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ABSTRACT 

Managing Urban-Rural Conflict: Planning for the Long-term Viability of Agriculture in 
Surrey, British Columbia 

Michael Ruskowski 
January, 1999 

Prepared in partial fulfillment of the requirements of the MEDes Degree in the Faculty of 
Environmental Design, the University of Calgary 

Professor P.S. Elder, Supervisor 

British Columbia only produces 60% of its food supply and is largely dependent on food 

imports from the United States, Mexico and other Canadian provinces. A number of 

B.C.'s main food suppliers are however experiencing rapid growth and are taking large 

quantities of valuable farmland out of production in order to accommodate non-farm 

developments. Due to the lack of certainty over the future of fanning and the fbture 

global food supply it is imperative that British Columbia preserve its f a m  land for food 

production and strive to increase the viabiIity of farming within the province. 

Surrey is B.C.'s second largest city and is the fastest growing city in Canada This project 

profiles the City of Surrey as a case study to show the challenges of protecting and 

enhancing agriculture in a city experiencing a growing population and shrinking supply of 

land available for urban development. 

The first part of this project provides an overview of the different programs used 

throughout North America to preserve agricultural land and improve the viability of 

agriculture. Some of these programs are currently in place in Surrey, but the programs 

that are not currently used are reviewed closely and considered as potential tools to be 

added to Surrey's existing programs. The Agricultural Land Commission Act is the main 

legislative tool that has been used to preserve agricultural land in B.C. since the early 

1970's. The history of this Act is reviewed to examine the effectiveness of this 

legislation at preserving Surrey's agricultural industry. 



Policies and programs established at the federal, provincial, regional, and municipal level 

are reviewed to identify the current polic~es affecting the agricultural industry in the City 

of Surrey. The weaknesses of the individual policies are outlined, showing areas that 

require improvements to help protect and enhance Surrey's agricultural industry. A 

profile of Surrey's agricultural community is established from Census data, and the 

information cotlected from two recent surveys is used to identify the major concerns of 

the agricul turd community. 

The final part of this project establishes a series of conclusions and recommendations that 

can be used to help strengthen Surrey's agricultural industry, encourage the city to grow 

in a manner that preserves the existing agricultural land base, improve the economic 

viability of farming, and reduce conflicts between urban and d residents. 

KEY WORDS 
Land Use, Rural - Law and Legislation - British Columbia; 

Agricultural Conservation 
Land Use Planning - Rural 
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INTRODUCTION AM3 METHODOLOGY 



I .  InZroduction 

Settlement putterns in B&R Cobbirr 

The original inhabitants of British Columbia are estimated to have lived there as 

early as 7000 BC (Smith, 1998, p.1-3). When initial contact with Europeans occurred in 

the 17007s, the indigenous population of British Columbia had reached nearly 100.000 

(Smith, 1998, p. 1-3). 

European settlement began in the early 1800's, as people came to British 

Columbia with the intent of taking advantage of the vast supply of resources availabIe in 

the province (Smith, 1998, p.1-3). The fur trade was the dominant industry, and 

Europeans estab!ished permanent settlements in the form of fur trading posts. Fort 

Langley was established in 1827, and the Hudson's Bay Company built a fort in Victoria 

in 1842. As the number of permanent settlements increased, the demand for forest 

products, farm products, and better transportation links to distant settlements rose 

significantly (Smith, 1998, p. 14)-  

The agricultural industry grew rapidly to supply food for the growing urban 

regions of the province. A s  the major urban centres of Vancouver and Victoria started to 

increase in size, agricultural operations in the Fraser Valley and Vancouver Island 

expanded to meet increased demands for food (Smith, 1998, p. 1-4). The agricultural 

industry also expanded into other parts of the province, as by the 1890's the Okanagan 

was producing fruit and vegetables, and farmers in the C a r i b  were engaged in beef 

ranching (Smith, 1998, p. 14). 

The agricultural potential of British Columbia's land base strongly influenced 

where the major developments occurred in the early days of settlement. Human 

settlements have been developed primarily in the valley bottoms and river deltas 

throughout the province. These settlements have been located on or near some of the 

most productive agricultural land in B.C., as the inhabitants of these settlements had to 

grow their own food in order to survive (Agricultural Land Commission, 1983, p.4). 



British Columbia urbanized very rapidly in relation to the rest of Canada, and by 

19 1 1 it was the only province to have more people living in urban rather than rural areas 

(Smith, 1998, p. 14). British Columbia continued to urbanize over the following decades 

and by the early 1970's the province was losing approximately 6,000 hectares of 

agricultural land to n o n - f m  uses annually. 

The provincial government realized that the agricultural land base and the 

provincial agricultural industry would be in jeopardy if the development trends continued 

and therefore the Province introduced an agricultural land preservation program in the 

form of the Land Commission Act in 1973 (changed to the Agricultural Land Commission 

Act in 1977). The Agricultural Land Cotnmission was created to administer the Act, and 

was given the authority to designate areas as agricultural land reserves. These reserves 

were created to help ensure that the agricultural land base would not be destroyed by non- 

farm development~ and to secure a land base for food production in the future. 

Urbanhral residents in British Columbia to&y 

Over eighty-two percent of British Columbia's current population resides in urban 

areas, with a majority of these residents concentrated in two small portions of the 

province (Smith, 1998, p. 1-4). The main urban areas are located in the Southwest and 

Interior portions of the province, as illustrated by the triangles in figure 1. These two 

areas cover only 2.7% of the provincial land base (25,300 square kilometres), but 79% of 

B.C.'s population resides within their boundaries (Smith, 1998, p.14). 

The Southwest and Interior regions of B.C. also play an extremely important role 

in the provincial agricultural industry, as farms within these 2 areas generate 78% of the 

province's total gross fann receipts (Smith, 1998, p.14). Some of the land within these 

areas is considered to be of national significance for agriculture, as the Lower Mainland 

has the longest frost-free period in Canada, and the Okanagan Valley is one of only three 



FIGURE 1 



areas in Canada that grow fmit (Smith, 1998, p. 1-4). 

The Interior and Southwest portions of B.C. accommodate a majority of the urban 

development and mcuituraI production for the province on a very limited amount of 

land. A significant amount of agricultural land within these regions has already been 

converted to non-fanning uses since the Agricultud Land Reserve (ALR) was created, 

and pressures to convert land will continue in the future. The development pressures on 

these areas will increase as the population continues to grow, and the supply of non- 

agricultural Iand for deveIopment becomes scarce. It will be a tremendous challenge to 

both manage the agricultural industry and accommodate growth within these heavily 

populated areas of B.C. in the future. 

Quality of agricuCIuraI land wifhin the province 

The British Columbia Land Inventory (BCLI) system is used to classify 

agricultural land into seven categories. The BCLI categories are based on the range of 

crops that can be grown, and considers the climate and soil conditions in the area when 

determining the agricultural classification (Smith, 1998, p. 1-6). Class 1 Iand is very 

productive agricultural land capable of growing a wide range of crops, whereas class 6 

land has very limited agricultural capability and Class 7 land has no capability for arable 

culture or permanent pasture. The BCLI ratings indicate the general agricultural potential 

of an area, but they do not always indicate the true potential of the land for specific uses. 

It is not always necessary to have a high rating in order to be productive in 

agricultural use because some lands with low agricuitural capability ratings can be 

extremely productive for a single or narrow range of specialty crops and make significant 

contributions to the provincial agricultural industry (Smith, 1998, p. 1-6). All of the land 

within the Agricultural Land Reserve can therefore be considered to be valuable because 

it can make some form of a contribution to the agriculture industry within the province. 



Land capuble of agricutwolprodiwfion in B r U L  Columbirr 

The physical layout of British CoIurnbia strongly influences the farming industry 

as over 90% of the province is covered by mountains or has an elevation greater than 

1,000 metres (Smith, 1998, p. 1-3). The soil types and climate suitable for agricultural 

purposes are generally limited to the valley bottoms or interior plateaus between the 

mountain ranges (Provincial Agricultural Land Commission, 1983, p.4). Even within 

these general regions considered to be suitable for agriculture, there exists variation in the 

agricultural capability of the land based on climate, soil types, topography and drainage 

patterns. 

British Columbia does have some of the highest quality farmland in Canada, but it 

is very limited in supply. It is estimated that as much as 15% to 16% of British 

Columbia's land base has the capability to perform some form of agricultural use, the 

majority which would be suitable only for rough grazing or perennial forage crop 

production (Smith, 1998, p. 1-6). Approximately 4% of B.C. is considered to be capable 

of growing a range of crops. Prime agricultural land within the ALR accounts for only 

1.1 % of the provincial land base, The ratio of prime agricultural land to the total 

provincial land base is exceptionally low when compared with other provinces, as 174  of 

Alberta's land base, for example, is made up of prime farmland (Smith, 1998, p.1-7). 

Why protect the agricultural indusm within British Columbicr? 

Eritish Columbia imports mass quantities of agricultural products from outside of 

Canada, as the provincial agricultural industry produces only 60% of the provincial food 

needs. A majority of the imported agricultural products come from other parts of Canada, 

the United States and Mexico. The amount of food imported into British Columbia has 

changed over time, as shown in figure 2. 

Figure 2 - Food imports into British Coltunbia 
in 1946, B.C. imported 3% of the total food for the province 

a in 1955, B.C. imported 29% of the total food for the province 
in the 19703, B.C. imported 608 of the total food for the province - in the 1990's, B.C. has imported 40% of the total food for the province 



Figure 2 illustrates that B.C. is heavily dependent on food imports. It is important to 

retain arid strengthen the agricultural industry in British Columbia in case the importers 

are not able to supply B.C. in the fbture. The United States is losing farmland at an 

alarming rate, and British Columbia relies heavily on the U.S. for a majority of the fruits 

and vegetables imported into the Province. California is the leading producer of fruits 

and vegetables in the United States, but it is losing approximately 100,000 acres of 

farmland yearly (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p.2). 

The only region in California with the land base and water supply necessary for 

iarge-scale agricultural production is the Central Valley, but the future of the agricultural 

industry in this region is uncertain (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p.2). The Central Valley 

has 6 of the top 10 farming counties in the United States, but the agricultural production 

in the Valley will likely be reduced as the population of the Valley is expected to triple by 

the year 2040. The anticipated effects of the population increase include the conversion 

of I million acres of farmland to non-fann uses, and an increase in conflicts over the 

massive water supply needed to irrigate the valley farmland (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, 

p.2). Facts like these underly the importance of maintaining a local food production 

industry. B.C. cannot remain dependent on the US for a foocl supply because American 

food exports may not be available in the future. 

In addition to the projected massive loss of farmland, there will be a 

corresponding increase in population which will result in an increased demand for food. 

The world population is currently 5.8 billion and it is anticipated to reach 9 billion by the 

year 2050. The Union of Concerned Scientists predicts the world to have a food crisis by 

2050 unless the population growth slows and agricultural practices improve (Daniels and 

Bowers, 1997, p.257). It is important to preserve as much farmland as possible to meet 

both local and international needs in the future. 



Predicting whether there will be a food shortage in the future is very difficult to do 

with any accuracy, but taking the risk that a food shortage will not emerge is very 

dangerous and unnecessary. As prime farmland continues to be lost, especially near 

cities, the resuIt will be an increased reliance on foreign countries for fruits and 

vegetables and an increase in environmental impacts as agriculture is forced onto 

marginally productive agricultural Iand that is more expensive to farm (Daniels and 

Bowers, 1997, p. 15). British Columbia should therefore recognize the value of the 

a,oricultural land within the province and ensure that they do not allow the unnecessary 

conversion of large quantities of agricukural land to non-farm purposes. 

The unique agricultural conditions that exist in British Columbia encourage an 

analysis of the existing programs used for preserving agricultural land to ensure that they 

can be used to prevent the agricultural Iand base from being converted to non-fann uses, 

an2 to ensure that B.C. fanners will be able to provide food for the province in the event 

of a national or global food shortage, The City of Surrey will be used as a case study to 

provide a focus for this project. Surrey is the fastest growing city in Canada, so there will 

be tremendous pressures on Surrey's agricultural community as the population increases 

and the amount of developable land declines. This project wilI provide a series of 

recommendations intended to address the concerns of the agricultural community and to 

help ensure the Iong-term survival of the agricultural industry in Surrey. This project will 

focus on ensuring that the agricultural land base be preserved, that the drainage 

conditions in agricultural areas be improved, that conflicts between urban and rural 

residents be reduced, and that Surrey's fanning industry continue to play a sigrificant role 

in the provincial agricultural sector. It will be maintained that a broad series of policies 

and legal initiatives can help to resolve the difficult conditions facing Surrey's 

agricultural community. 



2- Methodolow 

This project consists of five main chapters, divided into three separate parts. The 

first part concentrates on providing very broad descriptions of techniques used to preserve 

agriculturaI land, and dso reviews the history of the Agricultural Land Commission Act 

in British Columbia 

The second part of this project focuses exclusively on Surrey. The agricul- 

community in Surrey is examined, including the dominant farming categories, the 

economic benefits of farming, and the chdenges facing the agricultural community. The 

policies currently affecting the agricultural community are also reviewed to idenrifv the 

programs in place to protect agricultural land in Surrey. 

The final part of this project also focuses on Surrey. It utilizes information from 

the first four chapters to develop a series of recommendations that can be used to help 

Surrey's agricultural community. 

Part I :  

Tools avaikble for fatmhnd protection (Chapter I )  

The purpose of this chapter is to provide the reader with an introduction to farmland 

preservation by providing an overview of the main tools that can be used to help preserve 

agricultural land, improve the economic viability of f-g, and reduce conflicts 

between farmers and their urban neighbours. The individual farmland protection tools 

reviewed in this chapter include: differential assessment, agricultural zoning, urban 

growth boundaries, conservation easements, cluster developments, purchase of 

development rights (PDR), transfer of development rights (TDR), right-to-farm 

ordinances, and agricultural buffers. 

The information in this chapter was obtained exclusively through literature reviews. 

The literature reviews covered an extensive Iist of resources and address a majority of the 

most commonly used techniques for preserving agricultural land throughout Canada, the 

United States, and parts of Europe. A number of these individual techniques are included 



in the package of techniques used to protect the agricultural industry in Surrey. The 

strengths and weaknesses of the techniques [that aren't currently in place in Sumy] are 

reviewed closely, as these techniques will be considered as potential components of the 

recommendations and conc~usions chapter of this project. A secondary objective of this 

chapter is therefore to find additional ways to improve Surrey's agricultural land 

preservation program. 

History of the ALR in B M h  Columbiu (Chapter 2) 

The purpose of this chapter is to inform the reader of the history behind the 

Agricultural Lrmd Commission Act because it is the key piece of legislation for preserving 

agricultural land in British Columbia This chapter discusses how the Agricultural Land 

Reserve was created, and how the ALR boundaries have changed over time. The roles of 

various decision-makers in administering the Act are also discussed, including the 

Agricultural Land Commission and the provincial cabinet. Controversies surrounding the 

Agricultural Land Commission Act are reviewed, including the allowance of golf courses 

within the reserve boundaries and charges of political favours in ALR decisions. The 

purpose of this chapter is to provide information on how the ALR has changed since it 

was first created, and how it arrived at where it is today, 

Information on the history of the ALR was obtained exclusively through literature 

reviews. The Agricultural Land Commission has published numerous articles regarding 

the successes of the ALR, the changes made to theAgricultura2 Land Commission Act, 

and as well their annual reviews provide detailed statistics on the changes to the ALR 

from year to year. Newspaper articles and independent reviews of theAgricultura1 Land 

Commission Act were used to help identify the controversies and major issues that have 

surfaced throughout the history of the Act. The review of theAgricultural Land 

Commission Act is quite thorough, and provides a summary of how the legislation has 

affected the agricultural land base in British Columbia. 



Part 2: 

Summary of the City of Surrey's agriculhtral community (Chapter 3) 

Since the main goal of this project is to try to improve the conditions for Surrey 

farmers, it was essential to establish a profie of Surrey's agricultural community. 

Information used to summarize the City of Surrey's agricultural community was obtained 

from three surveys: 

1. Statistics Canada 1996 Census of Agriculture 

Statistics Canada agricultural census data is used to provide an. overview of the 

economic benefits generated by Surrey's farming community, the geographic importance 

of fanning, the role of Surrey's fanning industry in the Greater Vancouver Regional 

District (GVRD) and the province, and the f d n g  categories in Surrey making 

significant contributions to total provincial production levels. Statistics Canada takes a 

very comprehensive approach when gathering data and their information likely provides 

an accurate description of the entire agricuItural community in Surrey. 

2. Serpentine-NicomekZ Lowlands Agricultural Profile 

This study was conducted in the latter half of 1994 and focused on obtaining 

information on the agricultural production and drainage capabilities of the Lowlands in 

order to establish options to improve drainage, flood control and irrigation (Zbeemoff 

Consulting, 1995. p-ii). This study was reviewed to show the importance of drainage to 

agriculture by identifying the effects of poor drainage on crop production and crop yields. 

The main components covered in the survey incIude: land ownership and use, farm 

production and economic values, drainage, irrigation, water management, farm [and 

fragmentation, recreation on farm land, wildlife impacts, and farmer demographics. 

The major strength of the data gathered for the Serpentine-Nicomekl study is that 

i t  was collected through face-to-face interviews with only active or recently retired 

farmen within the Lowlands. Only people with extensive knowledge of the land were 



interviewed, thereby allowing for a very detailed and accurate description of a major sub- 

area of Surrey's agricultural community to be created. The response rate for this study 

was also very good, as 58% of the property owners meeting the eligibility criteria for the 

study were intenriewed, 

The limitation to this study is that it was only applied to a specific portion of the 

agricultural land base with unique characteristics. Since the study only covered roughly 

50% of the land within the ALR in Surrey, it is not likely that these results can be 

generalized to represent the agricultural production and drainage capabilities of all 

agricultural land in Surrey. In addition, since the data was collected in 1994, the 

conditions within the Lowlands could have changed significantly over the four years 

since the study was conducted. A potential weakness in the data collected for the study is 

that farm operators may have exaggerated their drainage conditions in order to encourage 

the city to make improvements to their land that could help them to increase their 

production levels. 

3. Fann Community Plan Questionnaire 

This survey was conducted in 1997 as part of the process involved in developing 

the City of Surrey's Farm Community Plan. The surveys were mailed to approximately 

740 properties designated for agricultural use on the tax rolls and included a stamped 

return envelope to encourage a high response rate. The survey focused on farm viability 

issues and helped to identify the major issues and concerns facing the agricultural 

community. 

The strengths of the Farm Community Plan Questionnaire data are that the 

information is very current, and since the response rate was over 30%, the respondents 

likely represent a well-balanced cross-section of the entire agricultural community within 

the City of Surrey. The fact that a majority of the information collected from th is  survey 

was similar to that found in the Statistics Canada Census of Agriculture and the 

Serpentine-Nicomeki Lowlands Agricultural Survey also help to increase the likelihood 



that the information obtained in this survey accurately reflects the opinions of the entire 

agricultural community in the City of Surrey. 

There are a number of limitations to the Farm Community Plan Survey. The first 

limitation to this survey is that it was conducted in an extremely bad year for weather, so 

farmers likely reported more problems than they would usually receive in a typical year, 

The second limitation of the s w e y  data is that the respondents may have reported their 

probIems as being worse than they actually were in order to encourage the City of Surrey 

to make improvements to their farms- 

Evaluating the entire set of data used in this chapter 

The main strength of the data used in this chapter is that information from all 

three sources appeared to be very similar in the cases where the surveys asked similar 

questions. It can therefore be reasonably assumed that the information obtained from the 

three surveys accurately reflects the opinions of the entire agricultural community for the 

City of Surrey. 

A major weakness of the data used in this chapter is that the three surveys were 

conducted in different years. The differences in years was extremeIy important in the 

Farm Community Plan Questionnaire and the Serpentine-NicomekI Lowlands 

Agricultural Study because they asked questions relating to problems affecting the 

capability of the land for agriculturd use. The weather and flooding problems were much 

worse in I997 when the Farm Community Plan Questionnaire was conducted, and it is 

therefore difficult to directly compare the results from the studies that deal with the 

characteristics of the agricultural land- 

It would have been useful to conduct a very detailed study of the entire 

agriculturaI community by doing face-to-face interviews with the 744 farm operators, but 

the time involved in doing a study in this detail was beyond the scope of this project. 



Policies currently affecting the agricuhd community in Sumg (Chapter 4) 

This chapter is intended to summarize the individual policies used to protect 

Surrey's agricultural land base and to separate urban and rural uses. The main legislation 

is established at the provincial level, bur regional and municipal policies are also 

discussed. 

The information for this chapter was obtained by reviewing the relevant 

legislation. Discussions with City of Surrey Planning and Development staff' and 

representatives from the Greater Vancouver Regional District and the Agricultural Land 

Commission also helped to clarify any questions about the relevant legislation and how it 

affects Surrey farmers. 

The provincial policies include the Agricultural Land Commission Act, the Farm 

Practices Protection Act, the Municipal Act, and the Land Title Act. The regional policy 

examined in this chapter is the Greater Vancouver Regional District's Livable Region 

Strategic Plan. Finally, the municipal policies addressed in this chapter include the 

Future Surrey Vision, the City of Surrey Official Commcmity P h ,  Neighbowhod 

Concept Plans, Farm Community Plan, Zoning By-law, Cluster Residential Zones, 

Development Permit Areas, Restrictive Covenants, and Differential Property Tax 

Assessment. 

Part 3: 

Recommendktions and Conclusions (Chapter 5) 

The goal of this chapter is to provide recommendations to address the 

shortcomings of the farmland preservation system currently in place in Sumy. Each of 

the recommendations is aimed at addressing the concerns of the agricultural community 

that were identified in the f i t  two parts of this project. The main topics covered in the 

recommendations and conclusions chapter include: government support for agriculture; 

encouraging urban growth that allows for the preservation of agricultural land; investing 



in agriculture; increasing agricultural awareness; agricultural land -; recreation and 

transportation in agricultural areas; and improving the rural-urban interface. The 

recommendations and conclusions are intended to improve the economic viability of 

farming, strengthen relationships between urban and rural residents, and help to ensure 

the long-term survival of the agricultural industry in Surrey. 

The recommendations presented in this chapter are based on information obtained 

through an extensive Literature review. Documents produced by the Agricultural Land 

Commission focusing on planning for agriculture, as well as agricultural studies and farm 

commuoity plans from other municipalities in B.C. were the primary sources used to 

arrive at the recommendations. In addition, further Literature reviews found specific 

information on techniques that have worked to protect and enhance agricuINral 

communities in other areas. The information from these sources were used to address the 

limitations of the current techniques used for preserving agricultural land and surrounding 

areas in Surrey, as well as the major problems facing the agricultural community. 

The strength of the data presented in this chapter is that the literature review 

covers a wide range of techniques that have been successful in other areas. Nurnerous 

agricultural studies and publications focusing on planning for agriculture were reviewed 

closely, and individual components that appeared to be beneficial to Surrey's agricultural 

community were selected to help establish the recommendations aimed at helping 

Surrey's agricultural community. 

The weaknesses in the approach taken in the recommendations and conclusions 

chapter is that few of the recommendations came directly from the farm communiy. A 

majority of the recommendations were obtained through literature reviews and there was 

only a limited amount of consultation with the individual fanners within the farming 

community for this component of the project. The non-in-depth consultation with the 

farming community included using notes from the Agricultural Advisory Committee 

meetings and comments from the respondents to the Farm Community Plan 



Questionnaire. Consultation with the farming community was not undertaken 

intentionally as it would have only been possible to conduct interviews with a limited 

number of farmers (based on the limited resources available for conducting this project). 

