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The Ingitute for Sustainable Horticulture

This document reports on research Conducted for the City of Surrey by the Sustainable Food Systems
Research Group at The Institute for Sustainable Horticulture, Kwantlen Polytechnic UnivEngity
research was conducteilom 2010¢ 2011. Ths version of theeport was revised and republished in

May of2013.

The Institute for Sustainable Horticultuil@SH) is an applied research unit of Kwantlen Polytechnic
University. The Institute is comprised of two research groufple BioControl and BieProducts
Research @up associated with the Canadian Foundation for Innovation research laboratory on the
Langley campus; drthe Sustainable Food Systems Researchigsbased on the Richmond campus.

The Sustainale Food Systems Bearch Group iso-Directed by Drs. Kent Mullinix and Arthur Fallick

TKS wSaSk NOK DNRdzZLIQ& | LILX ASR NB &SI NOKstaleShbrmiaSy & A 2 Y =
intensive food systems. Our past and current work falls under two categories: MESétpenjd Bie

Regional Food Systems projects.

¢ KNRdzAK 2dzNJ a9{! OGadzy AOALI tt& 9yl ofSR {dzailAyl oo
municipalities in southwest BC to investigate the direct economic, environmental, and social benefits

that could resllt if municipalities invested in and supported small scale agriculture in their communities.

Our work has demonstrated significant potential for increased food security, a reduction of farmland

loss to urban sprawl, job creation, and wealth generation.

In our BicRegional Food Systems projects, we are working to evaluate the potential for food systems
organized at the ecoegion scale and comprised of small scale, human intensive, and ecologically sound
supply chain components to improve food sedfiance minimize environmental impact, improve
economic viability of farms and ancillary businesses, contribute to the local economy, and strengthen
communities.

More information is available atww.kwantlen.ca/ish
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Project Genesis and Research Questions

This study was commissioned by the City of Surrey in 2010, after a series of meetings between Surrey
Mayor Dianne Watts anBrs. KentMullinix and Arthur Fallick, Directors at the Institute for Sustainable
Horticulture. During these meetingsMayor Watts shared her interest in increasing the agricultural

dzd A f AT I G A 2 LR #aids an&iéhtifyiddispeifiz avayshat these landscould contribute to
economic activity, and create jobs within the municipality.
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the historic sequence of ALR land development and loss?

| 26 YdzOK 2F {d2NNBeQad ![w Aa OdzZNNByidf e dzyRSNHziA
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ALR lang?

4. What strategies can the City of Surrey employ to support and encourage the growth of
agriculture on their underutilized ALR lands?

n

{ dzNINFirRett AgriFood Sector
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across the city and account for 15% of all the agricultural ia Metro Vancouver. Most of these lands

FNE O2yaARSNBR at NAYSE F2NJ F ANRKROdz GdzNB | yR | NB LI

Surrey is home to approximately 487 farms which produce a range of animal and vegetable products.
Berry production, foage, and pasture dominate agricultural production in Surrey.

{ dZNNB & Qa OdzNNByYyd | INROdzZ GdzZNBE aSOG2N) ISYSNI GSa 20¢
million in wages paidApproximately 4,470 people are employed on Surrey farmisich have eerage
grossreceipts of $35,000.Most Surrey farms, howevereport gross receipts of less than $10,00is

isreflective of tre high incidence of hobby farms.

'f 0K2dAK FIENYAYI NBYIFIAYEA Yy AYLRNIIYy(d OeaadeySyd =
data reveals that farm numbers in the municipality are steadily declining. The number of census
reporting farms has dropped by approximately 30% over the past 20.years

CKS 9@2tdziAzy 2F {d2NNBeQa ![w {AyOS mdpTo

Our investigation of change t§ dzZNNXB &dhée 197JAwy RA OF 6Sa GKI G Y2ad adzoR
current ALR land occurred before the AlBSs created and that very few Surrey parcélave in fact

been lost to the ALR as a result of exclusion applicatomee 1973Relative to otherareas in BChe

City of Surreyas done an exemplary job of maintaining the borders of its agricultural land base
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UnderutilizedLand in the Surrey ALR

If a significant amount of land has not been lost from the ALR, then how has its utilizationdesiolve
1973?Cur research revealethat agreater threat to agricultural viability than the loss of ALR land out
of the reserve in Surrey is ndarm use of parcelwithin the ALR.

To understand and assess the extent to which the underutilization of aékidRrémains an issue today,
we conducted an inventory ofé® properties, covering B00 acres(3,035 ha)or approximately 33% of
the total Surrey ALR, which had been identified as underutilized for agricubyrthe Ministry of
Agriculturein 2004.

Ourfield work revealed that at least 556 of the parcels which were underutilized for agriculture in 2004
NBYFAYSR dzy RSNHziAf AT SR AY HaAamMmd ¢KAA |Y2dzyia G2
Approximately 3,339 acres (1,351 hajtloik landcouldfeasiblybe used for agriculture.

The amount of underutilized ALR land that is potentially available for agriculture represents a significant
untapped resource for the City of Surrey with enormous potential from food production, economic, and
job creationperspectives. However, bringing this land into agricultural production will be challenging for
a variety of reasons. There is a high incidence of ownership of these parcels-agnmirituralists with

a wide range of interest, willingness, and abilityrake their land available to farmers or take up
farming themselves. On many parcels, degradation has madeaseid agriculture impossiblandthe

costs associated with developing structure based alternatives may be prohibitive to landowners in the
shott term.

I INR Odzf GdzNF € t 23Sy idArt 2F {dNNBeaQa ! yRSNHziAt AT SR

Five scenarios fohumanscaleagriculture or food system services were developed to illustrate the

LR OGSYdAFf (2 &adzZlll2 NI | INK Odzf G dzZNB 2y s fvdre based { dzNNB
upon an evaluation of the various sizes of underutilized ALR parcels observed during the field work; the

type of agricultural activities possible on different underutilized ALR parcel sizes observed during the

field work; and the inputs, inftructure, equipment, labour, and capital necessary to support them.

Economic and Food Production Potentigf { dzZNNB & Q& ! yRSNHziAf AT SR ! 3NA Odz

For illustrative purposes, avdeveloped a static analysis based on small scale, human interdineet

markefl I NA Odzf G dzZNBE (2 S@lFtdzZa §S yR AfftdZAGNI IS (GKS L
contribute to the local economy and satisfy Surrey resid@ntsO dzZNNS y' i O2 y éodaYidnly A 2y 2 F
consumed fruits, vegetables, and animal products.

The analysis demonstrates that if all 3,339 acrea\@dilableunderutilized ALR land in the City of Surrey

were brought into agricultural production, they would have the potential to satisfy 100% of Surrey
NEA&ARSY(1aQ O2yadzyLJiA 2y uc® Tor six montDNE thia yedcohtrbute gvarY | £ LIN.
$183 millioningraa NB @Sy dzS (2 { dzZNNBeé Qa fifl heydguivatedt jobsy R ONEB I

7 €
<

I Human intensive refers to production methods that rely more on human labour, hand tools, and small machines
and less on extensive and expensive mechanization.

2 Direct marketing refers to the practice of farmers selling their products directliyg@onsumer, rather than

through a broker, packing house, wholesaler, or grocer.
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Recommendations

The transition of these lands into full agricultural utilization is not without significant policy and strategic
challenges, all of which are related to two underlying problems:-faomer ownership of ALR land, and

limited resources and support for smatlale farmers. Tackling these critical issues can be done in a

YI YYSNI 6 KAOK gAftf y2i RSOINAYSYy(d {dNNBeQa SEAAGAY
systems approach that addresses economic, social, and political factors related tescaeatarmers,

landowners, and the wider community in Surrey. The report offers 34 specific recommendations to
address these issues. These recommendations are summariZedhlel (page8).
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Tablel: Summary of Bcommendations to Address Challenges Related to Surrey's Underutilized_Ah&s

Challenge Potential Solutions & Recommendations Potential Partners
1| Water for 1.1 | Conduct a review of Bylaw 16337 in light of its impa
Agricultural on the viability of small scale agriculturalists and ney
Operations farmers.
1.2 | Collaborate with the Ministry of Environment (Water| Ministry of
Stewardship Division) to explore opportunities to Environment Water
promote the sharing of existing ground and surface | StewardshifDivision
water resources among established and new farmer
2 | Skilled, 2.1 | Publicly celebrate Surrey farmers and promote smal Surrey Board ofraide
Knowledgeable scale agriculture as a legitimate career path within
Small Scale Surrey, akin to professions such as medicine,
Farmers engineering, or education.
22|5S@St 2L I aClkNY { OK22f ¢]Institute for
program to prepare people from all walks of life for | Sustainable
careers in agriculture. Horticulture (Kwantlen
Polytechnic University)
2.3 | Provide support to link future or inexperienced farmg Young Agrarians (Farr
with established farms seeking interns or employeeq Folk/City Folk), SOIL
3 | Constraints to | 3.1 | Assist with the establishment of an independent Young Agrarians (Farr
Accessing organization or civic department which could serve t Folk/City Folk), SOIL
Agricultural connect willing landowners to farmers seeking land.
Land for 3.2 | Make cityowned land available for agriculture on a | Farm Folk/City Fokk
Farming long termbasis. Community Farms
Program, The Land
Conservancy of British
Columbia
3.3 | Conduct a further, comprehensive examination into | Ministry of Agriculture,
the extent of agricultural land undaettilization on all | Institute for
Surrey agricultural land (including all ALR lands and| Sustainable
those zoned municipally for agriculture). Horticulture (Kwantlen
Polytechnic University)
3.4 | Identify strategies to stem speculati@m agricultural | Real Estate Foundatior
land. of BC
4 | Limited 4.1 | Establish an Agricultural Development Office, with | Metro Vancouver and
Technical permanent full time staff, dedicated to providing its Municipal
Support, technical extension seises for small scale farmers. | Governments, Institute
Equipment, and for Sustainable
Infrastructure Horticulture (Kwantlen
for New Polytechnic University)
Farmers
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4.2 | Make City of Surrey owned land available for small | Institute for
scale agriculture research and demonstration. Sustainable
Horticulture (Kwantlen
Polytechnic University)
Limited 4.3 | Assist with the establishment of a farming machinern
Technical and implement cooperative, or lending library, so tha
Support, farm-members can pool resources to collectively ow,
Equipment, and or affordably borrow large farm equipment.
Infrastructure
for New 4.4 | Conduct a review of Zoning #w 12000 inight of its
Farmers impact on the potential for establishing foeystem
(Continued) services on nowrable ALR land.
Financing for 5.1 | Incorporate agriculture and food systems into ameni Agricultural Land
New Farmers contribution categories. Commission
5.2 | ExploreCommunity Trust Farming as means to acqu Institute for
land for undercapitalized farmers. Sustainable
Horticulture (Kwantlen
Polytechnic University)
Farm Folk/City Folk
Community Farms
Program, The Land
Conservancy of British
Columbia
5.3 | Work with the financial sector to develop a miero
loans program for new small scale farmers.
Constraintsto | 6.1 | Identifynonl N} 6f S f I yR 2y @& KA| Agricultural Land
ValueAdded O9YGSNILINRAS %2ySaé¢ O2dzZ R| Commission
Processing the colocation of agricultural and food system
services.
6.2 | Assist with the establishment of a cooperative hub f¢ Local Food First, BC
smaltscale food processing and storage. Cooperative
Association
6.3 | Conduct a review of Zoning #aw 12000 in light of its| Agricultural Land
impact on the potential for small scale food processi Commission
in Surrey.
6.4 | Lobby the Province to have the income generated frf BC Assessment
on-farm value added processing eligible as farm
income for tax assessment purposes.
6.5 | Encourage local health authorities to work with smal Agricultural Land

scale farmers to relevelop smailkcale foal processing
guidelines that are appropriate for their scale.

Commission, Regional
Health Authorities, Get
Local BC, Fraser Valle
Farm Direct Marketing
Association
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Under 7.1 | Lead by examplesupporting local farmers and Neighbouring
Developed encourage healthy eating at the Local Government | Municipalities
Markets for level.
Local Food 7.2 | Support and encourage farm gate sales in the ALR.| Get Local BC (FF/CF),
Fraser Valley Farm
Direct Marketing
Association
7.3 | Developr O2 YLINBKSy aA @S ¥FI NN BC Association of
and suiteof supportive policies. Farmers Markets
7.4 | Investigate the feasibility of providing property or BC Assessment
business tax benefits to retailers that devote a certa
LISNOSy GF3S 2F GKSANI ad2
produce.
7.5 | Foster broaebased public support and understanding
for localfood and agriculture.
The Non 8.1 | Consider stronger regulations around or penalties fa Agricultural Land
Agricultural the nonl I NR Odzf G dzNF £ dzaS 2 F | Commission
pas 2% 8.2 | Limit homeplate size, scale, and placement in theR.| Agricultural Land
ALR Commission
8.3 | Strengthen enforcement of existing rules pertaining
permitted activities on Al, A2, A3, and other zones i
the ALR.
8.4 | Consider amendments Bylaw 16337 to restrict the | Agricultural Land
use of City water for noagricultural uses in the ALR.| Commission
8.5 | Ensure BC Assessmentdagiewingand monitoing BC Assessment
residents claiming farm class status for tax assessm
purposes.
[ ' YR2 &Yy |9.1| Educate landowners in the ALR about the benefits  Surrey Realtors
Unwillingness leasing land to farmer.
to Allow — . . .
Agricultural 9.2 | Develop additional incentives for allowing the
: icultural f ALR lan [ farm
Use of their agricultural use o and by leegsto farmers
ALR Land 9.3 | Lobby the Province to make changes to the BC Assessment

Assessment Act which would encourage landowners
enter long term leases with farmers.
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Preface Project Genesis and Research Quess

This study was commissioned by the City of Surrey in 26fi€Y, a series of meetings betweedurrey
Mayor Dianne Watts and BrKent Mullinix and Arthur Fallick, Directors at the Institute for Sustainable
Horticulture. During these meetingdMayor Watts shared her interest in increasing the agricultural
dzd A £ AT I G A 2 LR #adds an&iéhtifyiddispeifiz avayshat these lands couldontribute to
economic activity, and create jobs within the municipality.

DAGSY al &2NJ 2| gelissues, thefeséaniBaidstions visked i fhis study were as follows:

1. 2 KFGd Aa GKS KAaG2NER 2F OKIy3aSs f23aX |yR &dzRA

the historic sequence of ALR land development and loss?

| 26 YdzOK 27 {rozhiNddetlized fpragriduliure® dz

3.2KIG FNB GKS F22R LINPRdAzOGA2Y I 220 ONBFGA2Yy> |
ALR lands?

4. What strategies can the City of Surrey employ to support and encourage the growth of
agriculture on their undenilized ALR lands?

N
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1.0 INTRODUCING SURRRY / | w@RHOOD ECTOR

Figurel: { dzZNNB eUnban Agrigwtiiral Landscape in the Regional Context

With a population ofover 474,000 people Surrey is NR& G A & K secdrid daNgé&stintulcipality and

one of the fastest growing in the country. dzZNIN\e&tén§h@ agriculturdhnds, which run geographically

north-south through the heart of a very urbanized municipalédye a unique feature for ity of this

sizethat lead many todescribeit as havingw Rdzl £ & dzZNBOKyF Ni- yOR S RBPR0acoEdINS & Q a
(9,000 hectareg of agricultural lands currentlymake up approximatelyn p:’z 2 F GKS OA (& Q
jurisdictional areaand accounfor about 15% of all thagriculturalland in Metro Vancouvér

Surrey has a long agultural history, as the citgrew up around the pionedamily farms which were
SaidlofAaKSR Ay (GKS FSNIAES bAO2YS{1f YR {SNLISylAyYy
farms, whichproduceda variety of agricultural products, played a key role in what was then a relatively

local agrifood system reliant on rail and shipping to transport goods to marietise Lower Mainland,

Vancouver Islashand interior British Columbia.

By 1940, the comption of the Pattullo Bridge and King George Highway had connectedyStarr
neighbouring municipalities which would eventually fothee Greater Vancouver anBiraser Valley

Regional Distrist This was period ofrapid urbanization and marked the beginng of a trend towards

adzo dzND I Y RS@St 2LIYSy i I YR i KS O2yDBSNBEAZ2Y 27T Y dz
neighbourhoods which became populated by families escaping theehigst of housingn Vancouver

and other municipalitiesThis pattern was reflected across the province, where overall as many as 6,000
hectaresof prime agricultural land were being lost each year to urban and othef.uses

3 BCMinistry of Agriculture and Lands, 2009
4BC Provincial Agricultural Land Commission, 2002
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Urban development of farndnd continuedunabated until 1973,
when the provincialgovernment introduced the dyicultural Land
Commission Actwith the objective of protecting threatened .
farmland in perpetuity. The Act resulted in the creation of Th as_part of creating a_me

. ' ; b - -] sustainable region that can
Agricultural Land ReservgALR) a a LINE GA Yy OA | € Il meet a share of its food needs
agriculture is rvecognllzed as a priority use, farming is encqurageq, locally. This requires a long
nont I NRA Odzf U dzNJ ¢ dZa $aSurdeyNJaproxXovatglyi N term vision and commitment
21,704 acres(8,787 hectareswere designated as part of thé&LR. in view of increased pressure
Despite tlis, howeverthe pressure talevelopfarmland is intense in | to convert agricultural land to
the region, and farmland values are unusually high as a result. Suf 2 U KSNJ dza S&a ®¢
realtors report that ALR land in the municipality sells for $175,00¢  Surrey Sustainability Charter
$200,000 per acre, a price that cannot be justified based b.26
agricdture and make it nearly impossible for new entrants to
farming to attain secure land.

G{ dzZNNB & Qa F 3IN
deserves continued protection

TheLINR EA YA G & 2 Thighlydanhhki&edfetropblifavareas &fers local agriculturalists unique
opportunities for direct marketing and the integration of heNJ I I NXA Odzf G dzZNB Ay G2 (GKS
urban community. Likewise, it endows the City of Surrey with increased capacity to enhance food
security and selgufficiency, to improve population health and nutrition, to strengthen the local
economy, and tadapt to climate change all of which are characteristics of a healthy angrant food

system. At the same time, however, the close proximity of urban and agricultural lands poses serious
threats to the viability of Surrey agriculture and raises unigid-cf £ Sy 3Sa F2NJ §KS YdzyA O
and policy makers, speculation, development pressure, and the high price of farmland being just some

of them. In order to contextualize the issues which will be discussed in the body of the report, this
sectonwift 2dzif AyS {(Se& FIFrOGa | yHzNPAFIEEE & IND DHdzll § dZKNK &  Hzy
a2YS ONRGAOIET A&dadzSa FyR 2LIRNIdzyAdASa FI OAy3 { dzN

5BC Provincial Agricultural Land Commiss2ii02
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{ dzNIN&grc@tédral Capability

SouthwesternB& & 2y S 27T / | y I Ragriedturaffeyidns of lWiNd {(Ra2ONB &&a  + I NA Od
landsrepresent one critical componenEndowed with naturally fertile soils andtemperate climate,

and aided by extensive engineering improvements put in place by the City of Surrey to addresgedraina

YR Ff22RAYy3 AaadsSas {dNNBeQa !'[w Aa OFLFoftS 2F a

Climate and Soils L ]
G FyR OFLIoAfAGE
Surrey;s ALR lands apart of the Pacific Maritime Eezone | determined by assessing both
that exterds along Canada's Pacific Coast. Tigpically have C:!mate ‘Z”d solls. '”h general, th]‘f
over 200 frost free dayand receive 1500mm of precipitation grl(r)nzlte ositig{;n';ezr;r:a :Inn dgetheo
annually due to the influences dhe oceafi. Gleysolic and 50”2 gzvem the type and relativel
OrganieFibri;oI soils dominate Surrey's agricultural land] |oyel ~of management practices
where organic materia accumulate around the surface are§ NBIj dzA NBR ¢ ¢

of the clay within the soil. With proper drainage these soils a

considered prime agricultural land duto the high nutrient MOE Manual: Land Capability
content”’ Classification for Agriculture in B(
p.5

Surveys conducted by the provincial government in the 19
have been used tolcla & A F& GKS ljdz £ Ade@ I 3 NJ&
fryR FOO2NRAY3 (2 GKS a[FyR [/ I Ll thia dlassification dydtetna A F A
lands are assessed orseale ofl ¢ 7 for both climate and soil factors. In general, the rangeuitbble

crops decreases and/or the magement inputs needed increasé®m Class 1 to 4. Class 5 lands are
consideredonly useble for perennial forage or specially adapted crops, Class 6 lfordsustained

natural grazing for livestock, and Class 7 laraimot support either grazing or cultivation.

O O

d.
|.

The system considers botimimproved ratingswhich are based on the conditions that existed at the

time of the soil survey, without irrigation arichproved ratingsg KA OK AYRAOI 4GS (GKS I yI
agriculture after the alleviation of limitations and/or hazards through improvements suchaasage,

irrigation, diking, stone removatiesalinization subsoiling, and the addition of fertilizers or other soil
amendments.

The following series of maps, generated for this study, are based on soil surveys completed by the
Ministry of Agriculture and Food in the 1980s and show unimproved and improved BC Land Capability
F2NJ ! ANR Odzf (0 dzNB NI WMyYLINPERSNI 3{ ogNBNINS@Z0 3! ['W W Ry Ra  f
rating, with some Clas8 unimproved soils in the Mud Bay area and some unimproved Class 5 soils
scattered throughout thenunicipality(SeeMap 1: Unimproved Land Capability for Agriculfure

As illustrated inMap 2: Improved Land Capability for Agricultu@nce improved,the majority of

{ dZNNBeQa az2Aafa FINBE NIXGSR Fd [/t &aa wDyRinglamIood YR | N
control measures put in place on Surrey ALR lands be&e instrumental in achieving improved ratings

for agriculture largely in the Classd3 range, these ardiscussed in the next section (Se24).

8 Agriculture and AgfFoodCanada, 2000a; Environment Canada, 2012
7 Agriculture and AgiFood Canada, 2000b
8 All information in this section fronMinistry of Agriculture and Food, Ministry of Environment, 1983
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Land Capability for Agriculture in the
Surrey ALR (Unimproved)
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Map 1: Unimproved Land Capability for Agriculture in the Surrey ALR
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Land Capability for Agriculture in the
Surrey ALR (Improved)
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Map 2: Improved Land Capability for Agriculture in the Surrey ALR
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Not reflected in these capability ratings are
the impacts of degradation to agriculturand
that has occurred since the data were
collected (over thirty years agp During this
time, the deposition of fill and paving of prime
farmland, both legal and illegal, have
decreased the potential for sdilased
agriculture in many areas of the RLand led
to the widepread nonfarm use of this land
Figure2Y 5S3N} RFGA2Y BF { dzNN
illustrative of this trend, which will be
discussed further in other sections of this
report.

Figure2Y 5S3NJI RFGA2Y 2F { dzN
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Improvementsto Agriculture Lands

Figure3Y 9F NI & Cf22RAYy3 Ay {dNNBaQa ! ANROdzZ GdzNI £ [ 26+ yR
Flood Control Infrastructuré

Flooding has long been an issaféecting{ dzZNNB & T I NI SabEuftural l@ndsdikvithin@tiral & Q &
lowlands separated by three tidal riverthe Serpentine, Nicomekl, and Campb@keeMap 3. Surrey
Flood Plaiph At an average elevation of only 5 to 30 feet above sea level, these lowlands flooded
frequently béore (i 2 R Imdde@ra infrastructure wagut in place

Flood controlefforts6 S3aFy | & SI NI & ated [~ 5y
farmers began building dykes along the Serpentine 3
Nicomekl rivers toallow further cultivation of thefertile
lowlands In'1910,the Surrey Dyking DistritSDD)was developer on the highlands. Thil
for‘me‘d'to bring a more coprd_lr_\ated approach to the effor] | o emphasized at the annua
of individual farmersMostsignificantly, the SDD took on thl  eeting of Surrey Dyking District
construction of two sea damsiver gates which open wher| [where] a resident on 88avenue
tides are low to allow fresh water to flow to Mud Bay, aj y2NIiK 2F CNEQa
close to prevent salt water from migrating up the river inf tremendous flow of water coming
farm land when tides are high. Despite figeand continued| from off the Claytonhillside and
efforts to construct and maintain the dyking infrastructur{ 't a2 FNEBY t 2 NI
flooding persistedin the SerpentineNicomekl lowlandsnto 3/2, g2 y2u I RAU (
the 1990s.Although the fundamental cause of flooding 26y SNJ RSOt NBR®E
iKS t2g¢flyRa sta (GKS | NBF _The Surreyeader FY F YR N
ocean tide levels, accelerated urban development af February 18, 1972
logging in the uplands of Surrey was also contributing
increased frequency and duration of flooding.

