farm
Class properties, and Strategy study
area). 2

BC Ministry of Agriculture and Food, 1999; City of Richmond Agricultural Overview.
Source: Policy Planning Department, 2000, Agriculture GIS Project.
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The annual income is calculated based on the farm gate value
of the agricultural products.7

Table 4.1 Land U se on C ensus Farms, R ichmond, 1996
L an d U se

% of Total
ALR 3

Ha

Crops

47%

2,334

O ther4

8%

384

Pasture (Unmanaged)

2%

120

Summerfallow

2%

90

Pasture (Managed)

2%

83

Sub-Tot al: Land in Census Farm s

61%

3,012

Land O utside of Census Farms

39%

1,904

100%

4,9165

Total of Land in ALR

As of August, 2000, there were 2,956 ha of Farm Class
properties in the Agricultural Viability Strategy study area – a
figure equal to 64% of the 4,597 ha study area8 (see Map 4.1).
As with census farms, this does not mean that all 2,956 ha are
being farmed because the same non-farm uses mentioned in
the previous discussion on census farms will also occur on
Farm Class properties. The remaining 36% of the study area
(1,641 ha) is not being used for Farm Class-conforming
agricultural production.
Research Implications

4.1.2 Farm Class Properties
BC Assessment is charged with the task of classifying
properties and determining property values for taxation
purposes. Farm Class properties are assessed at a much lower
value than residential, industrial, or commercial properties,
and consequently receive far lower property tax bills.
Therefore, some measure of rigor is necessary to ensure that
Farm Class properties are truly agricultural operations.
BC Assessment requires that a minimum amount of revenue
from agricultural sales be earned on a property in order for it
to receive Farm Class status. The guidelines appear below:
a) “If your land is smaller than 8,000 m (2 ac.), you must
earn $10,000 from the sale of primary agricultural
products;

Farm Class properties are a better measure than census farms
of the amount of land in agricultural operations for the
following reasons:
•

They better approximate the amount of land being used for
bona-fide agricultural operations;

•

Farm Class property information can be gathered on an
annual basis, while census farm information is gathered
once every five years (and then data is not released for a
year or two);

•

Farm class properties can be mapped – census farms
cannot due to confidentiality concerns;

•

There is little incentive to fill out the Agricultural Census
questionnaire, thus busy operators may not take the time
to fill it out.

2

b) If your land is between 8,000 m2 (2 ac.) and 4 ha (10 ac.),
$2,500 must be earned;
c) If your land is larger than 4 ha (10 ac.), $2,500 plus 5 per
cent of the actual value of any farmland in excess of 4 ha
(10 ac.) must be earned from farming activity on the
land.”6

It is therefore recommended that the City collect information
on Farm Class Properties on a yearly basis in order to measure
the effectiveness of the Agricultural Viability Strategy.

This includes the ALR lands on Sea Island, which are outside of the Agricultural Viability Strategy study area. This land is included because census farm information is collected on a City-wide basis.
Note: “Other” includes “land on which farm buildings, barnyards, lanes, home gardens, greenhouses and mushroom houses are located; idle land; woodlots; sugarbush; tree windbreaks; bogs; marshes; sloughs; etc.” Source: 1996 Census of Agriculture.
5
This is the amount of land that was in Richmond’s ALR in 1996, rather than figure for 2000 (4,905).
6
Source: BC Assessment, 1999; “Classifying Farm Land.” Available online at: www.bcassessment.gov.bc.ca/6_agfo/6_farm.html.
7
BC Assessment’s definition of “agricultural products” is similar to that used by Statistics Canada (see previous text), except that BC Assessment also includes aquaculture, cottonwood/poplar plantations, insects raised for biological pest control (see Chapter 3.0 for more on this), and medicinal
plant culture.
8
Sources: 1) For list of Farm Class properties: City of Richmond Tax Department; 2) For area of Farm Class properties: City of Richmond Policy Planning Department, 2000; Agriculture GIS Project.
3
4
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Farm Class properties, however, tell us nothing about whole
farms, because farms can have more than one property, and
individual properties can be leased out to a variety of farmers.
Therefore, census farm information should also be utilized for
detailed economic analyses of whole farms; to determine the
number of farms in Richmond, and for various socioeconomic statistics (many of which appear in this document –
see Chapters 5, 6, and 7 in particular).

4.2 NON-FARM USAGE OF ALR LAND
As was stated above, there are many non-farm uses in
Richmond’s ALR. Below is a list of some of the most
common:
Roads
Telecommunications
ESAs
Misc. commercial
Military

Access is restricted on ALR lands owned by
the Military.

Residences
Industrial
Recreation/Parks
Churches
Other government
Private schools

Golf courses
Kennels
Road-side stands
Parking lots
Waste disposal
and processing

Each non-farm use reduces the amount of land available for
agriculture, although some of these uses actually support
farming (e.g. roads and road-side stands). Some uses remove
the amount of land available to agriculture forever
(e.g. roadways and golf courses), whereas others could be
reverted to agricultural use in the future (e.g. the military
lands, residential back lands, and telecommunications
facilities).
Non-farm uses are growing in Richmond’s ALR. Subtracting
the total area of census farms from the total ALR area,
1,904 ha, or 39% of Richmond’s ALR lay outside of census
farms in 1996. This figure is more than two-and-a-half times
the amount of land that was outside of census farms in 1981,
when only 743 ha, or 14% of Richmond’s ALR at the time,
was outside of census farms.9 Looking at the Strategy study
area in particular, 1,641 ha, (or 36% of the whole area) was
outside of the Farm Class properties.

9

Land Use Inventory
The last version of this Profile recognized the need to
“identify the location and extent of these non-farm uses (as
well as the location and extent of agricultural uses ) through an
agricultural land use inventory.”
In August of 2000, the City conducted an agricultural land use
inventory in concert with staff from the BC Ministry of
Agriculture, Food, and Fisheries. This inventory has resulted
in a database describing all the land uses on every parcel of
land within the ALR. Several maps in this document (see
Maps 4.1, 4.2, 5.1, 5.2, and 7.1) were created from this
database.
The information from this inventory has been added to the
information on Farm Class parcels to create a land use map of
the Agricultural Viability Strategy study area, entitled “Farm
Class Properties and Other Land Uses in the ALR (Primary
Use on Parcel).” It shows the location of Farm Class
Properties in Richmond’s ALR, and describes the primary land
use on the remaining properties. Unfortunately, the map is too
complex to be legible in the small format available in this
document. Copies are available at City Hall. One element of
this map, Farm Class properties, does appear in this document
as Map 4.1.
The remainder of this section discusses two non-farm uses:
Residences and Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs).

4.2.1 Residential Properties
By far the most widespread non-farm use in the ALR is
residential properties. There could be many reasons why a
property owner would choose not to farm on their residential
lot (or lease the back land of it to a farmer), including: a lack
of desire to farm, insufficient lot size, fears that allowing
farming on the lot would reduce property value, and the noises
and smells associated with farming.

Sources: 1996 figures: Ministry of Agriculture and Food, 1999. City of Richmond Agricultural Overview. 1981 figures: British Columbia Institute of Agrologists, 1984. “Richmond Farm Facts,” City of Richmond staff file.
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The City’s AG1 and AG2 Zones, which cover the vast majority
of the study area, allow one residence per parcel – with
allowances for additional residences as long as they are used
for housing farm personnel. Map 4.2 shows the number of
houses on each property in the Strategy study area.
Farm and Non-Farm Residences

The City of Richmond’s Environmentally Sensitive Areas
system was first implemented in 1985. Map 4.3 describes the
location of the ESAs within and adjacent to the Strategy study
area.

Farm-related residences are those which are attached to a
Farm Class property. Non-farm residences are the remainder.
As of August, 2000, there were 2,298 total properties in the
Agricultural Viability study area (including government-owned
properties like public facilities, some right-of-ways, and
sloughs). Of these, 334 were Farm Class properties with a
house, 735 were non-Farm Class properties with a house, and
1,225 were properties without a house. Please refer to
Map 4.1 for the location of these properties. Table 4.2
provides the different area totals for these properties.

The ESAs were designed to protect significant natural
features, including native vegetation, fish and wildlife habitat,
and important geological or physiographic features.
Development Permits, which spell out various setbacks,
design guidelines, and “minimal disturbance” requirements,
are required for developments in or adjacent to ESAs.
Development permits, however, are not required for normal
farm practices like cultivation, field clearing, or ditch
maintenance.

Table 4.2: Residential Properties, by Farm Class Status, in the
Agricultural Viability Strategy Study Area

However, Development Permits are required for the
construction of farm structures such as barns, greenhouses, or
residences for farm workers. Richmond’s current Official
Community Plan (1999), and another document, “Criteria for
the Protection of Environmentally Sensitive Areas” (1991 –
currently being updated) spell out the guidelines that should be
followed.

Type of Property

# of
% of Study
Area (ha)
Properties
Area

Residential, Farm Class

334

1,542

34%

Residential, Not Farm Class

735

472

10%

1,225

2,583

56%

4,597

100%

Non- Residential
Total Study Are a

2,298

10

As the table shows, most of the residential properties do not
have Farm Class status. If the remaining non-residential
properties were to be developed for residential use, much of
Richmond’s ALR would likely be converted to non-farm use.

10

4.2.2 Environmentally Sensitive Areas
(ESAs)

Implications for Agriculture

The only other implication for agriculture is that the City is
careful to minimize habitat disturbance when maintaining and
cleaning sloughs that are part of both the City’s drainage
infrastructure and the ESA system. This could cause delays in
improving drainage systems.

The sum of this column does not equal the total number of parcels in the study area due to irregularities in the polygons among the various parcel types (editing errors).

34 An Agricultural Profile for the City of Richmond

Woodward’s Slough - one of the remnant
natural areas in Richmond’s farmland.

City of Richmond

Section 4.0

4.3 GOVERNMENT PROPERTIES IN THE
ALR
There are a number of government-owned properties in the
ALR, most of which are currently not being used for
agricultural purposes. Map 4.4 describes the location of these
properties.
The primary uses on these properties include: parks and trails,
sewage treatment, military, drainage and other infrastructure,
and telecommunications.

4.4 SUMMARY: AGRICULTURAL LAND
CAPABILITY REVISITED
Human modifications to the land (described in Chapter 3) and
non-farm uses (described in this Chapter) can improve or
impair designated agricultural lands, or can even make them
unavailable for agriculture in the foreseeable future.

“Harvesting” golf balls at the driving range.

The land use inventory system, first implemented this year
(2000), will enable the detailed tracking of different land uses
within Richmond’s ALR. Another type of information which
is important to gather is the changes to the land made by
people. Together, these two sets of information can be used to
update the Capability of Land for Agriculture maps (Maps 2.3
and 2.4) so that planners and the public can be better informed
about the true agricultural capability of each property in the
ALR.
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Map Notes:

Map 4.1 shows the location of all the Farm Class properties in
the Agricultural Viability Strategy study area. For information
purposes, Farm Class properties with a house are denoted.
A property may be granted Farm Class status (and hence a
lower assessment value for taxation purposes) if the sale of
agricultural products on that property earned a minimum amount
of gross revenue. The formula for determining this minimum is
as follows:
a) “If your land is smaller than 8,000 m2 (2 ac.), you must earn
$10,000 from the sale of primary agricultural products;
b) If your land is between 8,000 m2 (2 ac.) and 4 ha (10 ac.),
$2,500 must be earned;
c) If your land is larger than 4 ha (10 ac.), $2,500 plus 5% of the
actual value of any farmland in excess of 4 ha (10 ac.) must
be earned from farming activity on the land.”11
Since it is based on this formula, Farm Class property information
is a decent estimation of bona-fide agricultural production across
the land base. Tracking the extent and location of Farm Class
properties in Richmond over time can be a helpful indicator of
the effectiveness of the Agricultural Viability Strategy.

Note: Agricultural Land Reserve Boundary on Sea Island not shown.
Sources: 1) for Farm Class properties: City of Richmond Tax Department, 2000. 2) for housing: City of Richmond Policy Planning Department, 2000, Agriculture GIS Project.
11

Source: BC Assessment, 1999; “Classifying Farm Land.” Available online at: www.bcassessment.gov.bc.ca/6_agfo/6_farm.html.
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Map Notes:
In total, 1,069 properties in the Viability Strategy study area have
at least one house. Map 4.2 shows these properties, which taken
together comprise 2,014 ha. Many of these properties (735) do
not have Farm Class status – they are used primarily for
residential, not agricultural, purposes. Although small in size,
there are many of them, and their numbers have slowly increased
over the years.
Many of the properties without residences do not have such
because City roads have not been extended into the area. The
challenge is to provide farmers with access to fields, while at the
same time inhibiting the wholesale conversion of smaller parcels
into non-farm residential areas. This discussion is particularly
salient to the highly-parcelized area between No. 4 and
No. 5 Roads to the west and east, and between
Westminster Highway and Francis Road to the north and south.

Note: Agricultural Land Reserve Boundary on Sea Island not shown.
Source: City of Richmond Policy Planning Department, 2000, Agriculture GIS Project.
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Map Notes:

Map 4.3 shows the location of the Environmentally Sensitive
Areas in the Agricultural Viability Strategy study area. The ESA
system was first established in 1985; its purpose is to protect
significant natural features, including native vegetation, fish and
wildlife habitat, and important geological or physiographic
features.
ESAs do not limit agricultural practices in general, but they do
have two main implications for farmers:
1. If a structure, including farm structures like barns or
greenhouses, is built on an ESA, a Development Permit (DP)
is required. The DP will spell out various requirements such
as tree and/or habitat retention, minimum setbacks, and
landscape guidelines.
2. The City takes extra precautions when maintaining,
improving, or cleaning a slough which functions as both
drainage infrastructure and an ESA. This could cause delays
in mitigating drainage problems.
The City is currently updating the Design manual for
construction in and near ESAs. Furthermore, a full inventory
and re-classification of the ESAs is scheduled to take place
during 2001.