There are a number of other techniques that could have been used to gather 

information for the recommendations and conclusions chapter of this pmject. The ideal 

approach would involve face-to-face intewiews with the entire agricultural community 

focusing on how to address the major concerns that were identified in the Farm 

Community Plan Questionnaire. This approach wouId involve a tremendous amount of 

time and resources. On a lesser scale, interviews could dso have been conducted with a 

select group of the agricultural community, but it would have been too difficult to get a 

representative sample of the entire agricultural community (e -g  representatives from the 

different commodity groups, bobby farmers, farm operators living ioside/outside of L Y  

boundary, farmers with leased/owned Ian& individuals living along the fringe, 

individuals experiencing problems with recreational users of their property). In addition, 

the danger in intewiewing a small portion of the agricultural community is that the 

people being interviewed coufd be interested in fixing only the problems facing their 

farms, whereas the intent of ihis project is to make recommendations aimed at helping the 

entire agricultural community within the City of Surrey. It was therefore felt that it 

would be more valuable to do literature reviews on other agricultural studies to generate 

recommendations for Surrey's agricultural community- 
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CHAPTER 1 

TOOLS AVAILABLE FOR FARMLAND PROTECTION 



Introduction 

Prior to the 1970Ts, it was generally assumed that there was an unlimited supply of 

agricultural land in North America Urban developments consumed millions of acres of 

productive agricultural land as people moved from the country into the city and 

expanding suburbs. Efforts to protect agricultural land began only 20-30 years ago when 

governments realized that the trend of allowing developments to consume agricultural 

land had to be stopped. Efforts had to be undertaken to protect agricultural land from 

development and to ensure that enough land was preserved to meet the fwd production 

needs of future generations. 

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a general overview of the various 

methods that have been used throughout North America to preserve agricuitural land, 

increase the economic viability of farming, and improve relationships between urban and 

rural residents. 

I .  Differential Assessment 

Differentid assessment programs are the most common type of farmland 

preservation program and involve assessing the agricultural land at its current agricultural 

value instead of its fair market value. Differential assessment programs generally only 

grant tax reductions to the agricultural property, and tax faxm buildings and farmhouses at 

their commercial and residential tax rates (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p.92). 

Differentia1 assessment programs are used to heip encourage farmers to keep their 

land in agricultural use. The reduction in taxes can help to increase the economic 

viability of fanning by reducing the capital costs of farmers. Differential assessment 

programs can also help to reduce the amount of farmland conversions because as long as 

fanning remains profitable, farmers have limited interest in converting their land to non- 

farm uses (Farmland Information Center, 1998, p.5). Local governments can justify 

differential assessment programs for farmers because fanners typically pay more in taxes 

than they receive in services from local governments (Fanniand Information Center, 



There are three types of differential assessment programs: 

I .  Pure dz~erential assessment programs grant tax reductions to f m e r s  who have a 

minimum acreage (usually 10 acres) and use the fann for active farming purposes 

(Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p.94). This type of differentid assessment program is 

voluntary and imposes no penalty on agricultural land owners who withdraw from the 

program. Pure differential assessment programs have good intentions, but they are 

frequently abused. Land speculators and farm operators interested in developing their 

land can enroll in the programs and receive considerable tax reductions while waiting to 

sell their land for non-farm development Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p.94). The 

generalIy low qualifying requirements for pure differential assessment programs aIso 

enable hobby farmers to receive tax breaks that are intended for farmers who rely on 

farming for a majority of their income (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p.94). 

2. Deferred taxation programs grant tax benefits to agricultural land owners, although 

they dso  impose a penalty to recapture some or all of the benefits received under the 

program if the landowners convert the land to non-agricultural use. The standards for 

enrolling in deferred taxation programs are generally stricter than for pure differential 

assessment programs as they require that landowners meet minimum standards for 

acreage, gross farming income, number of years farming the land, etc., before accepting 

them into the program (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p.94). The length of time covered by 

deferred taxation proDpms varies, but if the land is taken out of agricultural use before 

the term of the program has expired, then agricultural land owners can be forced to pay 

all or a portion of the taxes that they would have paid (plus interest) if the property was 

assessed at its highest and best use (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p.95). The intent of this 

program is to discourage the conversion of agricultural land to n o n - f m  development, 

but in many cases the profits generated by converting land to urban or cornmercid use far 

exceed the penalties imposed by the deferred taxation programs. 



3- The strictest type of differential assessment program involves creating arestn'ctive 

agreement between a government and a landowner. The restrictive agreements are 

legally binding contracts that require landowners to keep their agriculturaI land in a 

specific use for a designated time (usually 10 years) in exchange for preferential taxation 

or a freeze on the amount of property taxes owed (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p.95). 

Failure to keep the land in agricultural use for the entire length of the contract results in a 

rollback penalty being imposed on the landowner. It is often difficult to get landowners 

to participate in dSf"r=ntial assessment programs with restrictive agreements, especially 

in areas where pressure to convert agricultural land to non-farm uses is high (Daniels and 

Bowers, 1997, p-95)- 

None of the three types of differential assessment programs has pmven to be fully 

effective as a farmland protection tool. Participation in differential assessment programs 

is voluntary in many areas, so agricultural land owners near major urban areas are 

frequently unwilling to participate in these programs if they are interested in converting 

their land to non-agricultural use (The American Assembly, 1980, p.149). The economic 

benefits of enrolling in differential assessment programs are generally significantly less 

than those associated with developing the land for non-farm purposes. Differential 

assessment programs are also subject to abuse because if weak criteria are established for 

enrollment, then non-farmers can receive tax breaks in instances where they are not using 

the land for productive farming. 

2. Agriculrwal Zoning 

Agricultural zoning is used to create areas where agriculture is the primary land 

use. The aegicultural zone should be large enough to preserve an adequate number of 

farms to support local agricultural service businesses and retain agriculture as an industry 

in the local economy (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p.105). Agricultural zoning can be a 

valuable tool in helping to preserve the long-term viability of agriculture in a community 

because: 

it helps to prevent productive soil from being taken out of agricultural use 



it helps to preserve open space and scenic landscapes for the entire coamunity to 

enjoy 

it helps to prevent residential uses from overtaking agricultural areas 

it helps to reduce conflicts in agricultural areas by controlling the land uses permitted 

in these zones- 

There are two different types of agricu1tural zoning: 

1. Minimum lot size zoning establishes minimum lot sizes for agricultural areas. The 

purpose of the minimum lot size zoning is to ensure that parcels are large enough for 

commercial fanning to remain profitable. If the minimum lot size is too small, then there 

is a risk that there will be an influx of non-farming residents who subdivide the 

agricultural land base into parcels that are too small for commercial farming and destroy 

the agricultural land base (Daniels and Bowers, 1 997, p. 1 1 3). Large minimum lot sizes 

are used to discourage non-farmers from moving into productive agricultural areas and to 

help keep farming areas from being broken up by non-farm use of agricultural land 

(Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p. 1 17). Nonfann dwellings may be permitted in these zones, 

but they are generally restricted to areas with less productive soil, on small lots, and in 

!ocations that do not adversely affect commercial farming operations (Daniels and 

Bowers, 1997, p. 1 17). 

2. Exclusive agricultural zoning restricts land to agricultural use and prohibits uses 

incompatible with commercial farming. Exclusive agricultural zoning is beneficial to 

farming because it attempts to keep non-farm uses away from commercial farming 

operations and helps minimize the number of urban-rural conflicts. The absence of non- 

farm residences in the agricultural zone keeps the market value and the agricukural value 

of the 1 and close to each other and discourages purchases by hobby fanners and 

individuals interested in purchasing rural residential property (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, 

p. 153). The low value of land heIps keep property taxes to a minimum and enables 

farmers to expand their operations more easily. Conversion of land in exclusive, 

agricultural zones to non-farm uses is possible, but it is restricted to land that touches an 



urban or residential zone (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p. 153). 

Non-farm uses in agricultural zones should be kept to a minimum. Those uses 

that are allowed should be diverted away from commercial farming operations in order to 

reduce conflicts between urban and rural residents and should occur exclusively on soil 

with low agricultural capability (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p. 12 1). Agricultural zones 

generally pennit farm-based businesses that are secondary to the farm operation provided 

that they don't interfere with adjacent farms or disturb non-farming residents (Daniels and 

Bowers, 1997, p. 12 1). These support businesses help create employment for family 

members of farmers and enable them to earn additional income without having to leave 

their farms (Daniels and bowers, 1997, p.125). 

The major problem with agricultural zoning as a long-term farmland protection 

tool is that it does not guarantee the permanent preservation of agricultural land. 

Agricuitural zones are extremeIy vulnerable to being modified by the political bodies who 

control land use. Changes to agricultural zoning can come in the form of upzoning or 

rezoning and can result in the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses. If 

agricultural zoning is to be effective in preserving a healthy agricultural community then 

it is essentiaI that the hgmentation of the land base into s m d  farm lots and non-farm 

lots be kept to a minimum. 

If agricultural zoning is to be truly effective in providing iong-term protection for 

farmland, it should be combined with a number of other techniques for farmland 

preservation including agricu~turd districts, preferential property tax assessment, and 

urban growth boundaries (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p. 13 1). Since agricultural zoning is 

not permanent, it is useful to combine a purchase or transfer of development rights 

program with the agricultural zoning to guarantee that the land remains in agricultural use 

(Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p.13 1). 



3. Urban Growth Boun&uies 

In the United States, growth management Iaws established at the state level ensure 

that urban growth boundaries (UGBs) are used for carefully directing growth within 

individual states. The boundaries are created through a regional planning process 

involving incorporated cities and the counties surrounding them. The cities and counties 

work together to develop a comprehensive plan that designates parts of the county that 

should be preserved and areas that should be used for the urbanization of the city (Daniels 

and Bowers, 1997, p. 144). Policies are created to ensure that a majority of new 

construction occurs within urban growth boundaries, with the land outside of the urban 

growth boundaries being preserved in the form of greenbelts of farmland and open space 

around cities (Daniels and Bowers, 1997. p. 144). 

Urban growth boundaries can be effective in reducing long-term speculation on 

Iand outside of the urban boundaries only if investors feel that governments are strongly 

committed to maintaining the boundaries. If investors feel that there is little hope of 

getting permission to develop land that is not designated for future urban use then they 

would be reluctant to purchase property outside of urban growth boundaries (Schiffman. 

1989, p. 1 16). However, if investors feel that the growth boundaries will not be 

maintained, then there is a greater likelihood that they would purchase property in 

a,sricuIturally designated areas with the intent of having the land developed for non-farm 

use as the boundaries expand outward. 

UGBs encourage a more sustainable type of development pattern by limiting the 

amount of land available for development. The intent of these boundaries is to direct 

urban growth into areas where basic services such as sewers, water facilities, and police 

and fire protection can be provided at a reasonable rate (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, 

p. 136). The compact development pattern encouraged by urban growth boundaries is also 

intended to enable f a d a n d ,  open space and other valuable resource land to be preserved. 

Prior to finalizing an urban growth boundary, there should be a comprehensive 



study conducted that covers the projected life of the UGB (such as 20 years) and 

considers the following factors: 

projected population growth 

the anticipated land needed for residential, commercial, industrial, and public space 

use 

current public facilities and services, their capacity, and anticipated improvements 

required 

the actual amount of land available for development (when factors Iike terrain and 

natural features are taken into account) 

estimates for the amount of land needed for development will likely be off, so there 

should be an additional I 0  to 15 percent area in land allotted for development (Daniels 

and Bowers, p. 138, and Schiffman, 1989, p. 1 16). 

It is essential that the urban growth boundary be tailored to accommodate growth 

and development over a minimum period of 20 years. The boundary must be large 

enough to provide an adequate supply of land for development so that land shortages 

don't emerge and cause an increase in land prices (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p.136). It 

is also important that the boundary not be so large that it encourages sprawl by 

designating too much land for urban development (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p.136). 

Once the city and affected counties agree on a growth boundary, they should illustrate the 

boundary in their comprehensive plans and zoning maps and enter into a formal growth 

boundary agreement @aniels and bowers, 1997, p. 136). A major component of the 

agreement should be to guarantee that urban services like sewer and water lines will not 

extend beyond the urban growth boundaries and encourage urban sprawl onto agricultural 

land (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p. 138). 

4. Consemiion Easements 

How the program works 

Conservation easements are created through voluntary agreements between a 

property owner (grantor) and a qualified conservation organization, a land trust, or 



government (grantee) (Kiohn Leonoff e t  d., 1992, p.70). The landowner agrees to 

donate or sell a portion of their property to a grantee in exchange for a guarantee that the 

land will remain protected for agricultural use. The grantor retains ownership of the land, 

but is subject to the restrictions imposed on them by the conservation easement 

agreement. The easemem document specifies the permitted uses on the property and 

generally imposes tight restrictions on the type and amount of development permitted 

(Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p. 199). 

Land trusts assume the role of the grantee in a majority of the conservation 

easement agreements and they play a key role in helping to ensure that agricultural land 

remains preserved for the long-term. Many property owners who enroll in conservation 

easement programs are skeptical of the ability of government to preserve agricultural land 

for the long-term (e-g. using zoning to protect agricultural land), so they agree to place 

conservation easements on their property to prevent it from being used for residential, 

commercial, or industrial developments (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p. 193). The donors 

of conservation easements are committed to ensuring that valuable natural areas and 

farmland be passed along to future generations in good condition (Daniels and Bowers, 

1997, p. 194). They recognize the importance of agricultural land and surrender their 

development rights to ensure that governments and the free market are unable to remove 

their Iand from agricultural use. 

How easements aflect the rights of landowners 

Conservation easements protect agricultural Iand for the life of the conservation 

easement agreement. The easements are generally permanent, but it is possible to create 

term easements to last for a specified ilumber of years. Grantors of agricultural 

conservation easements are free to use their land for fanning and other uses that do not 

interfere with or reduce the agricultural viability of the land (Farmland Information 

Center, 1998, p.2). The right to develop the property for non-farm uses is eliminated 

under conservation easement agreements, but the remainder of a property owner's rights 

remain intact. The land owners retain the right to restrict public access to their property, 



and are also able to sell or transfer their property as they wish (Farmland Information 

Center, 1998, p.2). In the event of a property sale or transfer, conservation easements are 

legally binding on subsequent landowners. 

The process involved in establishing consewation easements under old-fashioned 

common Iaw was very different from how the easements are created under modem 

statutory provisions. It was much harder to establish a conservation easement under the 

common law system because two parcels of land were needed to create a conservation 

easement. Under the common law system it was necessary to have one property to act as 

a servient tenement that was subject to restrictions or conditions, and the other property to 

act as a dominant tenement that received benefits from the restrictions imposed on the 

servient tenement (Kwasniak, 1996,p.S). The statutory regulations controlling property 

law also eliminate the uncertainties over whether a conservation easement created under 

common law is legally binding on subsequent owners of the property that were not 

involved in the original agreement to create the conservation easement. Conservation 

easements are now attached to the titles of properties and are protected by statutes 

containing provisions stating that subsequent landowners are bound by the agreements. 

Role of land trusts in conservation easement programs 

Conservation easement programs are run by land trusts, conservation 

organizations, or government agencies (grantees). Land trusts are private, non-profit. 

publicly funded organizations committed to preserving natural areas and open space in 

the public interest (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p.194). They are classified as educational 

arid "charitable" organizations with their own bylaws, board of directors, and paid or 

volunteer staff (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p. 194). Once grantees acquire land for 

conservation, they assume responsibility for managing the Iand and enforcing the terms of 

the agreements- 

Once an easement is created, the land trust is legally responsible for managing the 

land and ensuring that the terms of the easement are being followed. There should be an 



inspection of the land at least once a year and any violations of the easement agreement 

should be addressed immediately (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p.208). Failwe to address 

the violations of the conservation agreements can result in legal problems for the land 

trust, risk having the conservation easement removed, and give the land trust a bad 

reputation (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p.209). The land trust can resolve any differences 

that it has with landowners by 3 potential methods: 1. arbitration by a third party; 2- 

mediation between the land trust and the landowner; and 3. litigation (Daniels and 

Bowers, 1997, p.209). 

Challenges fixing had trusts 

The major obstacle facing land trusts is raising enough money to operate the 

pro,pms successfully. Almost half of the land trusts in the United States operate on 

budgets under $10,000 and obtain their funding fiom membership dues, donations, and 

grants (Daniels and Bowers, 1W, p. 197). Since the programs are voluntary, it is very 

challenging for land trusts to entice property owners to donate property for conservation 

easements. The limited budgets of land trusts prevent them from purchasing the 

easements outright, so they are forced to encourage donations of easements in return for 

reduced taxes. 

Another challenge facing land trusts is getting the right properties to join the 

conservation easement programs. It is important to create easements on properties 

adjacent to other properties with easements already attached to them to discourage non- 

aegicultural uses from being developed near agricultural areas. Since participation in 

conservation easement programs isn't mandatory, it may prove to be very difficult to 

negotiate easement prices with landowners, and to get the owners of important properties 

to participate in the program (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p. 198). 

Benefits of conservation easement programs 

Agricultural landowners that donate consenration easements can receive 

significant financial benefits in the form of cash payments or tax benefits. Easements are 



considered to be donations, so the donators can use the donation value of the easement to 

offset up to 30% of their adjusted gross income in a year (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, 

p.202). Landowners can spread their tax deductions out over a number of years (6 years 

in the United States), and their property taxes can also be reduced once a conservation 

easement is attached to a property. Taxes are usually calculated according to the highest 

and best use of a property, so once a conservation easement is attached, significant 

restrictions are imposed that should lower its assessed value Daniels and Bowers, 1997, 

p.202). 

Agricultural communities also benefit fkom conservation easements because once 

an easement is attached to property, it generally runs with the land forever. The 

permanency of the easements makes it impossible for local governments to allow 

development on these properties and ensures that the land will remain available for 

farming in the future. Land trusts can have a strong influence on growth patterns in the 

future by keeping deveIopments away from land with conservation easements attached to 

it. If neighbouring farm owners donate easements then they will be abIe to withstand 

development pressures and direct non-farm developments to other locations. 

The benefits of agricultural conservation easements extend far beyond individual 

farms to benefit the community at large, By using conservation easements, the land is 

guaranteed to remain protected for agricultural use. The landowners can't be forced to 

farm the property, but the conservation easement enables the land to be used for open 

space purposes, with the potential to be brought iato agricultural production if needed. 

Conservation easements offer a more permanent way of preserving agricuItural land than 

other protection techniques involving government agencies, land-use regulations, or fee- 

simple private ownership @aniels and Bowers, 1997, p.215). The fact that the land will 

remain in agricultural or open space use is beneficial to the community at large as it 

provides them with a scenic landscape to enjoy and a protected area that can be used to 

produce food for local residents, 



Combining land trusts with other farmland preservation techniipes 

Land trusts are very useful for preserving agricultural land because of their ability 

to secure a permanent easement to retain land for agricultural use. It is unrealistic, 

however, to expect land trusts alone to preserve the integrity of agricultural areas and 

secure large tracts of agricultural land because of the enormous costs involved in running 

these programs. Land trusts should continue to be used as a means of preserving 

agricultural land, and funding shodd be set aside from various sources for this purpose. 

Since land trusts are only able to preserve a small portion of the agricultural land 

base, it is useful to combine the acquisition of conservation easements with zoning and 

propem tax breaks because they can be applied to thousands or mifions of acres (Daniels 

and Bowers, 1997, p.2 15). Property tax reductions are beneficial to farmers because they 

allow them to have more money to invest in their agricultural operations and can promote 

an increase in the economic viability of farming. Zoning can be used to help keep 

incompatible land uses away from agricultural areas and to preserve large areas of land 

for agricultural production. The problem with agricultural zoning, however, is that it is 

generally not permanent and can easily be changed. It is this uncertainty of zoning that 

encourages permanent conservation easements to be attached to agricultural properties so 

that agricultural land cannot be developed for non-farm uses, Even though agricultural 

zoning is not always permanent, it is still recommended that zoning be used to provide 

protection to the agricultural properties that don't have agricultural easements attached to 

them. 

5. Cluster Development 

Cluster developments begin by calculating the gross density for a development 

based on the entire parcel size. The development then proceeds by allocating 

development rights in a manner that confines buildings to a small area of the parcel while 

retaining the remainder of the site in open space. The types of housing used in cluster 

developments can include: detached housing on small lots; detached housing on larger 

lots; attached houses; zero lot Line housing; and multiplex dwellings (Schiffman, 1989, 



p.42). Cluster developments are able to achieve the same gross density as regular 

subdivisions but they utilize a smaller percentage of the parcel for development. Cluster 

developments often have private open space in the form of private gardens linked to the 

individual homes as well as public open space created in the form of various recreational 

facilities developed in the non-housing portion of the developments (Schifffman, 1989, 

p.42). 

Cluster developments are beneficid when used in areas surrounding agricultural 

land because the open space can serve as a useful buffer to help minimize conflicts 

between adjacent land uses. Carefully designed cluster developments restrict buildings to 

portions of the site Located furthest away from agricultural lands in order to maximize the 

amount of separation between the potentially incompatible uses. 

Cluster subdivisions help to reduce the amount of land needed for development 

because they have high building densities on the portions of the parcel that are used for 

development, The higher densities also contribute to lower construction costs as  the 

requirements for infrastructure (roads, sewer. water, gas and electricit$ are dI decreased 

significantly by the reduction in land needed for development. The lower construction 

costs to homebuilden should result in savings being passed on to individuals making 

purchases in cluster developments. 

Control over the open space in cluster developments is typically held by 

developers or homeowners' associations. Membership in homeowners' associations is 

gained when individuals acquire fee simple interests to their houses and lots (Schiffman, 

1989, p.42). A homeowners' association is a legal entity which owns the open space 

land, improvements and facilities (Schiffman, 1989, p.42). It is important for 

homeowners' associations to carefully monitor the types of activities that occur in the 

open space areas. They should ensure that there is an adequate amount of open space that 

is useable by the residents of the development and ensure that the open space is not 

comprised of merely dense vegetation. Homeowners' associations should also be 



reluctant to lease their land to commercial farmers because this could have a negative 

impact on the quality of life within cluster developments. Potential problems associated 

with renting the open space of cluster developments to farmers are: that fanning activities 

expose homeowners to noises, dust, and odours; that access to the site with large farm 

equipment could be difficult; and that the open space area may not be large enough to 

sustain commercial farming (FarmIand Information Center, 1998, p.6). It is therefore 

recommended that the open space be used for recreational uses and for buffering 

agricultural land from non-farm uses. 

6. Purchase of Development Rights Pmgmms (PDR) 

How the program work 

The right to develop property is only one of the rights contained in the "bundle of 

rights" held by landowners. PDR programs involve landowners selling the development 

rights to their property to governments interested in preserving their land for agricultural 

use. The landowner retains all other rights to the property, including the right to sell the 

property and to deny public access to the land (DanieIs and Bowers, 1997, p. 148). In 

order to ensure that the land remains in farming or open space use, an easement is placed 

on the 1-andowner's deed to the property that is binding on future landowners (Daniels and 

Bowers, 1997, p. 148). The agency holding the development rights requires the 

landowners to practice good stewardship over the land and they perform inspections on a 

regular basis to ensure that the property owners comply with the terms of their 

agreements (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p. 145). 

PDR p r o e m  are very similar to conservation easement programs. The main 

difference is that conservation easement programs generally involve donations of 

development rights to private conservation organization, whereas PDR programs acquire 

development through purchase by government The price paid for development rights is 

based on the difference between the appraised fair market value of the land and the 

restricted agricultural value. Since governments have limited funding for acquiring 

development rights, it is imperative that careful consideration be given to identifying the 



Iand that is most important for individual PDR programs, PDR programs should develop 

criteria for evaluating the agricultural land base to determine the property to be acquired 

that most closely reflects the goals of the program. Factors to be considered in 

developing criteria for PDR programs inciude the agricultural capability of the soil, the 

size of the parcels, the location of the land in proximity to nonfann development and 

public infrasuucture, and the areas of contiguous farmland in the immediate area (Daniels 

and Bowers, 1997, p.153). 

Who purchases the land for PDR program (and the issues surrounding land purchases) 

Purchase of development rights programs require significant financial 

contributions in order to be successful. Local governments lack the funding necessary to 

acquire the development rights to a substantial amount of the agricultural land base, so 

the financial backing of state governments is generally required. Funding for PDR 

programs at the state level in the US has come through bonds, general appropriations, and 

real estate transfer tax revenue (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p. 169). Some states have 

required local governments to make individual contributions to the program before 

receiving state funds. There have been programs run by local govemments independent . 
of the larger programs, with funding being generated by general obligation bonds, local 

real estate transfer taxes, sales taxes, and other dedicated taxes (Daniels and Bowers, 

1997, p. 163). 