G¢KS LINPOESY 644
pt Ay AayQid GKS

9 All information in this section from personal communication witnf Dube and Carrie Baron, City of Surrey
9YIAYSSNAY3I 5SLINILGYSYdE FyR GKS /AGe 2F {dz2NNBe LINBaSyill
[26fyR&E Ct22R /2yGNRBfé¢ FYR a¢KS LYLISYSyidldAaz2y 2F I {
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Surrey Flood Plain
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In 1994, recognizing that municipal support weeded to control flooding and establish a set level of

service that could support and promote agricultural activities within the I&%ffloodplain, the City of

Surrey began a consultation process witthe local agricultural community, the BC Ministry of
Agriculture, the BC Ministry of Environment, local Dyking Districts, and the Department of Fisheries and
Oceansto determine how they would address the issu@gis process led to the implementation,
0SAAYYAYIA AY wmMdhdpTI 2F KSR { GINLISR (/A2/yS0 NBTR  tbhNMROER2SGH(]| £
of Surrey actively planning, designing, and constructing dykes, pump stations, and conveyance
improvements within the lowlands (Sédgure4: Sea Dam (L) and Ditch (R) Construgtion

Figure4: Sea Dam (L) and Ditch (R) Construction

Today, the project is nearing completidith almost all pump stations and dykes installed and only the
conveyances to complete, the system has already delivesigghificant benefits to the lowland
agricultural community by providingreater protection against frequent flood eventaster floodrelief
during periods of heavy rainfadind, according to City staff, rendering essentially the emitd&Rarea
suitably drained for agricultural productiofVhile initial financing for the $45.7 million dollar project
came solely fronThe City of Surreycosts to maintain the infrastructure are now offset by a Drainage
Tax leviedon all Surreyproperties®.

Agricultural Water

{dINNB& Q& FINYSNAE NBf & t®nfeet hdiFany =

operation water meds, as the municipal wataran only be used for

residential purposes.The use of surface water (from ditches ar
watercourses)s governed by the BC Water Adinder the Act, dicense [as&
from the BC Ministry of Environment is raémed for the use of surface
water for irrigation purposes, at a rate of $100/year for an area sma
than 5 hectares(12.35acre9, $150/year for an area § 50 hectares
(12.35¢ 123.5acre9, or $400/year to irrigate 5Giectares(123.5acre9 el
or more*t, Figure5: Irrigation Ditch

O Nonfarm and farm properties pay annual rates of $161 and $105, respectively.
11 BC Ministry of Environment , 2011
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Land Useand Agricultural Productionn the ALR

According to the most current, available data, Surrey is home to approximately 487fat@sf which
are certified organi€.

Berry production,forage and pasture dominate agricultugaioduction in Surey. Berry production is the
second most common agricultural land use, occupying 12% of the ALR and almost one fifth of the ALR
area used for agricultural production. Blueberries are the most common and intensively cultivated berry
crop, and the success tfis crop in local and international markets has a strong bearing on the overall
LISNF 2 NXY I yOS -Bdd edorumNygNAtBolgh thé BCNeberry industry has seen strong growth

in the last sector, it is experiencing challenges. Rapid expansion dieiyeacreage across North
America has pushed blueberry prices down locally and increased international competition.

On a smaller scale, the land also supports a variety of other crops and livestdilk.2: Primary
Agricultural Land Use Activities in the Surrey, pkdides an overview of agricultural land use activities
on Surrey farms in the ALR.

Table2: Primary Agricultural Land Use Activities in the Surrey ALR

Primary Agricultural Land Use Activity Number of | Total Parcel| Total Parcel Percefwt of.Surrey
Parcels Area (acres) Area (ha) ALR in this Use

Forage and Pasture 226 A777 1934 22%
Berries 140 2638 1068 12%
Field Vegetables 113 2087 845 10%
Horse Farms and Stable/Riding Facilities 46 753 305 4%
Beef Cattle 45 1141 462 5%
Nurseries and Tree Farms 35 576 233 3%
Specialty Crops 23 380 154 2%
Dairy Farms 18 1126 456 5%
Poultry Farms 16 227 92 1%
Specialty Livestock 16 148 60 1%
Greenhouse Operations 15 346 140 2%
Agritourism/Crop Preparation or Processing 9 205 83 1%
Sheep/goat farms 8 82 33 0%

Total 710 14487 5865 67%9

Derived from Ministry of Agriculture and Lan@#y of Surrey Agricultural Land Use Inventory 2004

12 Ministry of Agriculture and Lands, 2009
13 Certified Organic Associations of British Columbia, 2011
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l'f 0K2dAK FIENYAYI NBYIFIAYEA Yy AYLRNIIFIYGd O2YLRYySyd =
reveak that farm numbers in the municipality are steadily declining. According to the most recent

| Syadza 27F ! ANROdzZ G4 dzZNBZ FI NY¥SNE YI 1S (iedzhdsd Suregzi  m e’
residents living in the ALRYhich totaled 10,576 people 2006. The number of census reporting farms

has dropped by approximately 30% over the past 20 years, with most losses being of smaisizenhid

farms%. The loss of these smaller ALR parcels to agriculture and the high proportite ofiral

population nd engaged in agriculturare indicative ofone ofthe key threats to agricultural vidly in

Surreythe nonfarm use of ALR land.

The subdivision of agricultural lamgl anotherlong-standing concern for farmers and their advocates in

British ColumBbi ¥ G KS LINPOAYOS gKAOK Aa O2yaARSNBR (2 KI @S
ol &8 AyBod/ {WiNRB& A& y2 SEOS LI AMLSEzoning provisioBs ugeg A y A Y dzY
municipalities to adjudicate subdivision have left it with a higharcelized agricultural landbase with a

large proportion of ALR parcels under fivectares Small farms can be highly productive, ke land

they are situated on isften converted to rural residential use. Good farmland in parcels dfe2flares

or more in the Fraser Valley costs between $50,000 and $100,000 per hectare. Add the permitted house

to a small parcel and the value can escalate enormously. Soaring urban housing costs are increasing the
upward pressure.

Figure6: Primary Land Use Activities in the Surrey A ! £ G K 2 dz3 KsmdlletzpaNEae till valuable
from an agricultural perspective, their relatively

small size haalso made them attractive to non
agriculturalist landowners. 2,827 hectares
(approximaely 32> 0 2 F { d2NNBXeQa ! [ w |
non-agricultural activities,including residential,
institutional, industrial, and commercial use,
hobby farm and recreational use, golf cowsse
and other uses. The fragmentation of farmland
by these residential, aomercial, and industrial
lands uses increases the likelihood of urban/rural
conflicts that compromisehe viability of large
scale, conventional farms:in addition to
vandalism, trespass, increased storm water
drainage, and increased land costs, fon
agricdturalist rural residats not accustomed to
the smells, sounds, and slow moving traffic
associated  with conventional agricultural
production have been known to file nuisance
complaints about neighbouring faritsWhether

M Agriculture (Primary Food Production)

W Agriculture (Forage and Pasture) or not this negative effect alsioold true for smak
Agriculture-Related Activities and Non-Food Crop Production scale farms, however, has not been substantially
® Non-Agricultural Activities investigated.

4 Ministry of Agriculture and Lands, 2009
15 Smith, 1998
16 Curran & Stobbe, 2010
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Through its ties to both local and global food mark&sire@ Q& O dzNNB y (i yeHekileOwar ( dzZNB &
$153 million ingrossannualrevenueand over $37 million in wagemid'’. Data from the 2006 Census of

Agriculture reportthat approximately 4,470 peoplare employed on Surrey farrhavingaveragegross

farm receipts of $314,971higher thanMetro Vancouver($278,306)and BC as a whole ($133,641).

Despite this high average, most Surrey farn®44dor 226 report gross receipts of less th&10,000,
reflective of thehigh incidence of hobby farms which contribute less to the-fgrd economy than
their commercial counterpas:®.

Despite the close proximity tcal consumersY 2 &G 2 F { dz2NNB & Qa Tl NX &

YI N S

standard commaodity channels, including Marketing Boards and indirect sales to wholesalers and
distributors, rather than directly to the consumehrough roadside stands, farmers markets, or

community supported agriculture progransnder a @mmunity Supported AgricultureC[SA program,

O2yadzySNB LIJzZNOKIF &S dakKlkNBa¢g Ay I FENVQa KIFNBSad
for the duration d the growing season. This is widely seen as a mutually beneficial arrangement as it

guarantees the farm a market for its products, provides CSA members with freshaftmvds farmers
and consumers to share risknd fosters relationships between farmanciconsumer)

z
IS~ N P

Qurrey hostsone summerFarmersMl NJ SG | yR 2y f @
487 farms have business licenses to sell their farm products directl
the consumer at the farm gat® Given the growing market for hig
guality, local food in the Lower Mainland, direct marketing is viewed
an area with high growth potential for Surrey farmelsit one that is "'?.JJJ.'.AF»'S-E“-S- |
not likely to thrive withoutanincrease in e availability of locakmalt

scalefacilities for product storage ansmallscaleprocessing

Great holding
property!l  ‘eensTiel

VA%
The high price of farmlands often cited as one of the premie |' '
challenges facing both current and wotld farmers, a situation
mirrored across the Lower Mainland. Today 74% of Surrey farms
owned by the farm operator while the remaining 26% are leasta. |
conversations with Swey Realtors indicate that ALR land is currentlv
valuedat up to $200,000 per acre, or up to $500,000 per acre if itg'ﬁ’;ﬁg%ﬁy ALR land for sale
situated on the urbanrural edge.

17 City of Surrey Economic Development Offi¢il.D)
18 BC Ministry of Agriculture and Lan@909
19 City of Surrey, 2010
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{ dzNIN&grc@téral PolicyEnvironment

Agriculture is a shared federptovincial jurisdiction irCanada. Wha federal level policy and programs
are important,the role of Agriculire and AgriFood Canada and other federal bodigsriented toward
international trade inter-provincial coordination, and subgidegulationthan local food systems and
farm viability, ands notdiscussedurther in this sectionof the report.

Note that this section is summarized in table format ofilp.
Key Provincial Policies and Regulations Affe@ungeyQ a -FoadNElstem

TheLocal Government Act

ThelLocal Government A the primay legislation under which ther8vince delegatesesponsibility

for land use planning, zoning, and control of building and development. It also determines how new
municipalities are created or expanded, the election @ifuncils andBoards, the assessment and
collection of taxes, administration, propertmanagement and spendin@ertain provisions of théct
affectagriculture, includingthose covering community planninghe Agricultural Land Reserve,
development permit areagzoning, nuisance regulations, the removal and deposit of soil, weed and pest
control water use and drainage, and the use of land for agricultural operations. Several of these areas
arediscussed further below.

TheAgricultural Land Commission Act

The Agricultural Land Commission Astthe primary tool used tg N 3
protect farmlandfrom developmentin BC. It appliesto all landif ¢ KS ! [w YR ./ Q
the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR)pravincial zone in which
agriculture is recognized as the priority use, farming is encoura
and r?onagrlcglt.ural uses are controlled?l’he ALR currentl_y. Ydzy A OA LI € AGASaN
comprlse§1} mlllvlon acresof agrlculturval land in British Columbia central and enhanced role inl
{ dZNNE e Qa 21j4%0acfed(8/6Rhectarey, makes up lesq  mplementing a shared vision of
than 1% of the provincial total. 2dzNJ 62NY Ay 3 Iy

founded on the ethics of
The Provincial Agricultural Land Commission (ALC)thés | resource stewardship, and the

independent Provincial agency responsible for administering | need to ensure that theusiness
ALRin favour of agriculture. Its threpronged mandate is to] of agriculture has a secure homsg
preserve agricultural land; to encourage farming in collaboratf Ay . / ®¢

with other communities of interestand to encourage loca
governments, First Nations, the government and its agents
enable and accommodate farm use of agricultural land and U
compatiblewith agriculture in their plans, bylaws and policies

G¢KS LI FyyAy3s
service delivery functions off

-K.B. Miller
ALC Chair, 1998

As a part of this mandatéhe ALC adjudicategquests and questiondecisions related to ALR land use,
subdvision, and exclusion from theeRerve.All landownersrequire Commission approval to inclucte
excludeland in the ALR, subdivide land in the ALR, use land in the ALR ftarmopurposes, or place
fill or remove soil from land in the ALR.dmulti-staged application process, the applicant first submits
their request to their local governmemnwhich completes a report on thapplication and forwards ito

the ALCalongwith its municipalperspective comments and recommgations. The Commission then
receives the application and, after holding meetings with the igppt and determining the potential
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impact that the application may have on agricultugecides whether it will approve or refuse the
application. Although the Commission is the final arbiter of any application, the perspective of the local
or regionalgovernment is taken into account and chave animpacton the final outcome of the case.

TheFarm Practices Protection Act

TheClF N t N} OGAOSa t NG Seyislaes] A - — e o | Od
the right to farm in the AR and on land zoned for farm us] ¢ ®¢ KS ~ LINE A Y OS6
FyR LINPGSOGA FFNNYSNB GKI G | llnkages betweenfarm practices |¢ g Ny
from nuisance lawsuits and nuisance bylaws of Ig protection and planning - for |

his i icularly i . agricultureX [ 2 Ol f 3209
governments. This is a particularly important piece encouraged to consider means withi
legislation for Surrey farmers, who are farming isel | their plans and bylaws to reduce the
proximity to an urban environmengsnon-farm neighbours| 1J2 G Sy G ALt F2NJ £ |y

do not always understand or appreciate the realities of t

sights, smells, sounds, and slow moving traffic associated -Ministry of Agriculture,
working farms. 2012
TheWater Act

The Water Actis the provincial law for managing the diversion and use of provincial water resources.
Under the Actalicense from the BC Ministry of Environment is required for the use of surface water for
irrigation purposes, at a rate of $100/year for an area $endhan Shectares(12.35acre9, $150/year

for an area & 50 hectares(12.35¢ 123.5acreg, or $400/year to irrigate 5@ectares(123.5acre9 or
more.

TheAssessment Act

TheAssessment Adstablishes the framework for property assessment in Brifisfumbia. In general,

GFFNY OflFaa LINPLISNIASA: | NB ratezthan$hahiarm praperfied, arfiNJ Y dzy A
under the Act, land owners who farm all or part of their land must apply to BC Assessment to have their
properties classified as farm for tax purposedJnder current legislation, to be classified as a farm,

1 Land smaller than acresmust earn $10,000 from the salé primary agricultural products

1 Land between 2 10acresmust earn $2,500 from the sale of primangrecultural poducts;

1 Land larger than 18cresmust earn $2,500 plus 5% of the actual value of any farmland in excess
of 4ha from the sale of primarygaicultural products.

Although the preferential tax rates set by BC municipalities for farmers help them cover their costs in

near urban environments where farmland is typically valued at-agicultural rates, it can also

encourage or facilitate the use of valuable commerdamland for hobby farm purposes. In their

I NIAOE S Gl 2008 CIFENXYa Ay YR GKS tNRGSOlA2Yy 2F CI
and VanKooterarguethat a K260& FTIN¥a oSySTAG FNRY ./ Qa Tl @2d
agricultural land, which sets a low threshold for obtaining tax benefits. Indeed, it is clear that potential

hobby farmers seek parcels that provide them the lowest threshold for qualifying for farm class status,
avoiding parcels smaller than 0.8ha that would place thieta the category with the highest taxes as

gStt a 2ySa ANBIFGSNI GKIFIY noén KI GKFG g2dzZ R NBIj dzA
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While the hobby farma can provide amenity benefits such @gen space, viewsand wildlife habitat,
they also make valuable farmland unavailable for commercial agriculture and thus competanvaith
scaleagriculturalists who also seek land within tAeR

Guidelines for Sale of Food at Temporary Markets

The BC Ministry of Healtrand . / Qa I
Authorities, devdop food safety guidelines tha
have animpacton how farmers undertakealue
added processing andlirect marketing. The [§"
provincial & D dzA R Sdr ASAIS of Foods aff
¢ SY L} NI NB 2 adtrésde$ dodd safetyff
concerns associatl with the processing of food4g
in home kitchens and the sale of foods {
temporary food markets (including farmer
markets and farm gate sales).

In general, vendors of low risk foodach as dried
fruit, jam, jelly, pickles, and most baked good
are notrequired to submit an application beforq ¥
commencing sales, whilthe sale of high risk 4
foodssuch as prepared meals, canned vegetab| %
or beans, juice, and processed meagguires the
vendor to contact their local Health Authority an
submit an applicatin. Higher risk foods must bg
processed and packaged imspected and
licensed premises, which can prove challengirfZ”
for smallscalefarmers who lack the economy of

scale that warrants thais necessary to afford th
use or construction of these facilities

ThelLand Titles Act

TheLand TitesAc & | y2GKSNJ {S& LIASOS 2F fS3IratlridAzy FFFSO
system, as it givesiunicipalities (among other groups) tigewer to assess impacts of new subdivisions

on farmland, and to$ Fdza S & dzo RAGAaAz2ya AT GKS RS@St2LIYSyl o
gAGK FI N¥YA y'dBefareJubdivisidn 2agpeoeal is given, the approving officers may require
adequate buffering of farmland from the subdivision or the removal of unnecgssads directed at

the ALR to ensure no unreasonable interference occurs with farm operations.

20BC Centre for Disease Contiebod Protection Services,, 2011
21 Curran and Stobbe, 2010
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Regional Level Policies, Tools, and Programs AffctadmNING 8F00d SyistaniNJA

Metro VancouverRegional Food System Strategy

Metro Vancouverplays arole in supportingthe food systemby
developjng rfzgional agriquture and fopd policy under the direct] « \v &34 2 vyt Ayasng )
2F¥ UKS . 2FNRQa wS3IA2yl ¢ t §Iny taking place at the same time pf U dzZNB
February 2011the Metro Vancouver Board adopted a Regiorl research indicates that the globa
Food System Strategy to address the regional interest in f{ food system is likely to face
issues as part of its commitment to making a sustainable reg] significant changes. Food prices ar
The Strategy provides a framework for creatigay collaborative | rising reflecting a growing demand]
approach to a sustaable, resilient and healthy food system thy for food and constraints on food
will contribute to the welbeing of all residents and the econgm| Production, both in agriculture and
prosperity of the region while conserving our ecological legad fiSheries. Within this context, we

. . . ) have an opportnity to expand the
The plan outlines five major goals: local food supply within Metro

Vancouver if all levels of

f Increase capacity to produce foatbser to home; government, their agencies, food
1 Improve the financial Vlablllty of the food sector; producers and others in the food
1 People makesustainable food choices; aSO0Gi2N) X Oy 13
1 Everyone has access to healthy, culturally diverse {| 9A&iz2y FyR | L3}

affordable food; and,
1 A food system consistent with ecological health Increas
local capacityo produce food

- Metro Vancouver
Regional Food System Strayeg

Metro Vancouver will soon start workingith partners,including
the City of Surrey and other municipal governmentsgéwelop an
Action Plan anddentify priorities to strengthen the local food
system.

MunicipalPolicies, Tools, Programs Affectthg SurreyAgriFood System

With the authority delegated to it under theocal Government Act, Land Titles Act, and Agricultural
Land Commission Athe City of Surrey has developed a number of policies and progrargheitaim
of protecting its agricultural land base and supporting its locatfagd system.

Official Community Plan

{ dZNNBeQa hFFAOALIE [/ 2YYdzyade tftly o6h/t0 A& | adl d:
decisions on planning and land usenagement within the mugipality. The OCP provides a Idegn

vision for the community andwith respect to agriculture2 dzi f Ay S& (GKS Ydzy A OALJ € A
GLINRGSOOGAY3 YR SYKFIYyOAYy3a | INROdzZ G dzNB faniidbKity, y (0 K
AUNBY3IUGKSYAY3 GKS FIENY O02YYdzyAdGes | {iRddivohtoyhis I Ay A
general goal, several elements in the OCP pertain to agriculture, as described below.

S
y 3
Issues and Policies

Sections BB (Promote aggulture as an economic growth sectoand F (Protect agriculture and
agricultural areasputline severalkey policy directions for addressirgricultural and farming issues,
including: (FL.1) pomote compatibility between agricultural andon-agricultural land uses(F1.2)
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maintain agricultural activities (F1.3) enhance agricultural viability(F1.4) coordinate farming and
environmental protection (F1.5) manage water use and drainagand (F1.6) Increase agricultural

awareness and ammunity involvement.

Development Permit Areasd Residential Buffering Adjacent to the ALR

The City of Surrey has been commended by the Ministry of Agriculture, the Agricultural Land

Commission, and the farm community for being the first local governnire®ritish Columbia to use

Development Permit Area (DPA) provisions for the protection of farmland in their Official Community
Under these provisionall properties outside gfbut abutting agricultural zones have been

Plan.

designated a DPA for theurpose of protecting farmingand avy proposed building and subdivision

within this DPA requires the issuance of a developthmeermit by the City of SurreMap 4Y

Development Permit Aredp.35) shows the extent of this area and its geographic relationship to the

ALR The DPA guidelines related to building location and landscape buffering allow Council to exercise

discretion in grating or refusing a permit on a case by case basis.

DPA provisions have since become a key tool for the protection of farmland and farming that allow the

city to control and regulate development with designated areas according to stated goals.

Land Use Dsgnations and Zoning

{ dZNNBeQa h/t 2dzifAySa miNBésRithid
thecityd ¢ KSasS OFGS32NRASa&S Oprovide$hR
basis upon which rezoningpplications, Neighbourhood Concept
Plans andLocal Area Plans can be approwedejected

¢ KS a! 3ANA Odz ésimiddion, svhich isntemleddmaptoted®
areas suitable for griculture, covers a totaérea of approximately
24,700acres(10,000hectaresoro m®p 2 2 F (GKS / A
It is composed largely of the zoneslAGeneral Agriculture Zone) an
A-2 (IntensiveAgriculture Zonewhere mushroom growing and thg
production of confined poultry, livestock, or other fur bearing anim
is allowed in addition to the uses permitted in thelAZong, in

addition to several other zones as showrMap 5: Agricultural Zones
and the Surrey AL(p.36). Note that the Agricultural lad use
designation encompasses, but is not exclusively composed of,
ALR.

Further discussion of the specific provisions of these zowaesbe

found Part Six;: Recommendations

G! INRK Odzt G dzNB

land use in Surrey and a vitg
component of the local
economy. Continuing growth|
of the City creates the
potential for land use conflicts
along the boundaries offg
Agricultural areas. By creating
a Development Permit areal
and guidelines along boundary
of the Agricultural designation,
the Plan intends to minimize)
urban  encroachment on
agricultural land and farming
I OGADAGASE D¢

-Surrey OCP. 227(b
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Surrey's Development Permit Areas
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Agricultural Zones and the Surrey ALR
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Map 5: Agricultural Zones and the Surrey RL
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aLy pn @&SIFNaA X
leader in the protection of its ALR
and in enhancing the productivity,
of this land base. Surrey will
promote urban agriculture and
support susiinable agriculture,
gAGK Y2ad 27
quality food being produced
locally. Fresh and healthy peoplq
will be available to people of all
income levels. Food processin
industries will create local jobs
FYR Ay O2NLJ NI (S
component to the local
SO2y2vYe d¢

-Surrey Sustainability Charter
2008

{ dzNINSsistahability Charter

In September 2008, Surrey City Council unanimously adopted the
Sustainability Charter, a comprehensive framework for
implementing a progressive, 50 year vision for a Sustainable City.
The SustainabilityCharter is a commitment by the City to place
the principles of social, environmental and economic
sustainability atthe foundation of all decisions that the City
makes.

The SustainabilityCharter includes several sustainability goals
related to agriculture and the food system, including supporting
food searity, protecting the agricultural land base, and
developing green procurement policies and sustainable land use
planning and development practices. Overall, its vision, goals, and
scope provide a basis upon which policy and programs to support
a vibrant griculture sector, linked to a sustainable local food
systemwill be developed and implemented.