Note: Agricultural Land Reserve Boundary on Sea Island not shown.
Source: City of Richmond, 2000, Corporate GIS Archive.
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Map Notes:
Map 4.4 shows the location of all government-owned lands in the
Strategy Study Area. Please refer to the table below for details
on some of the larger properties. The “map key” column of the
table matches these properties to the numbers on the map.
The linear, City-owned properties in the Gilmore area are old
CN Railway right-of-ways and the Woodwards/Horseshoe
Sloughs. The future use of these properties is undecided.

Table 4.3 Government-Ow ned Land in the ALR
Map
K ey

Property

H ectares

U se

C ity of R ichmond

1

Nature Park

86.026 Wilderness Park/ESA

2

No Address - Adjacent to CNR
Railway Line

13.754 Bog Forest/ESA

3

13871 No. 3 Road

20.941 Tree Nursery/ ESA

Sum of O ther City- O wned
Properties

60.408 Various

Total Are a of City-Owne d
Prope rtie s

181.129

R egional

4

Lulu Island Wastewater Treatment
Plant

9.851 Sewage Treatment

Total Are a of Re gional Prope rtie s

9.851

Provincial

5

10051 Sidaway
Sum of O ther Provincial Properties
Total of Provincial Prope rtie s

11.655 Agriculture and House
3.352 Various
15.007

Federal

5500 and 5555 No. 4 Road

114.399

Total of Fe de ral Prope rtie s

114.399

Total of Gov't-Owne d Land in the
Strate gy Study Are a

320.385

Military and
Telecommunications

Total

Source: City of Richmond, 2000, Amanda (property management) System.

Note: Agricultural Land Reserve Boundary on Sea Island not shown.
Source: City of Richmond, 2000, Amanda (property management) System.
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5.0 AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION
Richmond’s farms have always produced a great variety of crops and livestock. Today, this variety includes potatoes, cranberries, blueberries, forage crops, pumpkins and squash, cabbage, various tree fruits, sweet
corn, cucumbers, green peas, and many other vegetables, hens and chickens, beef and dairy cattle, sheep and lambs, novel species like llamas and alpacas, and other agricultural products such as honey, flowers, and
Christmas trees. Yet, although there are many different agricultural products under cultivation, no crop comes close to cranberries in terms of the hectares dedicated to its production (854 ha – the next-nearest
crop, “other Hay,” tops out at 429 ha). Together, these crops contribute to an agricultural sector which earned $56,338,204 in revenues in 1995 (see Section 7.0 for more discussion on the economics of
Richmond’s agricultural sector).

5.1 CROPS
5.1.1. Land in Crops1
The “Berries and Grapes” category dominates the land used for
crop production in Richmond, with cranberries and blueberries
leading the way.

Harvesting potatoes - one of the most
important crops in the Gilmore area of
Richmond.

Crop Fast Facts

• The amount of land in cranberry
production increased by 229 ha
(37%) between 1991 and 1996.

• Richmond accounted for 64% of
all land in cranberry production in
BC in 1996!

• Although the amount of land in

Although the total amount of land in census farms decreased
by 11.9% (407 ha) between 1991 and 1996, the land in crop
production decreased by less than one percent over this same
period.
Table 5.1 Hectares of Land in Crop Production, by Type,
1991 an d 1996
Hectares, Hectares,
Type of Crop
Difference % Change
1991
1996
Berries and Grapes

1,096

1,243

+147

+13%

Field Crops

846

712

- 13 4

- 16%

Vegetables

279

232

- 47

- 17%

Other

129

137

+8

+6%

5

10

+5

+100%

2,355

2,334

-21

-1%

2

Tree Fruits
Total

blueberry production fell by 21 ha
(6%) between 1991 and 1996,
Richmond still accounted for
nearly 15% of all land in
blueberry production in BC in
1996.

Table 5.2 Top 10 Crops by Land Used In Their Production,
Richmond, 1996
% of
% of
Crop
Hectares
Crop
Census % of ALR
L an d
Farms
1. Cranberries

854

36.6%

28.4%

17.4%

2. "Other Hay"

429

18.4%

14.2%

8.7%

3. Blueberries

335

14.4%

11.1%

6.8%

4. Potatoes

148

6.3%

4.9%

3.0%

5. Alfalfa

72

3.1%

2.4%

1.5%

6. Sweet Corn

65

2.8%

2.2%

1.3%

7. Oats

63

2.7%

2.1%

1.3%

8. Strawberries

48

2.1%

1.6%

1.0%

9. Squash, Pumpkins,
Zucchini

37

1.6%

1.2%

0.8%

10. Cabbage3

30

1.3%

1.0%

0.6%

2,081

89.2%

69.1%

42.3%

Total

Crop Fast Facts (con’t)

• Richmond accounted for
13% of all land in cabbage
production, and 24% of all
land in Chinese cabbage
production in BC in 1996.

• In 1996, there were four
farms growing Christmas
trees, with a total of 18 ha
planted.

An agricultural land use inventory performed in August, 2000
has enabled the City to map many kinds of agricultural
production. The four categories on Map 5.1 cover the top 10
crops listed in Table 5.2, with the exception of strawberries.
These categories are: blueberry production, cranberry
production, vegetable production (including potatoes; sweet
corn; squash, pumpkins, zucchini; and cabbage, among others),
and forage crop production (including hay, alfalfa, and some of
the oats).

Source for data used in this section: Ministry of Agriculture and Food, 1999. City of Richmond Agricultural Overview.
“Other” includes nursery products, Christmas trees, and sod grown for sale. Source: Statistics Canada Agricultural Census Questionnaire (1996).
3
Not including Chinese cabbage.
1
2
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5.2 GREENHOUSES AND NURSERIES

•

Richmond’s greenhouses make up almost 8% of the
Lower Mainland’s total area in greenhouses; the Lower
Mainland in turn accounts for 71% of the province’s total
greenhouse space.5

•

Most greenhouses use natural gas for heating. The spike
in natural gas prices in late 2000 has caused serious
concerns over the future of the industry, and will almost
certainly slow future expansion.

5.2.1. Greenhouses
Due to their extended growing season and intensive inputs, a
square metre in a greenhouse can grow much more produce
than a square metre of open-air agricultural land. In fact, most
greenhouses do not even use soil anymore, opting instead for
high-tech hydroponic systems.
Common greenhouse crops in the Lower Mainland are
tomatoes, cucumbers, and peppers. However, vegetable crops
such as these are rare in Richmond’s greenhouses, where
flowers are more the norm. Table 5.3 describes the different
types of greenhouse production in Richmond.
Table 5.3 Greenhouse Production in Richmond4
Type of Crop

Farms Reporting

Area (m2)

Greenhouse Flowers

34

111,438

Greenhouse Vegetables

14

17,312

9

28,614

N/A

157,364

Other Greenhouse Products
Total

The two main variables for greenhouse location are the amount
of sunlight reaching the earth, and a lack of extreme climate
conditions (no excessive hot or cold periods). For these
reasons, Delta, South Surrey, and Langley are attracting
increasing numbers of greenhouses, while Richmond has
experienced some growth as well. Following are some facts
about greenhouse production:
•

The number of farms with greenhouses in Richmond grew
from 39 to 48 between 1991 and 1996, but the total
greenhouse area increased less than 3%.

•

In the Lower Mainland as a whole, the growth in
greenhouse area between 1991 and 1996 was 47%.

5.2.2. Nurseries
The number of operations with nursery production is growing
rapidly, from 18 to 26 between 1991 and 1996, with the area
under nursery production growing from 79-90 ha over the
same period.6
Many of Richmond’s nurseries use greenhouses in their
production system, particularly for propagation and weather
protection. Most, if not all, of the “other greenhouse
products” operations listed in Table 5.3 are probably nursery
operations.
Please see Map 5.2 for the location of greenhouse and nursery
production in Richmond.

5.3 LIVESTOCK
Livestock is not as important to Richmond’s agricultural
sector as it used to be, but it remains an important part of
many farms’ income. Table 5.4 shows the number of farms
raising each type of livestock and the total number of head
raised by the farms.

Source: Statistics Canada, 1996 Census of Agriculture.
Source for this and the two previous bullets: Ministry of Agriculture and Food, 1999. City of Richmond Agricultural Overview.
6
Source: Ibid.
7
Sources: 1) Ross, 1979. Richmond. Child of the Fraser; 2) City of Richmond, 1984. Agricultural Perspective. Official Community Plan Background Report 2.
4
5
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Nurseries are common along
Westminster Highway in East Richmond.

Dairy
Dairy operations used to be a very
important part of Richmond’s
agricultural sector, particularly in the
1920s and 1930s. 1954 saw the
closure of Richmond’s largest dairy,
Frasea Farms, to make way for the
airport.7 The importance of the
industry declined, and today it is a
relatively small component of
Richmond’s agricultural sector.
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Figure 5.1

Table 5.4 Livestock R aised in R ichmond, B y N umber of
Farms, 1996
Livestock

N o . o f H ead

Horses and Ponies

23

306

Cattle and Calves

15

1,289

Beef Cows

7

225

Milk Cows

6

544

3500

15

179,263

3000

Colonies of Bees for Honey

6

64

Sheep and Lambs

4

83

O ther Poultry

4

x9

1000

Turkeys

2

x

500

Goats

2

x

Pigs

1

x

Rabbits

1

x

Llamas and Alpacas

1

x

Hens and Chickens

4619

5000

4356

4500
4000

Head

8

Employees of Frasea Farms, ca. 1940.

N o. of Farms

Change in the Number of Cattle (Total), Richmond,
1961-1996

3322

2500
2000

1289

0
1961

Figure 5.2

In 1996, census farms reported 83 ha in “tame or seeded
pasture,” and 120 ha of “natural land for pasture.”10

Figures 5.1-5.3 show the change in the number of cattle, hens
and chickens, and horses and ponies between 1961 and 1996.11
Map 5.3 shows the location of parcels with dairy production,
beef production, poultry production, and horse activity.

1971

1981

1991

1996

Change in Number of Hens & Chickens, Richmond,
1991-1996

200,000

179,263

180,000
160,000
Number

The numbers of most livestock have been declining steadily
since at least 1961. Two notable exceptions are hens and
chickens, which spiked sometime between 1981 and 1996, and
horses and ponies, whose number increased during the 1970s
and have since held relatively steady.

Cattle and culture in Richmond’s farmlands.

1632

1500

140,000
120,000

99,400

100,000
80,000
60,000

38,187

40,000
20,000

3604

0
1961

1971

1981

Data
unavailable due
to small number
of reporting
farms
1991

1996

The sum of the beef and dairy cow operations does not add to 15 because these sub-headings describe farms which raise cows (females) for dairy or beef production. Sub-headings not represented (no data) include bulls, steers, heifers, and calves.
An “x” indicates that data has been suppressed to maintain confidentiality.
10
Source: Statistics Canada, 1996 Census of Agriculture.
11
Sources for this series: 1) Ministry of Agriculture, 1999. City of Richmond Agricultural Overview; 2) City of Richmond, 1984. “Livestock and Certain Field Crops, 1961-1981,” (Staff report).
8
9
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Emerging Farm Opportunities

Figure 5.3

There are a number of “new”
agricultural opportunities which
could be pursued in Richmond. These
include:

• Organic and smaller farms;

350
300

• The development of new farm
products;

• Educational and research farms

Head

450
400

250
200

400
325

No data
available

50
0
1961

(e.g. in liaison with UBC);

306

162

150
100

1971

1981

1991

1996

• Agri-tourism (e.g. farm fairs and
tours, farm restaurants);

• Community gardens;
…and others that have not yet been
envisioned.

As the graphs show, there are more horses and ponies in
Richmond between 1981 to 1996, than there were in 1961
(although not as many as in 1981). Horse and stable operations
seem to have taken on an increasing percentage of the ALR
lands, especially in the Gilmore area. At this point, it is not
known how much farmland is occupied by these operations.

Horse stable operations are holding steady in the ALR.

12

Source: personal correspondence with Steve Easterbrook, Director, Wild West Organic Harvest Co-op
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5.4 ORGANIC PRODUCTION
Two Richmond farms, Rabbit River Farms (an organic egg
producer) and the Blueberry Butler (blueberries), are certified
organic by accredited organic certification agencies. In
addition, there is at least one certified organic distribution
centre in Richmond, Wild West Organic Harvest Co-op.

500

• Greenhouses;

• Market gardens;

Change in Number of Horses and Ponies, Richmond,
1961-1996

On a less formal level, many “market gardeners” in Richmond
engage in organic production, although they are too small to
undergo certification.12
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Map Notes:
Map 5.1 describes the location of parcels with different types of
outside crop production in Richmond. It was created from the
agricultural land use inventory conducted in August, 2000.
Note how the various production systems tend to be located in
areas with similar soils (see Map 2.2 for the different “Land
Systems” in Richmond). Cranberry production occurs largely in
the partially-decomposed (mesic) peat bogs in the north-east,
blueberries in the undecomposed (fibric) bogs of central
Richmond, and vegetable and forage crops in the mineral soils
which occur in Gilmore and an old river channel running
diagonally through East Richmond. Also of importance for
cranberry location is the presence of extensive irrigation
infrastructure in the north-east.
Many of the agricultural properties in Richmond have many
different types of production on them. Therefore, this map
should not be read as an indication of the total area of land
devoted to different production systems. It simply shows the
parcels which have, for instance, forage crop production, even if
this were only a minor portion of the total agricultural production
on the property.
The four categories of outside crop production shown on this
map incorporate the top 10 crops listed in Table 5.2 in this
chapter, with the exception of strawberries.