Regardless of where the funding comes from or who runs the program, it is 

extremely important that a long-term commitment to funding the program be established- 

The longer a program is in operation, the greater the number of development rights that 

can be purchased to keep land preserved for agricultural use. The most successful PDR 

programs secure enough funding to keep farmers confident in the program by preserving 

a minimum number of acres every year (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p. 162). 

The most successful PDR programs involve co-operation between state and local 

governments. These programs allow states to develop broad policies and criteria for 



preserving agricultural land. Local governments can then select the farms they believe zre 

the most important to the local agricultural industry (Farmland Information Center, 1998, 

p.4). The involvement of both state and local governments provide two sources of 

funding for the programs, resulting in an increase in money for purchasing development 

rights and an increase in the involvement of local governments in preserving the 

agricultural industry ( F d a n d  Information Center, 1998, p.4). 

Benefits of PDR programs 

The benefits of a purchase of development rights program to agricultural 

communities are numerous: 

Farmers are typically land rich and cash poor. Purchase of deveIopment rights 

programs can help fanners to get some of their money out of their land while still 

retaining control over it. The money received from the development rights purchase 

can be used by farmers to reduce their debts or establish a retirement fund (Daniels and 

Bowers, 1997, p, 148). 

The cash payment from PDR programs can be used to help farmers increase the 

economic viability of their operations by increasing their investment in their farms. A 

study conducted by the American Fannland Trust found that 46% of farmers =I10 

received payment for their development rights invested a portion of their income to 

purchase equipment, livestock, land, or to construct farm buildings (Daniels and 

Bowers, 1997, p. 148). 

The purchase of development rights helps to reduce the value of agricultural land and 

can reduce the operating costs of farmers. The assessed value of the propew should 

be reduced when there is no possibility for non-fann development, so a corresponding 

reduction in taxes to land owners should follow once deveiopment rights are removed 

from the property. The decrease in land values can help to make it more affordable for 

beginning farmers to purchase their own property and for established farmers to 

transfer property to their children (Fannland Information Center, 1998, p.3). 

The community at large also receives significant benefits from PDR programs. 



When development rights are purchased, the land involved is guaranteed to remain as 

open farmland for all residents to enjoy. The residents can enjoy the scenic landscape 

created by farmland, while also enjoying the improvement in air quality generated by 

farming areas. The preservation of farmland also produces significant economic benefits 

to a community by reducing the amount of Iand requiring city services and by helping to 

preserve a strong agricultural industry to contribute to the local economy (Daniels and 

Bowers. 1 997, p. 146). The payments given to farm operators for their development rights 

can also benefit businesses in the community because farmers typically invest a portion of 

their payments into the local economy by making on-farm improvements. 

Weaknesses of using a PDR program to preserve fannland 

The major disadvantage of setting up a purchase of development rights program is 

that it requires significant capital backing. The costs of the development rights can vary 

considerably, with the rights to land under high development pressure being the most 

expensive to purchase. A weakness of PDR programs is that even when development 

rights are purchased, there is no guarantee that the land will be used for active agricultural 

production. Once the development rights are purchased, the landower can not be forced 

to farm the property, but if it is not farmed., the land is retained as open space. Even if the 

land is not constantly used for agricultural purposes, rest from agricultural use is good for 

the soil, and it can always be converted back into use for agricu~tultural production 

(Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p.157). 

Combining PDR programs with other fanncmtd preservation techQues 

Since PDR programs require significant capital expenditures, it is often not 

possible to acquire the development rights of enough land to represent a substantial 

portion of the agricultural land base. Other techniques that can be combined with PDR 

programs to help strengthen farming and protect the agricultural land base include: 

I. Diflerential propeny tax assessment. It is useful to combine differential property 

taxes with PDR programs because they help to ensure that farmers who have sold their 

development rights are taxed at rates according to the agricultural value of the land 



(Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p.169). Since the development potential of a f m  is 

eliminated upon the sale of development rights, the assessed value of the farm should be 

reduced. 

2. Agricultural zoning. It is important to combine agricultural zoning with PDR 

probgams in order to reduce the cost of purchasing development rights. If Iand is zoned 

for agricultural use, the value of the land will be significantly lower than land zoned for 

residential or commercial use, and should result in a lower cost for purchasing the 

development rights. If there is no agricultural zoning in place to complement a PDR 

program, then there will likely be preserved f m  scattered amongst developed properties 

(Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p. 167). Developers would rikely be attracted to property 

adjacent to permanently preserved agricultural Iand because of the scenic value of the 

landscape. This would cause a ~ i ~ c a n t  increase in the amount of contlict between 

urban and agricultural residents. The absence of agricultural zoning would also increase 

the land values and make it impossible to acquire the rights to a substantial portion of the 

agricultural land base. 

3. Urban growth boundaries (UGBs). Urban growth boundaries are very effective tools 

for controlling urban development and saving farmland. It is possible to change urban 

growth boundaries, but if a strategy is taken to preserve the farms dong the outside edge 

of the boundary (through the purchase of development rights), then the boundary is likely 

to become mxe  pennanent (DanieIs and Bowers, 1997, p. 169). PDR programs are 

generally unable to identify large areas to be preserved for agricultural use (because of the 

costs), so identifying urban growth boundaries helps to preseme more agricultural land 

from being used for urban development. 

7. Transfer of Development Rights (TDR programs) 

How the program works 

Transfer of deveIoprnent rights programs involve transferring development rights 

from one parcel of land in a designated farmland preservation area (sending district) to 

another parcel of Iand in an urban development area (receiving district) (Klohn Leonoff 

et. al., 1992, p.69). Agricultural land in designated sending districts is assigned 



development rights that can't be used on the agricultural land, but instead must be 

transferred to properties in areas designated for growth (see figure 1-1). Areas of the city 

that are appropriate for high-density development are designated as receiving dismcts, 

and developers in these areas are able to purchase development rights that can be used to 

increase the density of their developments. Developers purchase development rights 

directly from the agricultural Iand owners in the sending areas. These development rights 

can then be transferred to specially designated non-agricul turaI areas (receiving districts), 

enabling developers to budd at higher densities than ordinarily permitted under the 

zoning ordinance. The effect of TDR programs is to preserve agricultural land by shifting 

development away from agricultural areas into urban areas, aad helping to encourage a 

more compact pattern of urban development. Once the development rights are transferred 

from an agricultural property, a permanent conservation easement is attached to the Iand 

title to ensure that the Iand remains preserved for agricultural use. 

Figure 1-1 - Transfer of Development Rights Program 
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Transfer of development rights programs are intended to help create more 

efficient growth patterns by increasing the amount of land preserved for agricultural and 

open space use while increasing building densities in areas outside of the protected zones. 

TDR programs try to direct growth into areas designated for development and attempt to 

keep infrastructure and development out of agricultural areas. TDR programs also aim to 

improve the economic viability of farming. Like purchase of development rights 

programs, TDR programs help to reduce the market value of protected agricultural land, 

and provide farmers with additional capital to invest in their operations (Farmland 

Information Center, 1998, p.8). 

The role of local govenunents in TDR programs 

Local governments play an integral role in ensuring the success of TDR programs. 

Governments have to invest a great deal of time and effort to create an effective TDR 

program as they are responsible for creating sending areas and receiving areas for 

development rights transfers. Governments must carefully plan where the sending and 

receiving areas are to be located, as they will have a significant impact on determining 

where the future development of the city will occur and what it will look like. An 

effective TDR program should attempt to discourage development in the sending areas 

through downzoning, thereby encouraging agricultural landowners to sell their 

development rights to be transferred to receiving districts. 

Participation in TDR programs can be either mandatory or voluntary. A major 

challenge facing local govemments is trying to get property owners to voluntarily 

participate in transfer of development rights programs. Non-agricultural land owners are 

often opposed to having their land placed in receiving districts because they object to 

having an increase in housing density in their areas (Daniels and Bowers, 1 997, p. 1 83). 

Farmers are also reluctant to purchase land in sending areas because of the lack of 

certainty over how much money they will receive if they were to sell their development 



rights (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p.183). Since they are unable to determine how much 

money they would receive for the development rights, they are often unsure of the true 

value of the land with the development rights attached to the property. 

It is essential that the entire community support a TDR program if it is to be 

successful. The residents of the city should realize that a TDR program will benefit the 

entire community by ensuring that low-density development patterns do not consume the 

entire land base. Instead, the creation of a TDR program will help to protect agricultural 

land from development and clearly identify areas where future development will occur 

(Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p.176)- A great deal of time and effort is required to create 

the program, to explain the program to landowners, deveIopers, politicians and the public, 

and to ensure that the program is supported (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p. 177). 

There are a number of conditions that should be present in a community if a TDR 

program is to be successful. These conditions include: 

An active real estate market and a growing population so that there will be developers 

who want to build at increased densities in the receiving areas (Daniels and Bowers, 

1997, p. 176). It is to establish a TDR program in a rural area or an area with a 

slow real estate market because there is not enough demand for new housing to 

encourage developers to purchase development rights and build at increased densities. 

Clearly defined urban and agricultural areas are essential ingredients for a successful 

TDR program. An effective sending area should be easy to identify as an agricultural 

area and should not have housing developments mixed in with the agricultural uses 

(Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p. 176). The sending areas and receiving areas should be 

separate from each other, making it easy to differentiate between the two areas. Strong 

local zoning is essential if a transfer of development rights program is to be truly 

successful. 



Sending districts 

The agricultural areas in TDR programs are referred to as sending districts. These 

districts are used for preserving agricultural land and they strictly prohibit non- 

agricultural uses within their boundaries. When sending districts are created, 

governments generally reduce the atlowable building density in these areas significantly 

in order to discourage non-farm developments and to restrict the area to agricultural use 

(Schihan, 1989, p. 1 12). Property owners in sending areas are assigned development 

tights that can only be used on property located in a designated receiving area The 

development rights in the "sending" areas can be sold to developers, who are able to 

transfer the density to "receiving" areas so tfiat they can increase their buiIding density in 

these specially designated zones (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p. 173). Landowners in 

sending districts are assigned development rights based on the amount of property that 

they own (e.g. 1 TDR unit for each 5 acres of land owned) (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, 

p. 173). Landowners in sending districts are free to retain their assigned development 

rights, or else they can sell them to developers for transfer to receiving districts. If they 

choose to keep their development rights, they are unable to use the rights to develop 

property in the sending areas. Once a development right is transferred, the land is 

restricted to agricultural or open space use and a permanent conservation easement is 

attached to the title of the property. 

Receiving districts 

The development rights purchased from sending districts are converted into units 

of increased building density based on the amount of acres of development rights that are 

purchased. Developers are able to purchase these development rights from landowners in 

sending districts and transfer them to property in receiving districts. Developers are 

forced to purchase their increased development rights from landowners in sending 

districts in order to get permission to build at increased densities in receiving areas. In 

order to get developers to participate in TDR programs, it is essential that they be able to 

profit by purchasing development rights and building at densities greater than ordinarily 

permitted under zoning regdations. 



The identification of receiving districts is a very challenging task, and it must be 

done with great care if a TDR program is to operate successfully. Receiving districts 

need to be located in places where additional development at higher building densities 

can be accommodated (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p.175). It is essential that the 

increased building densities be controlled so that the area has the necessary resources to 

handle the increase in water, sewer, M i c ,  and environmental concerns that will 

correspond with the increased density and population in the receiving areas (Schiffman, 

1989, p. 1 12). In order to encourage developers to purchase development rights from 

sending districts, municipal governments typicaify downzone the receiving districts to a 

level where developers want to purchase development rights in order to maximize their 

profits from development (Schiffman, 1989, p. 1 L2). 

Who purchases the development rights in TDR programs 

Transactions in TDR programs generally take place between developers and 

private landowners. Developers purchase development rights from private landowners 

interested in selling their development rights on property located in designated sending 

districts. The result is that landowners in sending districts end up with development 

restrictions on their property and a cash settlement. In return, developers are able to 

increase their building density in designated receiving areas. 

The prices of development rights are determined through negotiations between 

developers and agricultural land owners. Developers will purchase development rights if 

the price is such that they will be able to increase their profits by building at higher 

densities in receiving areas. The prices that developers are willing to pay for 

development rights are largely influenced by the number of TDRs that need to be 

purchased for each additional dwelling unit to be constructed in the receiving area 

(Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p. 178). The prices paid for development rights can also vary 

depending on the condition of the real estate market and the rate of population growth for 

the locality where the TDR program is in place. 



Not all TDR transactions occur between developers and private landowners. 

Governments can become involved in TDR programs by setting up Iand banks- These 

government agencies purchase development rights and then sell them to developers and 

other private landowners (Farmland Information Center, 1998, p.8). Landowners are able 

to sell their development rights to land banks at any h e ,  and it may be easier for 

developers to acquire development rights from land banks instead of negotiating with 

private landowners (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p. f 73). The negotiation process with 

government land banks may be in some cases, but some Iand banks establish set 

prices for development rights so that there is no negotiation involved with Iandowners. 

Developers can also benefit when they deal with land banks because they have large 

quantities of development rights available for purchase. This helps developers to avoid 

having to negotiate with a number of agricuitural landowners in order to acquire enough 

development rights for their individual developments (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p. 177). 

Efecr of TDR programs on the property rights of farmers 

Before a TDR program can be implemented, it is necessary for IocaI governments 

to legalize the sending of development rights between parcels of land (Daniels and 

Bowers, 1997, p.172). tegislation must be created to allow the transfer of development 

rights because the right to transfer development rights between properties is not ordinarily 

included in a landowner's "bundle of rights". Like PDR programs, participants in TDR 

programs retain all of their property rights except for their ability to develop the property 

for non-agricultural uses. The owner retains ownership over the property, is free to sell or 

transfer the property at any time, and can use the property in farming or open space use. 

Benefits associated with TDR programs 

Transfer of development rights programs can help to preserve agricultural land 

and improve the viability of agriculture. The benefits of using TDR programs include: 

they can achieve the same objectives as PDR programs at a sign flcantly lower cost to 

the public 



Transactions in TDR programs are typically between agricultural landownee and 

private developers. It is the developers who bear the costs of purchasing development 

rights in TDR programs, as opposed to government agencies who purchase development 

rights under PDR programs. Therefore, the public does not have to invest any money in 

the preservation of agricultural land under TDR programs. 

agricultural land can remain protected forever 

Once the development rights are transferred away from a property, tk land 

remains protected against development forever. 

the amount of land needed for development can be reduced 

TDR programs are able to divert development away from agricultural areas and 

promote development at increased densities in non-agricultural areas. Increasing building 

densities in receiving areas can help to reduce the total amount of land needed for future 

growth and development and ensures that agricultural land is preserved. 

they provide farmers with compensation to invest in their agricultural operations 

A majority of farmers' wealth is generally tied up in their land. When they are 

able to sell their development rights, they receive money that can be used for retirement, 

reducing debts, and for investing in their farms- When they sell their development rights, 

farmers retain all other rights to their property and can continue to use the land for 

farming or open space use. The viability of farming can be increased by providing 

additional capital to farmers who sell the development rights to their property. 

they can reduce the controversy surrounding restrictions imposed on agricultural 

landowners 

Agricultural landowners often oppose any restrictions that are placed on their land 

because they can reduce the fair market value of their property (Farmland Information 

Center, 1998, p.8). Agricultural landowners can benefit fiom TDR programs because 

even though their property is downzoned, they are able to retain their equity through 

selling development rights (Farmland Infomation Center, 1998, p.8). 

reduce the market value of protected farms 

Once development rights are purchased from agriculturd land, the value of the 

land decreases considerably to reflect its value for agricultural production. This can help 



young farmers to purchase their own farms and allows existing fanners to purchase 

additional property. 

Potential problems with IDR programs 

Establishing an effective transfer of development rights program is a very difficult 

task. Potentiat problems created by TDR programs include: 

there are not many places that have successfiriZy implemented TDR progrurns 

Many jurisdictions have attempted to implement TDR programs, but overalI, it 

has achieved limited success as a method of preserving agricultural land. For a TDR 

program to be effective, it must be carried out in a jurisdiction experiencing steady 

growth, a political will to create and maintain strong zoning ordinances, and a planning 

department committed to ensuring the success of the program (Farmland Information 

Center, 1998, p.8). These programs are extremely complex and most areas don't have the 

time or resources to carry out the program effectively. TDR programs suffer 

tremendously during recessionary times because as the demand for housing decreases, 

developers require less development rights and they also reduce the amount that they are 

willing to pay for the rights (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p.188). 

the best agricultural land is not always preserved under TDR programs 

A potential problem with transfer of development rights programs is that they fail 

to preserve the most valuable and productive agricultural land. These programs focus 

exclusively on granting development rights based on the amount of acreage preserved and 

often fail to focus on preserving land in sending areas according to soil quality and 

agricultural capability (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p. 188). Sending areas are also used 

ineffectively to keep development out of agricu1tura.I areas when they are not used to 

protect land along the rural-urban interface that is under the greatest pressure to be 

converted to non-agricultural uses (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p. 1 88). 

possible objections to TDR programs by residents Mected by the trawer of 

development tights 

TDR programs are not always popular with the residents who will be affected by 

the zoning changes in their areas. Individuals in receiving districts are often opposed to 



having their areas zoned above existing zoning levels because they do not want to have 

the character of their areas altered by increased housing density. 

the cost of acquiring develapment rights can fluctuate sip@cmtLy 

A major problem with TDR programs is that they can be strongly influenced by a 

number of economic factors. Developers are often disinterested in purchasing 

development rights in times of low housing demand, high inflation and high interest rates 

(SchiKman, 1989, p. 112). 

developers are @en opposed to having to purchase development rights 

Developers often express opposition to TDR programs because they do not like to 

spend money on purchasing development rights. Developers are likely to compktin that 

their profits are reduced when they are forced to purchase development rights, and they 

prefer to get increased densities in developable areas without having to pay for them. 

Using TDRs with other fannland protection tools 

TDR programs should be used as part of a package of techniques aimed at 

preserving agricu1tura.I land if they are to be successfui. The recommended tools to be 

used to complement a TDR program include: 

1. Comprehensive planning. The county or town implementing the TDR program must 

have a clearly defined growth strategy in the form of a comprehensive plan that maps out 

areas for growth and preservation (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p. 190). The growth 

strategy should define areas to be preserved for agricultural use (sending districts). The 

strategy should also define areas to accommodate future growth at higher densities 

(receiving districts), A comprehensive planning approach that clearly identifies the future 

growth patterns is needed for TDR programs to be a success. 

2. Agricultural zoning. The local zoning by-laws must be specially designed if a transfer 

of development rights program is to be operated successfully. The zoning in the sending 

districts must be downzoned considerably in order to limit development to agriculture- 

oriented uses and to keep nonfarm developments away (Daniels and Bowers, 

1997,p. 190). The zoning by-law must also designate receiving areas intended to 

accommodate future growth. The receiving areas should be zoned at a relatively low 



density, forcing developers to purchase additional development rights from farmers or 

TDR banks in order to maximize profits in their developments. 

3. Reduced property taxes for landowners in sending districts. Once development rights 

are removed from agricultural land, the options for future use of the property are limited 

to agriculture-related activities. Landowners in the sending areas should be entitled to a 

reduction in taxes because of the restrictions imposed on their property. 

8- Right-to- farm ordinances 

Right-to-farm laws are established at the provincial or state level and are used to 

protect farmers who adhere to normal farming practices against nuisance lawsuits. The 

effect of these right-to farm ordinances are to make non-farming residents living in close 

proximity to agricultural operations accept the noises, dust, odours, and chemicals 

produced by agricultural operations that adhere to normal farming practices. Some right- 

to-farm laws require that a notice be attached to the deed to all properties adjacent to 

a,oriculturaI areas that warns potential buyers of the likely effects of living near 

agricultural operations (Farmland Information Center, 1998, p.7). Right-to-farm laws 

also aim to promote the importance of commercial agriculture to the economy by placing 

agriculturd interests above all others in areas affected by the right-to-farm ordinances. 

The contents of right-to-farm laws can vary considerably by state/province. A 

majority of right-to-farm laws offer protection for farmers adhering to standards 

established for normal farm practices and complying with federal and state/provincial 

laws (Farmland Information Center, 1998, p.4). Some right-to-farm laws, however, 

protect agricultural operators only from lawsuits fded by residents who moved in after the 

agricultural operation was established (Farmland Information Center, 1998, p.4). Other 

right-to-farm laws also include a component that prohibits local governments from 

enacting policies that wouId place unreasonable restrictions on agriculture (Fannland 

Information Center, 1998, p.4). 

The implementation of a right-to-farm ordinance can produce a number of 



potential benefits to the fanning community. These ordinances help to inform non- 

farmers, prior to purchasing a property, of the potential inconveniences associated with 

living in close proximity to agricultural operations- Right-to-farm laws also have the 

effect of making non-farm residents aware that farming is encouraged and protected in a 

particular area and that it is not considered a nuisance activity (Schif£inan, 1989, p.34). 

9. Agricultwal Buffers 

It is often desirable to separate agricultural land from its non-agricultural 

neighboun in order to reduce conflicts between adjacent incompatible uses. A potential 

way to minimize the conflicts between urban and rural residents is to require agricultural 

buffers to ease the transition between the uses. Buffers can be made with devices 

including setback lines, fences, native vegetation, physical barriers, clustering 

requirements, and various other regulatory and landscaping techniques (Schifhnan, 1989, 

p.30). 

A successful buffering program creates a "buffer zone" along urban-rural interface 

areas that requires buffering improvements including permanent open space, landscaping, 

fencing, and other design schemes (Schiffman, 1989, p.30). The buffering should be 

required in a prescribed area along the interface (i-e. 300 feet) to adequately separate the 

adjacent land uses. Buffering schemes can be further strengthened by attaching notices to 

the deeds of new houses within 300 feet of a farm that notifies potential home buyers that 

they are considering purchasing near an agricultural area and my be subject to noises, 

dust, and odours produced on f-g operations (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p. 120)- 

Attaching these types of notices to the deeds to houses helps reduce the possibility of 

non-farm residents winning nuisance lawsuits against farm operators adhering to normal 

farming practices. 

Most areas with agricultural buffering programs have an agricultural policy 

advisory commission or an existing review agency perform the function of reviewing and 

approving buffering schemes (SchifThan, 1989, p.3 1). The review agency has the 



responsibility of setting criteria for the buffers and establishing setback lines. The review 

agency should review proposed buffers as part of the building permit process (Schiffman, 

1989, p.3 1). Another potential way of creating agricuItural buffers is to follow the 

process used in Stanislaus County, California, which requires the developer and a farmer 

to figure out the specifics of a buffer before the development is approved (Daniels and 

bowers, 1997, p. 120). It is important to choose buffers carefully as they can produce 

negative impacts on agricultural operations. The placement of vegetative buffers too 

close to agricultural land can shade the crops on the farming side and can reduce the 

agricultural capability of the land (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p. 12 1). The landowners on 

both sides of the proposed buffer should be involved in the process of designing the 

buffer to ensure that it effectively separates the two potentially incompatible uses. 

One potential drawback associated with using agricultural buffers as a method of 

preserving agricultural land is that it may cause an increase in the costs of developing 

properties along the urban-rural fringe. Developers will be forced to spend more money 

on vegetation and other buffering materials and will likely pass these costs on to 

purchasers. 

Conclusion: 

This chapter has provided an overview of the different tools used to help preserve 

agricultural land and to improve the viability of agriculture. These tools are likely to be 

unsuccessful in preserving agricultural land if they are used in isolation. The challenge is 

to create a combination of tools for preserving farmland that can be used to meet the 

objectives of individual farmiand protection programs. Agricultural land preservation is 

not an exact science. It has only been practiced for the last 20-30 years, and it will 

require significant trial and error to establish a program that works effectively. The 

individual techniques should be combined so that they can complement one another and 

form a package that both preserves agricultural land for future generations and helps to 

preserve the long-term viability of agricultural communities. 