City of Surreyeconomic Development Strategy

{ dzZNNE8ahdic Development Strate@08)O K I NI OG SNAT Sa G(KS OAGeée | &
identity, S OK 2F @gKAOK FNB &dzLJLI2NISR o6& [/ 2dzyOAt | yR
as playing a key role in a regiongirategy for increased food selufficiency and long term
sustainability, and acknowledges the significant investment that City has made in enhancing the
viability of the agriculture sector through diking and drainage improvements, the creation of the
Agricultural Advisory Committee, and the development of the Surrey Agriculture Plan.

The Economic Developmen§trategy identifies eleven key actions to be led by the Planning and
Development Department and Economic Development Officeontinue to support Surrey agriculture
including:

)l
)l
)l

=a =4

Completing and implementing an Agricultural Developntginategy;

5SaAdyl druidBd I FYGHZRANI YE GAGKAY [/ AdGe adkFTFT
Designating representatives from Planning and Economic Development staff to serve as
members of the gricultural Advisory Committee;

Continuing and expanding various events, programs, andt@gism designed to mmote to

local food and farming;

Encouraging collaboration and cooperation within the farm community; and

Seeking additional funding to assist with aigiod planning and initiatives.
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{ dzZNINEB & Q de andIFNddl Satzirithaizbidry Committee

Tomeetthe challenge of ensuring farm connections to the broader community, Surrey became the first
municipality in the Lower Mainland to establish an Agiture Advisory Committee in 199f 2012, the

I 2YYAGGSSQa GSN¥ya 27F NBTSNBnaae togaBisd thedOit driddd y SR i 2
securityissues The renamedAgriculture and Food Security Advisory CommifeeSACE now made

dzLJ 2F GSy YSYOSNEZX |G fSFrad FAGBS 2F oK2Y NBLINBaSy
agricultural and fod sectors, one represents the Environmental Advisory Committee, andsca€ity

CouncilorThe AASAQas:

Assisted with the development of agricultural policies in the Official Community Plan;

Played an active role in Surrey's land development review gg®cand preparation of

Neighbourhood Plans;

1 Supported investment in a comprehensive flood control strategy for the Nicomekl and
Serpentine watersheds;

1 Promoted initiatives to increase the viability and productivity of farms and the farming
community;

1 Implemented measures to address conflict in the runddan interface;

1 Promoted best agricultural practices for farm operations;

1 Reviewed and made recommendations to Council regarding subdivisiormnirgs, and
development applications in and adjacentthe ALR; and

91 Prepared the Surrey Agricultural Plan.

1
1

City of SurreyAgricultural Plan

In 1999, Surrey released an Agricultural Plan intended to provide a comprehensive framework for
addressing agricultural development issues, resolving untzdn conflicts, and ensuring the lotgrm
viability of agriculture within the municipality.

The gy AyOf dzRSa ol asStAaysS AYVF2NXYIGAZ2Y I 6 2 dzi { dzNJ
recommendations for improving agricultural viability in the city. It advocates that Surrey take a proactive

stance towards agricultural development by providing servioeentives, and encouragemefdr the

farm community Key issue areas and proposed actions, which were developed in consultation with City

staff, the farm community, and the general public, include:

1 Improve a@ricultural viability: increase agricultural lad use efficiency, demand for and
marketing of local agricultural productsnd support for the agricultural sector ihaing
succession planning; and decreaseal-urban conflicts.

1 Reduce ecroachmenon the agricultural land baselecrease the conversin of agrcultural land
to non-farm purposes andhe impact of residential development in the ALR; amdestigate
the impact of ownership of agricultural land by rtarmers.

1 Reduce mecroachment on agcultural operations:investigate recreational accessvildlife
depredation of cropsimprove drainage, irrigation, and flood control, fish habitat protection,
safe farm vehicle movement; andgduce pesticide drift and chemical usage.

1 Develop an agricultural implementation strategy

An implementation plarior the 1999 Agricultural Plan was never completed. The 1999 Plan is now being
reviewed and the preparation of an updated plan is being considered.
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SurreyPolicies and Regulatory Bylaws

Farm Business Licensing

The LINB @A & A 2 ¥aim RPaEticedrot@clion Actprotect agriculturalisi €ight to operate farm

businesses. Thus, unlike all other businesses in the municipality, Surrey farmers are not required to hold

business licenses for their farms. The City of Surrey does, however, require itssfarhteare engaging

in farm gate sales of their products to hold a business license for this enterprise. At the time of writing,
the process and enforcement of these licenses was under review by the AAC and bylaw enforcement

division.

Policyfor Considerig Applications for Exclusion of Land from the Agricultural Land RéPerfiacy 651)

As describegbreviously though the AAC is the final arbiter of a
application for changes to land use in the ALR, the City of St
has the opportunity to provide coments and a recommendatior
to the AAC This municipal perspective is taken into account aj
can impact the final outcome of the case.

In December 2003, Surrey adopted an aggressive set of criter|
use for the evaluation of application®ceived by the City to
exclude land from the ALR. Most notably, the policy include
GO2YLISyal tdAz2y LINAYOALX Soé ¢ K
LINE RdzOG A @S Ol LSALR fad§ & mairfainefl dj
requiring that any exclusion of any ALR lands is offset by
inclusion of an area within the City of Surrey that is twice as |z
as that being excluded

G ¢ KS bfittsypalidyas not
directed at lending support to or
encouraging ALR exclusions nor
its intention to allow the ALR to be

G2LISY SR dzLX F2
This policy is focused on
YFEAYGFEAYyAy3 0K

standing practice of protecting
agricultural lands for agricultural
purposes consistent with the OCP

-Policy 651

Water: Bylaw 16337

Theuse of city water on agricultural parcelgégulated by{ dzNN&ateBilawwhich states

oFor parcels in the agricultural land reserve, the water supplied by the City is for normal use,

except for commerce and industries.

Subject to the availability of water in excess of these

purposes, watemay also be used for other less essential, aestiegtimncing purposes such as

tF oy

In effect, City water can only be used for residential purposes in the #itRrop irrigation or stock
watering Under the current policfarming operation water needsiust bemet with ground or surface

water, which is regulated by the Water Act as described above.
Soil Conservation and Protection Bylaw 16389

Ly 2NRSNJ G2
neighbouring properties storm-water

FYR 3FNRSY ANNAIFGAZ2YS OFNJ 6F3AKAYT

confornty with the

Iy R

LINE { S Ohiase érid 8nsureitiinBtigedplacérdeht fof filNd®es hatzhiids
system operations or municipal
requirements set out by the Agricultural Landn@nission, Surrey requirggermits to be approved

before anydeposition or removal of soil and/or fill from properties within the city. For properties within
the ALR, applications must also be approved at the provincial level, by the ALC.
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Tree Protection Bylaw 16100

In recognition of the environmental and aesthetic benefits

2F dzNbBly F2NBadasz {dzNNBeQa ¢!
intended to reduce the number of trees unnecessarily

removed or damaged by builders or residential
homeowners, and ensure that replacement treese

planted when trees do have to be removed. Under the

bylaw, tree cutting permit applications and fees are

required for the removal of any tree in the city, with

penalties being enforced in instances of raympliance.

Tree cutting on agricultural landalso requires an
arboristQ @port; a sworn affidavit by the owner declaring
that the tree removal is for agricultural purposes and the
agriculture cannot occur on the property unless the site is
cleared; anda sworn affidavit by the owner (within the
ALR)r a restrictive covenant registered on the title of the
lot (outside the ALR stating that there will be no
application for subdivision, rezoning, or development of
the lot for a period of fivewithin the ALR or ten (outside
the ALR) yeardn some ing&ances the campletion of a

Figure8: Tree removapermit posted on ALR raptor study and or lie preparation of a farm plaare
property, summer 2011 also required
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Table3: Key PoliciesTools, and Program&ffecting the Surrey Agtirood Systen{Summary Table)

Policy, Tool, or
Program

Brief Description

Local Government A

The act under which the Province delegates authorities to municipalitie

Agricultural Land
Commission Act

The primary tool used to protect farmland in BC. Its passing resulted in
creation of the Agricultural Land Reserve.

Farm Practices

Legislates the right to farm in BC. Protects farmers using "normal farm

8 |Protection Act practices".
§ Water Act Legislates the management, diversion and use of provincial water reso
E Assessment Act Establishes the framework for property assessment for taxation purpos

Guidelines for Sale dAddresses food safety concerns associated with the processing of food

Food at Temporary |home kitchens and the sale of food at temporary markets.

Markets

Land Titles Act Gives local governments the power refuse, new subdivisions on farmig
8 [Metro Vancouver  |Addresses the regional interest in food issues as part of a commitment
-% Regional Food Syste|making a sustainable region. Provides a framework for taking a collabo
& |Strategy approach to building a sustainable regional food system.

Official Community |A statement of objectives and policies used to guide decisions on plani

Plan and land use management within the city. Includes several elements
pertaining directly to agriculture, including: issues and policies,
development permit areas and residential buffering, and land use
designations and zoning.

Sustainability Chartef A comprehensive framework for implementing a progressive, 50 year v
for a sustinable city. Includes several sustainability goals related to
agriculture.

Economic hdzif AySa GKS /AGeqQa 321K fa G2 ONSB

Development into Surrey to create a healthy business community. Identifies eleven K

Strategy actions to support agriculture.

Agriculture and Food|A committee appointed to establish liaison and maintain communicatio
= Security Advisory between the agricultural community and the City on agricultural and fog
% Committee security issues.
< Agricultural Plan Intended to provide a comprehensive framework for addressing agricul
= development issues, resolving rural-urban conflicts, and ensuring the |

term viability of agriculture within the municipality.

Policy 0-51

Policy for Considering Applications for Exclusion of Land from the ALR.
Requires that any exclusion of any ALR lands is offset by the inclusion
area within the City of Surrey that is twice as large as that being exclud

Bylaw 16337

Water Bylaw. Regulates, among other factors, the use of city water for
agricultural purposes in the Agricultural Land Reserve.

Bylaw 16389

Soil Conservation and Protection Bylaw. Requires permits to be approy
before any depaosition or removal of soil and/or fill from properties withi
the city.

Bylaw 16100

Tree Protection Bylaw. Intended to reduce the number of trees
unnecessarily removed or damaged by builders or residential homeow
and ensure that replacement trees are planted when trees do have to b
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Figure9: Historic and Modern Development of Surrey's ALR (1971 (L) and 2011 (R))

Thepassing of the Agricultural Land CommissioniAd973ushered in a new eraf agricultural land
protection in British Columbia a& moratorium was plaakon development of agricultural landn
Surrey, where approximatel21,704acres(8,787 Hectare3 were designated as part of the provincial
reserve, property owners essentialtyst, overnighttheir legal entittement to develop or use their land
for nonfarm purposes.

Forty years later,ie ALR program hasdeniablyslowed the rate at which agricultural land has been
converted to noragricultural usein the province. Many high profile cases ofcksion approval in
urbanrural fringe areas, however, highlight the reality thattheserve is still being eroded. In some
instances, the ALRasinconveniened but not thwarted landowners and entrepreneussgilling to irvest
time and money ito the political procesmecessaryo have their exclusion requesapproved.

Certainly, withrapid urbanizationand the resultant need for municipal services, a balance between
developing and preserving agricultural land has been difficult to achieve in many cotisuks new
research reveals thpositive impacts thavital agrifood systens haveon our societieseconomies and
environments,however, the protection of agricultural land igmcreasingly being viewed agitically
important. In British Columbia, where agricultural landdarce to begin with, the need to protect what
remains today is articularly acute. Surrey is exemplifying progressive thinking and leadership by
critically examiningthe issue and begiting to employ inrovative and creative strategie® both
manage urban growtlhind fostervibrant agriculture orts arable lands

To assist Planners and pohtyakersin meeting these objectivesISH researchers undertook an
examination ofthe lossandevolutionof landA y  { dagddiBtérad ZandReserve since 1973, with the

specific research goals to descriliee process, sequence, and extent of logtentify trends and

patterns, YR RAAOSNYy AT GKSNB KIF & 0SSy datigh poiyies wnidl Sy RS R
strategies on the ALR.
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Historical RecordsAccessed

Archived documents held at the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) were the first point of inquiry. As
previouslydescribed, the ALC @& independent Provincial agency responsibleddministering the ALR

in favour of agricultureand is the sole adjudicator of applications related to ALR land use, subdivision,
and exclusion from the reserve. All landownéhngrefore require Commission approval to include or
exclude land in the ALR, subdivide land in the ALR, use land in the ALR-fammguurposes, or place

fill or remove soil from land in the ALR.

In the multistaged application process, the applicant first sulsmibeir request to their local
government, which completes a report on the application and forwards it to the ALC along with its
municipatlperspective comments and recommendations. The Commission then receives the application
and, after holding meetings i the applicant and determining the potential impact that the application
may have on agriculture, decides whether it will approve or refuse the application. Although the
Commission is the final arbiter of any application, the perspective of the locatrgoent is taken into
account anccan have an impact ame final outcome of the case.

All records of ALR loss and (legal) land use changes aredhtmnedin the applications made by
landowners to the ALCThese recordsinclude approved and refused applicatiofier inclusion,
exclusion, subdivision, or ndarm use within the ALRapplicationsto place fill or remove soiland
applications ér transportation, utility and reaational trail uses in the ALR that had beebmitted by
land ownes, development groups, local amqovincial governments, or First Natiorsccess to these
historicrecords was gained in two ways

In 2006, the ALC launched an online archive of Commission decisions on ALR applications, publicly
through theirwebsite which contains files associated with applications made for Surrey properties from
20062010%2. These includedfourteen applications for noffarm use; nine applications for
transportation, utility, and recreational use; six applicatioos $ubdivision; one application to deposit

fill; and one joint application for exclusion and inclusion that would result in a net gain to the ALR area.
Records for thesapplications generally includeagies of ALC Staff Reports with information about the
nature of the application and the sulgieproperty, ninutes fromthe ALC raeting held to discuss and
decideon the application, and a copy of the final decision letter sent to the appli€atiier supporting
R20dzySy Gl GA2y 3 Ay Of dzwok gnd ratiorale fot makisfy ih@rdeglestQwinsmdstzo Y A &
cases nbavailable irnthese online records.

For records of applications that predate 2006, only hardcopy archive files were available. Despite
interest in applications of all types, ALC staffrevenly able to retrieve those archive files associated
with exclusion applications from 19%32005.Applications for noffarm use, to place fill or remove sail,
and for transportation, utility and recreational trail uses were not availaBbsed on thidsimitation, it
wasonly possible to completerahistorical analysis of exclusion applications. Although data associated
with other application types ere collected through the online archiveesults were not analyzed for
this study.

22 SeeReferences for URL
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A total of 28applcations for exclusion were reviewéa hardcopy format at the ALThese archive files
typically included all or some of the following documents:

The application by the landowner
City of Surrey reports and recommendations includang Engineering €partment report
describing the cost and feasibility, from an engineering standpoirthe proposed use for the
land; aPlanningDS LJ- NI YSy 4 NBLR2 NI adaSaaiayd GKS LINRBLRALI
Community Plan, Zoning Bwaand general planning mdate; mnutes from AAC meetings at
which the application was discussed (ipphcations from 1995 or later); mutes from City
Council meetings at which the application was discusaad,/ A G & /[ 2dzy OAf Qa NBO2 Y
the ALC to gprove or refuse thapplication;
1 ALC reports and decisions, includiigC Staff Reports with information about the nature of the
subject property (its current use, soil capability for agriculture, surrounding land use, and total
size) minutes from the ALC Meeting held to diss and decide on the application, including ALC
SOl fdz2 GAZ2Y 2F GKS LI NOSt Qa | 3INR Odz pliogosdl 6n & dzA G |
Surrey agriculture; and a copy of the fidacision Letteto the applicant;
1 Minutes from Greater VancouvereBional District meetings at which the application was
discussed
1 Letters of opinion from conceed citizens or citizens groups.

T
1

Historial City of Surrey land use inventories, zoning maps or aerial photography were also considered
pertinent as they mighteveal trends in agricultural and urban land management that the individual ALC
applications would notAlthough retrieving these documents would be useful for evaluating agricultural
land loss rational and patters, it required extensive effort well beytre means and scope of this
project. Ultimately only a 1971 City of Surrey zoning map was available through the Surrey Archives.
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Analysisof Records Collected

A significant challenge to the intended research, as described above, stemmed from thiaafact
historical maps and records related to ALR applications were either incompleta the case of
subdivision or nofiarm use recordsunavailable.From both online records and hardcopy archives,

every attempt was made to collect comprehensive infotiora related to the application, the parcel
FFFSOGSRE GKS /AGe 2F {dNNBeQa NBO2YYSyRIUA2yaxz
instances, however, records were incomplete and we were thus unable to retrieve information related

to all of these &ctors. These gaps in the data made objective analysis difficult and the identification of
consistent trends impossiblé. &4 & dzOK> GKSNBX A& AYyadzFFAOASYld SOARSY
unintended consequences of urban land use policies on #&id®.| Likewise, without the complete data

set it is impossible taomprehensively and conclusivatlentify the determinants of ALR land loss and

change.

A total of 29 exclusion applications were made in Surrey over the 37 year study period, ten of which

were approved and nine of which were approved in part or with conditions. Although this rate of
approval (66%) is relatively high, it was noted that alpligations for exclusion occurred before
5SOSY0SNI HnnoX GKS MRlcyif& Cénsideringk ApQicatios doX Edl@sioraof Land

from the Agricultural Land Reserve (Polieg§100 1 KS aiig2 F2NJ 2y S¢ Lkt AOeo OF
policy wasput in place, there are no records of exclusion applications being made for ALR land in Surrey.

It would appear that this policy has effectively put a moratorium on the exclusion of land, though its

effect on the rate of application for nefarm use, subwvision, soil deposition, transportation, or

boundary adjustments cannot be measured due to a lack of data about these types of applications
before the bylaw came into effect.

Table4 summarizes the subset of applications for ALR properties in Surrey from¢l®2FR0, that the
research was able tanalyze.

Table4: Historic Applications for Surrey AlRRoperties, Reviewed by ISH

1973 - 2005 2006 - 2010 Total
£ ~ c S — c
. S T |S 0 = S T |E w0 =
Application R R _5 sl 82| 9Q|s 5 | 8
Type 2l 2|¢E2a|®|[2|L2|Y%Ea|®
el e|88=|ls| 2| 8|82¢=|s
<|g 8 g <|g 8 g
< <
Exclusion 9 | 10 9 0 1 0 0 0 29
Non-Farm Use 8 0 5 0 13
Subdivision 1 0 4 1 6
Soil Dep05|.t|on Records Not Available L 0 0 0 L
Transportation 4 | 2 2 1 9
Boundary
Adjustment 0] 1 0 0 1
Total] 9 10| o o 15 3 111 2 59
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As a result of the 10 exclusion applications that have been approved in Surrey since 1973, a total of 233
acres(95 hectare® @gSNB f2ad FNRBY GKS !'[wX NBLNBaSyidiay3a |
Compared to the Metro Vancouver regional area, which lost 9% of its ALR landbase in approximately the
same timeframe(Provincial Agricultural Land Conssion, 2011 { dzZNNB & Qa f 2 ave§a OJA L
small

= Metro
Vancouver ALR

B Surrey ALR

B Land Lost
Since 1973

H | and Lost Since
1973

AnEdge Effect

Todeterminethe extent of change to the ALR due to exclusion from 1BFB), the researchers sought
maps of the ALR boundary at its inception in 1973. These maps, howearer,uwavailable from the
City of Surrey or the Agricultural Land Commisslbuastrating likely boundary changes is thus only
possible by mapping the location of properties for which exclusion applications were made 9@y 1
2010, as seen iMap 6 (p.21).

Note the significantt SR3I S tBaf i iBaip Fevealsall historic exclusion applidions (successful

and unsuccessful) were found to have occurred on agricultural properties near thedgeRAlthough

this suggestghat the edge was historically most at risk to exclusion from the, AaRtion is required in

interpreting this to suggesthat it remains as suckoday. As describedthe CA (i @ Q&4 OdzZNNBy i ST¥
preserve agricultural land within the ALR boundary are by all accounts successfelh@és not been a

single successful exclusion application made since the passing of thec2008 2 T2 Naw2y S¢ 0 ¢
Informal conversations with local realtors revealed that current land values are higher at the edge,

which indicates that these propeets may be subject to speculative valuatimnseen as suitable sites

for nonfarm use, though nohecessarily exclusiéh

Map7Y { dzNNB & Qa ! INA Odzf { dzNI-Z010{p 2% way cBeatedybyRISH usinglowrens T | G A 2
City of Surrey GIS data, and hygitizing a hardcopy Planning Department zoning map from 1971. Note

that the area was already highly parcelized before creation of the ALR (1971). Altveugbre not

able to examine ALR applications for subdivision from 18005, this mapwhich illustates the change

in parcel sizewithin{ dzZNNKX& Q&4 F ANA Odzf GdzNI f fFyR o6FasS oFyR ! ]
KAIKEe& LI NOStAT SR ylFidaNBE 2F {d2NNBeQa OdemNByd ! |
subdivision

W
w

2 |nterview with Real Estate Agents (Anonymous). (December 2011)
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ALR Exclusion Applications, 1973 - 2010
116 Ave King Rd
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@ Refused
*Locations indicated are approximate and indicate trends only.

Map 6: ALR Exclusion Applications in Surrey, 192810
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Surrey Agricultural Zoning
and Parcelization, 2010
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Discussion

The research was driven Byy A G A+ GKAY 1 Ay3 GKFEG |y SEFYAYLFGAZY
from the ALR would be a useful line of enquiry if we were to assist Plannepoboygmakersto protect

FYR SyKIFIyOS (GKS | ANAOdzZ GdzN> f fFyR o6FaS Ay GKS Ydzy
under significant threat of exclusion from the ALR through a variety of pressures

The investigation of historical recordevealed, however,that | f § K2 dZ3 K { dzZNNBX&Qa ! [ w .
speculation, the exclusion of these lands is not inevitable. Very few Surrey parcels have, in fact, been

lost to the ALR as a result of exclusion applicatsinse 1973Gary Runka, former General Manger and

then Chair of the Agricultural Land Commission (29935) has described the ALR program as initially
0SAYy3 AYGNRRdzOSR dzy RSNJ (GKS NBO23ayAGA2Y GKFGI daAy
governments were mable or unwilling to hold the line against rezoning agricultural langaitportedly
WKAIKSNI Iy R The Eilly ibfSSNideydzsufpardbty the Agricultural Land Commission and the
provisions of theALC Acthasproven an exception to this rule @shashistorically done an exemplary

job of maintaining the borders of its agricultural land base, and is strongly positioned to continue to do

so into the future.

If a significant amount of land hasot been lost from the ALEen how has itsutilization evolved since
1973? This is the more pertinent question our uqpected finding led us to asknd whichis explored in
greater detail irthe remainderof this report.