Note: Agricultural Land Reserve Boundary on Sea Island not shown.
Source: City of Richmond Policy Planning Department, 2000, Agriculture GIS Project.
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Map Notes:

Map 5.2 shows parcels which have commercial nursery and/or
greenhouse production. Domestic or non-commercial
greenhouses are not included.
Many of the agricultural properties in Richmond have many
different types of production on them. Therefore, this map
should not be read as an indication of the total area of land
devoted to these production systems. It simply shows the
parcels which have, for instance, a nursery, even if this were
only a minor portion of the total agricultural production on the
property.
Nurseries and greenhouses are presented together on this map
because of two associations between the systems: 1. they are
highly-intensive, and 2. many nurseries utilize greenhouses for
propagation and weather protection.
Although greenhouses are currently distributed evenly across the
Strategy study area, future greenhouse development pressure is
expected to occur in the Gilmore area (between Steveston
Highway and the South Arm of the Fraser), due to this area’s
higher quantity of sunshine and its river-moderated temperatures.
Still, the recent spike in natural gas prices (used to heat
greenhouses) has cast uncertainty over the future growth of the
industry. As of December, 2000, the market price for gas had
increased by 6 times over the December, 1999 price.13

Note: Agricultural Land Reserve Boundary on Sea Island not shown.
Source: City of Richmond Policy Planning Department, 2000, Agriculture GIS Project.
13

Source: BC Gas website: http://www.bcgas.com/download/news_conference_speech.pdf.
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Map Notes:
Map 5.3 shows those parcels which had beef production, dairy
production, poultry production (including turkeys and ducks in
addition to chickens), and/or horse-related activity according to
the August, 2000 land use inventory.
Many of the agricultural properties in Richmond have many
different types of production on them. Therefore, this map
should not be read as an indication of the total area of land
devoted to these production systems. It simply shows the
parcels which contain, for instance, beef cattle grazing, even if
this was only a minor portion of the total agricultural production
on the property.
While the beef, dairy, and poultry production areas are very likely
to be in commercial-scale production, the horse activity parcels
may or may not. That is why that feature is called “horse
activity,” rather than “horse production.” The reason for this is
the high number of domestic horse-related uses in Richmond.
Furthermore, even the commercial-scale horse facilities are
usually not engaging in horse-rearing, and instead are equestrian
centres offering riding instruction and/or stabling. These types of
facilities are increasingly locating in the Gilmore area (between
Steveston Highway and the South Arm).

Note: Agricultural Land Reserve Boundary on Sea Island not shown.
Source: City of Richmond Policy Planning Department, 2000, Agriculture GIS Project.
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6.0 FARMS AND FARMERS IN RICHMOND
Richmond’s farms, in terms of their size, their ownership arrangements, and their earnings, are as diverse as the different crops and livestock grown here. This chapter provides some essential statistics on
Richmond’s farms and farmers, as well as some statistics on the ALR properties upon which farmers depend for their livelihood.

6.1 TOTAL FARMS
The total number of farms in Richmond dropped from 488 to
247 farms, or by approximately one-half, between 1961 and
1996.
Total Census Farms, Richmond, 1961-1996

Figure 6.2

Absolute Number of Farms Under 4 ha and Proportion
of These Farms to Total Richmond Farms
The line show s the % of Richmond's farms,
over time, w hich are under 4 ha.

600
488

350

367

400

273

300
200

No
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this
year

100
0
1961

1966

302
237

247

No
census
this
year
1971

100%

320

90%

300

1976

1981

1986

1991

1996

Num ber of Farm s Under 4 ha.

500
Total Census Farms

Above: Richmond’s first farmhouse,
“Richmond Place,” built in 1862.
Below: Hugh McRoberts, Richmond’s first
farmer, and builder of Richmond Place.

80%
237

250

70%

200

172

60%

186
142

150

158

40%
30%

100

20%
50

Sources: 1) City of Richmond, 1984. “Selected Agricultural Statistics for Richmond,
1961-1986.” Staff file. 2) Ministry of Agriculture and Food, 1999. City of
Richmond Agricultural Profile.

6.2 FARM SIZE
Average farm size has not varied in Richmond since at least
1986 (data unavailable before this period). Richmond’s 1996
average farm size, 12.2 ha, is comparable to the GVRD and
Lower Mainland average farm sizes (11.5 ha and 14.6 ha), but
is much smaller than the provincial average of 115.8 ha.

50%

10%

0

0%
1961

1966

1971

1976

1981

1986

1991

% of Total Richm ond Farm s that are Under 4 ha.

Figure 6.1

Small farms, those under 4 ha in size, are declining in absolute
terms, but remain at approximately the same percentage of the
total number of farms in Richmond (around 62%) as they did
in 1961.

1996

Sources: 1) City of Richmond, 1984. “Selected Agricultural Statistics for Richmond,
1961-1986.” Staff report. 2) Ministry of Agriculture and Food, 1999. City of
Richmond Agricultural Overview.

Small Farms in Richmond
Like the rest of Richmond’s
farms, the number of small
farms is declining. Still, the
proportion of small farms to
total farms in Richmond is
staying the same (see Figure
6.2).
Small farms can be valuable
contributors to local
agricultural production, to
household incomes, and to local
food supplies. Furthermore,
research has shown that
diversified small farms can
produce as much or more food
per hectare than large, monoculture operations.1
For better or for worse, there
are many small parcels in
Richmond’s ALR (see Map 6.1).
Supporting small operations on
these parcels can help
strengthen farming in Richmond.

6.3 FARM SYSTEMS
In the last version of the Profile, different types of farms were
not defined or discussed because the census information was
not available at this level of detail. In the past year, thanks to a
unique partnership between the City and Agriculture and AgriFood Canada, custom census data runs were performed which
allowed the identification of different “Farm Systems” within

1
Source: Rosset, Peter, 1999. “The Multiple Functions and Benefits of Small Farm Agriculture in the Context of Global Trade Negotiations,” Policy Brief prepared for Cultivating Our Futures, the FAO/Netherlands Conference on the Multifunctional Character of Agriculture and Land. Available online at:
www.worldcom.nl/tni.
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Richmond.2 The census runs grouped farms with similar
production systems together. A farm was assigned to a Farm
System if it earned over 50% of Gross Farm Receipts from
the sale of one or more commodities represented in the
System.
This research was largely successful in assigning all of
Richmond’s census farms into one of nine different “Farm
Systems.” Table 6.1 presents the Farm Systems, and shows the
different commodities represented in each one.
Table 6.1 Farm Systems3
N ame of System

N o. of
Farms

C rops in the System

Cranbe rry

24 Cranberries.

M is ce llane ous Spe ciality Crop

N ursery products, greenhouse
veggies and "other" (not flowers),
24
maple/Xmas trees, "fruit and
vegetable."

Gre e nhous e Flowe rs

29 Greenhouse flowers

M is ce llane ous Live s tock

Cattle, poultry and egg, sheep and
lambs, dairy, "other livestock
17
speciality," "other livestock
combination."

Blueberry

80 Blueberries.

O ther Fruit Types

18

Vegetables

24 All vegetables.

Miscellaneous Field Crop

11

Horse and Pony

20 Horse and pony.

Total

Strawberries and raspberries mainly,
other fruits.
Hay and fodder, potatoes, other
field crops.

combination of different commodities (e.g. Miscellaneous
Speciality Crop and Miscellaneous Livestock). Please note
that each System is really an amalgamation of a number of
farms, and that the characteristics of any System, especially
the “Miscellaneous” Systems, will probably not be realized by
any one farm. For instance, farms raising poultry and farms
raising beef cattle are grouped into the Miscellaneous
Livestock System. There are probably few if any farms in
Richmond which raise both. Still, both farms will face some
of the same issues, such as manure disposal and disease.
Previously, the City was only able to assess economic and
other data at the level of the entire agricultural sector in the
municipality. This research has allowed the City to analyze
economic data within the sector, to determine the relative
importance (in economic terms) of each Farm System, and to
assess how policy could impact each individual type of farm.
At this point, it is sufficient to note that these Farm Systems
have been identified. Chapter 7.0 will present some detailed
economic statistics pertaining to these Systems.

6.4 FARM OWNERSHIP
ARRANGEMENTS4
Table 6.2 shows the various types of operating arrangements
for Richmond’s farms. The greatest number of Richmond’s
farms are classified as sole proprietorships (104), with family
farms second (67).

247

Table 6.2 Farm Ow nership Arrangement

The first four Farm Systems, in bold face, are considered to be
the “primary” Systems with regard to capital investment,
capital expenditures, and earnings. The Cranberry System,
moreover, is by far the most dominant System, with nearly
50% of the Total Gross Farm Receipts (gross revenue) of the
entire agricultural sector in Richmond.
Some of the Systems incorporate individual crops
(e.g. Cranberry and Greenhouse Flowers), while others are a
2
3
4

Arrangement

No. of Farms

Sole Proprietorship

104

Family Corporation

67

Partnerships

54

Non- Family Corporation

21

Other (Institution, Community Pasture, etc.)
Total Numbe r of Farms

1
247

Source: Ministry of Agriculture and Food, 1999. City of Richmond Agricultural Profile.

For full details on the methodology and findings of this research partnership, please see Hiley and Smith, 2000, “Comparative analysis of farming systems within the City of Richmond, British Columbia.” Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, Research Branch. Technical Bulletin No. 00-02.
Source: Hiley and Smith, 2000, “Comparative analysis of farming systems within the City of Richmond, British Columbia.” Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, Research Branch. Technical Bulletin No. 00-02.
“Ownership” here refers to ownership of the farm, not ownership of the land. Census farms may (and often do) include land leased from another owner.
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At this time, trends for each of these arrangements are not
known.

6.5 FARM LAND TENURE
Richmond’s farmland used to be almost evenly split between
leased and owned land. In the last 30 years, while lands in both
tenures have decreased, leased land has decreased at a faster
rate than owned land. Owned land has stabilized since 1986,
and now comprises 68% of the area of Richmond’s census
farms.

Figure 6.3

Richmond Farm Land Tenure, 1961-1996

3500
Hectares Ow ned and Leased

Implements like these used to be the stateof-the-art in Richmond agriculture.

It is uncertain whether leased land will increase or decrease
further in Richmond. It will depend on the availability and cost
of land for leasing and the interest of farmers in investing in
land they do not own. Regardless, the City could take a role in
helping farmers to find stable, long-term leasing
arrangements.

3000
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Whether to own or lease, securing land to farm can be very
difficult in Richmond. The main reason for this is cost. Over
the last 20-30 years, speculators have bought up much of the
agricultural land in Richmond, expecting to one day have the
opportunity to develop the land for non-farm, particularly
residential, purposes. Although BC Assessment values farm
land at a much lower value than residential land – farm land is
usually assessed at somewhere between $4,000-5,000 per
acre – this does not translate into actual real estate market
prices. In fact, much of the farmland in Richmond’s ALR,
would sell for well over $10,000 per acre, with some of the
smaller parcels selling at $100,000, $200,000, or even as
much as $1,000,000 per acre.
Map 6.1 shows the price per acre of land of every parcel in the
Viability Strategy study area (it does not include the value of
“improvements” such as houses and ancillary structures).
Some of the smaller parcels are actually valued at a price of
over $1,000,000 per acre (although they are usually not fully 1
ac. in size and are clearly residential lots).
These prices, however, are the value of the properties
according to BC Assessment. An actual market price map
would tell a different tale – the Farm Class properties are, in
fact, much more expensive than they appear. For this reason,
the Farm Class properties are identified on the map.
So, what does all of this mean for a farmer?

No
No
census
census
No
this
this
year data year

500

6.5.1 Land Costs

1981

1986

1991

1996

Sources: 1) City of Richmond, 1984. “Selected Agricultural Statistics for Richmond,
1961-1986.” Staff Report. 2) Ministry of Agriculture and Food, 1999. City of
Richmond Agricultural Overview.

First, it would be very difficult for a new farmer to purchase
land and set up an operation in Richmond. Not impossible, but
difficult. The same goes for an established operation that
wishes to purchase land for expansion.
Second, it is challenging for farmers to secure long-term
leases to land. This is at least partly due to the fact that some
owners fear losing their flexibility to take advantage of
emerging development opportunities. This has caused
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situations where farmers are only granted seven-day leases!
With such short-term leases, farmers cannot invest in the
types of land and/or capital improvements that can make the
land more productive and their businesses more profitable.
Third, the high cost of land in Richmond creates an innate
pressure for further subdivision of the land base. The smaller
the lot, the greater the value per unit of area (obviously,
location is important too). In the long run, small parcels get
subdivided into smaller ones as landowners are successful in
convincing authorities to allow “higher” uses such as
residences.
This issue is currently under study by the Agricultural Viability
Strategy Core Team.

6.5.2 Parcelization
The Problem with Parcelization
Glancing at Map 6.2, it is
evident that Richmond’s ALR is
filled with, compared to most
agricultural regions, relatively
small parcels. This fact is a
concern for the following
reasons:

• It can be difficult to support
an agricultural income on a
small area of land;

• It may not be economical to
grow certain crops, or utilize
certain farming systems, on
smaller areas of land;

• It is easier to provide City
services to larger areas of
land which are being
managed for similar crops,
than for a grouping of small
areas of land with different
crops and, hence, different
servicing needs;

As touched upon in the last section, many of the parcels in
Richmond’s Agricultural Land Reserve are rather small. In
fact, 442 ha, or 9%, of the ALR is composed of parcels under
2 ac. in size (see Map 6.2 Parcelization). Most of these
parcels occur in the McLennan area, although two large blocks
also appear in East Richmond.
Without large blocks of agricultural land, some farmers face
the challenge of creating one coherent management unit out of
several adjacent or non-adjacent parcels in order to create a
farm of sufficient size. Parcel size also has ramifications for
the provision of City and other services and the types of uses
which may be supported, including the types of crops which a
unit of land can support. Many parcels may simply be too
small for common agricultural activities.
Regardless, there may be some agricultural uses and activities
that smaller parcels could support such as community gardens,
agricultural processing facilities, nurseries and greenhouses,
produce retailing establishments, and so on. Furthermore,
small parcels can be consolidated into larger ones, or adjacent
landowners can collectively lease their back lands to a farmer.

Source for this section (unless otherwise noted): Statistics Canada. 1996 Census of Agriculture.
Farm operators are described in the 1996 Census of Agriculture as “the persons responsible for the day-to-day management decisions of a farm”.
7
Source: Statistics Canada, 1998. The Daily (March 17). Available online at: www.statcan.ca/Daily/English/980317/d980317.htm.
5
6
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Parcel size is also important in regards to allowed uses in the
ALR. According to the Agricultural Land Commission Act
(1996), parcels which were less than 2 ac. in size as of
December 21, 1972, do not have any use restrictions. That is,
if an owner desired to put a non-farm use on the parcel, they
would not have to apply to the Commission for approval.
However, the City Zoning Bylaw is still in effect, and the
landowner would have to demonstrate to the City how the nonconforming use would contribute to agriculture in some way.
If the City is not satisfied, the non-conforming use would be
rejected.