A number of the fannland protection tools discussed in this chapter are currently 

in place to heIp protect the City of Surrey's fanning community. The specific tools used 

in Surrey include exclusive agricultural zoning (Agricultural Land Reserve), urban 

growth boundaries (Agricultural Land Reserve and the green zone policies of the Greater 

Vancouver Regional District's Livable Region Strategic Plan), differential property tax 

assessment, right to farm ordinances (Fann Practices Protection Act). agricultural zoning 

(Surrey Zoning Bylaw No. 12000). cluster development (Surrey Zoning Bylaw No. 

12000) and agricultural buffers (development permit areas and provisions of the 

Agricultural Land Commission Act). The individual programs in place in Surrey will be 

examined in greater detail later in this project. Surrey will be used as a case study to 

determine the effectiveness of the farmland preservation system in pIace in British 

Columbia to protect agricultural Iand and ensure the economic viability of farming. 
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HISTORY OF THE AGRICULTURAL LAND COMMISSION ACT AM) 
AGRICULTUFtAL, LAND RESERVE IN BRITISH COLUMBIA 



I .  Introduction 

The last chapter discussed the different tools used throughout North America to 

preserve agricultural land, separate agriculnual land from non-farm developments, and 

enhance the economic viability of farming. This chapter will discuss the Agriculntral 

Lnnd Commission Act as a specific tool used to protect agriculhlrd land within British 

Columbia The Agricultural Lrmd Commission Act produces the benefits of two of the 

individual techniques discussed in chapter 1. The Act allows for agricultural land 

reserves to be created, which create exclusive agricultural zones and urban growth 

boundaries throughout British CoIumbia 

This chapter will examine the history of the administration of the Agriculrural 

Land Commission Act in B.C. Applications under the Act can come in the fonn of 

requests for removing land from the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) boundaries, 

requests for adding land to the ALR, subdivision of ALR land, and applications for non- 

farm developments within the ALR. The role of major decision-makers in deciding 

applications will be discussed, including the Agricultural Land Commission, Rovincial 

Cabinet, Municipal Councils, the Boards of Regional Districts and a number of other 

government agencies, This chapter will focus on how the overall size of the ALR has 

changed, where land bas been added and removed, and how the composition of the land 

base has changed, 

2. First stages in the ALR 

The agricultural land preservation program in British Columbia began on 

December 2 1, 1972 with the introduction of Order-in council #4483/72. This order was 

referred to as the "Land freeze" as it prohibited the non-farm development of land suitable 

for agricultural purposes. The "land fieeze" applied to properties greater than 2 acres in 

size, land classified as farmland on tax rolls, or land designated as having Canada Land 

Inventory agricultural capability Classes 1,2,3, or 4 (E%ovincial Agricultural Land 

Commission, 1983, p.5). 



The "land freeze" was introduced as a short-term solution to preventing the non- 

farm development of agricultural lands. The process of developing the agricdturai land 

protection legislation demanded considerable attention as the land base of British 

Columbia encompasses approximately 90 million hectares. The "land freeze" allowed for 

long-term statutory regulations for agricultural land preservation to be created without 

rushing the process or losing any valuable land suitable for agricultural use. The long- 

term solution for agricultural land preservation was the Lmtd Commission Act, which 

came into effect on April 18, 1973 (Provincial Agricultural Land Commission, 1983, 

P-5)- 

3. Public attitude toward the Land Commission Act 

The "land freeze" and Land Commission Act generated tremendous controversy 

when the agricuhlral land preservation programs were being developed. Numerous steps 

were taken by citizens of British Columbia to prevent the adoption of the kurd 

Commission Act. Opponents to the legislation expressed their opposition by placing ads 

in locaI newspapers and by sending letters to the provincial government and Prime 

Minister Trudeau. There was also a report that an individual sent a telegram to the Queen 

of England requesting her to withhold royal assent from the Land Commission Act 

(Provincial Agricultural Land Commission, 1983, p. 10). There were public protests 

against the legislation as well, with the largest one occurring on March 15, 1973 when 

2,500 people gathered on the lawns of the Parliament Buildings in Victoria 

There were also organizations formed in opposition to the Land Commission Act. 

One of these groups in the GVRD had over 175 members and was known as the Farmers 

For Action (FFA). The objections of the FFA to the Land Commission Act include: 

I .  The short time which the government gave the GVRD to come up with permanent 

farmland classifications. 

2. The fact that no direct written notice was given to those persons whose land was 

scheduled for the permanent designations. 

3. The fear that certain lands were actually not farmland but would only serve as 



greenbelt areas for urban dwellers at the farmers' expense. 

4. The low level of economic return for all farmers, but particularly those on marginal 

(i .e. semi-productive) land. 

5. The fear that fanners would not be adequately compensated if their lands were 

purchased for farming on behalf of the government by the Land Commission. 

6. The fact that because of the farm freeze, the prices of building lots soared while the 

market value of farmland decreased ("Fanners form protest group, adopt manifesto." 

The White Rock Sun, September 6, 1973). 

There has been a major shift in the pubiic attitude towards the Land Commission Act 

since it was frrst introduced- The public perception of the legislation at its inception was 

extremely negative but it gradually changed to neutral acceptance. The final shift in 

perception was to one of strong acceptance for the Act and its regulations as the public 

realized that the legislation helped to stabilize the agricultural community by protecting 

the land resource base (Provincial Agricultural Land Commission, 1983, p. 10- 1 1). A 

study conducted by the Lands Directorate of Environment Canada in 1979 helps to 

corroborate the change in attitude, as they found that 83% of 525 ALR landowners in the 

survey were in favour of the Land Commission Act. 

Farmer' s organizations, individual citizens, environmental associations and organized 

labour now play an active role in the administration of the Agricultural Land Conunission 

Act by monitoring the Commission's decisions and reporting infkactions (Provincial 

Agricultural Land Commission, 1983, p- 1 1). 

4. Legishtion passed in conjunction wid% the L4nd Commission Act 

The intent of the Land Commission Act was to preserve the agricultural industry in 

British Columbia The legislation has served to prevent the agricuitural land base from 

being developed, and additional legislation was passed along with the Land Commission 

Act to ensure that agriculture remained viable within the ALR boundaries. The 

government introduced programs to help protect fanners as the support of the fanning 



community was needed in order for the legislation to become recognized as a legitimate 

toot for protecting the agricultural community. Farmers needed programs aimed at 

mitigating the potential economic damage resulting from the regulations contained in the 

Land Commission Act. The government was committed to introducing programs to 

protect the agricultural community because if there was strong opposition from the 

farming community toward the Land Commission Act then the long-term success of the 

legislation would be in danger. Agriculture Minister Dave Stupich introduced legislation 

inchding: 

Low interest loans for capital improvements. The Agn'cultural L z d  Development 

Act was amended so that farmers who borrow under the act are abIe to maintain 

payments at a low interest rate, even if they take an additional loan from the federal 

Farm Credit Corporation (#1 Sun Victoria Burea, 1973). 

Farm Income Insurance programs. The NDP impIemented guaranteed income 

programs for farmers to ensure that farmers would invest in their operations if they 

were guaranteed to make profits (Hills, 1976). 

The Agricultural Credit Acr, Fann Products Industry Improvement Act and the Farm 

Income Assistunce Act were also passed to help strengthen the fanning industry. 

5. Establishing ALR Boundaries 

The process of establishing ALR boundaries began following the passing of Bill 

42, the Land Commission Act, on April 18,1973. The legislation created the 

Agricultural Land Commission and empowered it to designate land within Agricultural 

Land Reserves. The primary objectives of the Commission in establishing land reserves 

were to preserve agricultural land for farm use and to encourage the establishment and 

maintenance of family farms (Provincial Agricultural Land Commission, 1 983, p.6). The 

process of developing the ALR boundaries involved the provincial, regional and 

municipal levels of government as well as a number of other government agencies. 

The initial designation of ALR boundaries allowed for land to be classified as 

permanent or tentative reserves. Permanent reserve land was characterized as having 



high quality soil (Canada Land Inventory Classifications of one to four), being zoned as 

agricultural or rural, and being used or assessed for agriculnual puiposes ("Move to 

protect farmland: Large tracts proposed as reserve." The Vancouver Sun, August 29, 

1973). Land designated as tentative reserve Land was not permanently placed within ALR 

boundaries as it was subject to review after one year. Tentative reserve Land could have 

the same soil quality found in primary reserve land but would fail to meet one or more of 

the other requirements necessary for primary reserve designation. Not all Land designated 

as primary and secondary reserve land was suitable for farming at the time the ALR 

boundaries were established. The Commission protected land which needed clearing, 

drainage and surfacing improvements in order to meet its objective of ensuring an 

adequate supply of land be preserved for future agricultural use ("Farmen form protest 

group, adopt manifesto." The White Rock Sun, September 6, 1973). 



Figure 2-1 - Process involved in establishing the ALR boundaries in the GVRD 
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The five stages involved in establishing the ALR boundaries for the GVRD are shown 

in figure 2- 1. The specific stages are: 

1. The Department of Agriculture (now the Ministry of Agriculture and Food) created 

tentative AgricuItural Reserve Plans for each of the 28 RegionaI Districts in British 

Columbia- The ALR boundaries were established by examining the Canada Land 

Inventory agriculturaI capability mapping and the extensive knowledge held by 

department sta f f  on the Location of highquality agricultural land throughout the 

province. The suggested Agricultural Land Reserve Plans were then sent out to each 

of the Regional Districts. 

2.  The Regional Districts then asked individual municipalities to establish AgricuIturaI 

Land Reserves within their municipal boundaries. Municipal staff used the 

Department of Agriculture's proposed reserve plan, recent aerial photographs, 

agricukural zoning boundaries and the official regional plan to help create their own 

ALR boundaries. The municipalities held informational meetings and public hearings 

to receive input on their plans. A bylaw was then passed by Council to be forwarded 

to the Regional Districts. 

The municipal governments were only given 90 days to establish permanent ALfC 

boundaries to be submitted to the Regional District- The 90 day deadline was seen as 

being too short a time to create accurate ALR boundaries and it generated controversy 

throughout the province. Surrey a1derma.n Bob Wenman felt that council had 

inadequate time for preparation and consideration of this important decision and felt 

that at least a year would be required to establish appropriate land reserve boundaries. 

He also felt that lands deemed as farmland would be held as farmland permanently, so 

council had to take due care and consideration to make sure it classified land carefully 

("Public meeting called: Surrey divvies up permanent farmland" The White Rock 

Sun, August 9, 1973). The Mayor of Surrey, Bill Vander Zalm, indicated that the draft 

plan prepared by municipal planners was inadequate as it cut across property lines, 

soil types, topographic features, and covered areas unsuitable for farming ("Surrey 



intends to ask delay on land freeze." The Vancouver Province. August 8, 1973). The 

three-month time limit imposed for creating land reserve plans forced municipalities 

to rush the process and submit proposals to the Regional Districts that failed to 

accurately outline the proper ALR boundaries. 

3. The regional board's planning committee then reviewed the proposed ALR plans 

created by individual municipalities, the British Columbia Department of Agriculture 

and the technical planning committee of the Regional District, The Regional Districts 

encouraged the public to contribute to the process of establishing ALR plans by 

holding information meetings and public hearings. The regional board then submitted 

its own proposal to the British Columbia Land Commission for final approval 

("Farmland reserves ready for planners," The Vancouver Sun, August 1 1,1973). 

4. The Commission then reviewed the proposed plans submitted by the individual 

Regional Districts to ensure that the intent of the Land Commission Act was adhered 

to and to ensure that the approach of the individual Regional Districts was consistent 

throughout British Columbia (Provincial Agricultural Land Commission, 1983, p.7). 

The Commission then discussed the individual plans with the Regional Districts and 

recommended changes to the plans when necessary. 

5. The proposed plans of the Regional Districts were then reviewed by various resource 

ministries of the provincial government and the Environment and Land Use 

Committee of Cabinet (Provincial Agricultural Land Commission, 1983, p.7). 

Cabinet then approved the Agricultural Land Reserve plans of the individual Regional 

Districts and the Commission officially designated the boundaries as Agriculturd 

Land Reserves. 

The process of establishing the ALR boundaries was finished by 1974/75, with 

4,72 1,295 hectares being designated as reserve land. Once the tentative ALR boundaries 

were in place the "land freeze" was rescinded. 



6. Administration of the ALR by the Agricultural Lurid Commission 

The original legislation aimed at protecting the agricultural industry in British 

Columbia was the Lrmd Commission Act. The provisions of the Land Commission Act 

had paramountcy over all other legislation except for the Environment and Land Use Act 

and the Pollution Control Act (Corke, 1984, p. 16). The Commission's objectives went 

beyond their goal to preserve land for agricultural use. The Commission also had a series 

of secondary objectives aimed at, "...preserving greenbelt land in and around urban areas, 

preserving land bank land for urban and industrial development, and preserving parkland 

for recreational use (Provincial Agricultural Land Commission, 1983, p.6)." The powers 

of the Land Commission in reIation to greenbeit Ian& land bank land, and parkland were 

limited to allowing the Commission to acquire the land for preservation. Unlike 

agricultural land, the Land Commission was not permitted to zone these land uses for 

preservation. Amendments in 1977 resulted in the renaming of the legislation to the 

Agricultural Land Commission Act and subsequently narrowed the focus of the 

legislation strictly to agricultural land. 

The Agricultural Land Commission is comprised of a General Manager and 

support staff, but the assistance of other government agencies is required in order to 

effectively administer the Agricztlmral Land Commission Act. The mission statement of 

the Agricultural Land Commission concisely outlines their objectives: 

The Agricultural Land Commission is an independent Provincial agency 

dedicated to protecting the scarce supply of agricultural land that is 

important to the current and future needs of British Columbians. The 

Agricultural Land Commission encourages the establishment and 

maintenance of farms, to provide a basis for a sustainable economy and a 

secure source of food (Agricultural Land Commission, 1996, p.6). 

Responsibilities of the Commission include deciding applications for subdivision 

or non-farm use within the ALR, excluding lands fiom the ALR, and adding lands to the 



ALR. The Commission is responsible for all decisions made affecting ALR land but they 

are permitted to enter into agreements with local governments that allow them to exercise 

all or some of the Commission's powers on applications involving ALR land, The reason 

for alIow ing local governments to render decisions is that they have extensive knowledge 

of community issues within their jurisdiction and the size of the Commission would have 

to increase drastically if they were required to make decisions on every application 

submitted. 

Most municipalities and Regional Districts in B.C. have a portion of their land 

base contained within the Agricultural Land Reserve. The Commission is responsible for 

reviewing plans and bylaws which will affect land within the ALR to ensure that the 

planning process and legislation is consistent with the intent of the Agricultural Larrd 

Commission Act (Provincial Agricultural Land Commission, 1983, p. 14). By monitoring 

the plans and bylaws, the Commission is ensuring that the impacts of human settlements 

on the ALR are minimized and the agricultural community receives as much protection as 

possibIe from outside forces. 

The boundaries of the ALR are constantly changing, and the Commission is 

committed to ensuring that the boundaries remain credible. The Commission is 

responsible for removing land currently within the ALR that is unproductive in 

agricultural use, as well as adding land presently outside of the ALR which is suitable for 

agricultural purposes. The Commission refers to the process of refining the ALR 

boundaries as fine-tuning and has a set of predetermined criteria for reviewing the land 

base and making incIusions and exclusions (Provincial Agricultural Laud Commission, 

1983, p. 14- 15). The Commission is committed to maintaining credible ALR boundaries 

as they feel it contributes to more confident investment in agriculture. 

In addition to preserving the agricultural land base, the Commission is also 

committed to protecting the food producers and enhancing the farm community 

infrastructure. The Commission is committed to ensuring that agriculture remain a viable 



industry in British Columbia for the hture and they have been actively involved in 

creating prompuns and policies to help maintain a strong agricultural industry. One of 

these programs involves the Commission using its powers to acquire, dispose of and lease 

property. The program is called the farmland acquisition and long-term lease program 

which involves the Commission leasing lands to farmers for 20 years and giving them the 

option to purchase after successfully farming the property for 3 years (Provincial 

Agricultural Land Commission, 1983, p. 16). This program proved to be valuable for 

enabling young and under-capitalized individuals to establish their own farming 

operations. Funding for this program is no longer available, as no properties have been 

purchased since 1976. 

The Agricultural Land Commission is a province-wide body aimed at securing a 

source of food for the entire province and helping farmers to establish and maintain their 

farms. The reasons for having a provincial body to protect the agricultural community 

include: 

The Commission is dedicated to the entire province and is not committed to the 

interests of any individual municipality, commodity group, or parcel of land. 

There are 135 local governments who have land within ALR boundaries and their 

attitudes toward farmland preservation and the farming industry vary considerably. 

Having a single body making decisions on ALR lands throughout the province allows 

for consistency between municipalities and a uniform attitude towards farmland 

preservation. The Commission also provides rules for farmland that extend across the 

entire province, so all farmers receive equal treatment under the legislation. 

Individual municipalities don't have the resources or experience to perform alI of the 

duties of the Agricultural Land Commission. The costs associated with having 

agricultural experts for each municipality would also be prohibitive. 

There is only a small percentage of B.C. that is suitabIe for farming, and the amount 

of arable land varies considerably by municipality, Municipalities with small 

amounts of agricultural land are not familiar with the agricultural industry and 

sometimes fail to consider and understand the issues involved in preserving 



agricultural land and protecting the farming industry. Municipalities with higher 

percentages of ALR land are susceptlile to overlooking the importance of the 

farmland to the province and don't consider the limited supply of farmland in other 

regions. 

The pressures of rapid urban growth into the agricultural land base are forces that are 

too strong for municipalities to handle on their own. The Commission has produced 

legislation aimed at eliminating urban growth into the ALR and protecting the 

agricultural [and base. 

Source: Provincial Agricultural Land Commission, I995, p.4-5 

7. Maintaining ALR B o u ~ s  

The total amount of land within the ALR has changed very little since it was first . 

created. When the ALR boundaries were established in 1974/75, there were 4.72 1,295 

hectares of land designated within the reserve boundaries. The total land within the 

reserve as of January 1, 1996 equaled 4,7 13,722 hectares, for a decrease of only 0.2% 

(FVovincial Agricultural Land Commission, 1996, p.8). The overall change in the size of 

the ALR decreased by 7,573 hectares, with 11 1,720 hectares being removed from the 

ALR and 104,147 being added to the reserve movincial Agricultural Land Commission, 

1996, p.8). 

Figtrre 2-2 - Chunges in the ALR by region (1974- 1995) 

Reeion Inclusions (Ha) Exciusions (Ha) Net Chanae (Ha) 8 of Original ALR 

Vancouver Island 7,980 24408 -16428 -12-8 % 

Okanagan-Shuyswap 1587 24273 -22686 -8.8 8 

Lower Mainland 1474 15 152 -13678 -75 % 

Koo tenays 960 12648 - 1 1688 -2-9 % 

Central Interior 15628 205 f 9 -489 1 -0.3 % 

Northern BC 765 1 8 I4720 +61798 +2-7 46 

Totals (in Hectares) 104147 11 1720 -7573 -0.2 46 

Although the overall size of the ALR has changed very little, there have been 



considerable changes in the ALR by region. Figure 2-2 shows how the composition of 

the ALR has changed throughout the province. A majority of the land added to the ALR 

has been in the north and central regions of British CoIumbia where new land has been 

brought into agricultural production (Provincial Agricultural Land Commission, 1996, 

p.8). Land exclusions from the ALR have occurred primarily in the heavily populated 

regions of the province. These areas are subject to urban growth pressures and have 

undergone net decreases in the size of their ALR boundaries (Provincial Agricultural 

Land Commission, 1995, p.8). 

Figure 2-3 - Composirian of the ALR by region 
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8. Land removed from the ALR 

Figure 2-4 - Lurid Removabfiorn the ALR 

I 

Removal of land from the Agricultural Land Reserve 

I First 1 0 Years Second 10 Years Last 5 Years 

I 

Although the size of the ALR has decreased only slightly since being created, 

there have been considerable changes in the overall agricultural capability of the ALR 

land and the size of the reserve by region. 

Figure 2-4 illustrates how the removal of land from the ALR has changed over 

time. Removing land from the ALR was common in the early years of the legislation, as 

over 80 percent of the land excluded from the Agricultural Land Reserve was taken out 

before 1985 (Provincial Agricultural Land Commission, 1996, p.8). The Commission has 

been more cautious to remove land from the ALR in recent years and the rate of land 

removed from the ALR has decreased considerably. 

Studies done by Environment Canada ("Urbanization of Rural Land in Canada, 

198 1-86") identify the effectiveness of the ALR in preserving prime agricultural land in 

urban centred regions compared with the rest of Canada The study found that 2 1.6% of 

the land converted to urban uses in B.C. between 1976 and 1986 was prime agricultural 

land (Provincial Agricultural Land Commission, 1990, p.2). The rate of conversion for 

the rest of Canada was 53.446. and for Ontario was 78.346. British Columbia may have 



Iost less prime agricultural land to urban uses m u a d  its major urban areas than the rest of 

Canada over the period of the study, but the loss of any prime agricu~tural land to uhan 

uses is costly due to the limited supply of good farmland in B.C. 

Many sources indicate that some of the most productive land in British Columbia 

has been removed from the ALR and developed for other uses, with more marginal land 

being added to the boundaries (Buttle, 1990, Wheatley and Rutter, MacGregor, 1980, 

p.47). The sources indicate that land removed from the Lower Mainland cannot be 

replaced by land in the Peace River region (northern B.C.) because it does not have the 

same agricultural capability. The soil in the Peace River area is excellent for growing 

crops, but the climatic conditions are not as suitable for faRning as  those found in the 

Fraser Valley and reduce the agriculturai production on the land (Wheatley and Rutter). 

A majority of the land removed from the ALR in the Fraser Valley and the rest of the 

province has been used for urban developments. High quality farmland is desired by both 

developers and farmers, as developers are also attracted to qualities inherent in good 

farmland including flatness, good drainage and freedom from rocks and trees 

(MacGregor, 1980, p.47). 

A 1996 report prepared by the Agricultural Land Commission suggests that the 

overalI composition of the ALR has been maintained over the 20 year history of the 

legislation. The report suggests that 80% of the land removed from the ALR meets the 

criteria for "secondary" land under the Canada Land Inventory classification system 

(Provincial Agricultural Land Commission, 1996, p.9-10). It is unfair to compare the 

removal of "prime" agricultural land and "secondary" agriculnuai l m d  as being equal 

because "prime" land is much more productive than "secondary" land. The "prime" land 

is also located primarily in the Fraser Valley and Okanagan regions of British Columbia, 

which are the only two areas in B.C. considered to be nationally si&nificant f u n g  

regions. 



9. Decision-M*g Powers in ALR Decisions (Cabinet) 

The role of the provincial Cabinet in administering the Agricultural Land 

Commission Act has undergone significant change over the life of the legislation, 

When the Land Commission Act was introduced the provincial cabinet had the 

ultimate power in deciding land use applications under the legislation- The NDP 

government's reasoning was that the Cabinet would be less susceptible to giving in to 

regional, commercial and political pressures than an individual council. The Cabinet had 

the power to overmle decisions made by the Land Commission and could also make 

decisions on applications for excluding land from the ALR directly in certain 

circumstances. 

Municipalities or regional districts were permitted to make applications for 

excluding land from the ALR directly to the full Cabinet and could bypass the 

Commission entirely (Hills, 1976). Individual developers wanting to apply for a decision 

directly to the Cabinet had only to fvst convince a municipal council or regional board to 

make the application on their behalf. The role of the Commission in decisions made by 

Cabinet was limited to an advisory role. The Commission would inform the Cabinet of 

i ts  views on the application, which would then be taken into consideration when making 

the final decision. 

The advice of the Commission was often not reflected in the Cabinet's decisions. 

One reason put forward to explain why the Cabinet did not follow the advice of the 

Commission is due to poor communication between the two bodies. A report prepared by 

the AgricuItural Land Commission in 1983 suggests that the Cabinet did not always 

follow the advice of the Commission because the Commission failed to adequately 

present the major issues and concerns to the Cabinet in some cases (Provincial 

AgriculturaI Land Commission, 1983, p.50). 