24Runka 2006
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3.0UNDERUTILIZEIANDIN THE SURREY ALR

The investigation of historéd change and loss tp dzZNINB &eRdaled tHatexclusion ofALRands poses

a minor threat to the vitality ofi KS Y dzy A OA LJ f dnd a&geralturdl Rl Rasdi suggésey
however, that the more troublingdynamicis occurringinsidethe ALR and igvidenced inthe high
incidence ofii K A & uel-fofrRragriculturalpurposes The most recent land use data available for

the City of Surrey, which comes from an Agricultural Land Use Inventory completed by the Ministry of

Agriculture n 2004, corroborates thisotion and providel a basis from which to evaluate the extent of
the problemtoday. Table5: Utilized and Underutilized Parcels in the Surrey ALR,E2001 Reference
f I yR in2b®and disfingyisbes.beBvéen ose pamels
we consideredii 2 06S dadzyRSNHziAf AT SR T2 NJ I 3 MRhE dahtéxolofids ¢

source not foundRSa ONRA 6 S a

investigation.
Table5: Utilized and Underutilized Parcels in the Surrey ALR, 2004

Number of] loIEYES
Primary Land Use Activity (2004) As Percent o
Parcels Acres |Hectares|
Surrey ALR

Commercial/Service Use 23 481 196 2.1%
Golf Course 26 1,272 51b 5.6%
Hobby Farm 85 450 182  2.0%
Industrial Use 10 297 120 1.3%
Institutional Use 6 66 27 0.3%
Land in Transition 23 273 111 1.2%
Mineral Extraction 1 36 15 0.2%
3 Mobile Home 2 59 24 0.3%
= |NotIn Use 33 293 119 1.3%
‘g Park 47 og7 400  4.3%
S Recreational Use 2 B 40 0.4%
2 |Residential Use 192 840 340 3.7%
Transportation and Communications 27 122 49 0.5%
Unknown 9 143 58 0.6%
Unused Farmland 165 1,83y 744 8.1%
Utility 2 2 1 0.0%
Water Management 13 15 6 0.1%
Wildlife Management 3 229 93 1.0%
Sub-Total (underutilized 669 7,500 3,037 32.9%

T |Agriculture 743 15,208 6,157 66.8%
= |Freshwater Aquaculture 2 % 30 0.3%
5 Sub-Total (utilized) 745] 15282] 6,187] 67.1%

Total 1414 22,783 9,224 100.0%

*This table derived from data from the 2004 Surrey Agricultural Land Use Inventory
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To understand and assess the extent to whiad underutilization of ALR land remains an issudaio
we conducted an inventory of the6® properties covering 7500acres(3,035 hapr approximately 33%
of the total Surrey ALRyhich had been identified as underutilized for agriculture in 2004. Over the
summer of 2011, using combination of roasside visual inspection and aerial photography
interpretation, the following key data was collectéor each of the 69 propertieswithin the area:

 TheLJs NX261fi @ritnary land use, standardized into the categories: Commerciaié8etse,
Golf Course, Industrial Use, Institutional Use, Not in use, Park, Residential Use, Usmased F
Land, Wood Lot, Agricultute Water Management, Wildie Management, Transportation/
Communications, or Unknown.

*Note that any parcels found to haveecome actively farmed since 2004 were subsequently
NEY2BSR FNRBY G(G(KS adGddzRe I NBI Fa (KSe 46SNB y2 2

9 A description of any permanent structures present on plaecels(for example: homes, garages,
outbuildings, drivewaysand sidewalks, barns, commercial buildings, etc), and the approximate
portion of the property they occupied.

1 The general type of agriculture related activities the parcel had the potentiabupport,
standardized into twaategories:

1. Soil based agriculture,

2. Structure based agriculture (including greenhouses/hoop houses, raised beds,
aquaculture, apiculture, or livestock barns), andfood system services (those services
required to support smallscale local agriculture, including pduction and pre
production services, podtarvest services, and digution and supply services).

¢tKA&d RSUSNNAYLFOGA2Y @l & oFaSR dz2kly |y |aasSaaysS
proximity to major intersections, and current use(s). In geheland with an available soil

resource was considered to have potential for any type of agriculture related activity, and land

which was paved or had an otherwise degraded soil base was considered to have potential for
structure based agriculture or falosystem services.

1 The type of remdiation necessary to make the parcalailable to the selected agriculture
related activities, standardized into the categories: Change of las®l clearing gructure
reclamation or developmentjeld preparation, ominimal to none.A complete description of
these can be found on Pag8 (Quality andRemediation of Underutilized Lands

I The portion of theparcel available for agriculturerelated activities(ARAS) recorded as a
percertage of the whole.Recording specifically what portion of each property would be
available for ARAs, rather than simply the total size of the underutilized parcel, allowed us to
make more accurate estimates of land available for future agriculture related activities in our
analysis of the data collected.
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For example fia given property was composed of an unused field, a home, and a small woodlot,
the unused field would be classified as available for ARAmedately), the woodlot as
available for ARAGfter remediatior), and the land base occupied by the home as unavailable
for ARAsFigurelOrepresents this graphically.

Figurel0: Underutilized ALR Parcels (Outlined in Red) and Unusable Land (Outlined in Turqt

As the inventory waseing compiledthe opportunity occasionally arose to speak informally with the
owners of parcels in the study area. These conversationghwd@ntered around their interest ismalt

scale agriculture, their perception of the value (agricultural or otherwise) of their land, and their
2LIAYA2Yya o62dzi RS@GSt2LIVSyld GF1Ay3a LXFOS 2y YR
understanding ofthe issues facing landowners in the ALR; the challenges Surrey would face if it
attempted to increase the incidence of agriculture on these lands; and the potential benefits of doing

So.

In addition to the inventory conducted, a survey package was detivieréhe owners of all parcels in

the study area. The package included of a letter notifying the land owner of the research being
conducted, a six question survey designed to gather additional information about the underutilized land
anditsownership,ah Y @A GF GA2y G2 | &Gl {1SK2ft RSNJ F20dza 3INEP dzLJ
Surrey campus, and a stamped, addressed envelope for respondents to mail completed surveys and
focus group RSVPs back to the researchers. A copy of these documents camdbénfAppendix1

(p.104).

Where possible, the survey was delivered by hand. If this option was not available, surveys were mailed

to parcel owners, whose addresses were retrieved via a BC Assessment title search performed by the
City of Surrey on behalf of ISH researchers.
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Findings
Land Usavithin the Study Area

Of the 669 parcels sueyed by ISH researchers, @@re found to have transitioned into agriculture

AAYyO0S (GKS aAyAadNER 27T | 3INR O8paicdeM&E bt sirvdgdiedause | & O2
we were unalbe to identify their discreet street address or property identification number. These

parcels, classified with the primary Iand usés! I NRA Odzf G dzNB ¢, re$p@fch/erq havﬁabeflz gy €
NEY2@PSR FNBY 2dzNJ +tylfeara +ta GKSe& Olyy2dd 0SS O02yaa

The field work revealed that at least 556 of the parcels which were underutilized for agriculture in 2004
NEYFAYSR dzyRSNHziAf AT SR Ay Hnanmmd ¢KAA |Y2dzyda G2 c

Table6 outlinesthe primary land use classificati@ssignedo the 561 underutilized parcels ariap 8:
Primary Land UsActivitieson Underutilized Parcels in the Surr@iR (2011highlightsthe distribution

of theselands. It is significant to note that the underutilized parcels tend to cluster around ALR edges,
pinch points, andchodes (areasvhere ALR lashprotrudes into norALR land)

Table6: Primary Land Use and Area of Surveyed Parcels in the Surrey ALR (2011)

: w Number of] etatted
Primary Land Use Activity (2011) As Percent o
Parcels Acres |Hectares
Surrey ALR

Commercial/Service Use 21 a7 198 2.1%
" Industrial Use 6 30 2 0.1%
E)J Institutional Use 8 76 31 0.3%
Q(f Not in Use 31 275 111 1.2%
g Park 28 391 158 1.7%
H Residential Use 275 1,645 666 7.2%
= |Unused Farmland 115 1,339 542 5.9%
5 [woodiot 6 43 58| 06%
% Golf Course 27 1,311 531 5.8%
S [water Management 11 in 6| 01%
= [wildlife Management 3 229 93 1.0%
Transportation and Communications 25 114 46 0.5%
Sub-Total (underutilized 556 6,043 2,446 27%
o g Agriculture 30 567 230 2.5%
|j—: &) Unknown 83 891 361 3.9%

°Z Sub-Total (other 113 1,458 590 6%
Total (all surveyed parcel$) 669 7,500 3,037 33%

*Table derived from ISH field work data and Ministry of Agriculture and LaCitysof Surrey Agricultural Land U:
Inventory 2004

**Note that these "other parcels" were removed from the study area and not considered in our calculus ¢
underutilized for agriculture in 2011
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Primary Land Use on Underutilized Parcels
in the Surrey ALR (2011)

Legend
Underutilized ALR Parcels

Primary Land Use Activity, 2011
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Map 8: Primary Land UsActivitieson Underutilized Parcels in the SurréyLR (2011)
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Figurel2: Size of Underutilized Parce FigurellY h gy SNARAKALI 2F ! yRSNZ

Ay { dZNNBdQa ! ALR by Number of Parcels (2010
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{ dzNINIBde@tiized ALRparcels aretypically small in size, with 50% beingares(2.4 hectare$ or
smaller and 78% being l#cres (5 hectareg or smaller.Figure 12: Size of Underutilized Parcels in
{ dzZNNXB & Q ) illustfates tite wistribution of parcel size.

While the majoriy of underutilized parcels (approximatedp%) are privately owned, a small number

are owned by public institutions includingatCity of Surrey, the Surrey School Board, the Provincial
Government, and BC Hydro (s€igurellY h gy SNEKAL) 2F | yRSNYzi AlyAT SR
Number of Parcels (20))0 Most of these parcels are currently public parks with varying levels of
development. None of the underutilized parcels are federally owned.

{ dzNNIbde@tiized ALR Lan{l® Institute for Sustainable Horticulture 2013Rage56 of 128



Usable area of Under Utilized Lands

The field work revealed a total @043 acres (2446 ha) of currently underutilized agricultural land on
556 parcels in the Surrey ALBome parcels within the underutilized ALR land, irolydthose
categorized a¥Voodlot, Not in Use, and Unused Farmlaack largely undeveloped and thus usable for
agriculture in their entiretyNot all parcels, however, are necessarily available or suitablegioculture
related activities in their entirky.

Figurel3: Example golf course (L) and permanent structure (R) on ALR Land

Buildings, residences, or other structuvesre typically found on parcels used for commercial, industrial,
institutional, and residential purposes. These structures, though technically impermanent, effectively
render portions of each property not aanable to agriculture or food system services in the near term
future. Other property features such as driveways and ditches further reduce the amount of land
available for agricultureThe portion of underutilied land occupied by structureand other feaures

such as driveways and ditcheshich was calculated to be approximated5 acres(334 hg, was
therefore subtracted fronour estimation oftotal underutilized are®.

Although we do not condone the use of ALR land for golf courses, based on a lack of available
information aboutinto the feasibility and cost of converting Golf Courses back into agricultural land, the
1,312acres(531 hectareg of Surrey ALR land thatdarrently occupiedy Golf Coursewas subtracted

from the total underutilized area.

25This was calculated by multiplying the estimated percent of the parcel occupied by permanent structures and
other features such as ditches and drivewags iecorded during the field work) by the area of the whole parcel.
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Figurel4: Serpentine Fen Wildlife Management Area

Some noragricultural land uses, includingfater Management Areas, Wildlife Management Areas, and
Transportation and Communication corridoese unlikely to be utilized for agriculture because they
ddzLILIR2 NI AYLRNIFYy(d SO02a2adGSY 2NJ AYFTNI a0 NWzOGdzNB &8
agricultural communitiesThese areas, which together atitute 357 acres(144 ha), were considered

permanently alienated from agriculture and their area vedsosubtracted from the total underutilized

area.

In conversation with the Manager of Parks Planning at the City of Surrey, it was determined that
Colerook park, which comprises a number of undeveloped city owned parcels categorized as

dzy RSNz Af AT SR F2NJ [ ANRKROdzZ GdzNB Ay wnmwmI gl a atlas
alatdSNItftlryé 6KSY YdzyAOALI f 0 dzRBHBdies @6 ha)Sarelplahhetif | 6 f S
to be preserved for agricultural use while the remaining area will be developed for recreational and
wildlife purposes. As such, all but 18.5 acres (46 ha) from the Colebrook Park lands were considered
permanently alienatedrdm agriculture and were subtracted from the total underutilized area.

Subtracting the parcels or parcel portions described above from the total amount of underutilized ALR
land allowed us to conservatilyeestimate that approximately3,339 acres (1,351 ha) of { dzZNNK & Q a
currently underutilized ALRIand could be used for agricultur®ap 9: Primary Land Use Activities on
Underutilized Parcels Usable for Agriculture in the Surrey281R)(on p59, illustrates the distribution

of those underutilized parels in the Surrey ALR on which some portion or the tmta of the parcel is
potentially available for agriculture.
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Primary Land Use on Underutilized Parcels
Usable for Agriculture in the Surrey ALR (2011)
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Map 9: Primary Land Use Activities on Underutilized Parcels Usable for Agriculture in the Surrey #
(2011)
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Quality andRemediation of Underutilized Lands

The assessment of agriculturgiotential 2 y { dzNNB & Q& dzy R S biddziletetl durirgRhe ! [ w  LJI
field work, did not include any soil sampling and was largely based on the identification of permanent
structures or natural features which would prohibit fuéuagricultural activities from taking place on the

land. Based on BCLI soil surveys (st 2: Improved Land Capability for Agricultupage22) and the

extensive improvements thathe City of Surrey hamade to agricultural lands throughyking and

drainaged { F®oddontrol Infrastructuge  LRAHISs presumed that standard field preparation and

soil building activitiesf@¢r example composting, liming, tillinggtc.) will be sufficient to bring most of the
underutilized ALR lanthat is available for agriculturiato production. These activities are standard to

any agricultural enterprise and welithin the econonic and means of a startup farming operation.

Beyondstandard field preparation and sahhancementhat would be requred to bring any land into
production however, approximately 1,237 acres (500 hectareg of the underutilized land that is
available for agriculturevere noted during the field work to require some more intensive form of land
remediationbefore they couldbe put into productior®. Generalized categories of remediation include
change of use, land clearin@gnd strudure reclamation or developmentThe challenges and, if
applicable, costs associated with each kind of remediation are discussed below.

Change of use

A change of use involves converting in
agricultural use those portions of propertie
currently used fora nonagriculturalpurposes The |
most common noragricultural uses in  thisjs
category include: hobby farms, truck parking, ar®
residential or commercial lawns. The willingness|
the landowner to engage their land in agricultunf®
rather than its current noragricultural use is the
biggest barrier to this type of remediation taking
place. For many land owners, a more feasib
alternative to farming their land themselves woulf
be leasing or licensing their land to a farmer on
annual basis. This will be discussed further belo

2
s

FigurelsY / 2 YYSNIDA I €
remediation

At
LINE LIS NI &

Land ckaring

Land clearing involves the remediation of offaemed parcels which are nhow unmanaged and ever

grown with brush and scrub, as well as the clearing of woodlots. A number of companies in the Lower
Mainland and Fraser Valley provide tree cutting antlalearing services, and their cost varies from
approximately $00 ¢ 15,000 per acre, depending on a variety of factors including tree density and

AA1 8> dzyRSNENRGGK RSyardes FyR fFyR F008aad ¢KS |/
bylaw would also apply to any land clearing activity taking place in the ALR. Permits would need to be
obtained by the land owner before any trees were felled.

26 Note that this land is not considered permanently alienated from agriculture and therefore the landbase it
represents is included in the analysis which follows in forthcoming seaticth® report
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Recognizing that existing forested arezm, if properly managed, bsignificant carbon sirgk(natural

reservois that accumulateand store carbo)) a further investigation of the feasibility of alternative

forest management practices such as agroforestry or selective logging is warranted to determine best
practices for minimizing the environmentdLJ- OG 2 F fFyR Of SI NAy 3 2y { dzZNNB

Structure reclamation or development

Some parcels were assessed to be only suitable
food system services or structure base
agriculture, because of lack of soil or s(
degradation. These parcelsggenerally would
require  appropriate  structures such a g
greenhouses, hoop houses or raised e be |l s S
built and soil imported. In some instances, priS. S e, .
existing abandoned buildings on the property mé
be able to be reclaimed for use in a food syste
services capacity.

The costs associated with this category of la
remediation are highly variablend dependent
upon the specific project and design implementg =
on the site. Successful structure based agricur[uIEiAgurela Land available for the development of structure
could takea form assimple as raised bedsuilt on  pased agriculture

marginal soil, or small unheated hoophouses

which cost $@00¢ 7,00Q or as intensive akilly

lit, heated, vented, and irrigated greeahse which

can cost many millions to establish.

Likewise, food system services infrastructure can be as simple as settiadg-anmers Markebn an

unused parking lot or as complex as the proposed rmilik 2y R2f f I NJ abSg / AG& al NJ
been proposed for Vancouver, which is planned to include a farmers market, cold storage facilities, a
processing facility, food retailand research and development facilities to support the continued
developnent of a local food systefh

Real Estate Value of Underutilized ALR

During course of our fieldwork we noted many parcels in the ALR for sale and represented by real estate
agencies. To further understand the dynamics of ALR land valuation we queriedeélters
representing five parcels, ranging from 1.35 acres to 2.2 acres (average 1.79) in size that were for sale.
Asking price for these parcels ranged from $850,000 to $2,280,000, with an average price of $1,416,000,
or $790,179 per acre.

These realtos reported, however, that small parcel ALR land was generally valued even higher, at
$175,000 to $200,000 per acre, and that location within the ALR greatly influenced valuation. The
existence of dwellings and other structures on the land was reporteéh¢oease ALR land value,
although not as significantly as proximity to urban development. ALR lands near the ago@ulture

27Local Food First, 2011
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edge were reported to be valued far in excess of lands located deeper in the ALR, with Aiklian
interface lands, without stretural improvements, reportedly valued at $500,000 or more per acre.

This level of valuation, one source noted, was not limited to very small parcels only, referencing one 4.6

acre property with a small 46 year old house listing for $2.2 million. Additioit was relayed to us that

YIye 2F {dNNBeQa avrftf 1 [w fFryRa NS 062dzaKG 6A0K
institutions, and as such often purchased for investment by entities with no intention of residing (or
farming) there. All five rdeors interviewed concurred that no small lot ALR parcel (20 acres or less) in

{ dZNNB& Aa Go62dzaKG 2 NJ a2 f-utbanfeageJALRIaNd valdef isiwmeidBvocally y R |
based on the expectation of future exclusion from the ALR and subsequesibgenent.
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Findings- Landowner Survey and Focus Group

FortyF2dzNJ 2F pcm adz2NBSea FRYAYAaAaGdSNBR (2 2¢6ySNAR 27
completed (7.6% return rate). The majority of respondents (96%) were from property owners for whom

the parcel is principally a family or individual residenFewer than 5% of respondents indicated that

the property was owned by a corporation or business, and no survey respondents indicated ownership

by a government, cooperative, community trust, or developer. Therefore, while data is not
representative of l types of ownership (for example we know from other sources that 11% of parcels

are owned by municipal government and 4% by the Provincial Governmerfjgaell: Ownership of

' YyRSNHzGAE AT SRt | byduBibedof Rastels{(20NGS) &t @5 Bkely! vpryvrepresentative

of the residential owner segment.

The survey results corroborate our field work findings that this land is highly underutilized for
commercial agriculture, with respondents reporting a variety of -agnicultural uses within th
OFGS3T2NRASE & NB NSRRI VICAREEZE I YORO deadkyyReS&ES f 2 LISRE @ a2 &
agricultural activities on their property (32%) generate under $10,000 in gross annual revenue, primarily
with forage or pasture, not food crop productiofhe data indicate that these respondents generally

lease their land to another party, and benefit from the farm class tax status that this arrangement
affords.

wSEaALRYRSY(GaQ SELX Yl GAZ2Yyd 2F pMEddalibla S SANI LIN
FT2NJ | ANRK Odzf  dzNJ f I OG A detkiohirfeiest Nd 36% of survey respondent flry R2 ¢
training in farmingd o ¢’ 0 X K Slack bf dRflengeIr\thd (owners of underutilized
economic profitability of farming o /&> 0 X | Y R (belef | parcels in the Surrey ALR

that their land is not suitable for agriculturé86%). These threq indicated tha they lack the
barriers are reflective of the attitudes and perspectives that t| interest  andfor  skills
researchers encountered when the opportunity arose to spe] —Necessary to farm their land.
casually with landowners as the field work was completed.

Despite their overall lack of knowledge of or confidence in agriculture, 39% of respondents indicated
GKS@ | NB af A S fabw thetinddeasad 8B theirplogettydfar agiichlture (specifically,
for the production of food crops), suggesting that genuine potential to bring this land into agriculture
does exist. The respondent indicated that a range of potential policies, amsgyror support networks
would incentivize them to allow the increased use of their land for agricultural production. These
include: improved tax incentives (48% support), subsidies for land remediation (30%), subsidized utility
rates (25%), a network tooanect landowners to landeeking farmers (23%), municipal support for
landowners entering into lease agreements with tenant farmers (18%), risk free lease with tenant
farmers guaranteed by municipal government (16%), agricultural training for landow2(@¥s),(and a
mandated minimum level of agricultural activity on land zoned Al or ALR (11%).

¢CKS F20dz& 3INRdzL) KSEfR |G YglyidtSy t2f&SIOKwWAO | yA
attended by six owners of underutilized land in the Surrey ALfRr Afesenting an overview of the

research questions and results to that point, these stakeholders were engaged in a discussion around

the questions:

1 Are you interested in farming your land or leasing it to a farmer?
1  What currently prevents or discouraggou from farming your land or leasing it to a farmer?
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1 What would you need /what would encourage you to do agriculture on your land? What,
specifically, could the City of Surrey offer that would support you?

T 1ra GKS S@SyAy3aQa Rdéhangedzodr banibn dn th&agricNiial Sotértial G A 2 v
of your land or interest in seeing it farming®d,

1 Do you believe that smalbt, localscale, direcimarket agriculture sector in Surrey is possible?

Participantsrepresented a range of age, backgnol) and interest in agriculture. All shared a concern for
gKIFG GKS& alg¢g a Fy AYONBIl &Ay 3-agéculErtlBuipozds/including a dza S
the illegal dumping of fill and parking of transport trucks. Most participants saw feasihilihe option

of leasing their land to farmers, but expressed concerns related to ensuring the farmer was reliable,
whether or not the rent would justify any inconveniences associated with their use of the land, and in
general how they would administehé lease and their relationship with the farmer.

Two of the participants hoped to farm their land themselves in the future, but lacked the knowledge and
experience of how to do so. They expressed interest in working further with ISH or the City oftSurrey
implement an agricultural enterprise on their land.

For more details, tabulated survey results can be founfigpendix2 (p.108) and Focus Group meeting
minutes can be found iAppendix3 (p.111).
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Discussion

The field work revealed that there are approximatélyp43 acres (2,446 haf underutilized land in

{ dzNINJB &3¢Ba9 atrds W ;851 haf which could feasibly be used for agriculture. This sddaure is

equivalent to approximatelg5: 2 F (G KS Ydzy A OA LI f A& Q& Sinedidsfuch [ w |
land as Surrey currently has inrbg production, and cold host71 average sized farms if it weraore

spatially contiguou.

While thisareaalone is undoubtedly significant from an agricultural perspectivegtiablethat the field

62N)] SEIFIYAYSR 2yté GKz2a$ LI NDOSt a fidias undenitfizedhiy { dzNNJ
2004, updating the available historic data with their current use and potential for agriculture. Not
included in the survey was any land that was classified in 2004 as being used for commercial agriculture

but which could have siecbecome underutilized. While conducting the field work, researchers did

notice parcels where this hagccurred, but did not record the data as it was beydhd scope of the

study. Additionally, as noted in the Findings sectiantotal of 83 parcels intte study area were not

surveyed because we were unable to identify their discreet street address or property identification
number. These parcels together make up an additional 890 acres (360 ha) of potentially underutilized

land that was not included inus calculus.

Bringing this lad into agricultural productionhowever,will be challenging to for a variety of reasons.
As the survey and focus group, as well as informal discussions with landowners revealed, there is a high
incidence of ownership of thee parcels by noeagriculturalists with a wide range of interestillingness

and abilityto make their land available to farmers or take up farming themselves. On many parcels,
degradation has made sdibsed agriculture impossible, but the costs asdedawith developing
structure based alternatives mdpe prohibitive to landowners in the short term.

That being said, the amount of land thiatavailable represents a significant untapped resource for the
City of Surrg with enormous potential fronfood production, economic, and job creation perspective
While thea dzy' A O A LJ- fplannigg@anceii hidtofically has been the loss of ALRttatite reserve

our evaluation of ALR records and field analysis of underutilized ALRidemdisied that the greater
threat to agricultural viabilityn Surreyis nonfarm use of parcelsithin the ALRand its valuation being
much higher than that justified by agriculture.