6.5 FARMERS IN RICHMOND5
As of 1996, there were 350 farm operators in Richmond, 245
(70%) of which were male.6 Not surprisingly, the decrease in
the number of farms since 1961 has also meant a decrease in
farm operators – in 1961, there were 483 farm operators in
Richmond. Interestingly, this decrease is of a lesser
magnitude than the decrease in farms, implying that today’s
farms are more likely to have more than one operator than
farms did in 1961.

The Problem with Parcelization
(con’t)

• The provisions of the Agricultural
Land Commission Act do not apply
to parcels less than 2 ac. in size
(although the City’s Zoning Bylaw
still applies);

• Although some blocks of small
properties are owned by one
individual or company and farmed
as one unit, individual parcels
could be sold off for non-farm
(e.g. residential) uses.
One objective of the Richmond
Agricultural Viability Strategy is to
explore ways to enhance agricultural
productivity on these small parcels.

The reason for this change is not known, but considerations
might include the increasing complexity of modern agriculture
and the attendant need for labour specialization, and the
creation of partnership operations.
In addition to supporting the farm operators, 147 of
Richmond’s 247 farms hired paid labour in 1995. These farms
reported 32,184 weeks of labour, and paid a total of
$14,495,101 in wages.
The average age of farm operators in Richmond, in BC, and in
Canada, is 52, 49, and 48, respectively. In contrast, the
average age for all occupations in Canada is 38 years.7 The
high average age of farmers has caused many to wonder who
will take over farming once the current generation retires.

Picking through the blueberries at one of
the many blueberry operations along
No. 6 Road.

City of Richmond
Farm Employment Fast Facts:8

• As of 1996, there were 350 farm
operators in Richmond;

• The average age of these farm
operators is 52, compared to an
average age for all occupations in
Canada of 38;

• An additional 32,184 weeks of
paid labour was hired to work on
these farms – these labourers
earned $14,495,101 in wages.

8

Section 6.0

And convincing young people to farm is not easy. Farming is
not an easy profession, and it doesn’t guarantee a return on
investment. Bad luck, bad weather, low commodity prices,
new trade initiatives, loss of government subsidies and
supports, land costs, and many other factors stand in the way
of “making it” in the industry. Furthermore, farming is hard
work: 135 of Richmond’s farm operators spend more than 40
hours per week working on the farm.
The statistics tend to paint Richmond’s farmers as an
homogenous group. They are not – there are old farmers,
young farmers, farmers of many ethnic backgrounds, men and
women, etc. – just like any other profession. Furthermore,
each of them has their own reason for farming. To get this
flavour, you have to go out and meet a few. To get you started,
please see Appendix B, which presents profiles of five
different agricultural operators in Richmond.

Source for these statistics: Statistics Canada, 1996 Census of Agriculture.
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Map Notes:

Map 6.1 shows the assessed property value of land, per acre, for
every property within the Strategy study area. The figures do not
include the value of “improvements” such as houses, barns, etc.
These are the assessed values, set by BC Assessment, which are
used for property taxation purposes. These values are lower
than market value for two reasons:
1.

Assessed values are typically set at lower than market
value in order to avoid over-charging on taxes.

2.

“Farm Class” properties (identified on the map) are
assessed based on their value for farming, not for other
uses. However, these other uses, such as residential, are
reflected in the actual market value of the property
because of land speculation.

Note how nearly all of the lowest-value properties ($1-10,000/
acre) are Farm Class. In reality, many of these properties would
probably sell for well over $10,000 per acre. High land prices
make it very difficult for new farm start-ups or expansion of
existing farms in Richmond. Furthermore, high land values often
translate into high leasing rates and short leases – some
landowners do not want to be burdened with long-term leases in
case they have the chance to develop a more monetarily-valuable
non-farm use on their property.
The properties with an assessed value of “0” are either right-ofways or properties where no data was available.

Note: Agricultural Land Reserve Boundary on Sea Island not shown.
Source: City of Richmond.
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Map Notes:
Map 6.2 highlights those parcels in the Strategy study area which
are less than 2 ac. in size. Of the 2,299 parcels in the study area,
1,556 are less than 2 ac. Their total area is 1,057 ac., or 9% of
the Strategy study area.
Furthermore, there are 2,099 parcels that are less than 10 ac. in
size, covering a total area of 3,657 ac., or 32% of the Strategy
study area (these are not shown on the map).
The remaining 200 parcels are over 10 ac., and cover 7,700 ac.
(68% of the Strategy study area).
Parcelization poses challenges for the agricultural use of the
ALR, but some small-lot agricultural operations could thrive on
the smaller lots. Furthermore, agriculture-supporting activities
like local farmers’ markets could be an option. Finally, parcel
consolidation, or the leasing of adjacent parcels to farmers, could
help expand farming on these lands.

Note: Agricultural Land Reserve Boundary on Sea Island not shown.
Source: City of Richmond.
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7.0 RICHMOND FARM ECONOMICS
Although farms in Richmond have decreased in number, and face mounting pressures from urban development and land speculation, aggregate data shows them to be profitable. Taken together, they make a healthy
contribution to Richmond’s economy.
Measuring Economic Health
The economic health of Richmond’s
agricultural industry is difficult to
assess, for the following reasons:
1. Incomplete Data
Profit is measured in this report by
subtracting Total Operating Expenses
from Total Gross Farm Receipts. The
problem is with the former, which does
not include the portion of a farm’s
mortgage payments which goes
towards principal. Nor does the
figure include yearly depreciation in
capital assets (both of which are
considered capital, and not operating,
expenses). Therefore, farms which
have a positive balance using this
formula may actually be operating in
the red due to a burdensome debt load
or necessary capital expenditures.
2. Aggregate Data
Another problem is the fact that
census data is normally presented at
the municipal level, and variations
between farms that produce different
commodities in Richmond are
impossible to discern. Fortunately, a
unique research partnership with
Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada
has yielded some farm-specific
economic data. This will be presented
in Section 7.2 of this chapter.

1
2

7.1 THE ECONOMIC HEALTH OF
RICHMOND’S AGRICULTURAL
INDUSTRY
Note: The following discusses economic statistics for all of
Richmond’s census farms. This means that farms outside of
the Richmond Agricultural Viability Strategy study area are
included in the analysis. However, the vast majority of census
farms are within the study area, and these figures can be safely
assumed to characterize the study area. This note also applies
to Section 7.2, which will discuss a few economic statistics
related to individual “Farm Systems” in Richmond (this
concept was introduced in the last chapter).
Although indications are that Richmond’s agricultural industry
is healthy overall, there are a number of caveats which apply to
this statement. The following commentary should be read as a
proxy of farm economic reality in 1995, and will not apply
equally to all farms or to all types of commodities.
Furthermore, changes may have occurred in the five years
since 1995. Please see the sidebar commentary on this page
for a discussion of these issues.

7.1.1 Overall Profitability of the Sector1
In 1995, Richmond farms earned $56,338,204 in revenue
(Total Gross Farm Receipts), and spent $46,016,249 on
Operating Expenses, leaving a difference of $93,982,342 in
profit.2 Richmond’s Total Gross Farm Receipts have been
rising steadily since at least 1985 (the earliest date for which
information was available), even in adjusted dollars.

Comparing this trend to the trend in average farm
expenditures, we see that Richmond’s profits have been
holding steady (see Figure 7.1).

Measuring Economic Health
(con’t)

The profitability (or farm receipts divided by farm expenses)
of Richmond’s farms is also steady: profitability was 1.25 in
1985, a reduction of farm expenses boosted it to 1.42 in
1990, and a resurgence of farm expenses then settled it to
1.23 in 1995.

The final problem is related to
the first two. Census data is
collected every five years, but
sometimes one bad year is all it
takes for farms, particularly
those with high debt loads, to go
bankrupt. For instance, the last
year in which economic data
was collected (at the Richmond
level) was 1996. At that time,
Total Gross Farm Receipts
exceeded Total Operating
Expenses by 9.4 million dollars.
The previous two censuses
showed a similar trend (see
Figure 7.1). In the last year,
however, cranberry prices have
dropped dramatically. Due to
this drop in prices, it is quite
conceivable that the current
balance sheet for Richmond’s
overall agricultural industry
could be in the negative.

This does not mean, however, that all of Richmond’s farms
were operating in the black in 1995. Section 7.2 of this
chapter describes how some of Richmond’s individual “Farm
Systems” (first presented in the last chapter) were actually
unprofitable in 1995.
Figure 7.1

Difference Between Total Gross Farm Receipts and
Total Operating Expenses, Richmond, 1985-1995
(1995 Dollars)
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Source: Ministry of Agriculture and Food, 1999. City of Richmond Agricultural
Overview.

Regardless of this picture of overall economic health,
Richmond’s economic importance relative to the overall
GVRD agricultural sector has been slowly slipping since

Source for this section: BC Ministry of Agriculture and Food, 1999. City of Richmond Agricultural Overview.
This figure should not be used to indicate the return on investment in agriculture because operating expenses do not include purchases of, or improvements to land, machinery, and other capital investments that are required to start-up or expand a farm operation.
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1985. In that year, Richmond farms earned 12.5% of the
GVRD’s Total Gross Farm Receipts. By 1995, this figure had
dropped to 11.3%. In other words, Richmond’s Total Gross
Farm Receipts have grown at a somewhat slower rate than
those of the GVRD (see Figure 7.2).3

GVRD at $144,000. Pitt Meadows, which has about the same
amount of land in census farms (3,077 ha) as Richmond
(3,012 ha), earns a very high $333,530 per farm, and Langley,
highest in the GVRD in terms of total farm receipts and land in
census farms, is in line with the provincial average at $94,922.

Figure 7.2

Table 7.1 shows two clear trends:

498,442,664
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Source: Ministry of Agriculture and Food, 1999. City of Richmond Agricultural
Overview.

7.1.2 Average Gross Farm Receipts

4

The caveats which apply to the discussion in Section 7.1 are
equally relevant here due to the fact that both sections rely on
the same data (please see sidebar remarks, previous page).
The following commentary should be read as a proxy of farm
economic reality in 1995, and will not apply equally to all
farms or to all types of commodities. Furthermore, changes
may have occurred in the five years since 1995.
Every farm business, like this cranberry
operation, will have its own unique
economic realities.

Not only is Richmond’s figure for average gross farm receipts
Table 7.1 Average Gross Farm Receipts, Various Jurisdictions

56,388,204

48,112,495

100,000,000

2. Farm receipts per farm in each GVRD municipality are
highly variable.
Richmond

47,207,268

200,000,000

1. Farming in the GVRD is a high-revenue activity compared
to farming in the rest of the province;

Although Richmond’s average farm size is small at 12.2 ha
(see Section 6.2), Richmond farms earn average gross farm
receipts far in excess of the provincial average, as well as in
excess of the average for the GVRD as a whole (see
Table 7.1).

Avg. Gross Farm Receipts, 1995

Delta

$350,418

Pitt Meadows

$333,530

Richmond

$228,292

GVRD Average

$143,892

Surrey

$143,637

Township of Langley

$94,922

British Columbia Average

$84,233

Source: Statistics Canada. 1996 Census of Agriculture.

higher than that of the province and the GVRD, it has grown
more steadily (see Figure 7.3).5 This is interesting, since
Richmond’s Total Gross Farm Receipts have grown at a slower
rate than those of the GVRD. The most likely explanation is
that, while Richmond’s individual farms have shown
considerable growth in revenues over the years, the loss in
number of farms has offset this growth and kept the growth in
Total Gross Farm Receipts low.

Between Richmond and her farming neighbours, Delta farms
earn an incredible $350,000 per farm, Richmond farms earn
$228,000 per farm, and Surrey’s average is in line with the
3

4
5

Since 1985, Langley Township, Pitt Meadows, and Maple Ridge have joined the GVRD (the City of Langley also joined, but since it has next to no agriculture, it has been ignored). In order to make the figures for 1985 and 1990 comparable to the 1995 GVRD figures, the figures for these
municipalities were included (according to when they joined) in the GVRD figures for 1985 and 1990.
Source for this section: Ministry of Agriculture and Food, 1999. City of Richmond Agricultural Overview, unless otherwise noted.
Time series data were not available for the other municipalities in the GVRD.
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Figure 7.3

Average Gross Farm Receipts, per Farm, 1985-1995
(1995 Dollars)

Figure 7.4

Percentage of Total Farms Earning Different Levels of
Gross Farm Receipts, 1995
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Source: BC Ministry of Agriculture and Food, 1999. City of Richmond Agricultural
Overview.

7.1.3 Distribution of Farms Earning Different
Levels of Gross Farm Receipts
The high figures for average farm receipts in Richmond is not
just due to the presence of a few large farms. Figure 7.4
displays the percentage of farms which earned different levels
of Gross Farm Receipts for Richmond, the GVRD, and the
province as a whole. Fully 49% of Richmond’s farms earned
at least $25,000 in 1995. This compares favorably with the
GVRD, where only 31% of farms earned this much, and the
province, with only 32% at this income level.

Source: BC Ministry of Agriculture and Food, 1999. City of Richmond Agricultural
Overview.

7.1.4 Revenue per Hectare
Richmond farms earned an average of $18,721 per hectare of
census farmland.6 Table 7.2 compares Richmond’s revenue
per hectare with the top GVRD farming municipalities, the
GVRD average, and the province as a whole. Richmond
compares favorably with the GVRD average, and with the
figures for Langley, Surrey, and Delta. Pitt Meadows and
Richmond (the municipalities with the least amount of census
farmland) are at the top of the list. In contrast to the intensive
agriculture occurring in the GVRD, the provincial average is
only $727 of revenue per hectare of census farmland.

Richmond’s farm businesses utilize the
region’s capable soils to grow an
abundance of produce per hectare.