The second reason put forward to explain why the Cabinet did not reflect the 

advice of the Commission in their decisions is because the Cabinet abused its powers and 

made politically motivated decisions (Baldrey, 1993). When the Social Credit party won 

the provincial election in 1975 the recommendations of the Commission were frequently 

overlooked by the Cabinet. Between 1975 and 1985 more than 7,000 hectares of land 

were removed from the ALR when the Commission opposed the removal. Of the land 

removed, 2,500 hectares stemmed from appeals of Land Commission decisions to 

Cabinet's Environment and Land Use Committee and the remaining 4,500 hectares 

involved applications from municipal governments to the full Cabinet (Pynn#5, 1986). 

Gary Runka, a former ALC chairman, was strongly opposed to allowing elected officials 

to make decisions for excluding land from the ALR because he feIt they were vulnerable 

to political pressures (Pynne,M, 1986). He was in favour of having decisions of the ALC 

reviewable by the courts. 

The provincial Cabinet was also responsible for adding Iarge tracts of land to the 

ALR, but the land was generally of marginal quality for farming purposes. Between 1975 

and I984 alone, the Cabinet added 48,706 hectares to the land reserve. The land added 

by the Cabinet was primarily crown lands reIeased for agricultural use and was not prime 

farmland (Pynne#5, 1986). The amount of land added in the valuable fanning areas of 

the Greater Vancouver Regional District and Central Fraser ValIey Regional District over 

the same period was only 4 hectares. 

The power of the provincial Cabinet in administering the Agricultural Land 

Commission Act was reduced significantly with the passing of the Cabinet Appeals 

Abolition Act on September 1, 1993. Allowing Cabinet to overturn decisions of the 

Agricultural Land Commission had received severe criticism from many sources, 

including the Law Reform Commission of Canada and the Canadian Bar Association 

(Provincial AgricuIturaI Land Commission, 1994, p. 15). The critics were concerned that 

alIowing Cabinet to overturn the decisions prevented the Commission from acting as an 

independent agency. interfered with administrative fairness, and placed unrealistic 



demands on Cabinet Ministers (Provincial Agricultural Land Commission, 1994, p. 15). 

Attorney-General Colin Gablemen indicated that the changes to ALR land use decisions 

made under the Cabinet Appeals Abolition Act were implemented so that politics could be 

removed from agricuI~td land use decisions and that each application could be 

considered on its own merits. 

The role of the Cabinet in administering the Agricultural Land Commission Act 

and the Soil Conservation Act has changed as follows: 

Commission decisions can no longer be appealed to the Environment and Land Use 

Committee of Cabinet. 

Cabinet is no longer permitted to make decisions on applications from local 

governments for exclusions, non-farm uses, and subdivisions of land in the ALR. 

Cabinet is now only permitted to remove an application before the Commission in the 

interest of the Province for review by the Environmental Assessment Board or a 

Commissioner appointed under the Inquiry Act. The Board or Commissioner then 

holds a public hearing and reviews the likely "environmentd, economic, social, 

cultural, heritage and agricultural effects" of the application (Baldrey, 1993). The 

Board or Commissioner then makes public recommendations to the Cabinet before a 

decision can be made on the application. 

10. Golf Course Developments in the ALR 

The Agriculttlral Land Reserve is intended for agricultural use only, but golf 

courses are frequently found within the ALR boundaries throughout the province. The 

policy on aIlowing golf course developments within the ALR has been changed a number 

of times since the Agriculrural Land Commission Act was introduced. The three main 

periods are from 1973 to 1988, 1988 to 199 1, and post-199 1, 

a. 1973-1988 

Golf courses were a permitted use within the ALR under the original Land 

Commission Act passed by the NDP government in 1973. In 1978 the Social Credit 

government amended the legislation to make golf courses a conditional use within the 



ALR requiring approval from the Agricultural Land Commission- Ian Paton, former 

chairman of the Commission, indicated that the Commission was very selective in 

granting approval for golf courses and tried to contain them within marginal farming 

areas (Py nn# 1, 1 990). 

6. 1988-1 991 

Golf courses became more easily approved with the passing of an order in-council 

by the B.C. Cabinet's Environment and Land Use Committee in June 1988- The effect of 

the order-in-council was to make golf courses, club houses and pro shops permitted uses 

within the PLLR boundaries. The order-in-council made municipal councils and Regional 

Districts responsible for rendering decisions on rezoning applications for goIf course 

developments and almost completely removed the Commission from the process. The 

Commission was no longer permitted to refuse the location of golf courses on agricultural 

land, and it could only make minor changes to development proposals in order to help 

minimize damage to the land or adjacent properties (PynneR, 1991). 

The effect of the order-in-council was to allow municipalities to make decisions 

on golf course applications within their boundaries (Pynne#l, 1990). The chairman of the 

Agricultural Land Commission, Ian Paton, criticized the order-in-council for forcing 

municipalities to make major decisions without giving them appropriate guidance. Paton 

indicated that guidelines should have been provided to municipalities outlining the most 

suitable areas for golf courses based on topography and soil conditions, and discouraging 

golf course developments that would break up farming communities (Pynn#l , 1990). 

The passing of this order-in-council generated tremendous controversy in British 

Columbia as it was introduced without public debate. Bruce Strachan, who chaired the 

Environment and Land Use Committee at the time of the decision, indicated that the main 

reason for deciding to allow golf course developments in the ALR came from the results 

of a report produced for the tourism industry outlining the benefits of golf to British 

Columbia (4.nn#4, 1990). Strachan suggested that the golf courses could be converted 



back to agricultural use if a shortage of food emerged in the future. but critics argue that 

the likelihood of converting multi-million dollar golf and country clubs back to 

agricultural use was minimal @ynne#2, 1991). 

The main criticism against the order-incouncil is that there is a shortage of good 

agricultural land in British Columbia and the province should not allow golf courses to 

destroy this valuable land base. A 1984 report titled, Soil at Risk. Canada's Erodins 

Future, found that only 4% of B.C. is suitable for crop production, and that the Lower 

Fraser Valley produces 50% of the provincial gross income from farming (Pynne#4, 

1990). A majority of the applications for golf course developments under the order-in- 

council involved land in the Fraser Valley, thereby placing very valuable farmland at risk. 

Ian Paton, chairman of the Agricultural Land Commission, noted that golf courses can 

serve as useful buffers between urban and rural uses, but allowing golf courses in the 

heart-land of agricultural areas under the order-in-council produces devastating effects on 

the agricultural cornmunity (Pynnea, 1990). 

The order-in-council was in effect fiom June 1988 to November 1991 and 

involved applications for new golf courses, expansions to existing courses, driving 

ranges, pitch-and-putt operations, clubhouses and pro-shops. In totaI, 1 8 1 applications 

for golf facilities were made to municipalities under the legislation, covering over 8,000 

hectares of land within the Agricultwal Land Reserve (Provincial Agricultural Land 

Commission, 1994, p. 12). 

c* Post-199 I 

The power to decide rezoning applications for golf course developments within 

the ALR was returned to the Commission following the passing of the GolfCourse 

Development Moratorium Act on November 17, 199 1. The legislation allows the 

Commission to decide each application for golf course development on its own merits. 

The Commission considers golf course developments to be urban recreational uses, so the 

effects of proposed golf courses on the agricultural community are weighed heavily in the 



decision making process to ensure that agricultural communities are protected and 

farmland is preserved (Provincial Agricultural Land Commission, 1994, p. 12). 

When the Golf Course Development Moratorium Act was introduced, there were 

still 18 1 golf course applications under the previous legislation that needed to be 

resolved. Cabinet reviewed the impact of the applications on the agricultural community 

and allowed 42 of the 18 1 applications to proceed, subject to several conditions, The 

conditions were that developments had to be substantially completed by JuIy 1994. and 

trans fening ownership of land approved for golf course development was restricted 

(Provincial Agricultural Land Commission, 1994, p. 12). The Commission inspected the 

42 sites between ApriI and June of 1994 and found 16 golf courses to be substantialIy 

completed. The remaining 26 applicants had their development rights revoked, which 

preserved over 725 hectares of land for agricultural purposes (Provincial Agricultural 

Land Commission, 1 995, p. 1 2). The Agricultural Land Reserve would have likely 

suffered irreversible effects without the introduction of the Golf Course Development 

Moratorim Act. 

I I .  Charges of PofiaC Favours in ALR Decisions 

There have been many controversies surrounding decisions to have land removed 

from the Aagicultural Land Reserve. There have been allegations of political favours 

being granted to applicants by municipal governments as well as by the provinciaI 

cabinet. 

An example of an allegation of a political favour at the municipal level is the 1974 

case of the Cryer Turkey Farm in Surrey. Sumy council voted to apply to have the 32- 

hectare turkey farm included in the official urban growth area for Surrey. An Alderman 

opposing the decision claimed that the owner of the property was granted favours because 

he was friends with several Aldermen in Surrey. The opposing Alderman stated that the 

farm should not be included in the urban growth boundaries because it is located on a 

flood plain and in a greenbelt area, and there is also no sewer connection near the 



property (The Vancouver Sun, July 30, 1974, "Surrey turkey farm gets council backing"). 

Bill Vander Zalm was involved in several controversies surrounding involving the 

Agricultural Land Reserve. Vander Zalm's brothers were charged with operating a 

business that violated the zoning regulations for the p r o p e q  in Surrey that their nursery 

operation was situated on. The property was zoned A3, which allowed for the selling of 

agricultural products produced on the land, flowers, plants or produce. The business was 

found to be selling plants, gardening supplies, fertilizer, wicker furniture, imported 

tropical plants, as well as novelty items such as plastic swans. Vander Zalm was the 

Municipal Affairs Minister at the time that the illegal use was discovered and he had an 

interest in the company. He was the president of Art Knapps Nurseries and owned the 

rights to the name, but he insisted that he had no financial interest in the property (Bellett, 

198 1). Vander Zalm's name also surfaced on a major ALR controversy later on in his 

political career when he was the premier of British Columbia He owned a parcel of land 

in Richmond that was located in the ALR and applied to have it excluded while he was in 

power. He was successful in having the land removed and developed Fantasy Gardens 

(Baldrey, 1993). 

Conclusion 

The A-gicultural Land Reserve has only lost a small portion of its total Iand base 

to non-farm uses in over 20 years and a majority of the land removed was taken out in the 

first ten years. The total amount of land removed from the ALR is small, but some of the 

most productive agricultural land has been replaced with lower quaIity land. 

The Agricultural Land Commission has been subject to legislation which has 

interfered in their administration of the Agricultural Land Commission Act and have 

caused an increase in the amount of land lost. The ability of Cabinet to decide 

applications for exclusion from the ALR boundaries and to decide appeds of ALR 

decisions resulted in many exclusions from the ALR against the wishes of the 

Commission and the interests of preserving the agricultural land base. In addition, the 



allowance for golf course applications to be decided by municipal governments between 

1988 and 199 1 was strongly opposed by the Commission and had the potential to greatly 

interfere in the agricultural activities inside the ALR boundaries- Powers in these matters 

have now been restored to the Agricultural Land Commission and they have much more 

control over matters within the ALR. 

The pressures on the Commission to allow for subdivision, non-farm use and 

removal of land from its boundaries will continue to increase in the Lower Mainland and 

other areas undergoing rapid urbanization. It is up to the Commission to recognize that 

the agricultural land base is a non-renewabIe resource that cannot be lost to urban 

pressures. The Commission must recognize the limited supply of good agricultud land 

in the province and stay dedicated to ensuring that B.C. remains capable of producing its 

own food supply in the future. 
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CHAPTER 3 

SUMMARY OF THE CITY OF SURREY'S FARMING COMMUlYITY 



I .  introduction 

This chapter will provide a comprehensive summary of the agricultural 

community in Surrey. Information obtained from the Statistics Canada Census of 

Agriculture, the 1997 Farm Community Plan Questionnaire, and the 1995 Serpentine- 

Nicomeki Lowlands Agricultural Profile, will all be utilized to form a profile of the 

farming community in the City of Surrey. 

This chapter will focus on su-g the importance of the farming community 

in physical, social and economic terms. The city's agricultural sector plays an important 

role in Surrey, but it is also important to the Greater Vancouver Regional District and tbe 

Province of British Columbia The role of Surrey's agriculnual community as a food 

producer, employment generator, and preserver of open space will be examined to create 

an accurate picture of the importance of this sector to the entire province- 

In addition to summarizing the role of the agriculnual sector in Surrey and 

beyond, this chapter will also idenrifv the major concerns of Surrey's fanning community. 

The ability of Surrey's agricdtural sector to continue as a significant fanning region 

within the province is strongly dependent on having these concerns addressed 

immediately. The main concerns to be examined indude, but are not limited to, urban 

encroachment, drainage, cost of land, market pressures, and economic survival. 

2. General Analysis of Surrey's A g r i c u M  Community 

A. Economic Benefits of the Farming Community 

The economic benefits generated by the fanning community are significant to the 

City of Surrey. The agricultural industry generates over $100 million in farm receipts per 

year (Statistics Canada, 1996). It also directly provides over 2200 jobs and pays over $25 

million in wages to employees (Statistics Canada, 1996). The farming industry in Surrey 

also generates many additional jobs throughout the city, the region, and the province. The 

jobs created are generated for industries including food processing, packaging, shipping, 



veterinarians, feed suppliers, farm equipment dealers, wholesalers, retailers, and many 

other businesses. The sales generated by the farming industry in Surrey account for 21% 

of the GVRD's and 6% of British Columbia's total gross farm receipts (Statistics Canada, 

1996). 

B. Geographic Importrrnce of the Fiwming Community 

The farming community plays a very important role in shaping the development 

of Surrey as nearly one-third of the total land base is devoted to aggricultural use. There 

are over 9,500 hectares of land classified as agricultural land reserve (see figure 3- 1 ). 

Eighty-seven hundred hectares of land are fanned, but not all of this land is included in 

the ALR. There is also land located outside of the ALR boundary that is zoned for 

agricultural use. 

The total area of farms has increased from 7,775 hectares in 1991 to 8,704 

hectares in 1996. Corresponding with this increase in area farmed has been an increase in 

the number of farms reporting. There were 668 farms reporting in Surrey in 1991, and 

744 in 1996 (Statistics Canada, 1996). 

The average farm size in Surrey is 1 1.7 hectares, with 54% of the farms being less 

than 4 hectares in size. The percentage of farms under 4 hectares in size has increased 

between the 199 1 and I996 Census, as only 48% of the farms in Surrey were under 4 

hectares in size in 199 1 (Statistics Canada, 1996). 



Figure 3-1 - AgidtPrnlly Designated Land in Surrey 



C Individrrol Surrey Farming Cotegorirr Mokirg Significant Con&i5urionr to fltc 

Total Provincial Prohetion Amounts 

Surrey farms produce a wide variety of aggcuIturaI products, as shown in figure 

3-2. For farms within the GVRD, Sumy ranks second ody to LangIey h the diversity of 

their aggcultual operations. Surrey farmers specialize in mixed vegetables, salad 

vegetables, dairy and canle, poultzy, berries and greenhouses. 

Figure 3-2 -Area specialities in the GVRD agn'cuihcral irrdustry - 



Produce 

Sixty-three percent of the agricultural land in Surrey is used for crop production. 

Surrey's agricultural Iand covers only .3% of the total provincial Iand base but it produces 

a significant percentage of the provincial totals for a number of farming categories. 

Surrey is referred to as the "salad bowl" of British Columbia since it 

produces a significant amount of the provincial totals for various fruits and vegetables. 

Surrey has the largest number of vegztable farms in the GVRD and accounts for: 

87% of the province's celery production 

69% of the province's Iettuce production 

53% of the province's carrot production 

54% of the province's onion production 

1 2% of the province's blueberry production 

1 I % of the province's potato production (Statistics Canada, 1996). 

G r e e n h o w  

Surrey accounts for 12% of B.C.'s greenhouse production, with flowers, tomatoes and 

cucumbers being the major products grown. Smey has one of the largest concentrations 

of fresh vegetable producing greenhouses in the worId which account for 20% of the 

province's greenhouse vegetable production. Surrey also has the largest concentration of 

flower producing greenhouses in B.C., which produce 67% of B.C.'s greenhouse flowers. 

The level of greenhouse production has increased significantly in the City of Surrey, with 

over 14,000 additional square metres (150,700 square feet) being brought into production 

between I99 1 and 1996 (Statistics Canada, 1996). The climatic conditions in Surrey are 

considered to be among the best in North America for greenhouse production due to the 

temperature and humidity found in the region (City of Surrey, 1995, p.4). 

Poultry 

Surrey has a number of large-scale chicken farms, as there are over 1 million 

broilers, roaster and cornish on Surrey fanns. These farms account for 9.6% of the total 



provincial production by weight. 

Surrey also has a very strong turkey industry, accounting for 25% of the total 

turkey production by weight for the province. The turkey industry nearly doubled its 

production between 199 1 and 1996. increasing from L 18,000 to 230,000 birds (Statistics 

Canada, 1996). 

D. Role of Surrey's Farming Industry in the GVRD and Province (1991 S&t&!ks) 

Surrey's farming industry ranks very high in a majority of the agricultural 

categories in the Greater Vancouver Regional District. The figares are based on 1991 

statistics and Surrey ranks second behind only Langley in a majority of the farming 

categories. Surrey ranks second in number of farms (668). total acres fanned (19,2 13), 

total expenses ($80 million) and total farm sales ($95 million) (Statistics Canada, 1991). 

Surrey's aagicultural sector ranks third in the GVRD for hectares within the ALR (10,140 

hectares) (Statistics Canada, 199 1)- 

E. Effects of Urban Development on the Farming Industry 

Surrey is the second largest city in British Columbia and is one of the fifteen 

largest cities in Canada The population of Surrey is currently 320,000 but it is projected 

to rise to approximately 560,000 by 2021 (Statistics Canada, 1996). Surrey is projected 

to experience population increases at a rate of 10-12,000 people per year during this 

period, accounting for approximateIy 25 % of the Greater Vancouver Regional District's 

total growth. 

The pressure to convert agricultural land to non-farm uses will rise as the 

population continues to increase. A majority of the new development will occur outside 

of the ALR boundaries. However, the effects of these non-farm developments will 

produce a significant impact on the agricultural community. The greatest pressures will 

be felt along the urban-nual interface where the potentially conflicting uses meet. 



The topography of the City of Surrey has a major impact on the farming industry 

as a large portion of the farmland is located in the lowland areas surrounding the 

Serpentine, the Nicomekl and the Campbell rivers. The ALR protects this valuable land 

from being converted to non-agricultrual uses, but the effects of the surrounding urban 

developments produce negative effects on the fanning operations. 

3. Farm Communify PIan Questbnrrcrire 

A. Puqose of the Fann Comrnuniry Plan Questionnaire 

In 1997 the City of Surrey began the process of developing a Fann Comm~i t y  

Plan to address farm viability issues. The objective of the Fann Community PZm is to 

review agricultural development issues and recommend specific policies and guidelines . 

to improve the viability of agriculture and its compatibility with the environment, wildlze 

and urban neighbours. 

The City of Surrey's Agricultural Advisory Committee felt that it was essential to 

involve the agricultural community in the process of developing the Farm Community 

Plan. The Committee determined that the best way to involve the agricuItural community 

was to distribute a questionnaire on farm viability issues to the entire farming community. 

The process of developing the Farm Comrnuniry Plan involves two phases. The 

information obtained from the Farm Community Plan Questionnaire formed a major 

component of the first phase. The Questionnaire results were used along with the results 

of the Serpentine-Nicomekl Lowlands Agricultural Profile and Statistics Canada 

agricultural census data to develop a Farm Community Plan Background Report. The 

second phase will involve developing policies and guidelines to address the issues 

identified in the first phase. 



B. MethodologicalAppr04~h Trrkcn in C o h r i n g  the Fonn Commwtity Phn 

Questionnaire 

The F m  Community PIan Questionnaire was sent out to approximately 740 

properties in Surrey designated for agricu1tura.I use on the tax rolls. There were 233 

responses to the questionnaire, representing 3 1% of the agricultural community in the 

City of Surrey. The Agricultural Advisory Committee considered this to be a g o d  

response rate for a survey of chis nature. 

Figure 3-3 shows that the respondents are well-distributed, representing a 

balanced cross-section of the agricultural community in the City of Surrey. Responses 

were received from residents on both sides of the Agricultural Land Reserve boundary 

and included both farming and non-farming operators- The non-farming respondents 

include hobby farmers and individuals living on larger residential lots. 



Figure 3-3 - Location of Farm Community Plan Questionnaire Respondents 
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C. Strengths and Wehesses  of the Furm Community Phn Quesrionmaire 

The data obtained from the Farm Community Plan Questionnaire have a number 

of strengths and weaknesses, The major strengths of the data are that it is very recent 

( I  997) and it represents the opinions of over 30 percent of the agricultural community in 

Surrey. The weaknesses associated with the questionnaire are that it asked farmers to 

discuss viability issues in a year that had unusually bad weather and likely doesn't 

represent the opinions of farmers in a typical year. In addition, the farmers may have 

exaggerated the extent of their problems in order to encourage the City of Surrey to make 

improvements that would help them to increase their profits. 

D. Results of the Farm Community Phn Questionnaire 

.I Sizeof Fanns 

Over 55% of the respondents indicated that they owned 10 acres of land or less. 

A majority of these smaller farm properties are likely used as hobby farms and not for 

intensive farming. A hobby farm involves the use of an agriculturally designated property 

for primarily recreational instead of intensive farming use. Hobby fanners rely on jobs 

outside of the agricultural use of their property for a majority of their income, and operate 

a small farm in their spare time. Hobby farmers are generally attracted to Living in rural 

areas and live on small parcels under 10 acres in size. 

It should be mentioned, however, that not all large-scale farming operations 

require a large land base. It is possible to have highly productive agricultural operations 

on small parcels. Examples of farming categories in Surrey that do not require a large 

land base include poultry operations, greenhouses, nurseries, and berry production. The 

remaining farms in Surrey cover a wide range of sizes and several operations are as large 

as 500 acres. 

.2 Major Issues Facing the Fanning Community 

The major issues facing farming that were identified in the Fann Community Plan 

Questionnaire are shown in figure 3 4  and include urban encroachment, drainage, land 



prices, economic survivai and market pressures. Other issues identified by Questionnaire 

respondents include inadequate irrigation, problems with wildlife, recreation, increasing 

pub tic awareness of agriculture, and government regulations. 

MAJOR ISSUES FAClNG FARMING 

I 1 
Figure 3 4  - Major issues facing fanting 

a. Urban EncroacAment (RobZems at the Rutal-Urban 1nted-e) 

Rural- Urban Conflict 

Problems surrounding urban encroachment were identifiled as the single greatest 

concern for survey respondents. The urban-rural fringe is a very delicate region that 

requires careful planning to help minimize conflicts along the interface. Problems 

expressed by non-farming residents generally relate to the activities associated with 

farming operations. A major category of complaints involves farming machinery, 

especially the noise generated by these machines, the use of these machines during the 

early morning and late evening hours, and the presence of large, sIow-moving machines 

on local roadways. Other complaints about farming operations relate to the odours, dust 

and chemical spray drift associated with farming operations. 



Complaints from farming residents can take two general forms. The first category 

of complaints involve direct conflicts with non-farming residents. The majority of these 

complaints stem from nuisance behaviour caused by non-farming individuds on fanning 

properties such as trespassing, vandalism to machinery, damage to fences, theft of crops, 

harassment of livestock, and the dumping of foreign materials into fields causing damage 

to crops (City of Surrey, 1998, p. 12). The second category of complaints are not related 

directly to individuals, but are more general in nature. The complaints falling under this 

category include broader effects of urban encroachment such as flooding caused by poor 

management of urban runofft as well as efforts taken by municipal governments to restrict 

farming practices (City of Surrey, 1998, p.12). 