After 40 years2 ¥ G KS | [ w LINRIE paickés: and Sratdgiasiiafeyping effective in

protecting and preserving the large parcels of agricultural land, but the smaller parcels, particularly
those on the edge, are increasingly under threat of speculation, and loss to agriculture, but not
necessarily to the ALRhis finding sggests that current planning strategies and policies have been
AYFRSIljdzh S 2NJ AyadzZFFAOASY(H G2 adGAYdZ I GS 2N YAy
Addressng the issue will require a shift the approach taken for agricultural land mayement and

protection in which municipalities are seen as key players who are supported by, but not solely
dependent on, the Agricultural Land Reserve Program,doing could yield significaneconomic and

community benefits

The potential of this landand the strategies Surrey can employ to catalyze its realization, will be
explored in the following sections of this report.

28 Average farm size in Surrey is 19.1ha, as reported by Statistics Canada in the 2006 Census of Agriculture.
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4.0 AGRICULTURAL POTENTIAL O w UNRERUTILIZED ALARND

LocatScale,Humantintensive! 3 NA Odzf § dzNJ f

{ OSY I NA 2 &

To convey the inherent agricultural potential of different types and conditions of Surrey small parcel ALR lands thiak our fie
study revealed, we developed five illustrative sceos These scenarios we designate as 1) Mfarons, 2) Smalcale
Farms, 3) Mieécale Farms and/or Community Farms, 4) StruetBesed Agriculture and 5) Local Algod System Services.

Some of these scenarios are appropriate for only one parcel type while others might be appropriate for differing parcel size

and types. We offer that all these scenarios reflect realistic, feasible ways for underutilized small lot ALR land$btdecontri
to the realization of a substantial local afgbd sector in Surrey, and collectively represent valuable and/or necessary
elements of a localegional agrfood system. It is noteworthy thahased onour field assessment findings, very few small

parcel AR land types cannot be matched to one or more scenario (singly or in combination) and put meaningfully to loca

food crop production. Finally these scenarios are not intended to be prescriptive or delimiting in any way, rather tleey are t
suggest realisti, transformative ways for these lands to be farm lands, as they are intended and designated to be, again.
The table below provides an overview ibie five scenariod Y R G KS ljdzr yGAdl G§ASS | yR
underutilized lands thifit within each. The following sectismescribe each in more detail.

lj dzt

Agricultural Scenario Land Size Land Type Nl @ LEIEL e

Parcels Acres | Hectares

Mi F . leq Arabl
icro Farm 0.5 acres or leds rable 16 5 5
Small Scale Farm 0.5-2 acres Arable 58 75 30
Mid-Scale Farm or Community FafmOver 2 acres Arable 334 3.230 1,307

Structure Based Agriculture or Fo .

System Services Any size | Non-Arable 14 29 12
Totals 422 3,339 1,351

FT2N { dZNNK & Q

VRONUZIAL AT SR '[w [FYyRa&

Agricultural Best Practices

A3 N O dzfisinoaNii single greatest source of human damage to the global environmeFiat damage takes
number of forms: erosion and salinization of soils; deforestatiertilizer runoff loss of biodiversity; fresh wate
scarcity; and agrochemical pollution of water an@® A f ® ¢

12

-Richard Heinberg
apn aAftfAzy CI NJ
Perhaps no other field sees such a dichotomy between methods of production as agriculture. Given the intensit
debate, the City of Surrey needs to consider carefully what type of agmialfitactices it can and does promote ai
restrict in its policies, bylaws, and programs, especially as it relates to bringing currently underutilized ALR I3
production. By strategically promotingg agricultural practices that third parties haverdeted minimize negative
énUirbn%én@ﬁmpﬁ: > G %é%&%é&n @nfancé é’&’)‘&%@lﬁ SAvices capacity of farms, Surrey has the pd
configure this agriculture to contribute to community health and vitality, economic wealth, and its greenhosig
emissions reductions targets.

Popular and academic literature is rich with information about agricultural practices which are the best choice
health of consumers, the protection and enhancement of the environment, and the sustainability ofyistedhs, and

many certifications are available for farmers seeking tpiatty recognition approval of the efarm practices they
employ.

Further resources on these best practices can be found in the following recommended sources and guidelines:

UN FACCIlimate Smart Agriculture

Canadian Organic Growers

Local Food Plus

Biodynamic Farming and Gardening Association
Salmon Safe

Food Alliance

f
il
f
il
il

f

Rather than describe specific recommended production techniques, the scenarios presented in thisaregzased
2yte 2y Fy laadzyLhiizy GKFdG ySé FINya 2y {dNNBeQa
production for the local and regional markets, rather than for national or international markets), and human intg
(more relant on human labour, hand tools, and small machines and less on extensive and expensive mechaniz
this type of agricultures highly compatible with small spaces and pelhian agricultural areas.
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http://www.fao.org/climatechange/climatesmart/en/
http://www.cog.ca/
http://www.localfoodplus.ca/
https://www.biodynamics.com/
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Small Lot toMicro Farm This scenario includes the very smallest scale commercial farms, which are highly suited to urban-a This scale of agriculture is best suited to direct marketing at farmers markets, or to re
urban locations where growing space is limited and the market is in close proximity to the farm. Be: customers through a comumity supported agriculture program. A farmer may cultivate a sir

I Farm Sizender 0.5acres choices for this scale of agriculture aher a diversified mix of annual vegetable crops (including be plot of this size, or choose to farm multiple small plots which together make up a larger agrict
Y Land TypeArable herbs, leafy greens, peas, and tomatoes) or a single, high value and easily marketed annual crop ~enterprise. Either option requires little in the way of stap capital, could emply one half to full
sprouts, salad greens, or garlic). Labour is done by hand, minimizing the aeezkgensive farm time farmer, and can be profitable within the first year.
equipment.

AGRICULTURAL POTENTIAL IN EXISTING, UNDERUTILIZED SURREY LOTS:
Approximately 16 parcels, each with fewer than half an acre of underutilized usable, arable land, currently exist ineth@ISRrThe parcels generafiglude residences, hobby farms, and commercial properties. Together, they constitute ¢
hectares (Gacres) of usable underutilized agricultural land. Landowners with this amount available for agriculture may choose tinéanseives or lease/licese it to a farmer to use on a two to five year basis.

Figurel7: Before (Small Lotand After (Micro Farm)

SUnflower Sprouts |

WVIW
‘Myurbanfarm.ca

“drven
ea
75, ‘9 JI"y zou

week. Keep Cool

MICRO FARM CASE EXAMPLE: @Gitgekcresc Kelowna BC MICRO FARM CASE EXAMPLE: My Urbanddemcouver BC

When Curtis Stone, a former Montreal musician, began farming in 2009 with no agricultural experience and little in the Chris Thoreau of My Urban Farm grows sunflower, buckwheat, and pea sprouts on agproxmategqlaa)ﬁdeet (/20tr
tryRX 0KS YSt2gylz ./ NBaARSyd FR2ZLIWUSR UKS f{technioal, easyd-Y'I { of antadre} F ledsed lahdyirdthed&an of ¥aneb¥varyGler X S0k Brawmg $edsbhKthekidy ofetationy employ:
learn and inexpensiv-implement vegetable farming system that makes it possible to earn significant income from GAYS FTYR 2yS KIFIfF GAYS adr¥F FyR 3ISYSNI (iSa I 02 defisalesta
ol &a5a dzyRSNJ Iy FONB Ay &aAilSé¢ 62KIFGU&A {tLbX HnmmO dyafis] two Vancouver farmers markets, through two local produce distributamd, in several grocery stores and restaurar
that together make up about three quarters of an acre of growing space. Stone grows mixed organic vegetables for htto://mvurbanfarm.drupalaardens.com

CSA program, eight restaurants, and one farmers market, and generates over $50,000 per year in revenue.

http://www.greencityacres.comhttp://spinfarming.com/
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Large OCCUpIed_Ot to SmalkscaleFarm At 0.5¢ 2 acres this is a common size for human intensive, organic farms producing for the This scale of agriculture is best suited to direct marketing at farmers markets, or to re

market. Best crop choices for this scale of agriculture are a diversified mix of annual veg customers through a community supported agriculture program. Most labour is done by t
crops (including beets, carrots, herbs, leafy greens, peas, garlic, and)b®éth enough space, minimizing theneed for expensive farm machinery. In the first few years, this scale of -
small flock of free range laying hens can also be incorporated into the business model. could generate between $50,000 and $100,000 in annual revenue.

9 Farm Sized.5¢ 2 acres
1 Land TypeArable

AGRICULTURAL POTENTIAL IN EXISTING, UNDERUTILIZED SURREY LOTS:
Approximately 5&arcels with 0.5 2 acresof underutilized usable, arable land, currently exist in the Surrey ALR. They generally iesidénces, hobby farms, and commercial properties. Together, they constfipteximately 3thectares(75 acre9

of usable underutilized aaricultural land. Landowners with this amount available for aariculture mav choose to farm il mskeasdicense it to a farmer on a two to five vear basis.

Figurel8: Before (Large Lot) and After (Small Scale Farm)

SMALL SCALE FARM CASE EXAMPLE: RootdowqHeamierton, BC

Rootdown Organic Farm is a two acre organic farm located in the Pembertey,\BC. In additiort
to vegetables and eggs which are sold through a community supported agriculture progré
farmers markets in Pemberton, Squamish, and Vancouver, and to several local restar
w22(iR26y CIFNY Ffaz2 27T7FSNi&h clhstontetshecdnmitité puk:Basing
whole or half pig in the spring by making a deposit. The farmer can then put the deposit towal
cost of raising the pig. In the fall the remaining cost is paid when the pig is butchered and deli"
http://rootdownfarm.net/

SMALL SCALE FARM CASE EXAMPLE: Cropthormd_Bdrmar, BC

Cropthorne Farm is run by sisters Lydia and Rachel Ryall, who lease a two and a half acre p/
0KSANI LI NByiaQ asSgSyie FASS | ONB LI NOSt A
and interests, Lydia manages the farm and their farnerimship program, while Rachet
orchestrates the marketing of their forty types of organic vegetables and free range eggs thrc
community supported agriculture program and at several Lower Mainland farmers mar'
http://cropthornefarm.wordpress.com/
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Large, Unoccupied Lot thlid-
Scale Farm or Community Far|

1 Farm Size:
Over 2acres
1 Land TypeArable

At this scale (over twacre9 two or more full time farmers, in addition to part time labour during harvest season, are needed to farm the land. @atedypowned farm of this scale, cropaibe can include
both high and mieralue vegetables, which could be complimented by a small flock of free range laying hens or other small livestock stelvrasagbis. A small scale orchard would also be feasible at
scale. Direct sales at tharfn gate or farmers markets, to local restaurants and institutions, or to regular customers through a community suppartgaii@gprogram, are all viable marketing strategies.

With more land available, farms of this scale could be based on thefdnffiOG A 2y I t aO2YYdzyAdle& FIFN¥é Y2RSE GKSNB (G(KS fFyR Aa K§odB,al
community group or caperative oversees agreements governing the use of the land, and its agricultural uses are sharednfiyunity of farmers. While monetary profit is necessary to the survivi
community farms, it is not usually their main goal. Community farms work to protect and develop local farming capaciippthefslocal, sustainably produced food, and thlggieultural land base. Som
community farms incorporate residential development and agricutN® f  § SR St SYSy da Ayd2 GKSANI RSaA3ays AyOf dzZRAy 3 SR dzOrmiankl foyrev
farmers to use on ahort term basis as a laungtad for their farming careers and businesses.

The Community Farms Program, which is jointly delivered by FarmFolk/CityFolk and The Land Conservancy of BC, currenthyoseippan 20 community farms in BC by providingrimition and resources
for community farm stakeholders through a web page, a network, roundtable and other meetings, and personal contact. Hme alsmbrings landowners, farmers, and local communities together to 1
new community farmgCommunity Farms Program, 2009)

AGRICULTURAL POTENTIAL IN EXISTING, UNDERUTILIZED SURREY LOTS:
Approximately 34 parcels with over 2cresof underutilized usable, arable land currently exist in the Surrey ALR. They generally include overgrown or unuseadiedtdspfimstitutions/businesses, municipal parks, or unused areas of reside
properties. Together, they constitutge307hectares(3,230acreg of usable underutilized agricultural land. Landowners with this amount available for agriculture may choose to farrsetwesior lease to a farmen a minimum ten year basis.

Figurel9: Before (Large Lotand After (MidScale Farm or Community Farm)

!

{ dzNNIde@tiized ALR Lan{i® Institute for Sustainable Horticulture 2013Rage70 of 128



MID SCALE FARM CASE EXAMPLE: Glen Valley Orgebbiossford, BC

Managed by farmers Chris Bodnar and Jeremy Pitchford, Glen Valley Organic farm is known for its organic fruit, veg
and eggs which are grown on twelve and a halesin the Fraser Valley. With a larger farm comes the need for additiol
labour andequipment; Glen Valley employs two full time and five half time employees, who make use of two small tra
a large washing station, a walk in cooler and freezer, as well as storage area for harvested crops. Bodnar and Pitehfc
the land at an anual rate of $3,500. The farm generates approximately $60,000 in annual revenue.

COMMUNITYARM CASE EXAMPLE: Horse Cakemunity Farm G®p¢ Lone Butte, BC

Horse Lake Community Farm-Qgerative is an agricultural emp operating on 13&icresof heritage farm property in the
South Caribou region of BC, where increasing development pressure is leading to the develapohesntbdivision of
agricultural land and sensitive waterfront areas. Theofas run by a board of directors, and the property currently leas
to member farmers who have over 30 years of experience in cooperative agriculture and use the land to raigé\ete
organic vegetables, sheep, cattle, and poultry. The property is also used for retreats, agricultural workshops, anc
educational and fundraising events. TheeZ£aJQa 3JI21f Aa ad2 LINRBGISOG |yR RSO
re2 dzNOS&asx G23SGKSNJ gAGK OdzZf GAGFGAYT Iy SGKAOFIT |yR K7
http://www.horselakefarmcoop.ca/

MID SCALE FARM CASE EXAMPLE: Apple Annie Qrthagley, BC

Apple AnnieOrchard is a four acre orchard in Langley, BC, owned and managed by retired Professor Jim Rahe. By
niche market in rare and heritage apple varieties, not available in grocery stores, Rahe has successfully developed ¢
regular customers whoeturn annually to buy apples from his farm gate. Rahe and his wife put in approximately 35
per week of work on the orchard to generate $31,000 annually, or an hourly rate af 32%or their own labour.

JUST MINUTES FROM DOWNTOWN BURLINGTON

COMMUNITYARM CASE EXAMPLE: The Intervale Cenezmont, USA

The Intervale is a nationaligcognized centre for sustainable agriculture and a unigue community resource for farmers
NBaARSyia Ay (KS dzNI Ay 3i2y> #SN¥2yi NBIA2Yy®d® ¢KS /S
greenhouses, irrigation and storage fa@t to small independent farms, a twear business planning program that help
Vermont farm operations improve their viability, a farméd- yF 3SR aC22R | dzo¢ GKIF G |33
local vegetables, fruits, meats, eggs, cheeses and spepiaducts, a conservation nursery growing native riparian tre
and shrubs for conservation projects statewide, as well as community consulting, lands stewardship initiatives
O2YYdzyAl& 2dziNBI OK AYyAUGALl (A DS are produStikeNpricLfiurat land, Bcredse acdeSsN
local, organic food, compost and other soil amendments, and protect water quality through organic waste manageme
AUGNBIY 0 y(Indkla Gentne] 2014)2 v €

http://www.intervale.org/
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Non-Arable Land tdStructure Based Agriculture Even in agricultural areas, some parcels have marginal soils, have been paved over, or

1 Farm Size: Any size
1 Land Type: Noarable

other reasons no longer arable. Although these parcels are not suitable for traditional fari
they still can still play a valuable role in the local fgod system by supporting structure
based agriculture or food system services. Under a strudbaeed agriculture scenario, crof
are grown in raised beds, greenhouses, or hoop houses (unheated greenhouses) in im
soil. Over time, soil importation can Inginimized by establishing esite composting.

Figure20: Before (Truck Parking Laénd After (Hoophouse Farming)
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For hoop houses and greenhouses, heat loving crops such as cucumbers, egc
peppers, and tomatoes are the best choitey G KS [ 26SNJ al Ayt y
also have the opportunity to use agricultural structures as season extension tools whic
allow them to grow and harvest fresh crops all year round. This type of agriculture is
suited to direct marketig at farmers markets or to local restaurantmstitutions, or
processors.

AGRICULTURAL POTENTIAL IN EXISTING, UNDERUTILIZED SURI

Approximately 14 properties with underutilized namable land currently
SEAAG Ay { dzNNBeé Qa -draple dreast cdidifuliekes
constitute 29 acres (12 hectares) of usable, underutilized agricultural |
The most common current use of these lands is vehicle or transport t
parking.

In this scenario, a truck parking lot has been converted into a structure
based agricultug site based on hoop houses growing hating crops in
raised beds. Higher staup costs associated with the building «
infrastructure associated with this type of agriculture lend it to be me
suitable to farming by the landowner, or by a tenant famon a
minimum seven year lease.
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Nor-Arable Land to Fod System Services Nonarable parcels can also be used to support the range of serviceisfaastructure that are required to sustain an enhanced small scale local agriculture sector. These include:

1 Farm Size: Any size
1 Land Type: Noarable 1 Production and preproduction services (composting, equipment sales and repair, and agricultural supplies retail);

1 Postharvest services (food pecessing and storage facilities; distribution and supply facilities such as terminal markets, farmers markets, and Imtailfetudes);
1 Agriculture extension and education centres

Some of these enterprises could be managed by an individual athiées are more suited to management by a community organization, institution, or government agency.

AGRICULTURAL POTENTIAL IN EXISTING, UNDERUTILIZEL
LOTS:

As described above, approximately 14 properties with underutili;
nonarable landcurrg it @ SEA &G Ay { dzNNB2 Qa
arable areas constitute they constitute 29 acres (12 hectares
usable, underutilized agricultural land. The most common curr
use of these lands is vehicle or transport truck parking.

In this scenarioan abandoned gas station has been converted int
local food market which sells produce from neighbouring farr
Higher startup costs associated with this type of scenario lend it
be more suitable to be undertaken by the landowner, by a long te
tenant, or by an institutional body.

Note that food system services are best suited to lands zoned
agricultural industries {A Agro Industrial Zone in Surrey), which ¢
generally located in close proximity to but not on valuable farmla
In this way services are accessible to the agricultural community
the industrial use does not compete with agriculture for scar
arable land. Only in instances where structinased agriculture is
not an option on norarable land should these services |
establB KSR 2y LI NOSta 6AGKAY GK
proximity to major roadways, small size, and jepasting structure
make it more suitable to use in a food system services capacity
a structure based agriculture capacity.
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STRUCUTRE BASED AGRICULTURE CASE EXAMPLE: SOLEacBaver, BC

SOLEfood Farm, established in 2009 by the charit
organization United We Can, is an urban, communi“;{'
based farm consisting of hundreds of planters built on ’
dzydzZa SR K208t LI NJAy3a €20
Downtown East Side. In exchange for altaythe farm to [
use the parking lot, the hotel owners receive a tax brelg#
on city property taxes. The farm provides training ags
employment opportunities to neighbourhood resident;
who plant, maintain, and harvest food from the farm. T
locally grown fod is sold to restaurants, at farmer
markets and when possible, supplied to communi .4
organizations with similar aims of improvinjgg
YSAIK0o2d2NK22R F22R &S OdzNj
success in its first three seasons has led to the plan
expansion of te operation in 2012 to include twdg
additional farm sites and expanded markets ar
employment.http://1sole.wordpress.com/

FOOD SYSTEM SERVICES CASE EXAMPLE:
Farmers Markets

FOOD SYSTEM SERVICES CASE EXAMPLE:
Sustainable Agriculture Tool Lending Libragyyorth Carolina, USA

SurreyQ drban Farmers Markets
held once a weekhroughout the
summer. Market vendors, who
directly grow, raise, create or make
the items they sell, come from
Surrey and other areas in Metro
Vancouver or the Fraser Valley
CEFNXY¥SNEQ YINJ]Si
cities, including Vancouver which
boasts five wekly summer markets
and one weekly winter market,
speaks to the potential for growth
and expansion of the Surrey
FIENYSNDa YIN]S
a longer season.
http://www.surreymarket.org/
http://www.eatlocal.org/

STRUCUTRE BASED AGRICULTURE CASE EXAMPLE: Growiktj\wawkere, Wisconsin

GrowingPower is an American neor-profit organization
and land trust which teaches people to grow, procef
market, and distribute food in a sustainable manner. Th
AYGSNYyFaGAz2ylLrtte NBy26ySR
two acre farm and agriculture demonstiah site in
Milwaukee, Wisconsin, that includes six greenhouses 4 -
nine hoop houses growing vegetables and freshwater ff
in a structurebased aquaponics system. The site alf
incorporates an apiary with 14 beehives; three poult
hoop houses with layinggens and ducks; outdoor pens f
livestock including goats and turkeys; a sophistica

worm castings, and compost to the community. Under tiy®
intensive and incredibly productive growing systemn
Growing Power founder Will Allen estimates that the site
generates $5/square foot in revenue, or2800 per acre
(Allen, 2011)http://www.growingpower.org/

FOOD SYSTEM SERVICES CASE EXAMPLE:
The Seattle Farm COp ¢ Seattle, Washington

DS2NES hQbSlIf

Owensby, beginner farmers in
North Carolina, US, developed
The Sustainable Agriculture

The Seattle Farm @ is a
community-based project
supplying urban farmers in the
Seattle area. The eop focuses on

Tool Lending Library when obtaining supplies such as anima
they realized how difficult it feed, fertilizers, mulch, seeds, etc.,
was for new farmers to rent or from local and sustainable
buy equipment for their farms. sources, and saving money
Together with ten other through cooperative purchasing.
farmers, they formed a The growing organization, which is

cooperative to buy farm tools
together. The lending library
uses a shared calendar to
manage who gets what tool
when, and collects annual
membership fees that are used
to maintain the current tool

inventory and  collectively
purchase dditional tools.

currently  run  entirely by
volunteers, aims to become a
place for urban farmers and other
community members to share
tools, information, and resources,
take classes, and more.
http://www.seattlefarmcoop.com/
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5.0 ECONOMICIOB CREATIO&Nhd FOOD PROVISIGRITENTIAL C { | w9 |, Q
UNDERUTILIZED ALAND

4

f
L

%

S

L

Recent interest in local food and agriculture has sparked many investigations into the potential for re
localizedfood systens to make substantial contributions to the economies in which they are situated.
WSTFNBE& hQl N RSaONAROSa diKdeRe L#RAISNYGIS( f C ANIDORA YO GX
that local food systems can increase busines®vation and entrepreneurship; result in secigpecific
SO2y2YA0O INRSUKT F2aGSNI NBIA2ylLf S0O02y2YAO0 RS@St2L
direct marketing channels such as farmers markets and -fzata sales as especially critigaéces @

these systemsasthey allow most, if not all, of sales revenue to be retained in and multiplied through

the local economy.

We developed a static analysis based on small scale, hu 5 x NEOG al NJ S
intensive?, direct market® agriculture to evaluate and illustrate the |s favoured by many sma|
LR2OaSyuAlt 2F {d2NNBeQa dzy RSNMzl A scale farmers as it allow
economy and satisfy Surrey reside@its OdzNNBy G O2 y & them to capture a largef
commonly consumed fruits, vegetables, and animal products. AKFNB 2F (KS

and therefore achieve &
higher return on their crop
sales. Direct Marketing ca
be done through a variety
of channels, including:

02

VS
< T
Uy D¢

Theeconomic and job creatioanalysis consists of the lfowing four
production scenarios of sma#icale, humasintensive, direcimarket
agriculture, which were applied across three land akernatives:one
acre of underutilized ALR land, City of Surrey owned underutilized
land (280 acres), and all undditized ALRand within Surrey (3,339

acres): Farm gate sales;

Road side stands;

1
o . 1
9 Scenario 1: Mixed Production 1 U-pick operations:
1
1

The production of the following 29 fruit and vegetable croy
honey, and 2 animal products: apples, asparagus, beets, [
peppers, broccoli, Brussels sprouts, cabbage, carr
cadiflower, Chinese cabbage, cucumbers, eggs, garlic, ho
hazelnuts, kale, lamb, lettuce, pak choy, pears, pole bea
potatoes, pumpkins, radishes, snow peas, spinach, sweet G l
table grapes, turnips, tomatoes, yellow onions, and zucchini

Farmers markets;
Community supported
agriculture schemes;
and,
Farmto-institution or
farm-to-restaurant
programs.