6

This figure is derived by dividing Total Gross Farm Receipts by the area in census farms. Given that all the area in census farms is not under production (due to roads, houses, barns, ponds, etc.), the figure should be considered a minimum estimate of what can be earned from an actual area of
crop, livestock, greenhouse, etc. land.
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Table 7.2 Revenue per Hectare: Richmond, GVRD, and Selected
GVRD Municipalities, 1995

Richmond Total Farm Capital, 1985-1995, 1995 Dollars
(,000)

Total Area of
Total Gross Revenue per
Farms
Farm Receipts
Hectare

Pitt Meadows

3,077

$59,368,379

$19,294

Richmond

3 , 0 12

$56,388,204

$18,721

GVRD Average

39,676

$498,442,664

$12,563

Township of Langley

13,372

$150,355,771

$11,244

Surrey

8,704

$106,866,115

$12,278

Delta

7,544

$65,177,713

$8,640

2,529,060

$1,839,216,758

$727

British Columbia

Source: Statistics Canada. 1996 Census of Agriculture.
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7.1.5 Farm Capital
Farm Capital
A farm’s “capital” refers to the
machinery, land, buildings, and
livestock to which labour and
knowledge is applied to produce the
farm’s product.
In the past, machinery like the
thresher shown in the picture below
would have been a very important
part of a farm’s capital. Since land
prices have skyrocketed in the last 20
years, land is the most valuable
capital asset, and the most
burdensome debt load, of Richmond’s
farms.

“Farm capital” refers to the capital assets of a farm – including
owned land, machinery, buildings, and livestock – the goods
owned by the farm which are used to produce the farm’s
product. Capital does not include expenditures on items such
as seeds, wages, land leased, machinery maintenance,
insurance, and other expenses which are considered to be
operating expenses.
As of 1995, the capital value of Richmond’s farms stood at
$392,101,966. Richmond’s total farm capital increased
greatly between 1985 and 1990, even in adjusted dollars, and
then increased only modestly between 1990 and 1995 (see
Figure 7.5). Since, in 1995, 96% of total farm capital was
composed of the value of land and buildings (the remaining
4% was attributed to farm machinery and equipment, and
livestock), the increase in value is probably primarily
attributable to rising land costs.

Threshing machine at Woodward’s Landing,
1912.

Source: BC Ministry of Agriculture and Food, 1999. City of Richmond Agricultural
Overview.

7.2 INDIVIDUAL FARM SYSTEM
ANALYSIS
Richmond is known for its diversified agricultural sector.
While the figures presented in the previous section do a good
job of characterizing the entire agricultural sector in
Richmond, they do not address the differing economic
conditions experienced by the different types of farms in the
municipality.
In Chapter 6.0, the nine Farm Systems of Richmond were
presented. In this section, the Farm System concept is built
upon by highlighting some of the different economic statistics
related to each System. Recall that a farm is assigned to a
Farm System based on whether or not the farm received over
50% of its Total Gross Farm Receipts from the sale of a
commodity or commodities represented in a Farm System. As
a reminder, here are the nine Farm Systems:
Cranberry

Greenhouse Flowers Horse and Pony

Misc. Livestock

Blueberry

Misc. Speciality Crop Other Fruit Types
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Please consult Chapter 6.0 for a list of the commodities
represented in each Farm System.
Figure 7.6 presents the Total Gross Farm Receipts and Total
Operating Expenses for each of the nine Farm Systems. The
Cranberry, Greenhouse Flowers, Misc. Livestock, and Misc.
Speciality Crop Systems are considered the four primary
systems due to the fact that they represent the majority of
income and expenses in the agricultural industry in Richmond.
However, the Cranberry System is clearly the most dominant
of these Systems.
Figure 7.6

Total Gross Farm Receipts and Operating Expenses,
Richmond Farm Systems, 1995

30.0
25.6
25.0

indicates that $8.9 million (95%) of the $9.4 million in total
profit in all of Richmond’s agriculture was earned in the
Cranberry System. In fact, several of the Systems – Blueberry,
Miscellaneous Speciality Crop, and Horse and Pony – had
higher Operating Expenses in 1995 than Total Gross Farm
Receipts and, hence, were unprofitable. These findings point
out that, regardless of the fact that Richmond grows a wide
variety of crops, cranberries are the primary driver of the local
agricultural economy.

Farm Capital Improvements and
Purchases

Conventional economic wisdom states that the health of a
local economy is at least partly associated with the degree of
diversity within that economy. For instance, if a community is
100% dependent upon a lumber mill for income and
employment, and the lumber mill fails, the community
economy will most likely fail. The same goes for agriculture
– if a local agricultural economy is dependent upon one
commodity, and the market for that commodity was to fail, the
sector would fail.

In 1995, 60 of Richmond’s 247 farms
made capital purchases, or improved
their capital goods, in the amount of
$6,163,382. The majority,
$3.4 million, was spent on land, and
$1.4 million was used for construction
and renovation of farm fences and
buildings. The remainder was spent
on farm vehicles and machinery,
quota purchase (one farm), and land
improvements.
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Source: Hiley and Smith, 2000, “Comparative analysis of farming systems within the
City of Richmond, British Columbia.” Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada,
Research Branch. Technical Bulletin No. 00-02.

This detailed analysis tells us more about the realities facing
different farms in Richmond. For instance, while the last
section showed that the overall agricultural sector in
Richmond was profitable in 1995, the Farm Systems analysis

7

Unfortunately, in the last few years, cranberry prices have
dropped to previously-unheard of lows. In 1995, the year for
which the figures in this chapter are relevant, cranberry prices
were at $0.77 (Can.) per pound, but in 1999 they hit an alltime low of $0.18 (Can.) per pound.7 Thus, it is likely that, in
the last few years, the Total Gross Farm Receipts for all
agriculture in Richmond has been reduced, and that net figures
for Richmond’s agricultural sector as a whole could well be in
the negative.
Still, the good news is that these prices are rebounding.
Furthermore, anecdotal evidence suggests that some of the
younger cranberry farmers are interested in diversifying in
order to have other crops to fall back on – as well as to take
advantage of emerging markets (see Appendix B, Todd May
Farmer Profile).

Farmers will not invest in new land,
buildings, machinery, or livestock if
they don’t believe that the return on
investment will be sufficient to cover
the purchase price. In this way,
expenditures on capital goods can be
an indicator of the economic outlook
of farm operators.

The $6 million dollars in capital
expenditures equals 1.6% of the total
capital value of Richmond’s farms.
This figure is rather low when
compared to capital expenditures in
other local jurisdictions:
Delta

5.6% of capital
value

GVRD Average

2.7%

Township of Langley 2.4%
Surrey

2.2%

Pitt Meadows

1.6%

Richmond

1.6%

This implies that farm operators in
other jurisdictions may be more
optimistic than Richmond farmers
about the markets for their particular
commodity, and/or farm costs.8

These figures are estimates of the prices that members of the Ocean Spray Co-operative (which all of Richmond’s cranberry producers are part of) were receiving. Source: Bruce May, Director, Richmond Farmers’ Institute.
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One stated goal of the Agricultural Viability Strategy is to
support the diversification of the agricultural sector. A
possible indicator of the effectiveness of the Richmond
Agricultural Viability Strategy is to track the relative
importance of the Farm Systems over time.

7.3 MARKETS AND LOCAL PROCESSING
An important factor for agricultural produce marketing is the
distance to markets and the availability of quick, convenient
transportation. In this regard, Richmond’s agricultural land is
ideally situated – near large urban populations that desire fresh
farm produce. Furthermore, the transportation infrastructure
and services in Richmond (e.g. Highway 91 and 99, Vancouver
International Airport, railyards, and ports) are superior to what
can be found in most rural farming areas.
Still, there are probably opportunities to raise the profile of
Richmond’s farms in the local marketplace, to develop and
market new agricultural products for export via our
transportation infrastructure, and to capture more value from

produce by engaging in some processing (e.g. jams, canned
goods, etc.) of our produce here.

7.3.1 Markets for Richmond Produce
Richmond’s farmers market their produce in a variety of ways.
For instance, most if not all of the cranberry farmers deliver
their produce to the Ocean Spray receiving station in
Richmond. Ocean Spray is a marketing cooperative owned by
915 growers in Canada and the United States.9
Some commodities, such as eggs and milk, are subject to
marketing boards which regulate the production,
transportation, packing, storing, and marketing of products.
International Trade
International trade liberalization (“free trade”) initiatives such
as the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and
the World Trade Organization (WTO) have an impact on
farmers here in Richmond. While these initiatives give local
farmers access to international markets, they also open up
markets here in BC to produce from lower-cost producers in
other countries. This means that Richmond farmers could be
competing with farmers in Mexico, southern California, South
America, Europe, and other parts of the world.
Foreign producers’ costs may be lower due to their larger size,
or due to less stringent labour or environmental regulations
where they are located.
Local Agriculture and Local Consumers
Still, local produce is generally fresher and tastier, and
increasing numbers of consumers are willing to pay more for
locally-grown produce. In fact, some consumers are actually
willing to travel to markets near the agricultural lands, or to
the farms themselves, to get the produce they want.

Many farmers have established “U-pick” operations.

8
9

Source: Statistics Canada, 1996 Census of Agriculture.
Source: Ocean Spray website: www.oceanspray.com/company/default.htm.
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Farmer’s Markets
A farmer’s market is a venue for the
sale of local agricultural produce. It
is usually operated on land held by
public or non-profit institutions, and
may be open one, two, or more days a
week. A limited number of rental
stalls are made available. A full
range of farm produce, as well as
baked goods and crafts, are usually
available at the markets. In order to
maintain the purpose of farmer’s
markets, wholesalers are usually
prohibited, and the percentage of
stalls rented by non-farmers
(craftspeople, bakers, etc.) is often
limited to 20-30% of the available
space.
There are currently over 70 farmer’s
markets operating in BC. The City of
Surrey has recently implemented a
farmer’s market as an initiative to
support local agriculture, as well as
to help attract people to the
downtown centre.
Presently, the City of Richmond does
not have a farmer’s market.

City of Richmond

One of Richmond’s many road-side stands.

Food Security
A community without available local
agriculture is dependent upon
outsiders for its sustenance. As a
case in point, historical documents
indicate that, during the Depression:
“Richmond was able to provide the
essential food supply to her residents.
Although some produce was dumped
in an effort to stem the tide of falling
prices, few went hungry in
Richmond.” 10
Fortunately, Richmond is still blessed
with local farms.

Section 7.0

Many of Richmond’s farmers engage in what is known as
“direct farm marketing” of their products – they sell to
consumers directly from the farm – and others sell produce to
the many road-side stands that dot Richmond’s rural highways.
Map 7.1 shows the location of three types of farm direct
marketing: 1. u-picks, where the customer goes out into the
field and picks crops, usually vegetables or blueberries, for
themselves; 2. road-side stands, where the operator has
erected an actual building (which must be licensed by the City)
to sell their own produce and, often, the produce of other
farmers;11 and 3. produce for sale – no stand, which is just a
more-informal form of agricultural retailing than stands where
the operator may have a sign up and sell produce from a
garage, front porch, etc. In total, 76 properties in the Strategy
study area have one form or another of direct farm marketing.

distributed to consumers’ doors through organic box schemes.
Preliminary conversations with persons involved in the field
indicate that the local organic market is currently undersupplied. Many of the organic products consumed here,
especially dairy goods, are sourced from outside of British
Columbia.12

Organic Markets

On the international front, a study by Agriculture and AgriFood Canada showed that Japanese food traders are undersupplied with organic produce, and stated that they are looking
to Canada in particular to supply them with frozen organic
items. The study indicated that premiums (the extra amount
people are willing to pay for a good) for organic foods are
expected to be in the 20-30% range.13

—Paddy Doherty, president of the
Certified Organic Associations of
British Columbia

Public education about the importance of local produce to the
community and the advantages of local control over the quality
of the food supply, as well as enhanced opportunities for the
marketing of local produce to these consumers, could help
Richmond’s farmers capture more of the local market for
agricultural products.

In the same vein, the use of Integrated Pest Management
(IPM) techniques in food production could open new markets
for Richmond farmers. IPM is different than organic
production in that the goal is to minimize, rather than remove
altogether, the use of chemicals to control pests and weeds.
Otherwise, outside of additional monitoring, the production
methods are the same as conventional agriculture. Many
greenhouses are already using IPM, and they and other
operators are beginning to recognize the potential marketing
advantages of foods which are produced with less or no
chemical inputs.

7.3.2 The Green Market
Fuelled by consumer concerns with health and an interest in all
things “natural, “green”-identified produce, particularly
organic produce, is earning a premium at many grocery stores.
These products, once considered to be a highly-specialized
niche market, are finding their way on to the shelves of every
major grocery chain in the Lower Mainland.
Organic Produce
From casual observations, the market for organic produce
seems to be expanding rapidly in BC, as well as internationally.
Organic produce is sold in farmers markets and grocery
outlets across the province, and is increasingly being

10
11
12
13

“…except for certain products, at the
height of the growing season, organic
farmers continually under-supply the
market… The more markets they
develop, the more markets open up.”

Integrated Pest Management

On a formal level, the production of “green”-identified
agricultural produce in Richmond is under-developed:
•

Two Richmond farms, Rabbit River Farms (an organic egg
producer) and the Blueberry Butler (blueberries), are
certified organic by accredited organic certification
agencies;

•

Many small “market gardeners” in Richmond use organic
production methods;

Source: Ross, 1979. Child of the Fraser
Unfortunately, many of the road-side stands in Richmond have a great deal of produce from non-local farms as well. Some operate as excess-produce “dumps” for large grocery chains. This is being studied as part of the Agricultural Viability Strategy process.
Source: Steve Easterbrook, General Manager of Wild West Harvest Organic Co-op, a Richmond-based wholesaler of organic products. Personal conversation, 1999.
Source: Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 1997. “Study on Japanese Food Market.” Available online at: www.atn-riae.agr.ca/public/htmldocs/e1524.htm.
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•

There is at least one produce retailer that carries organic
produce exclusively, and many others which provide a
selection of organic products;

•

The extent of Integrated Pest Management use in
Richmond is not yet known.