Rural-Urban Buffering 

Conflict occurring dong the urban-rural interface can be minimized through the 

use of appropriate buffers between farming and non-farming uses. Fanners expressed 

concern that inadequate buffering generated negative impacts on their fanning operations, 

including nuisance complaints from their urban neighbours who are not adequately 

separated from the noise, dust, pesticide spray drift and odours generated on active farms. 

As developments continue to grow closer to the ALR boundaries it is essential to create 

adequate buffering between the urban and rural uses in order to reduce conflicts. 

Transportation 

Twenty percent of the survey respondents indicated that their farming operations are 

fragmented over a least 2 parcels of land. The fragments are separated by natural and 

man-made features including roads, railways, ditches, rivers, and non-farm developments. 

Farmers are often forced to use major highways in order to gain access to their different 

parceis. The presence of large, slow-moving farm vehicles on these busy roadways 

frequently generates conflict between urban and rural users- 



Recreational Use of Farmland 

Farmers within the Agricultural Land Reserve have differing opinions toward the 

recreational use of their properties by non-farmers. The most commonly reported 

activities pursued on agricultural lands are hunting and fishing, followed by horse 

riding, walking pets and hiking. The reported effects of these recreational activities 

on farming operations vary considerabiy between farms, with 33 percent of the 

respondents indicating that public use interfered with the farming of their property. 

The remaining 67% of the respondents reported that they did not have any problems 

with individuals using their land for recreational use, 

The many dykes contained in the Serpentine-Nicomekl Valley appear as attractive 

areas for waking pets, hiking, and mountain biking. The main problem with these 

dykes is that they are often located on privately owned farms whose owners do not 

support the recreational usage of their property. The use of dykes for recreational 

purposes often creates serious problems and financial losses for farmers. For 

example, the presence of a single piece of glass in a load of produce can force a 

farmer to throw out the entire load (City of Surrey. 1998, p. 13). 

b. k i n a g e  Issues 
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Figure 3-5 - Drainage characteMcs of agricufnuaf land 

Behind urban encroachment, drainage was identified as the second most important 

issue facing tbe farming community. Fib- 3-5 shows that nearly 60% of the farmers 

classified their land as having poor or very poor drainage characteristics. Adverse 

conditions Linked to poor drainage include flooding, ponding, raising of the water level. 

wet growing conditions, and reducing the ability of farmers to travel on their fields during 

the growing season. Sixty percent of the respondents reported that poor drainage restricts 

the types of crops they can grow, and 44% said that poor drainage restricts crop yields. 

Effective management of the flooding caused by hillside development was 

identified as the most important improvement needed on the agricultural land. Other 

major improvements desired by agricultural residents include improving the maintenance 

of municipal and highway ditches, increasing the number of regional pump stations and 

improving control of water levels in ditches and rivers. The overall desire of the 

a,gricultural residents is to restore the drainage to acceptable agricultural levels that 

existed prior to urban development in the 1960's (Agricultural Advisory Committee 

recommendation in August, 1998). 

c. Economic Survival in the Fanning Indurby 

Technological Advancement 

The farming community in Surrey has shifted toward more cost-effective, intensive 

agricultural uses in order to remain competitive and survive (City of Surrey, 1998, p.16). 

These more intensive uses include poultry farming, on-farm processing and greenhouse 

production. Many farming operations are also engaging in value added processing such 

as sorting and washing in order to become less reliant on outside agencies for producing 

the final products (City of Surrey. 1998, p. 16). Sumy's fanning community utilizes a 

significant number of the technological advancements in the farming industry. For 

examples, Surrey farmers utilize hydroponic greenhouse production, in vitro fertilization 

in dairy cattle, computer feeding of livestock, integrated pest management of berry fruits 



and vegetables, and electro-magnetic sprayers (City of Surrey, 1998, p. 16). 

Effects of Wildlife on Fanning Profits 

The presence of wildlife around farming operations can result in significant 

financial losses to farmers. Thirtyeight percent of the Farm Community Plan 

Questionnaire respondents indicated that they suffered cropAivestock loss due to wildlife, 

with 7% of these individuals reporting that the damage was so severe that they quit 

growing the crops / livestock entirely. Farmers indicated that coyotes, geese, ducks, 

starlings, and deer produced a majority of the adverse effects on their operations. 

WaterfowI and other birds were identified as the single greatest threat to the agriculmral 

community as they are capable of consuming an entire crop of produce in a single day. 

The ability of farmers to control losses caused by wildlife have been reduced by 

placing resuic tions on hunting on farmland and by imposing restrictions on farmers using 

noise-generating devices on blueberry farms (City of Surrey, 1995, p.6). Sixty-seven 

percent of the respondents indicated that they would be willing to accept damages caused 

by wildlife if they were provided with adequate compensation. Cash payments were 

identified as the preferred method of compensation, with lower taxes, land improvements 

and crop insurance being identified as other acceptable ways to compensate farmers for 

losses caused by wildlife. 

d. Land P k e s  

The Efect of the ALR Boundary on Land Values 

The majority of those responding to the Questionnaire were fiom within the ALR at 

62% with 29% from outside the boundary. The Agricultural Land Commission tries to 

ensure that only activities associated with fanning are conducted in the ALR and requires 

land owners to get approval fiom the Commission for non-farm uses within the reserve 

boundaries. The fact that ALR land is limited to agricultural use makes its market value 

considerably lower than the value of agricultural land outside of the ALR. 



Land Speculation 

As Surrey continues to grow the amount of land available for urban development 

declines. The vast difference in property values on either side of the ALR boundary 

prompts many investors to purchase ALR Iand with the hope of getting it removed from 

the ALR and rezoned for non-agricultural use. Speculators who are successful in having 

Iand removed from the ALR are likely to make immense profits once they receive 

permission to proceed with a non-fann development. As growth pressures in Surrey 

continue to rise, the number of speculators increases, producing adverse effects on the 

farming community. Speculative purchases of agricultural land produce a negative effect 

on the agricultural community because they help to raise the value of agricalnnal land to 

a level that exceeds its value in agricultural use. 

Speculators rent or lease their land to farmers on a short-term basis as they hope to 

have their land rezoned. The farmers are subsequently reluctant to invest substantial 

amounts of capital into the farming of leased property as they will likely only have it for a 

limited number of growing seasons. The farmers often deplete the soil and cause 

environmental degradation (City of Surrey, 1998, p. 15). Thus, the quality of the land and 

the productivity of the farming operations are fkquently deteriorated due to land 

speculation. 

e. Mmket Pressures 

Trends in income generatedfiorn farming over the last 3 years 



I Increased 

Figure 3-6 - Changes in net return from fanning 

Figure 3-6 shows that the overall profits of individual farm operators in Surrey 
' 

have decreased significantly in the last 3 years. OnIy 15% of the farmers surveyed 

indicated having an increase in their level of net returns from farming, while 40% 

experienced a decrease and 45% reported no change. A substantial amount of the Iosses 

can be directly amibuted to the poor weather, flooding and drainage conditions found 

throughout this period, but factors such as increasing labour and production costs, 

increasing land rental rates, declining commodity prices and rural-urban conflict have 

also produced adverse effects on the agricultural industry (City of Surrey, 1998, p. 16). 

E. Comments Made by Nun-Fanning Residents on the Importonce of Protecting 

Farmland: 

There were a wide variety of responses reported by non-farming residents when 

asked whether protecting farmland was important. The majority felt that preservation of 

farmland was essential, but a small minority indicated that farmland preservation was 

unimportant. One of the most common reasons supporting preservation is that farmland 

is a non-renewable resource that cannot be replaced once it is taken away. The 

respondents indicated that it is necessary to preserve this valuable land in order to be self- 

sufficient and reduce our dependency on other countries for fwd production. It was 

stated that there was not very much farmland with good topsoil remaining in Surrey, so it 



would not be sensibleto destroy the small amount of land that is suitable for agricultural 

purposes. 

There was also concern expressed by respondents that farmland is not only a 

source of food, but can also serve as a habitat for wildlife and a source of green space. 

Preserving agricultural laads therefore helps to Limit the amount of housing developments 

that occur in Surrey and allows for more open space to remain intact S w e y  respondents 

also indicated that preservation of agriculturaI land is important, but Surrey and the public 

must accept responsibility for flooding on lowland farms if they want fanning to remain a 

viable industry in Surrey. Urban development is causing many problems for farmers. 

Issues such as drainage must be addressed in order to reduce the amount of flooding 

which occurs on their land and increase the productivity of their farms. 

F. Additional Comments Ma& by Respondents: 

The following are a selected list of additional open-ended comments reported by 

individual respondents to the Farm Community Plan Questionnaire: 

An active and viable farm community should be maintained in Surrey. People living 

in an area that has traditional farms should not be allowed to complain about farming 

activities. Farmers should be encouraged io provide stability and health to Surrey. 

Farm areas need the least services, and traditionally cost the community less in 

services - e.g. policing, fue protection, schooling, etc. 

We are very concerned about agricultural land being rezoned to industrid, or to 

urban. We also don't think agricultural land shouId be used for golf courses or 

churches. We need to preserve our agricultural lands for future generations and allow 

British Colurnbians to buy local produce rather than imported produce. 

I feel sorry for the farmers who are being harassed by encroaching public. If you buy 

a pIace near an airport, you have to expect some noise from the planes! So, if you buy 

rural land near a farm, shouldn't you expect to endure the noise and smell of living 

near a farm? If you don't like the noise or smell of planes or fanning, go live in a 

more "desirable" area 



Society has to make up its mind whether farm land is to be used for growing i d  or  

to protect wildlife, fish (streams), green space, environment, etc. Farmers cannot be 

expected to do all these things without compensation. 

The biggest problem we have is with coyotes- Due to large amount of monster houses 

being built in the area they have no more hunting grounds or natural prey. We see 

them in broad daylight right at our back door. We rarely see pheasants and more due 

to hunters. Something must be done to protect their habitat- 

* This specific area is not suitable for farming - i.e. poor soil conditions. I am 

concerned about the high taxes but lack of services. Nothing bas been done during 

the Iast 26 years, 

4. Serpentine-Nicomekl Lowhnds Agricultural ProfSIe 

A. Purpose of the Shrdy 

The purpose of the 1994 Serpentine-Nicomekl Lowlands Agricultural Profiie was 

to obtain information on the agricultural production and drainage capabilities of the 

lowlands in order to establish options to improve drainage, flood control and imgation 

(Zbeetnoff Consulting, 1995, p i ) .  

B. Methodology Used in the Serpentine-Niconekl Agricultural Lowbnds Prom 

The individuals interviewed in the study consisted of only active or recently 

re tired farm operators. Absentee iandlords, non-commercial farmers and non-fanning 

residents were excluded from the interview process. Two hundred and fifty-five potential 

farmers were identified on the original list, but only 179 met the criteria established for 

the study. One hundred and three of the 179 i .  operators were actually interviewed for 

a response rate of 58%- The respondents covered 74% of the total acreage in the study 

area, equalling 8,350 out of 1 1,2 15 acres. The interview process involved initial 

telephone contact by a surveyor followed by a face-to-face interview on the operator's 

farm. 

C. Strengths and Weaknesses of the Serpentine-Nicomekl Lowlands Ikrto 



The data obtained fiom the Serpentine-Nicomekl Lawlands Agricultural Study 

has both positive and negative attributes. The fact that there was a high response rate 

(58%) and that only active fanners were interviewed makes it likely that the data obtained 

from this study provides an accurate description of the conditions of the Lowlands for 

agricultural use. The potential weaknesses of the data are that the respondents may have 

over-estimated the extent of their problems in order to encourage the city to make 

improvements to the Lowlands. The fact that the Lowlands study does not cover the 

entire agricultural community in Surrey also makes it diffxcult to generalize these results 

to represent the conditions for all fanners in Surrey. 

D. Lund Use in the Lowhnds 

Lund ownership 

Land ownership within the Serpentine-Nicomekl Lowlands lies primarily with private 

individuals. Two-thirds of the land farmed is owned by farm operators with the remainder 

being rented to farmers within the region. Of the land rented out, three quarters is owned 

privately with the rest being owned by the provincial and municipal government 

(Zbeetnoff Consulting, 1995, p. 12). 

Land use 

The main fanning activities occurring within rhe lowland region include vegetable 

cropping, dairy production, beef production and berry production. Farmland within the 

lowIands is used intensively as only 10% of the land base remains as idle farm land 

(Zbeetnoff Consulting, 1995, p. 16). Of the remaining acreage surveyed, 85.7% is used 

for crop production and 4.6% is used for on-farm services. 

E. Economic Importance of the Lowlands 

Income Generated From Farming in the Lowlands 

Income generated from farming in the lowlands is very significant, with half of the 

responding farmers earning less than or equal to $100,000, thirty percent earning between 

$100,000 and $500,000, and nineteen percent recording annual gross returns over 



$500,000 (Zbeetnoff Consulting, 1995, p.27). The change in gross returns reported by 

survey respondents over the last 3 years is evenly distributed between individuals with 

increasing, decreasing and unchanging levels of gross returns. 

Employment Provided in the Lowlandr 

Employment in the farming industry in the lowlands is generated for farm operators, 

their family members, and many additional non-related individuals. Farmers are very 

reliant on their farming operations to survive, as the average farmer within the lowlands 

derives 73% of their gross income from farming (Zbeetnoff Consulting, 1995, p. 102). 

These farms employ an average of 2 person years of family member labour, and an 

additional 6.3 person years of non-family member labour. When these figures are re- 

calculated to represent the entire lowlands region, approximately 1165 person years of 

employment were created directly by the agricultural industry in the Lowlands in 1994 

(Zbeetnoff Consulting, 1995, p- 102). 

F. The Importance of the Lowlands as a Food Some  - 

Local Importance 

The farming community in the lowlands plays a very significant role in Surrey's total 

farm production. Farmers in the Iowlands represent only 27% of the farming population 

in Surrey yet they produce between 52% and 75% of the city's total gross returns from 

farming (Zbeetnoff Consulting, 1995 )- 

a Provincial Importance 

The Serpentine-Nicornekl Lowlands play a significant role in British Columbia's 

farming industry. The lowlands account for 1 3.7% of the vegetables, 8% of the bemes, 

and 5.1% of the greenhouse crops produced provincially. The dominant crops in the 

lowlands are celery, lettuce, onion and carrots, which each account for over half of the 

production values for these crops in British Columbia (Zbeetnoff, p-iv). 

G. Drainage Concerns in the Lowhnds 



Drainage Improvements in the Serpentine-Nicomekl Agricultural LowlantLF 

Poor drainage has long affected the farming community in the Serpentine-Nicomekl 

Lowlands and 92.58 of the lowlands have undergone some form of on-farm drainage 

improvements. The types of improvements undertaken in the Iowlands include ditching, 

boundary dyking, subsurface drainage and drainage pumping (Zbeetnoff Consulting, 

1995, p.32). 

Efforts to improve drainage have also occurred on a regional scale, with 55% of the 

surveyed acres receiving some form of regional improvement since 1974. The regional 

improvements have been achieved primarily through regional ditches, installation of 

regional pump stations and dyke improvements (Zbeetnoff Consulting, 1995, p.36). 

Current Drainage Conditions 

Survey respondents were asked to classify the drainage characteristics of their land. 

Sixty-one percent of the surveyed acres were identified as being well-drained, with the 

remaining 39% falling under the poorly drained and very poorly drained classifications 

(Zbee tno ff Consulting, 1995, p.40). The on-farm and regional drainage improvements 

have helped to create acceptable drainage conditions for sixty percent of the farmers in 

the lowlands but there are still many farmers who are forced to farm under less than 

optimal drainage conditions. 

Figure 3-7 - Drainage Conditions of Surveyed Crop Acreage in the Serpentine-Nicomekl Lowlarrds 

Drainage Conditions # of acres I % of acres 
I I 

I 
Well-Drained 

Poorly Drained 

I I 1 I 

Source: Zbeernoff Consulting, 1995, p.40. 
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The definitions for the drainage conditions identified in figure 3-7 are: 

Well-Drained: Soils which do not generally restrict yields of crops cumntly grown and 
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which are suitable for most crops grown in the area- In most cases, these soils have had 

drainage improvements (e-g. sub-surface drains). 

Poorly-Drained: Soils which restrict yields of currently grown crops and which are not 

suited for crops which require good drainage. 

Very-Poorly Drained: Soiis which restrict yields of currently grown crops and are 

suitable only for pasture or hay (Zbeetnoff Consulting, 1995, p.40)- 

H. Eflects of Poor Drainage on the Fanning Community in the Lowlands 

The Effects of Poor Drainage on Crops 

The selection of crop types is severely restricted in the lowlands due to a number of 

drainage concerns, Sixty percent of the surveyed acres in the lowlands are affected by 

poor drainage characteristics of varying degrees. The most common factors influencing - 

the restriction in crop selection include flooding, late spring starts and wet growing 

conditions (Zbeetnoff Consulting, 1995, p.44). 

Poor drainage within the lowlands also affects the yields of crops on 60% of the 

lowland acres. The effects of the drainage problems on crop yields vary considerably by 

crop type, but nursery, forage, and pasture crops are the most commonly affected crops. 

Flooding, late spring start, local ponding and wet growing conditions are the main 

drainage factors affecting crop yields, but the effects of these conditions vary across crop 

types (Zbeetnoff Consulting, 1995, p.iv). 

Tolerance to Flooding 

The level of tolerance to flooding without crop loss varies by season and crop type. 

The greatest level of tolerance to flooding without crop loss was reported for the winter 

season, where 50% of the acres are able to tolerate 3 days of flooding or more and 30% of 

the acres can handle 5 days of flooding or more (Zbeetnoff Consulting, 1995, p.5 1). The 

least amount of tolerance to crop loss is reported for the fall season, where 95% of the 

surveyed acres are unable to tolerate any flooding. Spring and summer are also very 

vulnerable to flooding, as only 5% of the surveyed acres are reported to be capable of 



handling flooding for 2 days or Iess (Zbeetnoff Consulting, 1995, p.51). 

The effects of flooding on different agricultural crops vary considerably by 

season. Vegetable crops in the lowlands are most tolerant to long periods of flooding in 

the winter season and are least tolerant to short periods of flooding in the fall and spring 

(Zbeetnoff Consulting, 1995, p.5 1). Berry crops are very vulnerable to loss due to 

flooding. They are most susceptible to crop loss in the winter season but they have a very 

low level of tolerance to flooding in the spring and fall seasons as well. Forage crops are 

reported to be capable of tolerating extended periods of flooding in the winter and 

summer seasons, and they exceed the tolerance of a majority of the crops to spring and 

fdI flooding (Zbeetnoff Consulting, 1995, p.5 1 .). 

Drainage Problems of Most Concern to Fanners 

Drainage problems are abundant throughout the lowlands as 88% of the surveyed 

acres are negatively affected by inadequate drainage. The effects of the poor drainage 

characteristics vary between crop types, but the most commonly reported problems are 

spring flooding (affects 48% of the surveyed acres), growing season flooding (30%), high 

water table(28%), and prolonged winter flooding (24%) (Zbeetnoff Consulting, 1995, 

p.6 1). The percentage of acreage affected by poor drainage are as follows: 

4 Pasture acreage: spring flooding (72%) and fall flooding (63%) 

4 Forage acreage: spring flooding (47%), prolonged winter flooding (32%) and 

high water tables (30%) 

4 Vegetable acreage: growing season flooding (46%), high water table (40%) and 

spring flooding (35%) 

J Berry acreage: prolonged winter flooding(57%), high water tables (32%) 

J Nursery producers: prolonged winter flooding (78%) 

Source: Beemoff Consulting, 1995, p.61 

I. Anticipated Benefls of an Improved Drainage System 



Benefits anticipated by crop type 

The effects of the poor drainage conditions vary considerably across crop types in the 

lowlands, with berry, pasture and nursery crops being most susceptible to losses caused 

by poor drainage. The effects of an improved drainage system in the Serpentine- 

Nicomekl lowlands would vary signif~cantiy by crop type, but alI crop types would 

benefit from an improved drainage system. Berry and pasture yields are anticipated to 

achieve twice their current production levels, while forage/f'der vegetable and nursery 

crops predict a 20% increase over current yields (Zbeetnoff Consulting, 1995, p.64). 

Benefits anticipated by soii ope 

The benefits of an improved drainage system would vary considerably across the 

existing drainage conditions of particular soils. The overall average yield increase 

anticipated for the lowlands region is 32%. Very poorly drained soils cover 18% of the 

lowland but are anticipated to account for 68% of the expected yield increases from an 

improved regional drainage system (Zbeetnoff Consulting, 1995, p.66). Well drained 

soils represent 6 1% of the surveyed lowlands and anticipate an improved yield of 10.5% 

upon improvement of the regional drainage system. Poorly drained soils cover 2 1% of 

the surveyed acres and expect to generate 19.5% better yields with an improved drainage 

system (Zbeetnoff Consulting, 1995, p.66). 

Eflects of an improved drui~age system on crop sekction 

An improvement in the drainage conditions for the lowlands would prompt 42% of 

the farmers surveyed to alter their crops grown. The most common shifts in production 

would be to vegetable and berry production, followed by nursery plants, grapes/t.ee h i t s  

and production of extended season varieties of crops currently grown (Zbeetnoff 

Consulting, 1995, p.90). 

J. Drainage Improvements Needed in the Lowhnds 

On-fann improvements 

The addition of subsurface drains are estimated to reduce the drainage problems on 



25% of the surveyed acres. Additional on-farm improvements requested to improve 

drainage include surface ditching, land leveling and closer spacing of subsurface drains in 

order to get excess water off of the land at a faster rate (Zbeetnoff Consulting, 1995, 

p.69). 

Regional improvements 

Regional drainage improvements are those that extend beyond the boundaries of an 

individual farming operation. The drainage problem affecting the highest proportion of 

1owIand acres is poor water level control in ditches and rivers. Another major 

improvement needed for better on-farm drainage is the installation of additional regional 

pumping stations (Zbeetnoff Consulting, 1995, p.7 1). Other problems identified as 

needing improvement include better maintenance of municipal and Ministry of Highways ' 

and Transportation ditches, an increase in sea dam pumping, and improved control of 

upland runoff (Zbeetnoff Consulting, 1995, p.71). 

K Im-gation Concerns and Improvements Required in the Lowlands 

Current status of irrigation in the lowlands 

Imgation is used on approximately 46% of the surveyed acres with the portable 

"hand move" system and the travelling gun system being most common (Zbeetnoff 

Consulting, 1995, p.82). Sixty percent of the surveyed farm operators indicate that 

irrigation improvements are necessary for the lowlands. The respondents indicate that 

an additional water supply is needed on 42.5% of the surveyed acres (Zbeetnoff 

Consulting, 1995, p.82). An improvement in the quality of the irrigation water supply 

is also identified as an important issue for 13% of the surveyed acres. 

Expected benefiisfiom an improved irrigation system 

Survey respondents anticipate that an improved irrigation system would enable an 

average increase in crop production of 3 1% for all crop types, with vegetables and forages 

experiencing the largest yield increases (Zbeetnoff Consulting, 2995, p.79). The 

respondents indicated that the presence of an improved imgation system would 



encourage 12% of the surveyed acres to undergo a shift in crops produced The 

production of current crops is expected to increase on 6846 of the acres surveyed with 

improvements to the irrigation water supply- 

Funding for im-gation 

An improved irrigation system was identified as being very important to survey 

respondents, with farmers indicating that they were willing to pay for these services. 

Fouq-eight percent of the farm operators representing 44% of the survey acres indicated 

that they were willing to pay up to $10 per acre for an additional imgation supply 

(Zbeetnoff Consulting, 1995, p.82). Individuals r eh ing  to pay for an improved 

irrigation system consisted primarily of individuals who already have an adequate 

imgation supply and individuals who do not require an irrigation source for their fanning 

operations. 

L Public Recreation in the Lowlunds 

Am'tudes of Farmers Toward Public Recreation 

The effects of public recreation on farming operations are not felt by aIl farmen in the 

lowlands, as only 40% of the survey respondents reported having public recreational use 

on their property (Zbeetnoff Consulting, 1995, p.94). Of those experiencing recreational 

activities on their farms, only a small proportion indicated that they wanted a l l  fonns of 

public use of their property to cease completely. The survey respondents indicated that 

they would like to see a shift in recreational use of their farms away from uses that 

interfere with farming activities and towards increasing the number of educational tours 

of their operations. 