22 Human intensive refers to production methods that rely more on human labour, hand tools, and small @sachin
and less on extensive and expensive mechanization.

30 Direct marketing refers to the practice of farmers selling their products directly to the consumer, rather than
through a broker, packing house, wholesaler, or grocer.
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I Scenario 2Labour Intensive Production
The production of the following tehighlylabour intensive crops: spinach, carrots, snow peas,
turnips, tomatoes, apples, beets, garlic, radishes, bell peppers.

1 Scenario 3: Highly Profitable Crop Production
The production 6 the following ten highly profitable crops: spinach, pak choy, snow peas,
Chinese cabbage, beets, pumpkins, cabbage, radishes, turnips, carrots.

1 Scenario 4: Production Based on Consumption
The production of the following ten highly consumed productsapmés, eggs, apples, lettuces,
onions, tomatoes, carrots, cabbage, table grapes, cucumbers

Note that the crops used in these scenarios were selected because they can be grown in Surrey soils and
climate and are suitable for cultivation on small parcelslarid. Furthermore, these crops are
representative of a Canadian diet, and can be expected to be eaten by Surrey residents. Although these
factors make the crops appropriate choices for the analysis presented herein, they do not constitute an
exhaustive lisof possible products that could be produced and sold by agriculturalists in Surrey.

¢2 AffdzaAaGNIGS GKS LRGSYydAFt 2F { d2NNBeé&Qa dzy RSNYzi A
products commonly consumed by Surrey and Lower Mainland residéam® production and food
consumption data were applied to a scenario of the production cd@Tculturalproducts for fresh food

provisioning on a seasonal basis (6 months/yearjhe total available underutilized lands

The source of data and methodsed in these analyses are described in theofalhg two sections.
Results and discussion follow
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Methodology Used for Calculating the Economic Potential of Underutilized Land in the
Surrey ALR

Assumptions
Thefindings of this report are subject toisinterpretation if used outside of the context of the following
underlying assumptions.

Farm Type:the analysis is based on small scale, human intensive, direct market farm businesses.
Human intensive refers to production methods that rely more on hutadnour, hand tools, and small
machines and less on extensive and expensive mechanization. Direct marketing refers to the practice of
farmers selling their products directly to the consumer, rather than through a broker, packing house,
wholesaler, or groae We assume that OwnéDperators have the skills and ability to grow, and market
their food to customers.

Access to LandfFarm land is assumed to be accessed through a lease, rather than ownéaimp.
businesses may use several ragygregated parcels.

Return to Owner-Operator: Farm OwnerOperators are assumed to do all the management and
marketing associated with the farm business, gatherremunerationfrom net farm revenue.

Agricultural Production MethodsNo specififarmingY S K2 R & dzOKO €l A ad 2 NiEldgy SR® C
discussion on this issue, refer to the text mxpage 66.

Start-Up and Capital Coststart up and capital costs were not included because the purpose was not to
present a starup feasibility analysis. Rather, it was to meta static analysis of the potential job
creation, revenue generation, and food production that could result once currently underutilized land
was brought into production. Furthermore, the small scale, human intensive, direct market farm
businesses thatre the basis of this analysis require little in the way of stgrinfrastructure.

Prices:Many supply and demand factors influence the price of local produce, including consumer
preference and education, institutional purchasing, income levels, numbéarmers, infrastructure,

etc. It was beyond the scope of this project, however, to utilize a dynamic price model that takes into

I 002dzyit G(GKSaS FIOU2NAR® LyadaSIRE ¢S dzasS | aidladAao o
ALR will sell their pducts through direct markets at a similar price to a retail price. Under a direct
marketing system, the farmer captures 100% of the sale price of their products. Farmers may do this
through channels such as consumer supported agriculture (weekly boxapnsyjr farmers' markets,

delivery services, etc. Any additional costs associated with these marketing tactics would come out of

the farm profits.

Estimation of Available Underutilized ALR Larlde complete methodology for estimating the amount

of undertilized land potentially available for agriculture in Surrey can be found in Chapter Three of this
report and should be read and understood before reading the following analysis. Important to note here
is that:

9 The estimation is conservative. Because weemgnable to visievery parcel in the study area
the figure used in this report may underestimate the amount of underutilized land potentially
available for agriculture by as much as 25¥e Chapter 3 for more details.

i Land needed on farms for driveway$encing, and structures is accounted for in the
methodology of estimating available underutilized land. It is subtracted from the underutilized
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land area potentially available for agriculture that is used in this anafysesChapter 3 for more
details

Data Used
The primary sources of data used in this analysis were:

9 Agricultural enterprise budgets (both single enterprise and mixed enterprise budgets).
Agricultural enterprise budgets are produced by government and agricultural extension agencies
and egimate the expected inputs, expenses, yields, and revenue of various farm products.

9 Price datavas gathered byhe Institute for Sustainable Horticulture in 2009 and 2011.

Enterprise Budgets:

The following crogspecific data was obtained from the entergeibudgets, as described in more detail
below: yield, variable costs of production, fixed costs of production, and labour hours.

Every effort was made to obtain and use the most recent enterprise budgets from southwest British
Columbia (BC Ministry of A@ridzf (G dzNB Q& tf I yyAy3d F2NI t NPFAG aSNRS&vL
2F {dINNBeQa LINBPBRdAzOGAZ2Y SYyOBANRYYSyild O2yRAGAZYEAD ¢ |
available for farm production costs. In instances where budgets from southweshBEiblumbia were

not available, we selected enterprise budgets from climatiesittyilar locations including Vancouver

Island (Planning for ProfjtDregon, and Marylanguniversity extension publications). Where these were

not available, budgets from e&sn regions were used. A complete listing of the enterprise budgets
consulted for each crop and animal product is provided in the references section of this report. Where
enterprise budgets were used from American soureesconverted adjusted budgetdures based on

the annual exchange ta given by the Bank of Candda

Recognizing the inherent variability in farming yields we decreased referenced enterprise budget yield
values by 15% in order to have higher levels of confidence in our calculationlsri$jrwve increased
costs of production values by 10% from those offered in the enterprise budgets we referenced in order
to have higher levels of confidence in our calculations.

Yield per Unit Area (Pounds per Acre):

1 Radish yield was expressed in bunchreshe enterprise budgets. We converted it to pounds
dZAAy3 GKS F2NXYdzZ Y M o0dzyOK I' nodtp fod oFaSR 2y
tdzof AOFGA2Yy d2SA3aKGa FyR tNrROSaaSR ,AStRa 2F C

1 Corn yiell was expressed in ears in the enterprise budgets. We converted it to pounds using the
F2NX¥dzZE Y M SIENIT nodyofoa FOO2NRAYy3I (2 t dzZNRdzS
HAMM O0G{ dz2LISNER ¢SSO {6SSG / 2Ny /td2018A03H NI 9 @I £ dzl G A

9 Yield values obtained from the literature for all crops considered in this study were reduced by
15% to arrive at a conservative estimate, as described above. Apple, pear and grape yield values
obtained from the literature were decreased by an additib 50% based on observations that
optimal tree fruit yields may not be attainable in the Lower Mainland.

1 SeeTable8 (p.82) for a full breakdown of yield values used in the analysis.

31 Available ahttp://www.bankofcanada.ca/rates/exchange/exchangatesin-pdf/
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Variable Costs of Production per Unit Area (Dollars per Acre):

9 This cost category generally includes field labour (produdtiosh harvest) and crop production
costs (seeds, fertilizer/lime/manure, pest management and control, fuel, machinery, repairs and
maintenance, transport, irrigation, wildlife control, and packaging).

1 We assume that farm OwnéDperatois garnerremunerationfrom net farm revenue

1 Variable costs of production were adjusted to 2011 dollars using the consumer price index.

1 As stated above, variable cost of production values obtained from the literature were increased
by 10% in order to arrive at a conservatesimate.

1 SeeTable8 (p.82) for a full breakdown of véable costs used in the analysis.

Labor hourgalculations Expressed as Full Time Equivatdrield Labour (FHEL)

1 FTEFL is a unit of field labour, which includes only crop/product planting, tending, and
harvesting. The category does not include f®gpent on marketing and management of the
farm business by the Own&perator. If production budgets included any marketing and
management labour hours, we subtracted them from the total.

91 Labour requirements fokale andpak doy were sourced from a Mgland enterprise budget as
data on these crops was not available from British Columbia. Labour requirements for all other
crop and animal products used in the analysis were sourced from Ministry of Agriculture
Planning for Profit publicationdata on radhes was sourced from an Oregon enterprise
budget.

1 Field labour requirements were reported in a variety of formats in the enterprise budgets, some
of which needed to be converted to total labour hours as follows:

o Direct Hours: if the enterprise budget iicdted the total number of hours needed to
produce crop, these values were used as presented.

o0 Piece Rate: if the enterprise budget reported field labour costs as piece rate, we derived
the total labour hours by assuming a $12/hour base wage.

0 Labour Costand Labour Wages: if the enterprise budget indicated total labour cost and
the hourly wage, we derived the total labour hours by dividing labour costs by the
hourly wage.

9 Labour hours were summed for each unique scenario presented in the analysis, arsattedn
G2 &€C€9 dzyAlla A& oFaSR 2y nn K2dz2NB 2F g2NJ LIS
1,920 hours per year). Note that, although the H#IEcalculus allows comparison of the
employment potential of agriculture to other industries, it does niake into account the
seasonal nature of agricultural employment.

1 Labour data available in the literature are likely reflective of operations with a higher level of
mechanization and therefore may underestimate labor required for more humtmsive
farming enterprises.

f As stated above, Owndr LISNI G2 NR& I 062dzNJ Aad y2d AyOf dzZRSR A
the FTEFL unit, and therefore an additional unit of labour, Full Time Equivaje@wner
Operator (FTEhh 0 61 &8 RSNAOGSR F2NJ dzaSihg ANARSGKYIYySBAG A
for further details.

1 SeeTable8 (p.82) for a full breakdown of labour hours used in the analysis.
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Fixed Costs of Productionrggnit Area (Dollars per Acre):

1

= =

=a =

Fixed cost values including accounting and legal, bank charges, insurance, utilities, unallocated
repair and maintenance, auto expenses, office supplies and postage, telepuhanall tools
and supplies, were derived from /

+S3SiGro6ft S

aAyAaidNB
hLISNIF GA2YyY Cdz €

2F
t N2 RdzOG A 2y ¢

I INA Odzf G dzNB  t f
6 R

arrive at an estimate of fixed costs on a per acre basis, which were applied to all crogg.equal
We assume that some fixed costs (accounting and legal, bank charges, insurance, office supplies
and postage, and telephone) are incurred independently of farm size, and therefore the
calculation for fixed cost/acre for the 1 acre scenario is diffetiah that for other scenarios.

Table7 summarizes the fixed costs included in the analysis.
GKS FAESR ONBOAA G2y &L WK
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these operations. Furthermore, thenalysis is based on a small scale, human intensive model of
agriculture that requiredittle infrastructure, a low level of mechanization, and is done on leased

land, and would therefore not be subject to these fixed costs.
FYRE/I BESNB2 Y@ KR & gziDX 224RSE R
GSNBE F2N) 0KS YIyl3ISNRa

az/ . X
0 dzR3 S

9L =2

0SOldzas
& lassumbldhak faima

OwnerOperators garnerremunerationfrom net farm revenue, which would not be subject to

these fees.

LYY
AGAF

YYAY
Ly f
KS ¢
adar

Afixed cost per acre of $1,000 was included for land rent. This value is considered high in light
of our conversations with small scale farmers in the region, and approximations of lease rates

FT2NJ O2YLJ Nl of S
CIFNYSNE Ay

I 3 NR Odzf (i dzNB

1l 0020aF2NRe o6VY22L)vlyas

scale keeps our estimates conservative.
Fixed costs of production were adjusted to 2011 dollars using the consumer price index.
As described above, all variable costs of production values obtained from the literature were

increased by 10% in order to arrive at conservative findings.

Table7: Summary of Fixed Costs Used in Analysis*

dz@réng NewdSanallA ScdeS R
HAMAUL O |

Fixed Cost/Acre fo| Fixed Cost/Acrd

Scenarios 5 Acrey  for 1 Acre

and Over Scenario
Acounting and Legal $ 189| $ 946
Bank Charges $ 63| $ 315
Insurance $ 263| $ 1,314
Rent* $ 1,051 $ 1,051
Utilities $ 630] $ 630
Unallocated Repairs and Maintenangeb 210 $ 210
Auto Expenses $ 252] $ 252
Office Supplies and Postage $ 200| $ 998
Telephone $ 252| $ 1,261
Small Tools and Supplies $ 525| $ 525
Total Per Acre Fixed Codt$ 3,636 $ 7,503
Plus 10% Adjustmet$ 3,999] $ 8,253

*Rent value derived from "Supporting New Small Scale Farmers in Abbotsford"

(Koopmans 2010) and annecdotal evidence. All other values derived from "Planr
for Profit: Five Acre Mixed Vegetable Operation: Full Production" (BC Ministry of
Agriculture 2008) and adjusted to 2011 using the consumer price index.
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Derived Data

1 Gross income per unit argealculated as follows:
a8 ABHO

Oi €08 O¢ 49— . —=
owi Q0 &

9 Contribution Margin per unit are@alculated as follows:

60 O £¢Dd ©é G QOO Qi

1 Return to OwneOperator per unit area,calculated as
follows:

YQO ®ifED € QIN Q1 @O €1
Ol ¢ DE wé i Qoo d Qi
0QdEQ 0 i

I OwnerOperator hours per unit area: expressed as H
Time Equivalent OwnerOperator (FTHO)

Any small scale operation will reqeimanagement hours
to develop the business and oversee direct marketis
Because enterprise budgets used to estimate farm lab
requirements did not always include the labour associat
with this aspect of farming, farm Own&perator labour
was added tahese scenarios. Based on the demands 0
humartintensive, direct market production system, it wa
assumed that one Full Time EquivalenDwnerOperator
would be required per five acres in production.

9 Job creation potential: expressed as Full Time Edgiv
Total (FTE Total) and calculated as follows:

OYOE O GO YA € 6 |

Water and Revenue
GenerationPotential in Surrey

Cost and availability of wate
for crop and stock irrigatior
has been identified as
significant  barrier to the
establishment of farms on
currently underutilized ALR
parcels in  Surrey. Th
availability of City water within
the ALR is currently restricte
to essential residential ang
limited agricultural
applications; and the cost o
broadening its agricultura
availability is  significant
Further discussion of thes
limitations, and potential
policy and programmatid
solutions, can be found or
page92.

Note, however, that (with the
exception of four crops: apples
hazelnuts, pears, and radisheg
the cost of irrigation is
included in the variable cost
of production used in the
forthcoming scenarios, ang
that the variable costs of
production have been
increased by 10% to accour
for the potentially high cost of
water in Surrey.

OYOU € Qi Qi wo € i

Table8 (p.82) offers a summary of all crop production and economic data collected from the literature,

the field work, and derived for use in the analysis that follows.
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Table8: Summary ofCropProductionData Used in the Analysis

Labour Yield Gross Revenu{ Variable Cost

Crop or Animal Produc] Required (Pounds/ | (Dollars/ Acre)| (Dollars/ Acre)
(Hours/Acre)] Acre) [2] * [1]*

Apple(Jonagold) 410 10,542| $ 20,873| $ 10,162
Asparagus 200 3,825] $ 19,049| $ 3,748
Beets 400 16,830| $ 48,470 $ 9,194
Bell Peppers 303 7,905] $ 31,462| $ 8,920
Broccoli 222 6,630 $ 15,647 $ 6,450
Brussels Sprouts 246 8,976| $ 17,772 $ 7,101
Cabbage 283 27,115 $ 45,553| $ 7,517
Carrots 927 20,145 $ 46,938| $ 16,892
Cauliflower 120 6,843 $ 25,112| $ 5,819
Chinese Cabbage 52 38,250| $ 64,260| $ 5,868
Cucumbers 111 12,4311 $ 29,338| $ 5,000
Eggs 76 3,876] $ 23,799| $ 11,471
Garlic 356 2,916 $ 27,493| $ 14,146
Hazelnuts 104 2,125| $ 29,784 $ 2,276
Honey (One Hive/Acre) 2 85| $ 618| $ 189
Kale 140 6,375] $ 25,500] $ 2,257
Lamb 128 341| $ 2,7251 $ 1,919
Lettuce 257 19,100| $ 25,020] $ 6,675
Pak Choy 175 15,300| $ 60,894| $ 3,176
Pears 208 12,800] $ 30,080] $ 4,675
Green Beans 406 5712| $ 22,791 $ 9,268
Potatoes 299 16,703| $ 32,236] $ 7,861
Pumpkins 120 25,585| $ 43,495| $ 4,529
Radishes 348 16,830| $ 41,738| $ 7,586
Snow Peas 753 8,713| $ 69,526| $ 14,081
Spinach 930 10,965| $ 87,501| $ 16,504
Sweet Corn 99 9,524| $ 9,881 $ 4,647
Table Grapes 210 5,400| $ 16,902| $ 2,417
Tomatoes 452 19,465| $ 33,001] $ 11,468
Turnips 512 32,190] $ 39,754| $ 10,565
Yellow Onions 256 27,872| $ 30,241| $ 7,777
Zucchini 115 8,436] $ 14,342| $ 4,986

[1] Variable costs reported in this table has been increased by 10% from values found in the
literature, as described in the methods section.

[2] Yields reported in this table has been decreased by 15% from values found in the literature
described in the methods section.

*All dollar values reported in this table have been adjusted to 2011 prices, as described in the
methods section.
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Price Data Collected by ISH

We use a statiqpricingmodel  dadzYAy3 GKFEG FFENXYSNBR 2y { dNNBe Qi
products through direct markets at a pris@milar to aretail price.We use retail rather than wholesale

pricing because farmers capture 100% of the market value of the product wherséfiehrough direct

markets.

2009 data collected by ISH at several lower mainland farmers markets and 2011 data collected by ISH at
Surrey grocery stores (Sa@ Foods, Choices Markets and Fruiticana) were used to determine the
direct market price, exgssed in $CAD per pound, for each of the 29 crops and 2 animal products used
in the analysis. 2009 data was adjusted to 2011 dollars using the consumer price index.

Prices used in the analysis were chosen preferentially in the following order:

oFarmer's markete prices were used when available

Wheredfarmer's market  LINA OnStavaiimiSeiiicak product prices were selected.

Where adlod: £ ¢ LINR RdzO(  élbcal, ongahié pradutipricdswede fsefelted &

Where adlocal, organié, product pice was not available, amrganié LINA OS gl & aSt SO

PwnNPE

In instances where more than one preferred data point was available, (e.g. three sources for local,
organic cabbage), an average was calculated and used.

Table9 shows all of the pricing data that was collected and used for the study. Note that these prices
were chosen as they are best representative of the price that farmers can achieve for high quality, local
produce directly marketed. Under a direct marketingtsyn, the farmer captures 100% of the sale price

of their products.
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Table9: Crop Price€ollected andJsed in Analysis

Prices Collected

iy Frtees Recel IncaEhES @ Save-On-Foodqd Fruiticanna | Choices Marke FuEE
Markets
Price (2) Type | Source| Price [ Type | Price | Type] Price [ Type| Price
Asparagus $ 4.98| 0 CM |$ 249 ? $ 498 O
Beets $ 2.88| FMs FMs |$ 1.79 L $ 079 ? |$ 298| O $ 275
Bell Peppers $ 3.98(L,0O CM $ 3.39 ? $ 09 ? |$ 398 L,O
Broccoli $ 2.36| FMs FMs |$ 1.79] O $ 098 ? |$ 248 O |$ 225
Brussel Sprouts | $ 1.98|L, 0O CM |$ 279 ? $098 ? |$ 198| L,O
Cabbage $ 1.68| FMs FMs | $ 0.69] O $ 059 ? |$ 250 L,O|$ 1.60
Carrots $ 2.33| FMs FMs | $ 1.50| O $ 059 ? |$ 250 L,O|$ 223
Cauliflower $ 3.67| FMs FMs |$ 299| L,O |$ 179 ? |$ 398 O |$ 350
Chinese Cabbage| $ 1.68| FMs FMs | $ 0.69] O $ 059 ? |$ 250 L,O|$ 1.60
Cucumbers $ 2.36| FMs FMs | $ 1.90] O $ 195 ? |$ 398 O $ 2.25
8 |Garlic $ 9.43|FMs FMs |$1861| O ([$079] ? |$1498[ L,O|$ 9.00
] |Kale $ 4.00|0 cM |$ 264 2 $ 4.00| L, O
:’.}, Lettuce $ 1.31(L,0O FMs | $ 2.99 L $099 ? |$ 248| L,O|$ 1.25
= Pak Choy $ 3.98| FMs CM |$ 188 ? $149] ? |$ 398| L O
Pole Beans $ 3.99(L,0O CM $ 2.69 ? $ 149 ? |$ 399 O
Potatoes $ 1.93| FMs FMs | $ 1.99 L $099 ? |$ 298 L,O|$ 185
Pumpkins $ 1.70| FMs FMs $ 1.98| ? $ 163
Radishes $ 248|L,0 CM |$ 0.99 ? $ 075 ? |$ 248 L, O
Snow Peas $ 7.98|0 CM |$ 9.9 ? $ 798| O
Spinach $ 7.98( 0O SOF |$ 798| O
Sweet Corn $ 1.04|? SOF |$ 1.25 ?
Tomatoes $ 1.70| FMs FMs | $ 1.24 L $099( ? |$ 148 L,O|$ 163
Turnips $ 1.24| Averagel Average| $ 1.49 L $ 059 ? |$ 098 L
Yellow Onions $ 1.09| Averagel Average| $ 1.19 L $ 079 ? |$ 098 L
_ @ Zucchini $ 1.70| FMs FMs | $ 1.69 ? $099 ? |$ 128 L |$ 163
gé Egg Production $ 6.14| Averagel Average| $ 6.49| L, O $ 579| L,O
< £ |Honey $ 7.27|L cM [$ 861 Lo [$409] 2 |$ 727] L
Lamb $ 8.00 [4 |$1541| 2 $19.82| 2
% Apple $ 1.98( FMs FMs | $ 1.39 L $ 09 ? |$ 168 L $ 1.89
5 Hazelnuts $ 14.02| Average| Average| $12.20| ? $15.83| 2
5 Pears $ 2.35| FMs FMs |$ 249 L,O |$ 040 ? |$ 248| L,O|$ 225
L |Table Grapes $ 3.13| FMs FMs | $ 3.79 ? $099 ? |$ 248 ? |$ 299

CM Choices Market price
SOFSave On Foods price

L Indicates a price for local produce
O Indicates a price for organic produce
L, O Indicates a price for local, organic produce
? Indicates a price for produce which had unknown origin and production practices
FMs Farmers' Markets price

Averagelndicates that an average price was derived based on collected data
1 Where necessary, prices used in analysis were adjusted to 2011 using the consumer price index
2 Price of eggs indicated is per dozen. All other prices indicated are prices per pound

3 Prices for cabbage were used as a proxy for Chinese Cabbage

4 The price indicated for lamb is for the cut dressed weight and was gathered in an interview with a Fraser Valley lamb
who sells through direct marketing channels
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Underutilized ALR Land

The following methodology, developed to illustrate the magnitude of the food production potential of

{ dZNNBe Qa dzy RSNHziAf AT SR fFyRYX Aa O2yaraidSyd eArAGK
Desjardins et al, 2009, and Grewal & Grewal, 2011.

Anrual percapita consumption for the 32 crops and animal products selected for the analysis was
a2dz2NOSR FTNRBY {dFrdAraarada /1yl RI FYyR ' {5! F22R R
consumption of these food products may differ slightly from these figubeit Surrey specific data does

not exist. National figures provide a reasonable proxy for the purposes of this analysis.

Tocalculatethe potential of the underutilized lands to satisfy Sérre NE a4 A RSy (1 & Qhe®@dpy & dzY LJG A
types analyzedior 6 months of the year (the approximate growing/availability season for most of these
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Economic Potential of One Acre of Underutilized Land

This scenario illustrates the potential income generation, job creation, and food production that could
NBadzZ & AT 2dzad 2yS I ONB 2F {dzZNNBeQa dzyRSNHziAf AT SR
scale can be thoud of as a single, smadkale farm, rather than a measure of the aggregated output of

many small farms (which is reported in the following two scenaribshle10 summarizes the results of

this analysis, and cregpecific details are included in Appendix 4.