There may be more opportunities for pursuing organic farming
in Richmond, especially in those areas which are currently not
being farmed. Organic or IPM production methods may also
help ease citizen concerns about chemical use on farms near
residential areas.
Food and Beverage Processors
in Richmond
The table below shows the types
and numbers of food and
beverage processors in
Richmond. 14
Fish products industry ............ 13
Not easily classified .................. 6
Sugar and chocolate
confectionery industry .............. 4
Canned and preserved fruit and
vegetable industry ..................... 3
Meat and Meat products
industry (except poultry) .......... 2
Tea and coffee industry ............ 2
Other dairy products
industries ................................... 1
Bread and other bakery
products industry ...................... 1
Other food products
industries ................................... 1
Potato chip, pretzel, and
popcorn industry ....................... 1

14
15
16

Research into organic and IPM markets and products will be
an ongoing element of the Agricultural Viability Strategy.

7.4 FARM PRODUCE PROCESSING /
VALUE ADDED
Processing a good “adds value” to the good in that the price
for a finished product is higher than the price for a raw
commodity. For instance, fine furniture is more expensive,
and usually more profitable to the maker, than is the raw
lumber which went into the product. Similarly, sausages and
pies are more valuable than the pork, eggs and wheat that went
into making them. Furthermore, processed foods can be
shipped farther and stored longer than the raw commodity.
And adding value not only increases the price of a product, it
adds jobs to the local economy in the form of the labour
required to create the product.
Many agricultural products receive further processing, the key
is to find ways to capture that value here in Richmond, where
the income received in wages and profits will be spent in the
community rather than elsewhere.
According to the British Columbia Manufacturers’ Directory,
Richmond has 34 companies which are registered as Food and
Beverage Processors (see sidebar, at left). Scanning this list,

it is impossible to tell how many, if any, of these firms
purchase inputs from local farmers, although at least half
probably do not due to the fact that their product is not grown
on Richmond farms (including seafood, and coffee and tea
processors).
There may be opportunities to establish processing facilities
for such items as cranberries (e.g. cranberry sauce, snacks,
etc.), potatoes (e.g. frozen french fries), or other products in
Richmond.

7.5 SUMMARY
Farming in the GVRD is much more intensive than in the rest
of the province. Farms in this area tend to be smaller than the
provincial average, yet they earn a far higher average revenue.
To put it another way, farms around here are more efficient at
earning dollars out of the soil.
Compared to other GVRD municipalities, Richmond’s
agricultural sector is a more powerful player than its size
would indicate:
•

Of the GVRD’s top five agricultural communities,
Richmond ranks last in terms of land in census farms, but
is a strong third in terms of average gross farm receipts,
and is second in revenue per hectare.

•

Richmond’s average gross farm receipts are growing at a
faster rate than the average for the GVRD.

Within Richmond, agriculture contributes over $56 million
dollars to the local economy, employs 350 farm operators,
and employs 32,184 weeks of additional paid labour (see
Section 6.0).
The Cranberry Farm System is by far the dominant player in
the local agricultural economy. While a wide variety of other
products are produced here, cranberry farms earned 95% of

Source: BC Stats, 2000. “BC Manufacturers’ Directory. Companies per Standard Industrial Classification;” (January).
Source: BC Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Fisheries, 1996, “Farm Practices: Farm Product Processing.” Available online at: www.agf.gov.bc.ca/resmgmt/fppa/refguide/activity/farmprod.htm.
Source: BC Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Fisheries, 1998, “Industry Significance … Some Facts.” Available online at: www.agf.gov.bc.ca/aboutind/somefact.htm.
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Processing
The BC Ministry of Agriculture, Food,
and Fisheries (MAFF) defines
processing as “any activity that
maintains or raises the quality or
alters the physical or chemical
characteristics of a material or
object, or adds to it in any way
whatsoever. Processing can be as
simple and quick as washing
vegetables or it can be as long and
complicated as making cheese or
wine.” 15
According to MAFF statistics, food
processing raises the value of BC
agricultural products by three to four
times.16
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the sector’s profits in 1995. Due to the current volatility of
cranberry prices, further diversification is probably required
to achieve a more resilient agricultural sector in Richmond.
There may be opportunities to improve Richmond’s
agricultural sector by capitalizing on transportation
infrastructure, the large local consumer markets, organic and
other “green” markets, and by enhancing local processing of
agricultural commodities.

George Grauer milking Samaritan’s Bell (ca. 1940). Grauer’s family operated
Frasea Farms and the Grauer Store. Both were landmarks of Richmond’s
agricultural industry.
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Map Notes:

Map 7.1 shows the properties in the Viability Strategy study area
which have some form of farm direct marketing.
Farm direct marketing means that the farmer sells directly to the
consumer. Farmers generally get a higher price for produce from
direct farm marketing, because there is no middle-man, and
consumers tend to pay more for fresh-off-the-farm produce.
Farm direct marketing is an excellent way to make the
connection between local consumers and local farmers.
Although “free trade” initiatives such as NAFTA can undermine
local farmers’ prices by introducing foreign produce to the
marketplace, direct marketed produce has the intrinsic advantage
of being perceived by consumers as fresher and higher in quality,
not to mention the willingness of many people to support their
local community first.
The following are the types of farm direct marketing identified on
the map:
U-pick operations are those where the consumer actually goes
into the field and picks the produce themselves. In Richmond,
these tend to be vegetable and blueberry operations.
Road-side stands are operations where a building has been
erected to sell produce from the farm. Unfortunately, many of
the road-side stands in Richmond tend to have a great deal of
non-local produce as well.
Produce for sale – no stand are operations where the
agricultural retailing is very informal – there is no stand, and the
farm operator sells their produce from a garage, front porch, etc.
The main problems with farm direct marketing are the lack of
convenience and inability to engage in bulk sales: it is much
easier and less labour-intensive to sell a truckload of produce to a
wholesaler or receiving station than it is to slowly sell small
quantities to consumers. This has obvious consequences if a
farmer needs cash quickly. Spoilage can also become a factor.

Map 7.1 Farm Direct Marketing Activity in
the Strategy Study Area, 2000
Note: Agricultural Land Reserve Boundary on Sea Island not shown.
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8.0 CONCLUSION
8.1 PERSPECTIVE

Profitability

The purpose of the Agricultural Viability Strategy is not to determine if the agricultural resource and
ALR land should be farmed, but how they can be better farmed and managed.

•

While profits fluctuate, on average, farms in Richmond earn very high revenues compared to the
rest of the Province.

Richmond’s Agricultural Land Reserve is a finite, unique, valuable and under-utilized resource.

•

In 1995, Richmond’s 247 farms earned over $56 million in revenues, for an average of over
$228,000 per farm.

8.2 WHAT THE PROFILE TELLS US

•

Together, these 247 farms earned over $9 million in profits in 1995.

•

Cranberry farms earned the majority of the agricultural profits in Richmond.

Quality Resources
•
•

•

Richmond’s agricultural soils are quite good, and even the “worst” soils are good for individual
crops like cranberries and blueberries.
If the soils are enhanced with drainage and other improvements, then all of the agricultural lands
become classified as “prime” soils, or soils that are good for a wide range of crops, with only
minimal limitations.
Some areas within Richmond’s ALR have different agricultural capabilities and potential.

Diverse Produce

Viability: From Threats and Weaknesses to Strengths and Opportunities
•

Richmond’s ALR has tremendous potential.

•

Agricultural constraints can be removed.

•

Opportunities have yet to be achieved.

•

The current management approach emphasizes “Resource Protection”.

•

The future management approach can emphasize: “Increased Viability”.

•

Cranberries, hay, blueberries and potatoes have the most land devoted to production.

8.3 CHOICES FOR THE FUTURE

•

Richmond farms produce:

In managing ALR land, two options are possible:

- Many crops, including cranberries, blueberries, potatoes and forage;
- Vegetables, including pumpkins, squash, cabbage, sweet corn, cucumbers, green peas;
- Various tree fruits;

Option 1: Managing for Increased Viability
This option involves establishing:

- Hens and chickens, beef and dairy cattle, sheep and lambs;

•

An ongoing statistical and mapping database program;

- Exotic species like llamas and alpacas;

•

A clearer agricultural vision;

- Diversified agricultural products such as honey, flowers and Christmas trees.

•

Resource management nodes in the ALR;

•

Comprehensive plans:
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Land Use

Option 2: Status Quo - Managing for Protection

- For resource management issues.

This option involves continuing to manage the ALR with an emphasis on resource protection, with
partial plans and co-ordination.

- To strengthen farming and agriculture uses.
- For identifying diversification opportunities.

8.4 SUMMARY

- For minimizing non-farm uses and their impacts.

Option 1 appears best as it enables constraints to be removed, opportunities to be achieved,
uncertainty to be minimized and increased agricultural viability to occur.

- For urban and farm buffers.
Servicing
- Water.
- Sanitary sewer.
- Drainage.
- Flood management.
- Road access.
- Environmental Management.
- Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs).
- Best practices.
Nuisance Management
•

A Communications Strategy to achieve improved awareness, understanding, opportunities and
problem solving.

•

Partnership plans to maximize government, private and community efforts.
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APPENDIX A: LIST AND SUMMARIES OF RELEVANT LEGISLATION1
This Appendix lists municipal, provincial, and federal legislation and policies that are most relevant
to Richmond’s agricultural sector and to the Richmond Agricultural Viability Strategy. A full list of
Acts relating to agriculture in BC may be accessed at:
http://www.agf.gov.bc.ca/resmgmt/fppa/refguide/intro.htm.

City of Richmond Official Community Plan (OCP)
The OCP contains many provisions related to agriculture, including, in Chapter 2.0 Jobs and
Business, the following commitments:

The full text of all provincial Acts may be accessed at: http://www.legis.gov.bc.ca/.

Objective 1:

Continue to protect all farmlands in the Agricultural Land Reserve.

The full text of all federal Acts may be accessed at:
http://canada.justice.gc.ca/FTP/EN/Laws/index.html.

Objective 2:

Maintain and enhance agricultural viability and productivity in Richmond.

A1. CITY OF RICHMOND BYLAWS AND POLICIES
Annual Property Tax Rates Bylaw
Schedule A of this bylaw establishes the following tax rates for General Purposes:

Focussing only upon the parts of the OCP which are most relevant to agricultural operations, the
document also establishes landscaped buffering requirements for developments adjacent to the ALR;
commits the city to developing and maintaining efficient road, gas, flood protection and drainage,
irrigation, and City water servicing in much of the agricultural lands and the City as a whole; the
development and protection of Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs); and the development of
Parks, Open Space, and Trail networks.

No. 5 Road Backlands Policy: Policy 5037
Property Class2
1. Residential
2. Utility
4. Major Industry
5. Light Industry

Total Tax Rate
3.55666
45.04946
9.59869

This policy allows certain Assembly District and School/Public Use District Uses within the
Agricultural Land Reserve on the eastern side of No. 5 Road, between Blundell Road in the north and
Steveston Highway in the south. Only the front 110 m of the property may have these uses, and the
remaining “backlands” may be used for farming uses only.
Currently, this policy states that there will be a moratorium on non-farm uses in this area. The
moratorium may be lifted on an individual lot basis according to the following procedure:

12.52939

6. Business / Other

9.92454

8. Recreation / Non Profit

1. 2 4 2 7 0

9. Farm

6.60192

Greater Vancouver Transit Authority and Greater Vancouver Regional District tax rates for each of
these classes are also listed in the bylaw.

•

An acceptable farm plan is prepared;

•

The owner enters into a restrictive covenant;

•

A financial guarantee to farm is provided;

•

Active farming is actually occurring.

After this procedure is followed, Land Reserve Commission approval and a rezoning application to
the City are still required.

Although the Farm class tax rate is higher than the Residential tax rate, Farm class properties are
assessed at a much lower value which results in lower property taxes. See the “Assessment Act”
entry in Section A.2 for more details on Farm class.

1

2

Sources: 1) City of Richmond Policy Planning Department; 2) [for list and summaries of relevant legislation] BC Ministry of Agriculture and Food, 1999. Farm Practices in BC Reference Guide. Available online at: http://www.agf.gov.bc.ca/resmgmt/fppa/refguide/intro.htm; 3) [for full text of BC
legislation] Government of British Columbia, 2000. Revised Statutes of British Columbia, 1996, Amendment No. 3 (Consolidated to November, 1999). Available online at: http://www.legis.gov.bc.ca/.
Note: Classes 3 and 7, which pertain to Forest land, are not recognized in Richmond. See BC Assessment Property Classifications (online at: http://bcassessment.gov.bc.ca/3_val/3_class.html) for more information.
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Zoning Bylaw: Bylaw 5300

•

Division 221 of this bylaw provides for the Agricultural District zone (AG1). The intention of this
zone is “to ensure that rural lands will be preserved for farming and farm-related purposes.”
Permitted uses in this zone are:

Golf course or golf driving range together with sales of golf products, and a food catering
establishment;

•

Accessory uses, buildings, and structures.

•

Residential, limited to one-family dwelling;

•

Boarding and lodging, limited to two persons per dwelling unit;

•

Home occupation;

Division 223 of this bylaw provides for the Roadside Stand (Class C) District (RSC). This zone
allows for the establishment of a larger roadside stand than Class A or B roadside stands. According
to Bylaw 6902 (Business Regulation) Chapter 4, Regulations/Division 3/Subdivision 1/Part 14,
Class C stands are allowed to sell produce imported from outside British Columbia (Class A and B
stands are not).

•

Agriculture;

A2. PROVINCIAL LEGISLATION3

•

Keeping and raising of animals for commercial purposes;

Land Reserve Commission Act [RS 2000]

•

Horticulture;

•

Peat extraction and processing;

•

Horse riding academy;

•

Roadside stands (Classes A and B) ancillary to a permitted agricultural use;

This Act establishes the Land Reserve Commission, which administers the Agricultural Land
Reserve Act, the Forest Land Reserve Act and the Soil Conservation Act. One of its roles is to
preserve and regulate the use of agricultural land in the Agricultural Land Reserve. The Commission
hears applications for non-conforming uses, subdivision of land, and the outright removal of land
from the Reserve or the inclusion of land into the Reserve. The Act supersedes local government
bylaws.

•

Animal hospital or clinic;

Assessment Act [RS 1996]

•

Radio and television transmission facilities;

•

Public sewage collection, treatment, and disposal facilities;

•

Accessory uses, buildings and structures, but excluding secondary suites.