Types of Public Recreational Activities 

Hunting and fishing were reported as the activities occurring on the most farms in the 

lowlands. Other recreational activities occurring on farms include pet walking, hiking, 

and cycling. 



Effect of the Recreational Activities on Fanning Operations 

The effects of public recreation can be very costly to farm operators, as the average 

damage caused by recreational users on 17 farms in the lowlands was $12,700. The most 

common activities that interfere with farming operations include field trespass, 

vandalism, theft, littering and refuse dumping (Zbeetnoff Consulting, 1995, p.96). 

M. Response to the Serpentine-Nkomekl Study by the City of Surrey 

The comprehensive approach taken in the Serpentine-Nicomekl Agricultural 

Profile allowed for the major issues facing the agricultural community in the lowlands to 

be clearly identified. The City of Surrey responded to the study by approving a drainage 

and flood control strategy for the lowlands which focuses on improving the dyking 

system and regional drainage pump stations within the region. The project will focus on 

improving the areas experiencing the most severe problems, with the initial phase of the 

project to be completed within 4 years (City of Surrey, 1998, p.11). 

Funding for the project will be shared by a number of levels of government. 

Surrey will generate its portion of the project costs from a combination of utility revenue 

and development cost charges. The portion of the project to be funded by agencies 

outside of the City of Surrey has yet to be fmalized, but additional contributors to the 

project will include senior levels of government as well as a number of municipalities 

who introduce an increase in the supply of water throughout the Serpentine-Nicomekl 

Lowlands. The City of Surrey has ensured that public involvement will be incorporated 

into the project by creating an implementation advisory committee. This committee will 

be comprised of land owners within the floodplain and they will provide input to be used 

in the design and planning of the dyke and pump station improvements (City of Surrey, 

1998, p. 1 1). 

5. Comparing the Results of the Farm Community Plan Questionnaire and the 

Serpentine-Nicomekl Lowlands Agriculfurul Prom 

A. Differences Between the Two Studies 



The main difference between the two studies involves the acres surveyed. The 

Serpentine-Nicomekl Lowlands Study covered only the Lowlands areas. The Farm 

Community Plan Questionnaire covered the entire agriculturd community in the City of 

Surrey. All of the surveyed acres in the Serpentine-Nicomekl Lowlands Study are located 

within the ALR boundaries. The Fann Community Plan Questionnaire was distributed to 

individuals living on either side of the ALR border (although most of the respondents 

were entirely within the ALR). 

The methodological approach taken to gather the research differed between the 

two studies, as  the Farm Community Plan Questionnaire involved a mail-out survey, and 

the Serpentine-Nicomekl Lowlands Study gathered information through face-to-face 

interviews. The response rate was much higher for the Serpentine-Nicomekl Lowlands 

Study as 58% of the farm operators in the study area responded. In contrast, the response 

rate for the Farm Community Plan Questionnaire was 3 I %. The Serpentine Study also 

interviewed exclusively resident farmers engaged in active farming, whereas the Farm 

Community Plan Questionnaire was distributed over a broader range of demographic 

groups including active farmers, absentee Iandlords, hobby farmers and country 

residential property owners. 

B. Similarities in Findings fiom the 2 Studies 

Many similarities exist between the data collected from the Serpentine-Nicomekl 

Lowlands Agricultural Profile (Serpentine Study) (1995) and the Farm Community Plan 

Questionnaire results (1997). Both examined issues surrounding agricultural land use 

within Surrey, with the Serpentine Study being more detailed but smaller in area Both 

found field vegetable cropping, dairy production, beef production, and berry production 

to be the dominant farming categories. Both studies discovered that approximately half 

of the farms owned by respondents were 10 acres or less in size. Also, the types of 

recreational activities that occur on the land owned by fanners were very similar for both 

studies, with fishing and hunting being the most dominant. 



Drainage is a problem facing many farmers in Sumy, but poor drainage was 

identified as being a greater problem in the Farm Community Plan Questionnaire. The 

difference in problems reported concerning drainage may be attributed to the fact that the 

Farm Community Plan Questionnaire was conducted in 1997 which was an extremely 

bad year, whereas the Serpentine Study took place in 1995. Forty percent of the 

respondents in the Serpentine Study indicated that poorlvery poor drainage affected 

fanning operations, while sixty percent in the Farm Community Plan Questionnaire 

reported having poor/very poor drainage. The effects of poor drainage were the same for 

both studies as sixty percent of respondents indicated that drainage problems restricted 

the amount and types of crops they could grow. 

Results from the Serpentine-Nicomekl Lowlands Agricultural Study dealing with 

crops grown, drainage issues, recreational uses, and other agricultural issues add support 

to the findings of the Farm Community Plan Questionnaire. 

Conclusion 

A majority of Surrey's fanning community is located on land that has enonnous 

potential for agricultural production. These farmers benefit from extended growing 

seasons, long hours of sunlight and easy access to large markets for their products. The 

optimal conditions for farming in Surrey enable a wide range of agricultural products to 

be farmed and heavily contributes to the local and provincial economy. 

This chapter has identified a number of major challenges facing the farming 

industry within Surrey. These challenges are making it harder to earn a living in the 

farming industry and changes must occur immediately. If the challenges facing the 

farming community are not addressed, there is a risk that some of the most productive 

agricultural land in Canada will become unsuitable for farming. Agricultural land is a 

non-renewable resource that must be managed carefully in order to ensure that the 

benefits of Surrey's agricultural community can continue to be enjoyed by the City, the 

GVRD and the Province of British Columbia in the future. 



The challenges identified in this chapter will be used to identi@ areas that will be 

addressed in the conclusions and recommendations of this projec~ The next chapter will 

review the policies that are currently in place to protect agricultural land and surrounding 

areas in Surrey. 
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POLICIES CURRENTLY AFFECTING FARMLAND AND SURROUNDING 
AREAS INSURREY 



I .  Introduction 

Chapter 2 provided a historical overview of the important role that the 

Agricuhral Land Commission Act has played in British Columbia This chapter will 

review the specific policies of the Agricultural Lonri Cotnmission Act, along with the 

other policies at the provincial, regionaI, and municipal levels that are used to protect the 

agricultural land base and agriculnuai industry in the City of Surrey. A number of the 

policies reviewed in this chapter represent working examples of the preservation 

techniques that were discussed in chapter one. 

2. Federal Policies 

The Federal government has the authority to make laws in relation to agriculture. - 

Jurisdiction over agriculture is shared between Federal and provincial governments, with 

the Federal legislation prevailing in the event of conflict (Com.tuion Acr, 1867, s.95). 

The Federal government has used their powers to create a number of programs aimed at 

supporting the agricultwal sector as a whole and at reducing taxation on farmers. 

The role of the Federal government in controlling land use within individual 

Provinces is generally very Iimited, The authority to control land use was set out in the 

regulations of the British North America Act, 1867 (now the C o ~ ~ t u t i o n  Act, 1867). 

"The B .N.A. Act, 1867, gives the provinciaI legislahlres the power to regulate 

'property and civil rights in the province' . . . . And 'generally all matters of a 

merely local or private nature in the province' . . .. The province was also given 

complete control over the public lands it owned . . .. Furthermore, the B.N.A. Act, 

1867, gave the province authority over 'municipal institutions in the province' 

(Ince, 1977, p.6, as cited in Corke, 1984, p.6)". 

A majority of the power to control land use within individual provinces is held by the 

provincial governments. The role of the federal government in land use matters is limited 

to lands adjacent to airports; land used for interprovincid energy or  transportation 



corridors; federal parks; and Indian reserves (Ince, 1977, p.3 I ,  as cited in Corke, 1984, 

p.6). The federal government is therefore not directly involved in managing the use of 

a g r i c u ~ ~ r d  land or areas along the urban-rural fringe in the City of Surrey. 

3. Provincial Policies 

A. Agricuhral Lond Commission Act 

The Agricuhral Lanri Commission Act has a major impact on land use in Surrey, 

as twen ty-nine percent of Surrey's land base is contained within the ALR boundaries. 

Applications under the Agricultural Lmrd Commission Acr come in the form of requests 

for: including Iand in the ALR; removing iand from the ALR; subdividing land in the 

ALR; and receiving permission for non-farm uses in the ALR. The process for deciding - 

applications under the Agricultural kmd Commission Act is outlined in Figure 4-1. 



F i m e  4-1 - A~~lications under the APriculrurol Lond Commikswn Act 

3 types of applications: 
1. include land in ALR 

2- exclude land from ALR 

I send application and additional documents and fees to ( 

completes local government report 
refen application to coolminees 

refers application to Board or Council for recommendations and comments 
have to authorize the a~~licatioo to oroceed b the commissioo if: the hmd is zoned for adcultural 

Yes: Roceeds to 
Commi.crion 

applications for exclusion: 
-hold a hearing to aIlow the 
applicant to present their proposal 

No: no authorization 
-application proceeds no further 
-return a portion of the fee I - 

app tications for noa- fm use, subdivision: 
-no hearing held - commission decides 
on application on the basis of the written 

-can defer the application for on-site viewing or inspection 
-can refer the application to various agencies for comments and recommendations 

Decision by Conunicrion m 
-Advises applicant of the decision in writing 

-if the application is approved by the commission, then local governments and other 
authorities may have to grant approval as well- Approvals from the commission do 

not guarantee that the other authorities will approve the application, 



Goals of the Agticulturd Lund Commission: 

Goal I:  Preserve agricui!uraI Cond 

Designating reserve Iand 

Provided that the Commission has the prior approval of the Lieutenant Governor in 

Council, they may designate private and crown land suitable for farm use as part of the 

A,picultural Land Reserve (Agricultural Lund Commission Act, s. 1 1). The ability to 

designate reserve land plays an important role in helping the Commission to carry out 

their objectives contained in s. 10 of the Act The Commission's objectives include 

preserving agricultural land, encouraging the establishment and maintenance of farms, 

ensuring that land within the ALR is used for agricuItural purposes, helping 

municipalities and regional districts to prepare Iand reserve plans, and encouraging alI 

levels of government to support and accommodate agricultd use of land within the 

ALR in their bylaws, plans and policies (Agricultzwal Land Commission Act, s. 10). 

The role of bcal govenvnents in preserving agricultural I d  

The administration of the ALR is not the sole responsibility of the Agricultural 

Land Commission, but is instead shared with municipalities and regional districts 

throughout the province. The Agricultural Land Commission Act requires municipalities 

to make their local bylaws consistent with the Agricultural Land Reserve boundaries and 

to support and accommodate the use of agricultural land for farming purposes in bylaws, 

plans and policies (Agricultural tand Commission Act, section 7 , 3  1). 

Excluding Lcurci from the AtR 

Applications to have Iand excluded from the ALR under s. 14(1) can be made by a 

municipality, regional district, or by the Commission acting on its own initiative. Prior to 

making the application, the municipality, regional. district, or Commission (if acting on its 

own initiative) involved must hold a public hearing. There must be a report of the public 

hearing accompanying the application for exclusion. 

Section 15 of the Act permits land owners to apply to have their land excluded from a 



land reserve in instances where they disagree with their land being designated as reserve 

land. A hearing must be held for these types of applications before the Commission can 

make a decision. The Commission may refuse the application or else permit a non-farm 

use subject to any terms that they wish to impose. 

Municipal and regional district role in administering the Agricultrtral Land 

Commission Act 

A majority of the applications under the Agricultural Land Commission Act are 

submitted to local governments. All applications to the Commission that deal with 

amending the AL& subdividing land in the ALR, or approving a non-farm use of 

agricultural Iand must first be considered by the regional district or municipality where 

the Iand is located (Smith, 1998, p.11). Applications do not proceed to the Commission 

unless municipal governments decide to forward the applications once they have 

reviewed them. 

Upon request from the Commission, municipalities and regional districts can be asked 

to provide assistance to the Agricultural Land Commission in deciding applications for a 

prescribed type of use or to subdivide land (Agricultural Land Commission Act, s.33(5). 

The council of a municipality or the board of a regional district is responsible for 

reviewing the application and then forwarding the application to the Commission along 

with any comments and recommendations (Agricuitural Lund Commission Act, s.33 (6)). 

Section 22 permits the Agricultural Land Commission to enter into agreements with 

regional districts and municipalities to exercise some or all of the powers of the 

Commission in deciding applications for adding land to the ALR, subdividing ALR Iand, 

or permitting non-farm uses in the ALR. This section does not allow for the Commission 

to enter into agreements with municipalities or regional districts to make decisions on 

applications involving exclusions of land from the ALR. AII decisions under these 

agreements have to be made by the council of a municipality or the board of a regional 

district. The decisions must be made in the manner prescribed by the Commission and 



the Commission must be advised of the decision arrived at for each application, 

Decisions made by regional districts and municipal councils under this section are 

considered to be decisions of the Commission. 

Approval of section 22 applications by the general manager 

Section 24( 1) permits the Commission to establish criteria for approving specified 

appIications for removing land from the ALR. The criteria must be put in writing, and 

the general manager may approve applications and impose conditions for appfications 

that meet the criteria set out in section 24(1). If the general manager is of the opinion that 

the application doesn't meet the criteria for allowing other than farm uses, then the 

application must be passed on to the Commission for a decision. Decisions made by the 

general manager on section 22 applications are deemed to be decisions of the 

Commission for the purposes of this Act. 

Reconsidering decisions of the Agricultural Lund Commission 

The Commission has the power to reconsider decisions either on its own initiative or on 

the request of a person affected by a previous decision. The reasons for reconsideration 

are limited to cases where new evidence has surfaced which was not available at the time 

of the original decision, as well as cases where a decision was based either wholly or 

partially on evidence that was in error or false @gricultural Land Commission Act, 

s.26(1)). In the event that the Commission will review a decision it is necessary to inform 

any individuals who would be affected by the reconsideration. 

Appealing decisions of the Commission 

Decisions made by the Commission that refuse applications for other than farm uses or 

impose conditions on applications requesting permission for non-farming uses within the 

ALR may be appealed to the Supreme Court Qigricultural Land Commission Act, 

s.27(1)). The decisions eligible for appeal are limited to cases involving a question of 

law or exceeding jurisdiction. 



Legal status of reserve land 

Land within the ALR is protected for the purpose of preserving agricultural land 

Property owners within the ALR are subject to significant restrictions on how they can 

use their property, but section 36 of the Act states that designating land as a part of the 

Agricultural Land Reserve does not result in a taking or an injurious affect on the Iand 

(Agricultctral Land Commission Acty s.36). The regulations of the Agricultural Land 

Commission Act have no effect on the land owner's power to sell their property in the 

ALR as the legislation is intended to restrict land use, not land tenure. 

God 2: Encowrrge &he establishment and maWenance of frrrms, and fire use of k d  in 

an agricultural land reserve com-le with agriculfiudpurposes 

Pennitred uses within the ALR boundaries 

Very strict regulations apply to the land uses permitted within the Agricultural Land 

Reserve. All land within the reserve can be used only for agricultural purposes unless 

permitted by the Agricultural Land Commission Act and the regulations of the 

Agricultural Land Commission Act or with permission fkom the Commission 

(Ag riculnt ral Land Cornmission Act, s. 17(3)). 

Exceptions to the ALR regulations 

Section 2 1 outlines the cases that are exempt from the restrictions on agricultural 

Iand. Land that was less than 2 acres in area on December 21, 1972 is exempt from the 

restrictions of the Act. 

Land used for other than a farm use for at letat 6 months immediately before 

December 21, 1972 is not subject to the restrictions placed on agricultural land within the 

reserve boundaries. The non-farm use is permitted except when: 

J the non-farm use is changed to another non-farm use without the approval of the 

Commission, 

J there is an enactment passed following December 21, 1972 which prohibits the use, or 

permission for the non-farm use under an enactment is withdrawn or expires 

(Agricultural Lund Commission Act, s.2 1). 



Only the portion of the land being used for non-agricultural purposes qualifies for the 

exemption of the restrictions of the Agricultural Land Commission Act, 

Process involved in deciding applications for non-fann uses within the ALR 

boundaries 

Section 22 of the Agricultural Land Commission Act deals with the process for 

applications to allow non-farm uses within the ALR. The Commission has the option of 

granting or refusing permission for the use and they can also impose conditions that they 

consider advisable. 

The existing allowable use within a municipality or regional district plays an 

important role in deciding on applications. -If an application for a non-farm use applies to 

land that is zoned for agricultural use in a bylaw or would require an amendment to an 

official settlement plan, official community plan, official development plan, rural land 

use bylaw or zoning by-law then special criteria apply. The application for a non-farm 

use under s.22 can proceed only when the municipality or regional district resolves the 

inconsistency between the proposed use in the application and the existing permitted use. 

t . Criteria used by the Commission in muking decisions on applications for having land 

included in the ALR, removed* the ALR, subdividing kind in the ALR, or allowing 

non-fam use in the ALR 

When deciding an application under the Agriculmral Lad Commission Act, the 

Commission considers the impact of an individual application against the long-term goal 

of preserving agricultural land. The Commission considers the specific property, the 

surrounding area and the provincial interest when deciding applications under the Act. 

The Commission begins the decision-making process by considering the specific 

property and proposal. The Commission considers the agricultural potential of the land in 

the application as well as the potential of the surrounding lands. Methods used to 

measure the agricultural potential include the Canada Land Inventory Agriculnual 



Capability rating system, suitability of the land for specific crops, productivity, and the 

present homogeneity or integrity of the farming community (Provincial Agricultural Land 

Commission, 1995, p.5). Additional agricultural concerns taken into consideration by the 

Commission include: 

+ whether the proposal will benefit agriculture; 

+ whether the proposed use supports agriculture or conflicts with agriculture; 

+ whether the proposed use would damage the agricultural capability of the land; 

+ the effect or impact that the proposal would have on agricultural use of surrounding 

lands. These potential impacts include: increasing conflicts between urban and rural 

residents in the form of dust, odours, trespass, ee.; promoting an increased demand for 

public infrastructure; promoting the consauction of new roads or widening of existing 

roads; and raising the hopes of residents on surrounding properties to get similar 

approvals; 

+ whether there are physical restrictions that affect the ability to use the land for farming; 

+ whether the proposal includes steps to reduce potential impacts on surrounding lands; 

and 

+ whether conditions should be imposed on the application to minimize potential 

impacts (Provincial Agricultural Land Commission, 1995, p.5). 

The Commission also considers area concerns in deciding applications. These 

concerns include: 

+ the effect of surrounding uses and parcel sizes on the agricultural capability of the 

property; 

+ whether the proposal is consistent with the current planning Legislation covering the 

area (i-e. zoning and OCP); 

+ whether the proposal can be accommodated outside of the ALR; 

+ the recommendations of the local government, advisory committees, and other 

stakeholders; and 

+ whether funding has been used to improve agricultural infrastructure in the area 

adjacent to the property in the application (Provincial Agricultural Land Commission, 



The Commission finally considers the provincial interest in making its decisions. It 

considers whether the proposal complies with the gods of the Agricultural Land 

Commission Act. These goals include preserving agricultural iand for future and present 

use and encouraging the establishment and maintenance of B.C.'s farms and fanning 

community (Provincial Agricultural Land Commission, 1995, p.5). 

The Commission makes a decision after reviewing the potential impacts of the 

proposal with the above criteria The main objective of the Commirsioa in rendering 

decisions on applications is to make sure that the decision for each application provides a 

net benefit to agriculture. The benefit to agriculture is intended to come in the form of 

protecting and enhancing the agricultural Iand base and encouraging farming (Provincial 

Agricultural Land Commission, 1995, p.5). The Commission determines net benefits by 

considering the possible losses to agriculture (i.e. loss of land in the ALR) against the 

potential gains to be generated by a proposal (i.e. larger parcel sizes, better parcel 

configuration, increased farm productivity, improved farm infrastructure, etc.) (Provincial 

AgricuI turd Land Commission, 1995, p.5). 

Goal 3: Assist Municipalih'es and regional districts in the prepatation of kurd reserve 

plans required under this Act 

The process involved in creating Agricultural Land Reserves was described in 

Chapter 2. In addition to creating land reserves, the Commission also plays an important 

role in making changes to the ALR boundaries. The process for adding property to a land 

reserve plan is contained in s.13(4) of the Act. An application for adding land can be 

made by a municipality or regional district or else by the Commission acting on its own 

initiative. A public hearing must be held and a report of the meeting must be submitted 

with the application to the Commission. The decision of the Commission may allow all 

or pan of the land contained in the application to be added to a designated land reserve 

plan and designate dl or a portion of the land as part of an agricultural land reserve 



(Agricultural Land Commission Act, s. 13(4)). 

Goal 4: Encourage munkQdWes, regional distrkb,first natbns and ministers, 

ministries and agents of the governments of British CoZumbirr and Canada to support 

and accommo&fe fann use of agricuhmI &mi in their bylaws, p h  andpokies 

Relationship between Agricultural Land Commission Act and other Acts 

The Agricultural Land Commission Act clearly defines its relationship to other Acts at 

the municipal, regional, provincial and federal ievels of government. The Agricultural 

Land Commission Act and the regulations are subject only to the Interpretation Act, the 

Environment and Lund Use A d  and the W m e  Mrmogement Act unless otherwise 

specified (Agricultural Lrmd Commission Act, s.45(1)). The Lieutenant Governor in 

Council also has the power to declare that a provision of the Company Act is binding on 
- 

the Commission. With the exception of the Acts mentioned, the Agriculrural Land 

Commission Act and the regulations are not subject to the jurisdiction of any other 

enactment at any time. 

Relationship between the Agricultural Land Commission Act and bylaws 

Section 47 of the Act forces municipalities and regional districts to ensure that their 

bylaws are consistent with the Agricultural Land Commission Act, the regulations and the 

orders of the Commission. Any inconsistency between the bylaws and the Act, the 

regulations and the orders of the Commission are, to the extent of the inconsistency, of no 

force or effect (Agricultzmal Land Commission Act, s.47(4)). 

Bylaws determined to be inconsistent with this Act fall under two categories. The 

first category of bylaws alIows agricultural land within the boundaries of an agricultural 

land reserve to be used in a manner which is not permitted by theAgriculrural Land 

Commission Act, the regulations or an order of the Commission. The second type of 

bylaw involves permitting a use that would impair or impede the intent of the Act, the 

regulations or an order of the Commission (Agricultural Lond Commission Act, s.47(5)). 



Enforcement of the Agricultural Land Commission Act . 

Section 5 1 outlines the procedure for dealing with present or future activity or use of 

land within an agriculturd land reserve which contravenes the Agricultural Lrmd 

Commission Act, the regulations, an order of the commission or a condition imposed by 

section 4(2) of the Goif Course Development Moratorium Act, (S3.C. 1992, c.8). In 

these cases the Commission has the options oE 

* Ordering the owner or occupant to stop the activity or use of land for a period not 

exceeding 60 days and to report the negative impacts on the agricultural capability 

of the land to the Commission, and/or 

P Requesting the Supreme Court to make an order preventing the owner or occupant 

from beginning or continuing the activity or use of land (Agricuftural Lrmd 

Commission Act, s.5 1 (b)) , 

If the activity or use of land is determined to impair the agricultural capability of the 

land then the Commission has a number of options available under section 52 of the Act. 

The Commission may order the owner or occupant to: 

P Adhere to terms for activity or use of land established by the Commission 

3 Restore the land to its previous condition for agricultural use. The land must be 

restored to a condition acceptable to the Commission. The Commission may 

perform the necessary work and charge the owner or occupant for all costs 

(Agricultural Land Commission Act, s.52). 

B. Farm Practices Protection (Right to Farm) Act 

The Fann Practices Protection Act (FPPA) was created by the Minister of 

Agriculture and Food in 1995 with the intent of protecting and strengthening British 

Columbia's farming industry (Provincial Agricultural Land Commission, 1997, p.5). The 

objectives of the Farm Practices Protection Act are to: 



1. Protect farmers who follow proper and accepted fiamhg customs and standards, 

2. Assist IocaI governments in planning for agriculture. 

3. Improve relations between farm and non-farm neighburs. 

4. Improve compatibility between agriculture and urban land uses. 

When a farmer has the "right to farm," it means that noises, odours, dust or other 

disturbances that result from normal i m  practices are not subject to nuisance lawsuits or 

to a local government's nuisance and miscellaneous bylaws. 