Table10: Economic Potential of 1 Acre of Underutilized ALR Land in Surrey, BC, BodeCropping
Alternatives

Potential Revenue Generated Potential Jobs Create
Potential Food Produce pro—
Gross Contrlbgtlon Return to Owne Fe-FL 4 ETE-OO*
Revenue Margin Operator
9 13,983 Ibs Produce]
= .| 29 crops and honefl) $34,779 $27,435 $19,182 0.16 1
i o) 85 |bs Honey
5] c i i
28 10 mostlabour intensivg )\ )31 1us producel  $43817 | s31,831 $23,578 0.29 1
= crops (2)
o 5 "
c 10 most profitable crops]
33 p(3)| P1 21,192 Ibs Produce|] $54.813 | $45222 $36,968 0.23 1
o
o
3 10 most highly consume]
O gny 16,668 Ibs Produce| $31,165 | $22,697 $14,443 0.18 1
¥ crops(4)

1 Apples, asparagus, beets, bell peppers, broccoli, Brussels Sprouts, cabbage, carrots, cauliflower, Chinese cabbage, c
garlic, lettuce, hazelnuts, kale, pak choy, pears, pole beans, potatoes, pumpkins, radishes, snow peas, spinach, swee
table grapes, turnips, tomatoes, yellow onions, zucchini, and honey. All crops grown on 1/29th acre.

2 Tomatoes, snow peas, turnips, apples, beets, garlic, carrots, radishes, bell peppers, potatoes. All grown ol

3 Spinach, pak choy, snow peas, Chinese cabbage, beets, pumpkins, cabbage, radishes, turnips, carrots. All grown on 1

4 Potatoes, apples, lettuce, yellow onions, tomatoes, carrots, cabbage, table grapes, cucumbers, bell peppers. All grown

1/10th acre. ,

vegetable production.

* FTE-FL (Full Time Equivalent - Field Labour) and FTE-OO (Full Time Equivalent - Owner Operator)

*k

According to our analysis, farms of thislechave the potential to create up to 1.29 full time equivalent
jobs andgenerate betweer$31,165 ad $54,813n gross revenugor up to $6,968 in return to Owner
Operator.

Our analysis demonstrates that crop choice greatly affpotential return to OwnetOperator atthis
scale of productionPotential return to OwneOperator 2 NJ (i K S prdfitable crof & o than
dowofS GKIFEG 2F GKS. audp ONBLIA |yR K2ySeé¢

The figures generated in this analysis are comparable to those collected during the research frem small
scale farmers in the Surrey area.
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Economic Potential of City of Surrey Ownéthderutilized Land

This scenario illustrates the potential outputs that could resultllifoh the underutilized ALR parcels
which are owned by the City of Surrey (280 acres) were brought into agricultural produtéiblel1
summarizes th results of this analysis and crgpecific details are included in Appendix 5.

Tablell: Economic Potential of City Owned Underutilized ALR Lands in Surrey, BC, Under Four
Cropping Alternatives (Total Area = 280 Acres)

Potential Revenue Generated Potential Jobs Create

Potential Food Produce | Contribution |Return to Owne

Gross Revenug . FTE-FL *] FTE-OO™
Margin Operator

3,663,304 |bs Food*
34,987 dozen Eggs| $9,454,419 $7,307,986 $6,110,457 44 56
23,800 Ibs Honey

29 crops, 2 animal product
and honey(1)

10 most labour intensive croy

. 4,040,583 Ibs Producq $12,268,898| $8,912,669 $7,715,140 80 56
and animal product$2)

10 most profitable crops an(
animal productq3)

10 most highly consumed cro| 4,445,610lbs ProducHg
and animal productg4) 108,528dozen Eggs
1 Apples, asparagus, beets, bell peppers, broccoli, Brussels Sprouts, cabbage, carrots, cauliflower, Chinese cabbage, cucumbe
lettuce, hazelnuts, kale, pak choy, pears, pole beans, potatoes, pumpkins, radishes, snow peas, spinach, sweet corn, table gi
turnips, tomatoes, yellow onions, zucchini, eggs, honey, and lamb. All crops and animal products grown on 1/31th of total area.
2 Spinach, carrots, snow peas, turnips, tomatoes, apple, beets, garlic, radishes, bell peppers. All grown on 1/10th of total area.
3 Spinach, pak choy, snow peas, Chinese cabbage, beets, pumpkins, cabbage, radishes, turnips, carrots. All grown on 1/10th of
4 Potatoes, eggs, apples, lettuce, yellow onions, tomatoes, carrots, cabbage, table grapes, cucumbers. All grown on 1/10th of toti
* Includes both produce and meat
** ETE-FL (Full Time Equivalent - Field Labour) and FTE-OO (Full Time Equivalent - Owner Operator)

5,933,816Ibs Producq $15,347,607 | $12,662,054| $11,464,525 66 56

Cropping Alternative -
Production Of

$8,511,718 | $6,069,027 $4,871,498 48 56

The analysis demonstratehat if the 280 acres afinderutilized ALR tals owned by the City of Surrey
were brought into agricultural productiorthey have the potential taontribute over $5.3 million in
grossrevenugi 2 { dZNNB e Qa SO02y2Yeé d ¢ K Geat® YeiwsadllLiokra $3mll 2 v
time equivalent jobs.

We recognize that many competing proposals for the use of this land already ®&xistanalysis
provides an assessment of what may be possible in the near future if the City of Surrey were to take a
progressive and active role in supporting new and sile farmers in the municipality, and make
municipally owned land available to them for agricud.
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Economic Potential of All Underutilized Land

This scenario illustrates the potential outputs that could result if all of the underutilized ALR parcels in
the City of Surrey (3,339 acres) were brought into agricultural production, under the same four cropping
alternatives. This includes land that isth privately owned and land owned by the City of Surrégble

12 summarizes the results of this analysis and esppcific details are included irppendix 6.

Tablel2: Economic Potential of Underutilized ALR Lands in Surrey, BC, Under Four Cropping
Alternatives (Total Area = 3,339 Acies

Potential Revenue Generated Potential Jobs Create
Potential Food Produced -
Gross Revenue] Contrlbgtlon Return to FTE-FL *| FTE-OO*
Margin Owner Operato

43,713,001 Ibs Food*
417,483 dozen Eggs| $113,440,053 | $87,202,873 | $72,922,342 520 668

283,815 Ibs Honey

29 crops, 2 animal productg
and honey(1)

10 most labour intensive cro|

. 48,183,956 Ibs Producg $146,350,426 | $106,283,573] $92,003,041 955 668
and animal product$2)

10 most profitable crops an
animal products(3)

10 most highly consumed | 53,013,903lbs Producy
crops and animal productg}) 1,294,196dozen Eggs
1 Apples, asparagus, beets, bell peppers, broccoli, Brussels Sprouts, cabbage, carrots, cauliflower, Chinese cabbage, cucumbers.
lettuce, hazelnuts, kale, pak choy, pears, pole beans, potatoes, pumpkins, radishes, snow peas, spinach, sweet corn, table graf
turnips, tomatoes, yellow onions, zucchini, eggs, honey, and lamb. All crops and animal products grown on 1/31th of total area.
2 Spinach, carrots, snow peas, turnips, tomatoes, apple, beets, garlic, radishes, bell peppers. All grown on 1/10th of total area.
3 Spinach, pak choy, snow peas, Chinese cabbage, beets, pumpkins, cabbage, radishes, turnips, carrots. All grown on 1/10th of tot
4 Potatoes, eggs, apples, lettuce, yellow onions, tomatoes, carrots, cabbage, table grapes, cucumbers. All grown on 1/10th of total
* Includes both produce and meat
** ETE-FL (Full Time Equivalent - Field Labour) and FTE-OO (Full Time Equivalent - Owner Operator)

70,760,756lbs Producg $183,075,030 | $150,994,997| $136,714,466 783 668

Cropping Alternative -
Production Of

$101,532,639 | $72,373,141 | $58,092,610 571 668

The analysis demonstratakat if all 3,339 acres of underutilized ALR land in the City of Surrey were
brought into agricultural productionthey would have the potential to contribute oved 83 million in
gross revenudl 2 { daddhBmy QTds would more than double the economic magnitude of the
industry??. The enterprises on this land coucbate between 1,188 and 128 full time equivalent jobs.

32 City of Surrex Economic Development Office (N.D.)
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C22R t NPRdAzOGA2Y t20GSYGAlf 2F {dzZNNBeQa !y
Our analysis reveals that Sur€@ & dzy RSNXzi At AT SR fFyR KIFa GKS OF LI
{ dZNNBeQa F22R adzlxXeod ¢KS |yrfeara Aa yz2dad AyaSy
underutilized land but rather to illustrate that, despite the small scale angnfiented nature of these
agricultural lands, they still hold immense value from a food produciioth consumption satisfaction
perspective.

Oc A
> ()

Thisa OSyF Nx 2 (1 1Sa Ayid2 | 002dzyd G2RlI&Qa FFEANI & fAYA
for year round consumption. It illustrates the potential of underutilized ALR land to contribute to

{ dZNNBeQa 20t F22R & dzubick iethe By@iddiniate Buraiof of Aviilabilitg & K S
Y2a40G 2F GKS&S ONRLA Ay {dINNBeQa GSYLISNIGS O2Fadlf
SadAYlIGSa adaAa3asad GKIFG {dzNRBaQaA ax&R S Muzikk t A21FS R{ diN
consumption ofthe following 27 crops and animal products for six months of the year:

Table13: LandNeeded toSatisfy ConsumptionRates for Bpulation of Surrey, BC

Per Person : Acres Needed to
. Total Consumption For
Crop Consumption al Surrey produce 6 Month/Yr
Retail Supply of Crop
Asparagus 1.51b/yr 717,835lb/year 94
Beets 1.41blyr 656,3071b/year 19
Bell Peppers 9.7 Iblyr 4,501,853b/year 285
Broccoli 6.4 |b/yr 2,963,634lb/year 224
Brussels Sproutd 0.31b/yr 143,5671blyear 8

Cabbage 11.51b/yr 5,332,491bl/year 98
Carrots 15.91b/yr 7,373,194lb/year 183
Cauliflower 5.7 Iblyr 2,635,48.1b/year 193
Chinese Cabbagde 1.91b/yr 871,657Ib/year 11
Cucumbers 10.51b/yr 4,881,280b/year 196
Garlic 1.01b/yr 451,211lb/year 77
Green Beans 2.11blyr 984,4601Ib/year 232
Honey 1.41blyr 666,5611b/year n/a
Kale 0.3 1b/yr 139,5451b/year 205
Lamb 2.6 lblyr 1,199,810Ib/year 31
Lettuce 22.01blyr 10,234,280b/year 334
Pak Choy 1.11blyr 511,665Ib/year 20
Pears 4.8Iblyr 2,245,799 bl/year 197
Pumpkins 3.7 Iblyr 1,721,055lb/year 34
Radishes 1.41blyr 646,0521b/year 19
Snow Peas 0.7 Ib/yr 317,898lb/year 18
Spinach 1.41b/yr 666,5611b/year 30
Sweet Corn 7.11blyr 3,291,788b/year 169
Tomatoes 16.41b/yr 7,619,309b/year 196
Turnips 2.7blyr 1,240,830Ib/year 19
Yellow Onions 21.61blyr 10,059,949 b/year 180
Zucchini 4.01Iblyr 1,860,600Ib/year 110

Acres required to produce 100% of Surrey's consumpti 3183

listed crops for 6 months/ye ’
Acres of underutilized ALR 13 3,339
Percent of Surreys' 6-month/year consumption of listed crq
L 1059
that could be produced on underutilized A
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Discussion

This analysi®ias been dondor descriptive, not prescriptive purpose#/e do not mean to suggest that

Fft 2F GKS | @FrAftlrofS dzyRSNHziAft AT SR !'[w flyRa ySOS
Neither do we mean to suggest that, if they were brought into agricultural production, they would
generate exactly thee results. Rather, our assessment, which is based on the best data available, is
meant to conveythat the economic and food production2 G Sy G A€ 2F { dZNNBeé Qa dzy R
not trivial. To the extent that it can be brought into agricultural puation, aur analysis suggesthat

the available underutilized ALR land in Surrey has the potential to produbstantial quantities of

food, generate substantial income, and create many jobslight of this, the value of dzZNNB & Qa
underutilizedALRparcels, many of them very small in natuskpuld not bedismissed or overlooked by

the City of Surrey or its residents.

Finally, we daot assumethat these levels ofood production, incane generation or job creation can
automatically come to be. Riagr, it would require aconcerted, strategic efforand a cohort of fained
and committed agricultural entrepreneunt® bring forth an economic sector of this magnitudde final
chaper of this report addresses tise issues, suggesting specific actionsat could be taken to support
the growth of agricultural enterprises on these lands.

{ dzZNNIBde@tidized ALR Lan{l® Institute for Sustainable Horticulture 2013Rage90 of 128



6.0 RECOMMENDATIONRSID CONCLUSIONS

_

As the analysis and scenarios have demonstrated, the potential for increaseesdatsl human
intensive agriculture in Surrey substantial Agriculturalists are astute entrepreneurs, traditionally
attuned to responding to economic and regulatory signahere is a growing recognitioby
agriculturalists and broader society, reinforced by many market sigoialke emerging potenél in the
re-localization of food systemglowever, thestrength and singularity afontemporary market structure
and ecommic environmentdhave precluded the substantial emergence of this sedfats potential is

to be fully realized, it will have to be supported and facilitated by governments through policy,
regulation, and programming.

In Surrey specificallyhe chalenges inherent imealizingthis potentialare relatedto two broadissues:
non-farmer ownership of ALR land and undesourced and supported smaltale farmers.

Tackling these critical issug8y 6S R2yS Ay | YIYYySN gKisthg oAf f
agriculture sector. It Wl require an integrated, systems approach that addresses economic, social, and
political factors related temallscale farmers, landownerand the wider community in Surrejn this

section, specificstrategies and recomendationsto address these issuegill be suggested Theyare

based the analysis and research results presented in this report, our discussions with landowners and
farmers, and aeview of the related literature.
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New, Smalscale Farmers

New, smaa OF £ S FIFINX¥SNBRXI (K2a$8S vz2aid tA1S8te G2 NBFtATS
agricultural lands, currently face significant barriers to establishing and maintaining their farm
businesses. Access to water, labour and land is consttaand financing, technical support, small farm
equipment, and opportunities for value added processing are limited. More broadly, the market for local

foods and support for the local food and agriculture community in Surrey is underdeveloped. Bringing
SIZNNB e Qa F @l At | 6f SagdayitRrd Nddiction Avill BeRsigriifitayftit enhayicédif the
municipality play supporting and enabling roles to ameliorate theskallengesfacing smaikcale

farmers.

Challenge 1.0: Water for Agricultural Operaions

The ability to meeagriculturalwater needs (including crop irrigation, stock watering, and other uses) on
newfarmsK & 6SSy ARSYUGAFTASR a I YFI22N OKFHftSy3aSo / d
ALR is constrained tiie BCWater Act{ dzNNatevérks Regulation and ChargBglaw 16337 as

well as infrastructural limitationsAs discussed in Part One of this report, under Bylaw 16337 the
Ydzy AOA LI £ &1 GSNI GKI (0 isiaBoM&iSaibe usedNidr ZesicRrifial, fedthsMNiBde Q& ! [ \
cleaning processesind select agricultural industries, including greenhouse produ¢kamnt 3¢ General

Provisions, Section 14Pending a change in this policy, thereforeiture farmers2y { dzZNNBK & Q&
underutilized ARWill rely on ground and stace water to fulfill their irrigation needs. Surface water,

however, is constrained under the Water Act by the Ministry of Environment, currently which reports
GKIFIG GKS fAYAGSR ydzYoSNI 2F adzaNFIF OS 4 (G Sedlhdvé OSy aSa
already been allocatéd The issuance of new licenses, therefore, will only be possible in the event that

current licenses are revoked or given up by their holders.

With neither City nor surface water legally available for irrigation, groundwederently remains the

only alternative for new farmers. While this is route is less restricted in terms of the legislation,
however, the expense of installing new ground water wells is not one that many new farmers will be
able to bear.Cost aside, recenstudies indicate that ground water contamination may present
additional challenges in some parts of the municigal&n exploration of this potential issue is outside
the scope of this study, but warrants furthewestigation.

With respect to water avébility and appropriateness of the legislation surrounding the use of water
for agricultural purposes, the City of Surrey has the opportunity to take both direct and indirect action to
support the establishment of new farms.

Specific recommendations inatle:

1.1 Conduct a review oWaterworks Regulation and Chargddylaw 16337n light of its impact on the
viability of smallscale agriculturalists and new farmers.
While any changes to the Bylaw would ultimately depend on regulatory/budgetary fit and
infrastructural capacity, City staff and Council are encouraged to consider allowing exceptions to
Part 3 (Section 14) and Part 11 (Sections 80, 81, antb&)ow for smallscale agriculturalist
use city water for crop and stock irrigation purposegceptions could be unconditional or based on
conditions such as:

33 Caitlin Dorward, personal communication November 2011
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conseavation techniques, water conserving irrigation technology, and plant demand irrigation
scheduling techniques employed on farms seeking approval for irrigating with City water; or,

9! GUNYYyarGA2yFfé LIKFAS LINR DA &A 2 granfed pernisio® K Y S 4
to irrigate with City water for the first two to three years of operation, or until such time as the
expenseof installing a groundwater well could be borne by the farmer.

1.2 Collaborate with the Ministry of Environment (Water Stewardshiivision) to explore
opportunities to promote the sharing of existing ground and surface water resources among
established and new farmers.

Suggestions include:

91 Investigate the feasibility of developing shared growvater well systems wherein farmersel
resources to develop a well system that could service multiple small agricultural parcels (overall
reducing costs to individual farmers). The City could consider developing a model system on City
owned land and sponsoring or subsidizing their developtrier privately owned underutilized
parcels.

9 Identify existing surface water license allocations which may not be maximizing their allowable
use of surface water and could potentially share their license with neighbouring new farmers.

1 Investigate the ptential for or feasibility of prioritizing smdibt farmers when assigning water
allocations if and when they come available.

Addressing the water access challenge is a critical and ultimately political/policy action that must be
taken if Surrey is seris about retaining its agricultural character, attracting farmers to its underutilized
ARL lands, and realizing the economic and food production potential inherent in them.

Challenge 2.0: Shortage of Skilled, Knowledgeable, Smatlale Farmers

Our findngsindicate that the full integration of humascale agriculture on currently underutilized ALR

lands in Surrey has the potential to creasger 1,500jobs. The availability of skilled, knowledgeable

farmers to fill these positions, however, is currerggverelyf A YAGSR® / 'y I RFQa fFad /
reported that the average age of farmers in this country has risen to 52 and the number of farmers
under the age of 35 has steadily declined to 9.Nationally, only 1.5% of our population is currently

involved in agricultural productio#f.

These natiorwide trends are troubling indications of the health of the sectart arguably unsurprising
given the lack of institutionalized support and education about careers in agricubune: especially
smaltlot, directmarket farming Surrey has the opportunity to take a proactive approach to the
ensuring the future viability of agriculture in the municipality by fostering the education of new farmers.

Specific recommendations include:

2.1 Publicly celebrate Surrey farmers and promote smsdlale agriculture as a legitimate career path
within Surrey,akin to professions such as medicine, engineering, or education.
The Surrey Board of TradeostSecondary sector, and ttigchool District arpotential key partners
in such an initiative.

34 Statistics Canada, 2006
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from all walks of life forcareersin agriculture.

Y6 yihat Sy

t2f e

replicated in Surrey.

acl

NY {OK22¢ ¢

2N 20KSNJ T

0 Richihghtl Barn| SEHoié & MEcdsf il Beatimodel that could be

2.3 Provide support to link future or inexperienced farmers with established farms seeking interns or
employees.
Develop a Surrey database or support grass roots efforts.

Challenge 3.0: Constraints toAccessing Agricultural Land for Farming

The ability of new farmers to access agricultural land is consistently identified as the greatest barrier to
the establishment of new farms in this region. Surrey is no exception, as ALR land in the municipality is
frequently owned by noffarmers and, when available to purchase, is so expensive as to not be
economically feasible for most new farm&dAs described in the report, discussion with Surrey Realtors
revealed that an acre of land in the Al&tued at up to 800,000 per acreand closer ta$500,000 per
acre if it is situated on the urbarural edge.

As land ownership becomes less feasible, Surrey has a role to play in supporting means by which farmers
can access land under alternative tenure arrangements.ifipeecommendations include:

3.1 Assist with the establishment of an independent organization or civic department which could
serve to connect willingandowners to farmers seeking land.

Specific

responsibilities of the organization o

department could include:

1
1

alAyidlrAyAy3 I aft yR I
available land for farming and food system service
Facilitating lease negotiations between farmargd
landowners by approaching owners of
underutilized land to inform them of the
opportunity to make it available for smaltale

I ANA Odzf (0 dzNB = 2 NJY | LPJESHNE A
between landowners and farmers whose goals an|
priorities are compatible;

Providing template tenure agreements for leases
licenses, profit a prendres, and memorandums ¢
association;

9RdzOF GAYy3a FIFNY¥SNE I NP dz
practices that are most suitable to farming in area
that have become dominated by rural residence
(i.e: livestock size and number limits,
manure/compost management practices, hours o
operation, farm vehicle and equipment restrictions
etc.); and,

Facilitating succession planning and land transfq

Farmland Access: Legal Agreement
Types andptions*

LeaseGives a person all of the use an
occupation rights of a landowner to a
property or portion of a property for a
determined period of time in exchangg
for rent.

License:Gives a person permission to
do something on or with someone
StasSQa LINPLISNLEO®

Profit a PrendreGives a person the
NAIKG G2 SyidSNI Iy
something from it (such as crops).

Memorandum of UnderstandingAn
agreement between at leasivo
persons that obliges each party to do
not do specified things.

*Adapted fromD 2 NXza dzOKX &! D

2 NE 27

T I N A

1 00S&aa ! ANBSYSyilas

agreements.

35Koopmans, 2010
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3.2 Make city-owned land available for agrictire on a longterm basis
Approximately 280 acreef city-owned land in the ALR is currently underutilized for agricultural
production. This land could be used for the establishment of long term farm leases, as well as
incubator farm land wherein new farers can access small tracts of land, and the equipment and
infrastructure required to lak-start their farm businessefor 1-3 years. Restrictive covenants
registered to the title of Surrepwned properties could be used to protect this land in perpstiir
farming.

3.3 Conduct a further, comprehensive examination into the extent of agricultural land under
utilization on all Surrey agricultural land (including all ALR lands and those zoned municipally for
agriculture).

This study examined only the petsisce and natureof underutilization of ALR land on those ALR
parcels identified as underutilized in the Ministry of Agriculture and Lands 2004 Agricultural Land
Use Inventory. A further, comprehensive inventory is recommended to determine whether the
extent of underutilization is larger than was determined in this study.

3.4 Identify strategies to stem speculation on agricultural land.
Although the ALR program has effectively stemmed the loss of agricultural land in Surrey, it has not
changed thehighly spealative nature of land valug for nonagricultural use of ALR larid the
Reserve. Alternative mechanisms must be investigated and developed to ensure that in the future,
agricultural landemains affordable for agriculturé\ potential suggestion is toly for a third tax
class which would tax ufarmed parcels in the ALR ligherthan residential rates.

Challenge 4.0: Limited Technical Support, Equipment, and Infrastructure for New Farmers

Even after new farmers overcome the barrier of land accssy typically encounter a host of
challenges in establishing their farm and ensuring its economic viability. Like all new business owners,
new farmers often struggle in their early years with covering the cost of farm machinery and equipment,
and perfectng their agricultural practices witinlited technical experience or education.

Currently, the Provincial Ministry of Agriculture offers little in the way of technical farm extension
services, particularly for smaltale farmers using organic or alterivat practices on mixedrop
operations. Surrey has the opportunity to address this gap by taking a lead role in supporting new
farmers with technical support, equipment, and infrastructure.