The zone also allows for up to three additional dwellings for full-time agricultural workers
employed on the lot in question.
Division 222 of this bylaw provides for the Golf Course District zone (AG2). Permitted uses
include:

This Act establishes nine different property classifications in BC, one of which is “Farm Land.”
Farm class properties are afforded a much lower value than residential properties, which means that
property taxes for these properties will be lower. A formula, based upon income from the sale of
agricultural products, is used to determine whether a property may be considered farm class (see
Section 4.1, sidebar, of this document for a description of this formula).
According to BC Regulation 411/95, the assessor will qualify as “farm” all or part of a parcel of land
used for:
a)

Primary agricultural production

•

Residential, limited to one-family dwelling;

b)

A farmers’ dwelling, or

•

Boarding and lodging, limited to two persons per dwelling unit;

c)

The training and boarding of horses when operated in conjunction with horse rearing.

•

Home occupation;

All farm structures are classified as residential.

•

Agriculture;

•

Horticulture;

3

All legislation consolidated to June, 2000.
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Drainage, Ditch and Dyke Act [RS 1996]

Motor Vehicle Act [RS 1996]

The Act “establishes a system for the regulation and authorization of ditches, watercourses,
drainages, and dykes throughout the province.”

The purpose of this Act is to protect public safety on public roads. The Act includes provisions
regarding the movement of farm equipment on public roads.

Environment Management Act [RS 1996]

Local Government Act [RS 2000]

This Act gives the Ministry of the Environment the responsibility for environmental protection and
management, including water resource management, fisheries and aquatic life management, wildlife
management, waste management, and air management, all of which can have an impact on farming
and farm practices.

This Act provides the legislative framework that allows municipal governments, regional districts,
and improvement districts to function. In addition to various corporate powers (such as forming a
council, collecting taxes, administration, and spending), the Act determines the powers of municipal
governments to license and regulate local businesses, perform community planning and zoning, and
engage in public works and utilities. Also included in the Act are specific provisions relating to
farming in the context of community planning, zoning, nuisance regulations, the removal and deposit
of soil, weed and pest control, and water use and drainage. Recent amendments to the Act allow
community plans to include policies aimed at maintaining and strengthening farming.

Farm Practices Protection (Right to Farm) Act [RS 1996]
This Act protects farmers from nuisance actions, court injunctions, or specific municipal nuisance
bylaws as long as the farmer is operating using “normal Farm Practices.” The Act establishes the
Farm Practices Board as the tribunal for complaints about farm practices. The Act is especially
relevant to Richmond due to the proximity of farms to urban and residential areas.

Health Act [RS 1996]
This Act provides a legislative framework for the monitoring and safeguarding of British
Columbians’ health. Included are regulations concerning sanitation standards, water and food safety,
manure handling, dead animal disposal, farm workplace conditions, and farm practices which involve
the discharge of nutrients, contaminants, or pathogens into or on the land, air, and water.

Highway Act [RS 1996]
The Act establishes standards for all of BC’s public highways and roads. It includes restrictions on
the placement of signage (e.g. for a roadside stand), as well as on the installation or modification of
ditches.

Land Title Act [RS 1996]
The relevant portion of this Act is Section 86 (1) which gives approving officers the power to assess
the impacts of new subdivisions on farmland and to require the installation of buffers before
approval is granted.

Milk Industry Act [RS 1996]

Natural Products Marketing Act [RS 1996]
This Act allows producers of agricultural commodities (examples include milk, eggs, and
cranberries) to establish marketing boards. The marketing boards are empowered to control and
regulate the production, transportation, packing, storage and marketing of these commodities.
Currently under review is the relevance of this act, and the Marketing Boards it enables, to organic
production.

Pesticide Control Act [RS 1996]
The Act regulates the sales, purchases, and use of pesticides in BC.

Soil Conservation Act [RS 1996]
The Act regulates the deposition or removal of soil on land in the Agricultural Land Reserve. The
removal or deposition of soil, outside of designated farming activities, requires approval from the
Agricultural Land Commission and a permit from local government.

Trespass Act [RS 1996]
The Act outlines some statutory rights and responsibilities of property owners. Common law also
applies to issues of trespass.

The Act lists the requirements that must be met in order to operate a dairy farm.
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Waste Management Act [RS 1996]

Export and Import Permits Act (1999)

The Act makes the Ministry of the Environment responsible for waste management in the Province,
including powers over waste discharge, storage, and transportation; waste management planning; and
spill prevention, controls, and remediation. Agricultural issues covered include: agricultural waste
control, open burning smoke control, compost production and use, petroleum storage, chemical
waste control, and spill reporting.

This Act concerns the import and export of agricultural products, and provides a framework whereby
a) certain raw goods may be restricted for export in order to ensure processing within Canada, or b)
certain goods may be restricted for importation into Canada.

Weed Control Act [RS 1996]

This Act concerns the management of Canada’s fisheries. It includes provisions regarding the
protection of fish habitat and pollution prevention, and states that “fishways” may not be damaged or
obstructed. It places the onus on the landowner to keep ditches, channels, and canals in good repair.
The dumping of “deleterious substances,” such as fertilizer, pesticides, fuel, manure, and suspended
solids into “fishways” is prohibited.

This Act places the onus of weed control on landowners, and provides for the appointment of
inspectors to ensure compliance.

Wildlife Amendment Act [RS 1996]
This Act provides for the regulation of hunting and angling, and the management of the Province’s
fish and wildlife.

Workers Compensation Act [RS 1996]
This Act creates the Workers Compensation Board (WCB) of BC, which is responsible for ensuring
workplace health and safety, including that of agricultural workers. The WCB also provides
rehabilitation and income compensation to workers.

A3. FEDERAL LEGISLATION4
Agriculture and Rural Development Act (1999)
The Act enables joint projects between the federal government and provincial governments in the
following areas: enhancing the efficient use and economic development of rural lands, the
development and conservation of water supplies for agricultural or other rural purposes, soil
improvement and the conservation of rural lands in the province, or the development of income and
employment opportunities in rural areas and the improvement of standards of living in those areas.

Canadian Agricultural Products Act (1999)
The Act regulates the marketing of agricultural products in import, export, and inter-provincial trade.

4

All Acts consolidated to 1999.
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Fisheries Act (1999)

Migratory Birds Convention Act (1999)
This Act protects migratory game birds, migratory insectivorous birds, and migratory non-game
birds. The Act prohibits the release of substances that may harm such birds, even if they are
damaging agricultural lands.

Pest Control Products Act (1999)
This Act provides for the regulation of pest control products in order to protect human health, the
environment, and pest control product performance. Any form of pest control product must be
approved before use in Canada.
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APPENDIX B - FARMER PROFILES
A.

STEVE EASTERBROOK, RABBIT
RIVER FARMS

Commodity:

Organic, free range eggs – 600 birds

Location:

18360 River Road

Size:

2 ac.

Percentage of
household income
from farming:
20-25%
Other employment: General Manager, Wild West Organic
Steve Easterbrook and “Boss”, Chicken
Security Guard.

Harvest Co-op
Staff:

Production Methods:

Steve’s farm is certified organic by the BC Association for
Regenerative Agriculture (BCARA). His chickens eat
certified organic feed, but also forage (free range) in rotations
in open chicken yards. The manure is used to fertilize his
small market garden, while weeds and over-sized produce are
used in the chicken yard. The natural soil at his site is very
acidic, and he has been slowly improving it over time.
What are some problems and constraints you have faced
farming in Richmond?
•

Gaining his Market. Steve says that he had to educate
customers about the merits of his eggs versus those of
other producers. When they understand this, they pay
higher prices.

•

Potential of Competition from Large Producers. The
average egg-laying battery in BC is 22,500 birds, and
these producers are interested in getting into organics.
Steve is hopeful that he will be able to maintain his niche
market because economies of scale aren’t as apparent in
organic production methods as they are in conventional
production methods.

•

Non-agricultural Development Nearby. Steve believes
that there is “some confusion about what the local
properties [along River Road] are meant to be used for.
There’s a lot of land loading [fill] going on around here.
The properties are being overloaded.” Steve is concerned
about potential runoff from higher properties,
“unmonitored dumping of non-fertile and potentially
contaminated soil,” and aesthetics. He also questions “the
stewardship and roles of the provincial Land Reserve
Commission and the City of Richmond in administering
ALR lands in accordance with the Land Reserve Act.”

His family, and some seasonal workers.

History:

The Easterbrook family had been involved in agriculturerelated businesses for four generations before Steve began
farming (for instance, they ran the well-known Easterbrook
Flour Mill, at the corner of Bridgeport and No. 3 Road). Steve
began Rabbit River Farms at the age of 35, after a successful
career as a CMA in the electrical wholesale business. He was
interested in finding an innovative, farm-related business
opportunity, and was advised that organic produce was a growth
industry, and that the demand for organic, free-range eggs, in
particular, was unmet in the Lower Mainland.
Testing the waters with an original investment of 200 birds,
Steve found that the market for his product was strong and
growing, has slowly expanded his flock to 600, and has
encouraged other organic egg producers.
Side Projects:

Rabbit River Farms grades its own eggs, and those of other
organic producers, at its federally-inspected egg grading
station (on site). There is also a market garden on site.

One of the chicken pens, open for freeranging.
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•

•

The roost.

•

Drainage. At the same time, Steve says that properties
along River Road (including his) are too low, and will
require some loading and drainage improvements if they
are to be used for farming.
The Quota System. Holding 100 or more birds requires
the purchase of quota from quota-holding producers.
Rabbit River Farms is not a quota-holding farm, and it is
currently under mediation as to whether organic egg
producers are under the Egg Marketing Board’s
jurisdiction. According to Steve, the quota system
prohibits market entry – especially for small, low-capital
producers – due to its high cost and the fact that most
producers aren’t selling their quota.
Adjacent Agricultural Uses. “Drift from surrounding
farms which may use pesticides is a concern. Organic
standards require that buffer zones be in place, and at
present those zones are adequate around Rabbit River.”

What sorts of solutions/opportunities do you see for farming in
Richmond?
•

Enhance Organic Farming in Richmond. “We have an
opportunity to showcase organic farming on the doorsteps
of Vancouver.” In particular, Steve would love to have
many other organic egg producers in the area which could
use his grading station.

Would the market support more organic growers?

“The market would support it. There’s a huge demand for
organic eggs. The demand is elastic, so if you can get the
price down, the demand is there…. The time is now; this is
opportunity time to find a niche [in the organic industry].
There are other opportunities as well. The demand for organic
dairy is huge in British Columbia. Presently, the provincial
demand is under-supplied by local producers. This is an
excellent opportunity for small dairy farms to convert their
production methods and receive a premium of 30 cents per
litre, or a 55% premium over their current prices. The same
holds true for poultry.”
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B.

BILL JONES, JONES NURSERIES

Commodity:

Various nursery products

Location:

Two sites on Westminster Highway,
between No. 7 and No. 8 Road

Size:

85 ac.

Percentage of
personal income
from farming:

100%

Staff:

20 (Winter) to 40 (Spring to Fall)

The Jones Nurseries Garden Centre at
16880 Westminster Highway.

Business Profile:

Jones Nurseries was established in 1972, and has grown into a
multi-faceted wholesale and retail operation. The business’
forte is large-calibre plant material – such as large quantities
of shrubs and large potted plants. Many of the larger plants at
Jones Nurseries were sourced from demolition sites –
recycled.
The wholesale operation, which has a 15-bay loading dock,
specializes in serving landscapers for large new developments.
Celebrities such as Sarah McLachlan and Trevor Linden are
also customers.
The retail site, Jones Nurseries Garden Centre, specializes in
pots and tropicals, and carries miscellaneous other items such
as garden furniture. The Garden Centre also holds seasonal
seminars for gardening enthusiasts.
Production Methods:

Bill’s growing medium is a mix of bark mulch, peat, and sand,
depending upon the plant’s needs. Plants are fertilized through
the irrigation system. The City water Bill uses for irrigation
costs him approximately $40,000/year!
Much of the plants are covered in plastic through the winter,
and require extensive heating. The crophouse (cuttings and
seedlings) is particularly intensive – it is heated with hot

An exterior greenhouse with portable
heater.
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water, and has humidity controls as well. Once plants are large
enough, they are moved to exterior greenhouses – some of
which are heated, some are not – where they may be picked
through by landscapers and other buyers.
Environmental Considerations:

Bill tries to “err on the side of caution” with regard to the use
of chemicals in his business. Pest controls and fertilizers are
minimized. For instance, 85-90% of the weeding is
performed by hand.
What are some problems and constraints you have faced
farming in Richmond?
Some of the brilliant flowers to be found at
the nursery.

The Cost of Land. Bill believes that it is very difficult to
farm any crop successfully in Richmond because of the cost
per acre. The cranberry growers are a good example. The
price for their product has dropped hugely in the last year,
while their land costs remain the same.
Lack of a New Generation of Farmers. Bill notes that the
average farmer in Richmond is getting older and older, with no
one to replace him. In this day and age, he says, young people
just don’t want to get into a laborious activity like farming
which may not be profitable. As an example, Bill points to the
last farmers’ meeting with the City (the recent Gilmore
Farmers’ Workshop held at City Hall on June 6), where the
youngest farmer present was 43 years old. This “young”
farmer stated that his children weren’t interested in carrying
on after him.

Bill Jones amid some of his prized
specimens.

Lack of an “Out” from Farming. Bill is concerned about
his retirement prospects. Nobody wants to buy his farmland at
the current rate, because it can only be used for farming
according to government regulations. He believes that there
are no options left to him – the government insists that ALR
properties be retained for farmland whether or not you can run
a viable farm business on it.

C.

TODD MAY, MAYBOG FARMS

Age:

22

Commodity:

Cranberries

Location:

North of Westminster Highway, East of
No. 8 Road

Size:

Approximately 350 ac.

Percentage of
household income
from farming:
100%
Staff:

Harvesting cranberries.