Specific recommendations include:

4.1 Establish an AgriculturaDevelopment Office, with permanent full time staff, dedicated to

providing technical extension services for smaltale farmers.

The establishment of this Office could be led solely by the City of Surrey, or by the City of Surrey in

partnership with neighburing municipalities (Richmond, Delta, Langley, etc.) so that costs could be

shared and staff/Extension Agents made available to provide support and coordination across the

region. Potential roles of this department include:

T Undertaking a needs assessmemith smaltscale farmers to determine what support they
require; Conducting applied research on srsakle production; and,

1 Developing educational and outreach material to support sis@dle farm production,
processing, distribution, and sales.

4.2 Make City of Surrey owned land available for smaltale agriculture research and demonstration.
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4.3 Assist with the establishment of a farm machinery and implement cooperative, or lending library,
so that farmrmembers can pootesources to collectively own antdorrow large farm equipment at
an affordable cost for all.
The ceoperative/library could be funded and managed by the City of Surrey or established with the
/I AGeQa &adzllR2 NI ¢AGK (KSustainhg.t G2 dzf GAYFGiSte& 06S02)

4.4 Conduct a review of Zoning Bgw 12000 in light of its impact on the potential for establishing
food-system services on nearable ALR land.
Part 10 (B9), Permitted Uses in the General AgricultureljfiZone, for example, limits the ability to
establish farnsupplies and equipmentetail stores or cooperatives. Although these services are not
appropriate for arable ALR land which can support-lsafled agriculture, they might be located
strategically on nofarable ALR land which has become unavailable for farming after being paved o
otherwise damaged. Other provisions of thelaw may be similarly limiting.

Challenge 5.0:Limited Financing Available for New Farmers

Many of the smailkcale farmers entering the field today come from regricultural backgrounds and

find themselvesx & G F NIIAy3 FNRY &ONI GOKE NIGKSNI G4KFEyYy AYKSNAR
infrastructure, and other inputs is substantialbarrier, especially for young people entering careers in

' ANR Odzf G dzNB @ ! f §K2dAK /FyFRIFIQ&d o6lyla R2 LINRPRJARS a
designed specifically for the smaltale agriculture sector. Surrey has an opportunity to takethis

niche role and galvanize support from financial and other institutions to do the same.

Specific recommendations include:

5.1 Incorporate agriculture and food systems into amenity contribution categoriesquiring that that
new urban development sugoNJi & {suizNDLEENS d@nd farmers.

5.2 Explore Community Trust Farming as means to acquire land for wudgitalized farmers.
Under a Community Trust Farming model, land acquired by municipalities is legally protected for
agriculture in perpetuity (via a covenant or land trust consignment) with the goal of supporting crop
production for local needs, valumdded processing, and edational opportunities and to provide a
broad range of farmers and citizens with resources and direction to create sustainable agriculture
that is integrated with the community.

5.3 Work with the financial sector to dvelop a micdoans progam for new smalkscale farmers

Challenge 6.0: Constraints to ValueAdded Processing

Reducing barriers to valeedded food processing will not only support local farmers, but also increase

the yearround availability of local foods in the Lower Mainland. Food procgssirBC, however, has

dzy RSNH2YyS aA3adyAFAOryd OKIFy3aSa Ay GKS LIl ad GeSyide
previous processing capacity Thus, while the growing local food movement has opened up
opportunities for locally produced products toeplace imported items, the loss of processing
infrastructure and facilities, means most producers interested in adding value to their farm produce

36 Zbednoff Agro-Environmental Consulting, and Lions Gate Consulting, 2008
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through processing must do so in home kitchehiis severely limits the potential for local agriculture
to expand and provide food to Surrey residents year round.

While this micrescale of processing can help farm profitability by creating saleable products for off
season (winter) markets and increasing farm stand diversity during the growing season, farmers ar
limited in pursuing it by Health Authority regulations, ALC legislation, and Gliayvisy

Specific ways that Surrey is encouraged to take action include:

6.11dentify nonk NI 6t S fFyR 2y @SKAOK &! ANROdzZ GdzNF £ 9y i SN
stimulate the colocation of agricultural anddod system services

6.2 Assist with the establishment of a cooperative hub for smaflale food processing and storage.
A shareduse processing facility could provide snsalhle food produceprocessors with the
opportunity to use modern equipment for their processing needs, without high startup costs.

6.3 Conduct a review of Zoning Bgw 12000 in light of its impact on the potential for small scale food
processing in Surrey.
Part 10 (B), Permitted Uses in the General AgricultureljfiZone, for example, limits the ability to
establish smalscale food processing facilities. Although such facilities would not be an appropriate
use of arable ALR land, which can supportisased agriculture, they might be located strategically
on nonarable ALR land which has become unavailable for farming after being paved or otherwise
damaged. Other provisions of thetaw may be similarly limiting.

6.4 Lobbythe Provinceto have the incomegenerated from onfarm value added processing eligible as
farm income for tax assessment purposes.

6.5 Encourage local health authorities to work with smadtale farmers to redevelop smaliscale food
processing guidelines that are appropriate for theicale.
Under the Guidelines for the Sale of Food at Temporary Food Marketsgjors of low risk foods
such as dried fruit, jam, jelly, pickles, and most baked goods, are not required to submit an
application before commencing sales. High risk foods aagirepared meals, canned vegetables or
beans, juice, and processed meat, however, must be processed and packaged in inspected and
licensed premises, and require the acquisition of a permit before commencing sales. These rules can
prove challenging and fiexible for smalscale farmers who lack the economy of scale that warrants
that is necessary to afford the use or construction of these facilities.

Challenge 7.0:UnderDeveloped Markets for Local Food

The models of agricultural potential presentedtiis report are based on smaltale (humasintensive),

direct market agriculture, which is the scale of agriculture most suitable for the small parcels of
underutilized land identified in the research. The success of these farms will depend on mang, factor

not the least of which is the demand for the products they grow or raise. Althdughs beyond the

scope of this study to evaluate the size or nature of the market for local food in Surrey, evidence noted

during the field work and in discussion witityCstaff indicates that it is currently develope@ertainly,

GKS at20Fltf FT22R Y2@SYSyidé¢ KFIa y2i NBIFIOKSR GKS ONJ
being seen imther metropolitan areas, including neighbouring Vancouver
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Vancouver citizensave developed and appreciation for and culture around local food. Unlike the City of
Surrey, however, Vancouver lacks the capacity to ever satisfy this demand from within its own borders.
For Surrey to capitalize on its capacity for local productionwilt need to foster connections to
developed markets for local food and, over the longer term, promote and celebrate a culture of local
food among its own residents.

Specific recommendations of how Surrey can play a role in developing local food marketsgublic
apprecidion for Surrey farms include:

7.1Lead by example, supporting local farmers and encouraging healthy eating at the Local
Government level by:
1 Developing a local food purchasing policy at the municipal level;
1 Working with neighbouringnunicipalities, such as the City of Vancouver, encouraging them to
purchase Surrey produce to fulfill their own local food purchasing mandates.
T 5S@St2LAY3A | d.dz2 {dZNNBe OF YLI A3Iyé YR RANBOG?2
and institutionalbuyers.

7.2 Support farm gate sales in the ALR.
Specific recommendations include:
1 Clarify bylaws surrounding farm gate sales in the ALR and ensure sGiffs across all
departments ardamiliar with them.

735S5S@3St 2L I O2YLINBKSYyaAdS FIENNSNEQ YIFN]SG aidNI G§S3c¢

The report and strategy should:

9 Identify strategic locations, including cibyvned land and nosrable farmland, for seasonal
outdoor farmers markets and a permanent, ot farmers market facility; and

9 LyOf dzRS daCFNNSNJ CANRG t2f A0OASaéd 6KAOK SyadaNB
Producers in the local area.

T Include recommende@mendmentsto the Surrey Zoning Baw 12000 to remove restrictions
and alow the use of norarable ALR land for outdoor farmers markets.

7.4 Investigate the feasibility of providing property or business tax benefits to retailers that devote a
OSNIFAY LISNOSyiGlr3IsS 2F GKSANI ad2NBQa Ff22N) aLl OS

7.5 Foster broadbased public support and understanding for local food and agriculture.
Specific recommendations include:

9 Develop material and campaigns to increase public awareness about the importance and
benefits of local agriculture.

9 Allocate resources to train Cityadt across all departments about how their work can enable
and support the agtiood system.

91 Foster opportunities for increased positive interface between farmers and the general public to
heighten empathy and understanding of the issues facing agrieultur
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Non-Farmer Landowners

Ourfieldd F SR NB&aSIFNOK NB@SFf{SR (GKFG Ylye 2F GKS 246y S

agriculturalists. Their perspectives and attitudes about the agricultural potential of their land are varied.
Some arenterested in farming their own land but lack the impetus, knowledge, or support to do so;
some are interested in having someone else farm their land; and, others have no interest in using their
land for agricultureat all Realizing the agricultural poteal of this land will depend on the
development of policy and programs which promote and support these landowners to work with new
agriculturalists, offer incentives to those who do, and ultimatelygize those who are unwilling.

Challenge 8.0:The Non! I NA Odzf G dzN> £ ! &S 2F {dzNNBe&Qa ! [w

Our field work revealed that at leagfz 2 ¥ { dzNJNE3&dea)is bejngwsed tozneagricultural
purposes, including rural residences with extensive ornamental lawns and gardens, commercial
businesses, truck parlg, and other light industrial uses. Some of these wkesot appearto comply

with either Surrey City blaws or the Agricultural Land Commission Aaver half of this land (339

acres) could feasibly be used for agriculture.

A serious effort to curtmon-agricultural use of Surrey ALR land will require increased enforcement of
current bylaws and policies, as well as adjustments that more fully support agricultural uses and prevent
non-agricultural uses, and the promotion of agricultural land usesotefarmer landowners.

Specific recommendations include:

8.1 Considerstronger regulations around, or penalties for, ndn 3 N&A Odzf G dzNJ f dzaS 2 F
The zoning byaw permits the use of ALR parcels for a wide variety ofagmicultural purposes
including but not limited to commercial and hobby kennels, horse riding, training, and boarding,
hunting and wilderness survival training, and golf courses. Surrey is encouraged to review the zoning
bylaw in partnership with the ALGyith the intent to Imit permitted use of ALR property to
commercial agricultural usamly.

8.2 Limit home-plate size, scale, and placement in the ALR.
Current legislation does little to limit the size and placement of residential dwellings and associated
landscapes and outbidings on ALR property. This policy gap has allowed for the construction of
estate homes that permanently alienate large swaths of ALR land from agriculture. Since recent
attempts to address this issue at the regional level have not been successful, Bowdyas the
opportunity to take a leadership role at the municipal level and is encouraged to set progressive
policy that will serve as a clear indication of its commitment to local agriculture.

8.3 Strengthen enforcement of existing rules pertaining to peitted activities on Al, A2, A3, and
other zones in the ALR.
We suspect that many of the nefarm uses seen on properties visited during the field work have
not been approved by the City or are in violation of the zoning bylaw. Examples include truck and
multiple vehicle parking and the dumping of fill and waste materials. The extent of this issue should
be investigatedy Surrey byfaw enforcement.

8.4 Consider amendments t@ylaw 16337that would restrict the use of City water fonon-essential
and non-agricultural uses in the ALR.
While restricting the use of City water for agricultural purposes, the Waterworks Regulation and
Charges Bylaw 16337 currently allows the use of city water for normal household requirements as
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& St flesdedsendial, adstticenhancing purposes such as lawn and garden irrigation, car washing
FYR 23GKSNJ Of qprayf 3, Bettion IMP SuBey ahSuldiconsider restricting the use of city
water for this second categy of nonessential uses as a disincentive for farm use of ALR lands.

8.5 Ensure BC Assessment is reviewing and monitoring Suresidents claiming farm class status for
tax assessment purposes.
Results from the mail survey administered to landowners of underutilized ALR parcels suggested
thatsomelan@ 6y SN& Yl & 0S8 NBILAyYy3I GKS GIE o0SySTAaGa | &
property status without generating the amount of farm income required to achieveMe
encourageSurreyto ensure that B@ssessment ideniis properties receiving farmlass status tax
rates and confirms on an annual basikat the level of agricultural production on their properties
warrants it.

Challenge 9.0:[  YR2 gy SNEQ !yvgAaftfAyIySaa G2 ' tt2g ! INRKOdz

Informal discussions with landowners held while conducting the field work revealed that they have a
wide range of attitudes towards the use of their properties. While some landowners expressed goals to
eventually develop their own small farming operatioms their land or interest in making their land
available to a farmer, others made it clear that they saw no agricultural value in their property and
would see it as an imposition to allow another party to farm it.

The following specific actions are recanended to realize the economic, job creation and food
production potential of the land examined in this study,

9.1 Educate landowners in the ALR about the benefits of leasing land to farmer.
Many landowners are unaware that leasing their farmland can prosgideificant tangible and
intangible benefit, including an income from the land through the collection of rent form the farmer,
a reduction in costs and time associated with maintenance of their land, considerabbernafits,
potential access to fresh pdoice, as well as the satisfaction of supporting a new farmer.
Communicating these benefits to landowners through promotional and educational materials will
raise awareness and interest among Aanmer landowners about the opportunity to make their
land awilable to smaikcale farmers.

9.2 Develop additional incentives for allowing the agricultural use of ALR land by leasing to farmers.
More work is needed to understand the array of incentives that Surrey may be able to use to
encourage noffarmer landownes to make their land available to farmers. Ideas include:

9 Developing group insurance schemes;

9 Offering reduced residential utility rates to landowners leasing to farmers;

9 Offering municipally guaranteed farmland rentsreduce the perceived risk to landowners
that a farmer may default on their rent

9.3 Lobbythe Provinceto make changes tdhe Assessment Act which would encourage landowners
to enter long term leases with farmers.
Achieving farm class status on lam@éded to a farmer currently requires that the farmeses the
land to generate income from primary agricultural production. To more fully support and protect
farmers who lease land, as well as encourage landowners to make their land available to farmers on
a long term or permanent basis, this legislation could be made more restri@pecifically, the Act
could stipulate that if landowners are not farming the land themselves, they can only achieve farm
class status if they
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1 Enterlongterm leases with teant farmers;or,
1 Register a restrictive covenant on the title of their land, preserving it for agriculture in
perpetuity.

Note that these recommendations are summarized in table forfablel (page8).
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Appendix1: Survey Package

Survey Package Part A) Stakeholder Engagement Information Letter

Kwantlen

POLYTECHNIC
UNIVERSITY

INSTITUTE FOR
SUSTAINABLE HORTICULTURE

Potential for Enhanced Small Lot, Local Scale, Direct Mafggtculture in
Surrey

The Institute for Sustainable Horticulture at Kwantlen Polytechnic University is currently wd
with the City of Surrey2z OF NNE 2 dzi | orasStAyS lylLteaa
wSaSI NOK NBadzZ 6a oAttt AyF2N¥Y (GKS OAdGeQa 13
agriculture, stimulate the local economy, and connect the small lot agriculturéodal, direct
markets in urban centres.

To best address the research goals, the research team is engaging with stakeholders, incl
landowners, to determine their values and opinions surrounding agriculture. We invite you
participate in this proces by completing the enclosed short survey and attending a stakeholg
forum in August, 2011.

Participation in both processes is completely voluntary and very much appreciated. Your resj
will remain absolutely confidential and anonymouSompleted surgys can be mailed to thg
research team using the stamped, addressed envelope included in this package. An invitation
stakeholder forum, and RSVP information, is also attached.

A project summary report will be available by November, 2011, on the wW&Hsite
(www.kwantlen.ca/ish or in hardcopy summary form by request. For further information about
project, or to request a summary report, please contact the principle investigator:

Dr. Kent Mullinix,

Director- Sustainable Agriculture and Food Security
Institute for Sustainable Horticulture

Kwantlen Polytechnic University

12666 72 Ave, Surrey, BC V3W 2M8
604.612.1252

kent.mullinix@kwantlen.ca

www.kwantlen.calish
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Survey Package Part B) Forum Invitation

Kwantlen

POLYTECHNIC
UNIVERSITY

INSTITUTE FOR
SUSTAINABLE HORTICULTURE

2dz FNB AYQBAGSR (G2 LI NIOAOALI GS Ay X

A Stakeholder Forum on the Potential for Enhanced Small
Lot, Direct Market, Local Scale Agriculture in Surrey

August 17th 20116:00¢ 8:00 PM
KwantlenPolytechnic University Conference Centre
Surrey Campus, 126682nd Ave, Surrey, BC V3W 2M8

The Institute for Sustainable Horticulture at Kwantlen Polytechnic University is currently wg
with the City of Surrey tengage with local stakeholders, ideRA y 3 NBAA RSy Ga |
rural residential and agricultural lands to determine values and opinions surrounding agricultur
' ANRKR Odzf G dzN>F £ fFyR dzaSd 2SS Ay@AGS e2dz G2 LI
system by #ending this stakeholder forum.

The forum agenda includes:

9 Introductory remarks by Principle Investigator Dr. Kent Mullinix (Director, Sustair
Agriculture and Food Security, Institute for Sustainable Horticulture)

1 Keynote address by an urban farmer

T t NBaSyidlFrdAz2y 2F adz2NDly FNASYRE& T NYAYS

9 Breakout discussions and feedback

Snacks and refreshments will be provided.

Your RSVP is requested by Augus&t 2011.To RSVP, please complete the information below
mail it to us (along with your copleted survey) using the stamped, addressed envelope include
this package. Alternatively, you may send your RSVP via email to:

Caitlin Dorward, Project Coordinat@aitlin.dorward@kwantlen.ca

A remider and event updates will be sent to all registrants two weeks prior to the event

{ dzZNNIBde@tidized ALR Lan{i® Institute for Sustainable Horticulture 2013Ragel05of 128


mailto:caitlin.dorward@kwantlen.ca

Survey Package Part C) Survey Instrument

Potential for Enhanced Small Lot, Local Scale, Direct Market Agriculture in Surrey: Survey Questions

Your response to all questions in this survey will remain absolutely confidential and anonymous. Neither the
researchers, nor the City, will publish or publicize individual responses or any information which may make it possible to
single out the respondent, the property owner, this property, or any activity associated with it. All information will be reported
in aggregated, generalized form. Completed surveys will be stored in a locked office and shredded following publication of
the research. Please submit completed surveys using the stamped, addressed envelope included in this package.

1. [A] Are you the owner or part owner of this [B] Do you reside on this property?
property?
a) Yes
a) Yes b) No
b) No
[C] Is the property rented or leased? [D] If the property is rented or leased, at what
annual rate?
a) Yes
b) No $

2. Please characterize the landowner(s):

___Individual ___Cooperative ___Municipal government
___Family ___ Community Trust ___Provincial government
___ Corporation/business ___Developer ___ Federal government

___ Other, please describe:

3. [A] Approximately how much gross revenue is generated from business activities taking place on the

property?
a) $0 (noincome) d) $10,000 - 19,999 g) $100,000 - 249,999
b) $1-4,900 e) $20,000 - 49,999 h) $250,000 or greater
¢) $5,000-9,999 f) $50,000 - 999,999
[B] Approximately what proportion of this is generated through agricultural activities? %

[C] Is this property taxed at a farm class rate?

a) Yes
b) No

4. [A] Approximately how much of this property (if any) is used for non-agricultural purposes?

hectares (or % of the property)

[B] Please describe these non-agricultural uses (if applicable)

Potential for Enhanced Local Scale Agriculture Survey, Page 1 of 2
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5. [A] What proportion of the property is used for the following agricultural activities?

Greenhouse veg. % Beef cattle % Crop processing %
Field vegetables % Dairy cattle % Forage and pasture %
Berries % Poultry %

Orchards % Sheep, goats, or hogs %

[B] If no portion of the property is used for the agricultural activities listed above, please describe why
(check all that apply)

___Ownerltenant lacks start-up capital ___Ownerl/tenant is not an agriculturalist
___Agriculture would not be profitable ___ Ownerl/tenant is not interested in farming
___Land is not suitable for agriculture ___Owner/tenant is not capable of farming

__ Too many land improvements would be needed
__ Other, please describe:

6. [A] How likely is it that the landowner would allow increased use of this property for the following
agricultural activities: forage and pasture, berries, orchards, field vegetables, greenhouse vegetables, beef
cattle, dairy cattle, poultry, sheep, goats, or hogs, or crop processing and preparation. Circle one.

a) Very likely b) Somewhat likely ¢) Unlikely d) Very Unlikely e) Unknown

[B] Which of the following policies, programs, or support networks would encourage the landowner to allow
increased use of the property for the agricultural activities listed above (forage and pasture, berries,
orchards, field vegetables, greenhouse vegetables, beef cattle, dairy cattle, poultry, sheep, goats, or hogs,
or crop processing and preparation). Check all that apply.

__Improved tax incentives

___Subsidies for land remediation/input costs associated with making the land arable
__Subsidised utility rates

__ Network to connect landowners to land-seeking farmers

__ Municipal support for landowners entering into lease agreements with tenant farmers
___Risk free lease with tenant farmers (lease guaranteed by municipal government)
___Agricultural training for landowners

___Mandated minimum level of agricultural activity on land zoned A1 or ALR

___ Other, please describe:

Thank you for your participation. Completed surveys can be submitted
using the stamped, addressed envelope included in this package.

Potential for Enhanced Local Scale Agriculture Survey, Page 2 of 2
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Appendix2: Tabulated Survey Results

Potential for Enhanced Small Lot, Local Scale, Direct Market Agriculture in Surrey: Tabulated Survey Results

*Totals reported as percentages may not add up due to rounding.

| Total surveys administered = 586 ] Total completed surveys = 44 (7.5% response rate) }

1. [A] Are you the owner or part owner of this property?

Total responses 43
a) Yes 43 100%
b) No 0 0%

[B] Do you reside on this property?

Total responses 43
a) Yes 38 88%
b) No 5 12%

[C] Is the property rented or leased?

Total Responses 43
a) Yes 5 12%
b) No 38 88%

2. Please characterize the landowner(s):

Total Responses 44

a) Individual 15 34%

b) Family 27 61%
c) Corporation/Business 2 5%

d) Cooperative 0

e) Community Trust 0
f) Developer 0
0

0

0

g) Municipal Government
h) Provincial Government
i) Federal Government

3. [A] Approximately how much gross revenue is generated from business activities taking place on the

property?
Total Responses 44
a) $0 (no income) 26 59%
b) $1 - 4,900 10 23%
c) $5,000 - 9,999 2 5%
_d) $10,000 - 19,999 2 5%
e) $20,000 - 49,999 1 2%
f) $50,000 - 999,999 0
g) $100,000 - 249,999 0
h) $250,000 or greater 3 7%
[B] Approximately what proportion of this is generated through agricultural activities? %

Potential for Enhanced Local Scale Agriculture: Tabulated Survey Results
Page 10of 3

{ dzNNIde@tiized ALR Lan{l® Institute for Sustainable Horticulture 2013Ragel08of 128



Total Responses 43

n/a 26 60%
0% 3 7%
1-5% 2 5%
6-10% 2 5%
11-25% 0

26 - 50% 1 2%
51-75% 0

76 - 99% 0

100% 9 21%

[C] Is this property taxed at a farm class rate?

Total Responses 44
a) Yes 14 32%
b) No 30 68%

4. [A] Approximately how much of this property (if any) is used for non-agricultural purposes?

0%
1-5%
6-10%
11-25%
26 - 50%
51-75%
76 -99%
100%

[B] Please describe these non-agricultural uses (if applicable)

Total Responses 43

Indicated residential-related use 25 58%

Indicated business-related use 6 14%

Indicated the property was undeveloped 4 9%

Indicated natural or non-agricultural landscaping = 12 28%

Left blank 4 9%
*Some responses included in multiple categories, totals thus do not add up to 43.

5. [A] What proportion of the property is used for the following agricultural activities?

Total Responses 22

Greenhouse veg. 1 5% Poultry 2 9%

Field vegetables 6 27% Sheep, goats, hogs | 3 14%

Berries 3 14% Crop processing 1 5%

Orchards 3 14% Forage and pasture | 8 36%

Beef cattle 1 5% Dairy cattle 0 0%
*Some responses included in multiple categories, totals thus do not add up to 43.

Potential for Enhanced Local Scale Agriculture: Tabulated Survey Results
Page 20of 3
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