Five family members; 1-7 year-round,
and up to 40 seasonal employees

Production Methods:

The following production methods are for wet-harvesting of
cranberries, which is what most of Richmond’s cranberry
farmers do. Wet-harvested cranberries are destined for
processing into juice, while dry-harvested cranberries are for
the fresh market.
The first step is to find a good tract of land – the ideal land is
fairly level, acidic (peat bogs, usually), and with a good source
of water nearby. Once the land is secured, it is cleared and
surrounded by dykes. Then the field is levelled – at Maybog
Farms this process is aided by a laser system which tells the
equipment operators how low to level any particular area.
Internal drainage systems, and sprinkling systems are laid. The
land is generally graded from the centre out for drainage
purposes.
The next step is the planting, which generally occurs in
February or March. It can take anywhere from three to seven
years for the plants to begin producing, but after they do
cranberry vines will continue to produce for as many as 150
years. The only reason to re-plant vines, therefore, is if the
producer wishes to switch to a new (more-productive, for
instance) variety.

Transporting irrigation pipes to cranberry
fields.
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Making repairs to a diesel engine.

The typical season begins in early spring, when the irrigation
system is used for frost protection. (In winter, the plants go
into dormancy and frost protection is not required.) By May
or June, it’s time for pollination. For the rest of the summer,
as the fruit develops and matures, most of the farmers’ time is
spent on land and machinery maintenance.

“It’s inevitable that people are going to come closer and
closer, but I believe that you can manage it responsibly – that’s
where the Planning Department comes in. If you bring in a
racetrack or similar development, you put the pressures on
agricultural production and you get things like vandalism,
crime, and other things associated with urban development.”

In October, the harvest begins. By this time, the fruit has
matured and the cranberry fields have taken on their
characteristic red hue. The first step is to flood the bogs with
6-10” of water. Then, the fruit is knocked off the vines with a
beater – a small machine that operates something like a paddle
wheel with metal bars rather than flat paddles. The water level
is then raised to about 3 to 4 ft., and the floating berries are
corralled by workers with small, wooden booms. The
corralled berries are pushed towards an elevator, which lifts
the berries into a large truck. The end of the story, as far as
most Richmond cranberry producers are concerned, is the
Ocean Spray receiving station on No. 6 Road where the
cranberries are collected for distribution to various juice
processing facilities in the States.

What sorts of opportunities do you see for farming in
Richmond?

Costs:

On a “nod well” used for hauling peat in
the fields.

As is apparent, cranberry farming involves particularly
intensive production methods as compared to other lessintensive commodities such as hay, range beef, or even
vegetables. This means that a farmer faces a fair amount of
capital investment per acre in order to get started, as well as
considerable operating costs per acre. In order to bear these
costs, prices must be solid. Unfortunately, for the past two
years cranberry prices have fallen considerably – to a record
low in 2000.
What are some problems and constraints you have faced
farming in Richmond?

“I don’t know – we’ve had it so nice here in Richmond. You’re
(the City) quite good to us – we get lots of water, and the other
facilities are good. Perhaps things like aerial applications
might become a problem.”
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“Good infrastructure – highway system and things. There are
good drainage and irrigation systems – there’s a ready water
supply that’s close to good, fertile land (for cranberries).”
What are your plans for the future, insofar as farming is
concerned?

“There’s not much that I would change. Still, the price drop
has opened up everybody’s eyes – it’s got me thinking about
diversification and I’ve got some ideas in the works. I’m
thinking about the high-end, specialized niche products.
People are willing to pay the extra dollar, and they want to be
catered to – so you have to cater to them. Perhaps in
diversifying you could be able to increase your returns.”
With that in mind, what do you think of this organic trend?

“I think your core will still be in large-scale production, but
you’ll also be going into the specialized stuff because people
are willing to pay a bit of a premium. Organic products are
part of my diversification plan.”
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D.

TRUDY PETERS, PETERS
BLUEBERRY FARM

Commodity:

Blueberries

Location:

8311 No. 6 Road

Size:

12 ac.

Percentage of
household income
from farming:
25%
Staff:
Trudy with a trusty farmhand among the
blueberry bushes.

Two, and a further 25-30 during the
harvest

Trudy and her husband Frank have been farming blueberries on
their land for 20 years.
Production Method:

Blueberry bushes are perennials, and therefore do not need to
be planted each year. They do, however, require a great deal of
tending in order to protect them from excessive moisture,
pests, and disease. Bushes are sprayed, and infected stems are
routinely cut and burned in order to prevent the spread of
disease. The bushes must be pollinated by bees, which are
purchased from suppliers. When ripe, Trudy’s blueberries are
picked by hand, sorted to remove the imperfect ones, and sent
to Aldergrove for packing. Trudy also sells some of her
blueberries direct from the farm.
Environmental Considerations:

Trudy has used organic production methods in the past, but she
had to abandon this practice because her plants were getting
diseases from adjacent farms. She also found that organic
methods did not yield the same volume of berries. Today, she
adds soap to the pesticides in order to minimize chemical use.
A recent test by her main buyer showed absolutely no
pesticide residue on the berries.

Blueberry Health Note:

Trudy says that a recent study showed blueberries to have the
highest level of antioxidants among 40 fruits and vegetables
tested. They have the highest amount of vitamin A of any
berry, and 1 cup satisfies 1/3 of an adult’s daily requirement
for vitamin C. They are also high in dietary fibre (source: BC
Blueberry Council).
Other Activities:

Trudy just completed her six-year term as a Board member
with the BC Blueberry Council. The Council does advertising
and promotion for the blueberry industry, and is funded
through a 1-cent levy on every pound of blueberries sold.
Trudy notes that marketing has become increasingly important
for the industry, as production has outstripped consumption in
recent years. The Council also educates blueberry growers
about worker safety in the fields.
What are some problems and constraints you have faced
farming in Richmond?

Traffic and Speeding. Last season, one of Trudy’s workers
was hit by a car while he was moving a tractor on No. 6 Road.
The worker was taking a left, and used a proper hand signal. At
the same moment, a driver decided to pass him on the left.
The damage totalled the tractor, and while he was unhurt,
Trudy’s employee was unwilling to return this year. Trudy
says, “The signs are up – ‘Respect Farm Vehicles’ – but people
keep on speeding by.” In fact, Trudy was instrumental in
getting the signs posted, but she says that no one pays
attention.

Sorting the berries.

Availability and Affordability of Farm Labour. Trudy’s
main concern seems to be getting an adequate number of
affordable farm labourers for the harvest. For instance, while
she needs 25-30 people to harvest her plants, she only has 10
lined up so far for this season. She has even had to drop a
lease on one 4 ac. field due to a shortage of labourers.
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She feels that greenhouses are “soaking up the workers,” and
that many of the labour contractors are leaving Richmond for
towns like Abbotsford where there is more farm activity, on
larger acreage. She also notes that, in the past, one of the
typical sources of summer income for Richmond children was
berry-picking. This tradition ended with the child labour laws.
Lack of Awareness of Farmers by the RCMP. Trudy
believes that many farmers’ problems are compounded by
RCMP and other officials’ ignorance of farming. One of her
tractors was impounded last year because the driver did not
have a license on him – although tractor operators aren’t
required to have a license on their person. Exasperated, she
says, “The police aren’t even informed about what’s happening.
It’s a farm community, but no one seems to know what’s
happening.”

E.

BILL ZYLMANS, W & A FARMS

Seed potatoes, strawberries, pure-bred Angus
cattle, mixed vegetables, eating potatoes, grain, and hay crops.
Commodity:

Location: His home farm is at 17771 Westminster Highway,

but he also farms a number of fields in East Richmond,
McLennan, and Gilmore.
Size:
Bill and some of his prized pure-bred Angus
cattle.

440 acres, (310 are leased)

Percentage of
household income
from farming:
100%
Staff:

Year-round crew of five; up to 70
seasonal employees

History:

The Zylmans family has been farming in Richmond since they
moved from Holland in 1948. The elder Zylmans were
particularly impressed with the flat land and rich soils of
Richmond, and the dykes and extensive drainage system were
reminiscent of home.
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The Zylmans brought with them what Bill calls a “European
approach” to farming. This means that they farm every bit of
their land – wasting none of it. In places such as Holland,
where the land has been reclaimed from the sea and is
perceived to be very valuable, people farm right up to the edge
of the urban areas. There is also a tradition of extensive cooperation between the farmers and municipal public works
departments. According to Bill, “in Europe the City does what
it’s supposed to – maintain the ditches, the pumps, and whatnot
– and the farmers do what they’re supposed to – not waste the
land, maintain the ditch banks, [etc.].”
Business Profile:

Although he is involved in many different commodities, the
core of Bill’s business is seed potatoes. He purchases seed
from Pemberton, and sells all over Canada, the US, Mexico,
and even into South America.
Production Methods:

Bill’s entire operation is far too complex to profile in this
limited space, so we will focus on the seed potatoes. Bill
purchases highest-quality seed potatoes from Pemberton, BC,
where the topography and government monitoring protects the
stock against disease. For every 1 ton of Pemberton seed that
he plants, Bill produces 15 tons for sale to commercial
growers. His operation must be certified and inspected by the
federal government to make sure that his seed potatoes are free
of disease and that each variety is pure (not mixed with other
varieties).
Looking at Bill’s entire operation, one aspect of the business
bears mentioning: his ability to use the waste products from
one commodity as an input into others. For instance, leftover
vegetables are incorporated into the cattle feed, and manure
from the cattle is spread on many of Bill’s fields. In this way,
each element of Bill’s operation supports the other.
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Side projects:

Bill sells his mixed vegetables (cucumbers, pumpkins,
cabbages, cauliflower, beans, etc.), and some of his potatoes
and strawberries from his stand at 17771 Westminster
Highway. He is proud that, at his stand, “we only sell what we
grow.”

Bill Zylmans at his produce stand 17771 Westminster Highway.

Always on the lookout for a business opportunity, Bill also
provides set dressing for Vancouver’s booming film industry.
For instance, he recently sold 100 bales of hay to one
production.
What are some problems and constraints you have faced
farming in Richmond?

Drainage and Irrigation. Bill notes that last year in
particular had been difficult, due to the wet weather in May and
in June. In some of his operations in East Richmond, Bill has
been unable to get his machinery in the fields due to excessive
moisture. He says that in such areas, where the soil is very
poorly-drained, City drainage systems aren’t keeping up with
all the water.
Short Leases. Much of the land that Bill farms is leased, and
some of these leases are quite short. Without longer leases,
farmers are unable to make any significant improvements to
the land (such as intensive drainage systems) because they do
not know if they will be able to enjoy the returns on such
investments.

agriculture.” Bill is particularly concerned when decorative
medians are placed into roads near agricultural areas. He says
that these medians reduce the width of the lanes and make it
very difficult for farmers to safely move their equipment.
Trespassing and Vandalism. Just recently, one of Bill’s No
Trespassing signs was stolen. The irony of this act emphasises
the severity of the problem. Also recently, someone went
four-wheeling through one of Bill’s cucumber fields. At
dinner, he watches youngsters running off with his pumpkins
and potatoes. And Bill notes that “This is just what I see. Who
knows what’s going on out there.” These inconsiderate acts,
and the lack of response by the RCMP to his complaints are
“very frustrating. There is just no respect.”
What sorts of solutions/opportunities do you see for farming in
Richmond?

One of Bill’s workers on the way to the
fields.

Agricultural Representation and Knowledge in City Hall.
According to Bill, the Richmond Planning Committee used to
have agricultural representation on it – and they need that now.
“If they really want to try to hold onto what they have [the
farms and farmers in Richmond], they [Council] need to get
more involved. There just isn’t the knowledge of farming….
One step would be to have someone employed by the City and
the RFI [Richmond Farmers’ Institute]; someone responsible
to the farmers – an Advocate.”

Traffic. The high volume of traffic on Richmond’s rural roads
is especially problematic for Bill, since he moves equipment
all over the City. In particular, he points to the fact that there
is no safe route between his headquarters in East Richmond
and the Gilmore area. His workers are unwilling to use
No. 5 Road anymore, and now take a very circuitous route
through the urban areas. This frustrates Bill because, “we were
here first, before the cars.” But his concern isn’t only with
inconsiderate drivers – it is also with City transportation
initiatives that he believes “don’t have a consideration for
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1922  Frasea Farms, Richmonds largest

dairy, is established. From this time until WWII,
many dairies are established in Richmond.

1928  Richmonds population hits 6,841.
1930s  The Richmond Berry Growers
Association is founded, representing 55
Japanese farmers.

1990s  None of

1954  Frasea Farms is sold/expropri-

Richmonds ALR land is
removed.

ated to make way for the expansion of
Vancouver International Airport.

1930s  The Depression hits and farm

produce prices fall through the floor.

1999  Richmonds Official

1957-Late 1960s  The Oak Street,

1930s  Electric drainage pumps

Community Plan commits the City to
protecting the supply of agricultural
lands and to ensuring the viability of
farm operations and sets in motion
proactive strategies to increase the
productive use of these lands.

Knight Street, and Arthur Laing Bridges, and the
Deas Island (now the George Massey) Tunnel, are
built.
These transportation linkages further
encourage Richmonds development.

are established at Finns Slough, the
south end of No. 3 Road, and the
north end of No. 4 Road.

1933  The Columbia Potato

Growers Association is founded.

1925
1939-1945  WWII.

As part of the war effort, the
airport is expanded. The
Federal Government
expropriates it and its environs,
including much farmland.

1943  The BC Coast

Vegetable Co-operative
Association, a major marketing
cooperative, is formed.

1944  Leslie Gilmore, of

Richmond, produces the most
potatoes per acre of anyone in
Canada.

Post-1945  The baby boom begins,

and Richmonds development rapidly increases,
placing more pressure on farmland.

2000

1975

1950
1962  The immense

Brighouse Estate, largely
agricultural, is purchased by
the City of Richmond. It
now includes much of the
current City Centre area of
the municipality.

1970s  Richmonds population

grows to nearly 90,000 people, and
commercial, industrial, and residential
expansion increases. At the same
time, agricultural production per acre
also grows.

1979  Richmond turns 100.

2002  Richmond

1980s

 Several areas of
Richmonds ALR are removed for
industrial and residential
development, including Terra Nova.

Agricultural Viabilty
Strategy endorsed by
Council.

1989  The Richmond Farmers
Institute is incorporated. The first
president is Bruce May.

1974  The Agricultural Land Reserve is created,

permanently zoning most of Richmonds farmland for
agricultural use.
i

Sources: North et. al, 1979; Ross, 1979; and Ross, 1989.