Resolving cornpcar'nts under the Farm Practices Protection Act 

There is a set of criteria which must be met before individuals can be eligible to 

receive protection under the Fann Practices Protection Act. The first criterion is that the 

farming operation must adhere to normal farm practices. A normal farm practice is 

defined in the Act to include an activity thaf "is conducted by a farm business in a 

manner consistent with proper and accepted customs and standards as established and 

followed by similar farm businesses under similar circumstances" (Bill 22 - 1995, Farm 

Practices Protection Act, s. I). The second criterion is that the farm operation has to take 

place within the Agricultural Land Reserve, in an area where the Municipal Act permits 

farm use, or on a parceI of land where an individual has obtained a licence under the 

Fisheries Act for aquaculture purposes (Bill 22 - 1995, Farm Practices Protection Act, 

s.2.2). The final criterion which must be met in order for the farm operation to receive 

protection under the Fann Practices Protection Acr is that the operation must follow 

other legislation listed in the Act (Health Act, Pesticide Control Act, and Waste 

Management Act) (Bill 22 - 1995, Farm Practices Protection Act, s.2.2(c)). 

Complaints about farm practices can be decided through either a formal or 

informal process. Local governments are often the first point of contact for individuals 

with complaints about fanning practices. The locd government stafF can attempt to 

resolve the concern by explaining the Fann Practices Protection Act to the complainant, 

or they can direct the compIainant to discuss their concerns with Ministry of Agriculture 

and Food staff and agricultural advisory peer advisors. Once concerns are directed to the 



Farm Practices Board, they may try to resolve complaints by using ministry experts, peer 

advisors, and mediators. If complaints cannot be resolved informally, the last resort is to 

proceed to the formal process. 

The formal method of deciding complaints about noise, dust, odours and cther 

disturbances under the Fann Practices Protection Act (FPPA) involves a hearing before 

the Farm Practices Board. The chair of the Farm Practices Board appoints 3 board 

members to sit as a panel to hear the complaint The Farm Practices Board is responsible 

for determining whether the farming operations in specific cases meet the criteria 

established for normal farming operations. If the panel determines that the odom, dust, or 

disturbance complained about in the application results from a normal farming operation 

then the pane1 must dismiss the complaint (Bill 22 - 1995, Fann Practices Protection Act* 

s.6.l(a)). I f  the panel determines that the odour, dust or disturbance is not caused by a 

normal farming practice then they must order the farmer to either cease the operation 

causing the disturbance completely, or else modify it to a level that it is consistent with 

normal farming practices. Decisions of the Farm Practices Board can be appealed to the 

Supreme Court of British Columbia, but only on a question or law or jurisdiction. 

Additional Effects of the Farm Practkes Protection Act 

The Fann Practices Protection Act made 2 amendments to the h d  Title Act that 

increased the powers of approving officers in granting approval for subdivisions near 

agriculture. The f i t  amendment allows for approving officers to refuse subdivision in 

cases where inadequate separation or buffering between the proposed subdivision and an 

adjoining or reasonably adjacent agricukural property would result in an unreasonable 

interference with the farming operation (Lmd Tide Act, section 86(1)(x)). The second 

amendment allows for approving officers to refuse subdivision plans when highways and 

highway allowances unreasonably or unnecessarily increase access to land in an 

agricultural land reserve (Land Title Act, section 86(l)(xi). The effect of these 

amendments is to allow approving officers to ensure that the impacts of subdivisions on 

agricultural land are carefully considered in the development process and to help 



minimize conflicts between urban and rural residents by addressing them in the 

subdivision design before construction occurs. 

A major g o d  of the Fann Practices Protection Act is to help strengthen the 

farming community through more supportive bylaws. The FPPA has made amendments 

to the Municipal Act which allow local governments to have increased control over 

planning areas around the urban-rural fringe by providing them with increased planning 

and bylaw tools. One of the amendments to the Municipal Act encourages the 

development of Provincial agricultural standards to guide the process of preparing rural 

land use and zoning bylaws in agricultural areas f Smith, 1998, p- 17). The effect of these 

standards will be to provide guidelines for municipalities to ensure that agricultural 

zoning, rural land use bylaws and new farm bylaws are consistent throughout British 

Columbia (Municipal Act, Division 4. I). The Provincial standards will be used by 

individual municipalities as a guide when creating their own bylaws, but there may be a 

need to modify the Provincial standards in some circumstances in order to meet the needs 

of individual agricultural communities. The Municipal Act has also required that any 

agricultural bylaws established by individual municipalities go through a review process 

and receive approval from the Minister responsible for the administration of the Fann 

Practices Protection Act (Smith, 1998, p. 17). 

The Fann Practices Protection Act also made amendments to the Mmicipal Act 

that encourage municipalities to preserve and enhance farming when developing 

community plans or approving subdivisions and Iocal by-laws (City of Surrey, 1998, p.7). 

Community plans are now required to include statements respecting "the approximate 

location, amount, and type of present and proposed commercial, industrial, institutional, 

recreational and public utility land uses ..."(M micipal Act, Section 877 (l)(b), "Required 

Content of Official Community Plans"). The community plans are thus able to iden- 

where agricultural land is located, the amount of land to be preserved, and the types of 

land uses'intended to surround agricultural areas. The Municipal Act also allows 

individual municipalities to adopt community plans for specific areas within their 



boundaries. This provision alIows for municipalities to create sub-area plans that can be 

used to create agricultural area plans to guide land use in specific areas of municipalities 

dominated by fanning (Municipal Act, Section 875 (1)- "Application of Community 

Plans"). 

C. Municipal Act 

Amendments to the Municipal Act in 1994 require municipalities to submit land 

use plans and bylaws that affect land inside of the ALR boundaries to the Agricultural 

Land Commission. The Commission provides comments and recommendations to help 

ensure that local plans and bylaws are consistent with the Ag~culturul Lmrd Commission 

Act and to help maintain a balance between local municipal concerns and the wider 

provincid interests (Provincial Agricultural Land Commission, 1996, p. 12). 

The Municipal Act also allows local governments to create farm bylaws. Farm 

bylaws are intended to encourage agricdtural operators to apply on-farm management 

techniques that increase compatibility between agricultural and non-agricultural uses 

(S rnith, 1998, p. 17). Farm bylaws are intended to "...remove unreasonable prohibition 

and restrictions on agriculture and replace them with regulation which fosters a healthy 

and growing farm sector in a manner that enhances land use compatibiiity and encourages 

sound stewardship and farm practices" (Smith, 1998, p. 17). The farm bylaws must reflect 

the issues in the local community as well as the needs of the farm sector and the 

provinciaI agricultural community (Smith, 1998, p. 17). The process used to create the 

bylaws should involve input from the local community, farm operators, and government 

representatives from the municipal, regional and provincial levels. 

D. Additional Provincial Policies and Guidelines 

The Provincial Agricultural Land Commission and the Ministry of Agriculture 

and Food have produced various publications which can assist municipalities when 

planning areas within the ALR and near the ALR boundary. These publications can serve 

as guides to dealing with agricultural land and can be used to enhance the policies 



affecting individual municipalities concerning agricultural land and surrounding areas- 

Samples of these documents that could aid municipaLities include: 

1. Landscaped B f l e r  Specifications. This report was prepared by the B.C. 

Agx-icultural Land Commission and can serve as a usehl tool for municipalities to 

use when processing applications that require buffers. The report outlines the 

types of vegetation to be used in buffers, standards for fences to separate uses, 

appropriate heights for buffers, etc. The standards proposed in this document can 

be useful for approving officers with developments adjacent to agricultural land. 

2. Subdivision Near Agriculture.. A Guide for Approving O#?cers- This 

report was published in 1996 by the Ministry of Agriculture and Food and the 

Provincial Agricultural Land Commission. The report clearly outlines the issues 
. 

that approving officers need to consider when deciding on applications close to 

agricultural operations. It provides information for approving officers to help 

them minimize conflicts between agricultural and residential uses. 

Planning for Agriculture. This report was produced by the Agricultural Land 

Commission in 1998. It is intended to serve as a guide for local government 

planners, farmers and other stakeholders involved in planning for agriculture in 

British Columbia The report contains information, ideas, tools and support 

materials that can be used to enable local governments to support the business of 

farming through planning that is sensitive to the needs of both farmers and 

communities. It also aims to increase the awareness of decision makers and the 

public about the important role played by agriculture in supporting local 

economies, providing open space, and protecting rural lifestyles. 

E. Differenrial honertv Tax Assessment 

Properties meeting the provincial criteria for fann status are eligible to receive 

reduced property taxes in the City of Surrey. The British Columbia Assessment 

Authority requires the production of a minimum amount of primary agricultural products 



on the farm in order to be classified as a farm, 

Property between 8,000 square metres (-8 hectares) and 4 hectares has to produce a 

minimum gross annual income of $2,500. 

For farms greater than 4 hectares in size, they must produce a minimum of $2,500 

plus 5% of the actual value of the land for farm purposes in excess of 4 hectares. An 

example of the amount of farm sales needed to receive farm status on a f m  larger 

than 4 hectares is: On a 100 acre p r o p e q  with a farm land value of 3 1,000 per acre, 

the minimum gross income required to receive farm status is: 

$2,500 on the first 4 hectares plus 

$4,800 on the next 96 hectares ($1,000 x 96 x -05) 

The minimum annual income would be $7,300 on a LOO acre parcel. 

For properties smaller than 8,000 square metres (.8 hectares), the minimum annual 

income required to receive farm status is $10,000. There is a 'grandfather' provision 

that allows farms smaller than 8,000 square metres to produce less than % 10,000 in 

agricultural products and continue to receive their farm status if they were classified 

as a farm before 1995. This 'grandfather' provision ceases once the ownership of the 

property changes. 

4. Redomi Policies 

A. Creating Reg ior l  Growth Strategies 

The role of regional governments in the British Columbia planning process has 

changed significantly over the last 15 years. In 1983, all official regional plans were 

repealed, and regional districts lost their authority to prepare any funher regional plans. 

The enactment of the Growth Strategies Statutes Amendment Act in 1995 made 

amendments to the M u n i c i '  Act and other legislation that restored the power of regional 

districts to undertake region-wide planning and adopt growth strategies (Smith, 1998, p.5- 

5).  

Regional governments are required to undertake an extensive consultation process 

when developing a regional growth strategy. The consultation process should include all 



of the individuals and organizations that will be affected by the regional growth strategy. 

The consultation process should involve, at a minimum, citizens, affected local 

governments, first nations, school district boards, improvement district boards, and the 

provincial and federal governments and their agencies (Municipal Act, Part 25, Section 

855(2), "Consultation during development of regional growth strategy"). The regional 

government is also required to conduct a public hearing as part of the process of 

developing a regional growth strategy. 

Prior to adopting a regional growth strategy, regional governments must submit 

their proposed regional growth strategies to the individual municipalities within their 

region. The municipalities are instructed to review the proposed growth strategy and 

compare it against their community plans and bylaws that are either current or in 

preparation (Municipal Act, Part 25. Section 857(4)(a), "Acceptance by affected local 

governments required"). The municipality has I20 days to either accept the regional 

growth strategy or make forma1 objections to the content of the strategy. If the local 

government refuses to accept the strategy, it must identify each provision that it objects 

to, the reasons for the objection, and whether it would be willing to allow a provision that 

it objects to being included in the regional growth strategy with a clause stating that the 

provision does not apply to its jurisdiction (MunicipalAct, Part 25, Section 857(7), 

"Acceptance by affected local governments required"). 

The Municipal Act outlines the process for resolving differences between regional 

and municipal governments when developing regional growth strategies. If a local 

government refuses to fully accept a regional growth strategy, then any problems must be 

settled in one of three ways: 1. peer panel settlement, 2. final proposal arbitration, or 3. 

fulI arbitration- The setdement process should be determined by the parties involved in 

the dispute, but if they are unable to agree on an appropriate method, the minister decides 

the process to be used (Municipal Act, Part 25, Section 860 (3). "Settlement of a regional 

growth strategy"). 



Once the strategies are in place, and any differences between the regional and 

municipal governments are resolved, regional growth strategies become binding on 

municipalities within the region. Municipalities within a regional district are required to 

adhere to the conditions of the strategy and ensure that their plans and bylaws are 

consistent with it. Municipalities are required to submit a regional context statement that 

identifies the relationship between their officid community plan and regional matters 

contained in regiond growth strategies. The items to be covered in the regional context 

statement include a statement on the future of the region, population and employment 

projections for the life of the strategy, and the anticipated needs of the projected 

population in relation to housing, transportation, regional district services, parks and 

natural areas, and economic development (Municipal Act, Part 25, Section 850(2), 

"Content of regional growth strategy"). The regional context statement must be accepted 

by the board of the regional district. In addition, the remainder of a municipal official 

community plan should be amended so that it is consistent with the regional context 

statement (Municrpal Act, Part 25, Section 866(3), "Requirements for regional context 

statements in municipal official community plans"). 

B. Purpose of Regional Growth Strafegies 

Part 25 of the Municipal Act  identifies the general purposes of regiond growth 

strategies. Regional growth strategies are intended "...to promote human settlement that 

is socially, economicafly and environmentally healthy and that makes efficient use of 

public facilities and services, land and other resources" (Municipal Act, Part 25, Section 

849(1), "Purpose of regional growth strategy"). A number of the purposes of regional 

growth strategies can greatly benefit the agricultural community within individual 

regions, including: 

"...avoid urban sprawl ...; 
... minimize the use of automobiles..-; 

... efficient movement of goods and people ... making effective use of transportation and 

utility corridors; 

... maintain the integrity of a secure and productive resource base including the ALR; 



... economic development that supports the unique character of the communities; 

... reducing and preventing air, land and water pollution; 

...p rotecting the quality and quantity of ground water and surface water," 

(Municipal Act, Part 25, Section 849(2), "Pwpose of Regional Growth Strategy"). 

Regional growth strategies must address the future needs of the projected population 

of the region in terms of housing, transportation, regiond district services, parks and 

natural areas, and economic development (Municipal Act, Part 25, Section 850(3), 

"Content of a Regional Growth Strategy"). Regional growth strategies can also deal with 

any other regional matter, including matters relating to agriculnual use. A matter of 

significant importance to regional districts is ensuring that there is an adequate supply of 

food for the future residents of the region. Regional growth strategies should help to 

promote food security by ensuring that their policies: 

(a) promote the preservation of the agriculturd land base within the region and encourage 

and support the agricultural use of the land, and 

(b) define urban growth boundaries for the region (Smith, 1998, p.5-6). 

C. Greater Vancouver Livable Region Sttafegic Plan 

Purpose of the Livable Region Strategic Plan 

The Greater Vancouver Regional District Board adopted the Creating Our Future 

Vision in 1990. The goals of the Crearing Our Future Vision are contained in the 

following paragraph: 

"Greater Vancouver can become the f m  urban region in the world to combine 

in one place the things to which humanity aspires on a global basis: a place 

where human activities enhance rather than degrade the natural environment, 

where the quality of the built environment approaches that of the natural 



setting, where the diversity of origins and religions b a source of Social strength 

rather than strife, where people control the destiny of their community, and 

where the basics of food, clothing, shelter, security and usefirl activity are 

accessible to all (Greater Vancouver Regional District, 1996, p.2) ." 

The Livable Region Strategic Plan (1996) 'was created in order to help realize the goals 

set out in the Creating Our Future V i s w ~  by developing land use and transportation 

development guidelines for the GVRD. 

Strategies involved in the Livable Region Strutegic Plan 

The creation of the Livable Region Strategic Plmr involved a public and 

intergovernmental consultation process committed to improving the way that growth was 

managed in the Greater Vancouver Regional District. The public was opposed to further 

urban sprawl in the GVRD as it would increase pressures to develop farmland, create 

greater distances between jobs and housing, increase pollution due to greater automobile 

use and increased costs for public services and utilities (Greater Vancouver Regional 

District, 1996, p.2). 

There are four fundamental strategies involved in the Livable Region Strategic Plan 

which have been transformed into policies, targets and maps. The strategies are: 

1. Protect the Green Zone 

2. Build Complete Communities 

3. Achieve a Compact Metropolitan Region 

4. Increase Transportation Choice 

Green Zone Policies 

Surrey' s agricultural areas are most affected by the Livable Region Strategic Plan 's 

Green Zone policies. The GVRD developed the Green Zone with the help of individual 

municipalities. The purpose of the Green Zone is to protect the region's natural features, 

including farmland, major parks, watersheds and ecologically important areas (Greater 

Vancouver Regional District, 1996, p.2). The establishment of protected areas within the 



Green Zone also creates an urban growth boundary for the Greater Vancouver Regional 

District. The Green Zone is intended to help guide long-term growth and it clearly 

identifies areas where urban development is not permitted to occur (Smith, 1998, p.5-6). 

The creation of the Green Zone boundaries by the GVRD board and its partners will 

attempt to seek: 

+ increased protection for Green Zone areas at risk from urban development 

+ an increase in agricultural viability through enhanced planning for agriculture as 

part of the region's economic base, improved communication of the importance of 

agriculture for the region's livability and other actions; 

+ minimization of pressures on the Green Zone through management of urban areas; 
T 

+ limitation of the extent and impact of transportation corridors in the Green Zone 

(Greater Vancouver Regional District, 1996, p.4)- 

Monitoring the livable Region Strategic Plan 

The goal of the organizations administering the Livable Region Strategic Plan will be 

to work toward achieving the Creating Our Fumre vision, The success of the Livable 

Region Strategic P h  will be evaluated by examining how the regional district is 

progressing to wards the stated goals and targets (Greater Vancouver Regional District, 

1996, p.8). The Plan will be subject to a comprehensive review after 5 years. 

3. Municipal Policies 

A. Future Surrev 

The frrst stage in creating the mcial Communiv Plan for the City of Surrey was 

undertaken in 1995 when approximately 20,000 members of the community participated 

in the Future Surrey Vision. This exercise was the largest consultative process ever 

conducted in Surrey and the results were used to provide a framework for guiding the 

planning and development of the city over the next 25 years. Members of the community 

developed god statements that were classified under ten broad categories of community 

life including education, development, public safety, and the environment. The 



statements were then combined to create the Fume Surrey Vision. The visions and goals 

identified in the Fumre Surrey Vision were used to give direction for the 1996 mciol 

Community Plan. 

The residents identified several goals that relate directly to the City of Surrey's 

agricultural community. The specific goals are: 

4 Maintain and protect the current 1995 level of agricultural land 

4 Be a,~culturaiIy self-sustaining 

4 Have no drainage problems 

4 Have an understanding of the importance of maintaining a healthy agricuituai base 

B. City of Surrey Offkiaf Communifv P Irrn 

The Oficial Communiry Plan (OCP) was adopted on October 8, 1996 and it 

addresses all aspects of planning and development in Surrey. The role of an OCP is to 

provide, "a general statement of broad objectives and policies of a local government, on 

the form and character of land use and servicing requirements" (Smith, 1998, p.5-20). 

Surrey's OCP contains sections that deal specifically with a@culhlre and one of the main 

goals of the OCP is, "to preserve and protect the natural environment and agricultural 

land." 

A majority of the agricdtual issues are addressed in the agricultural policy 

section of the OCP. Two of the key dictions for the OCP also address agricultural 

issues. 

Key future direction A-2 aims to Focus Growth Within Compact Urban Areas: ''Efficient 

land use can allow the City to continue growing while preserving open spaces and 

agricultural areas ...." (Surrey W c i a l  Community Plan Bylaw, 1 996, s. A-A- 1). 

Key future direction A-3 aims to Balance Suburban Lifestyles with the Suburban 

Designation: 'The city allocates land within the Suburban designation to establish areas 

for semi-rural residential development, to reserve areas for future urban , commercial or 

industrial growth and to create buffers along the agricultural fringe." (Surrey mcial  



Community Plan Bylaw, 1996, S-A-A- I), 

The major policy hedings of the agricukrd section of the City of Surrey OCP are: 

Promote Compatibility Between Agriculrural a d  Non-AgricuIturd Land Uses 

Increasing compatibility between agricultural and non-agricultural land uses can be 

accomplished by a number of the provisions contained in the mcial Community Plan. 

The Pian calls for buffers to be used along the interface between agriculhual and non- 

agricultural Iand. 

The Plan recommends that the types of nses occurring on land adjacent to agricultural 

properties be compatible with f-g operations in order to minimize negative impacts 

on farming operation (Surrey WckC Communig Plan Bylaw, 1996, N0.12900, 

s.D. 1. I(2)). The Plan recommends that the recreational use of agricultural land be 

discouraged since it can create adverse effects on farming operations (Surrey Official 

Communiiy Plan Bylaw, 1996, No. 12900, sD. I(4)). The plan also opposes linear 

developments (i.e. hydro corridors, highways, pipeways, parks) through the Agricultural 

Land Reserve. 

Mainuin AgricuItural Activities 
' The OCP expresses a commitment to maintaining agricultural activities in Surrey. 

The Plan advocates limiting the subdivision of agriculturally designated land and 

promoting the amalgamation of individual lots in agricultural areas (Surrey official 

Community Plan Bylaw, 1996, No. 12900, s.D-1.2(1)). The land within the ALR is very 

important to the City of Surrey's agricultural community and the OCP expresses a 

commitment to retaining the boundaries in their present form. The Plan also encourages 

Iand uses in the ALR to conform to the policies and regulations of provincial legislation 

including the Agricultural Land Convnission Act and the Farm Practices Protection Act 

(Surrey Oficial Community Plan Bylaw, 1996, No. 12900, s.D- 1.2(4)). 



Outside forces can produce many negative impacts on agricultural land Poor 

drainage is a major problem for the agricultural community and the w c i a l  Cornmiry 

Plan calls for coordination with the Engineering Department to implement policies to 

reduce drainage impacts on agricultural land (Surrey O + a C  Cumunity Plan &lmv, 

1 996, No. 1 2900, sD- 1, "Protect Agricultural Areas and Enhance Fanning"). The Plan 

also calls for the use of development permit area guidelines to ensure that effective 

buffers are piaced along the urban-rural boundaries. 

Evaluating the effectiveness of measures aimed at maintaining the agricuIturd 

industry can be done through several methods of measurement. The foliowing can be 

used to indicate how agricultural areas are being protected and enhanced: 

4 Area of active farmland 

4 Production of agricultural products 

Amount of greenhouse sales (flower, vegetable. herb) 

4 Amount of land in the Agriculturai Land Reserve 

4 Amount of land zoned for Agriculture (Source: Surrey -cia1 Community Plan 

Bylaw, 1996, No. I2900, s.D-2, "Protect Natural Areas and Enhutace Farming"). 

Enhance Agrkultwal VicrbiEty 

Several initiatives outlined in the O&icial Communiry Plan deal with enhancing the 

viability of agriculture in Surrey. The OCP encourages locaI farmers to not only produce 

agricultural products, but also to take part in the processing, distribution and sale of 

locally grown products (Surrey Oflcial Community Plan Bylaw, 1996, No. 12900, s.D- 

1.3(1)). The Plan also supports the Agriculnual Land Commission's policy that allows 

farm retail operators in the ALR to sell farm products directly to consumers. The 

greenhouse sector is becoming very important to the fanning industry in Surrey and the 

OCP supports the continued growth of this sector of the fanning community. 



Co-ordinate Farming and EnwonmentaC Protection 

The OCP encourages the use of sound environmental farm practices which adhere to 

the guidelines established by the Minister of Agriculture and Fwd. The Plan also 

supports the protection of wildlife and their habitats in a manner that minimizes any 

impacts on agricultural land while not jeopardizing any wildlife or their habitats. 

Manage Water Use and Drainage 

Effective management of water use and drainage is very important to the agricultural 

communiy. The OCP calls for improved management of stormwater runoff from upland 

deveiopments in order to reduce flooding of farmiands in the river valleys and to reduce 

the number of polfutants entering the water supply of the fanning community (Surrey 

Official Community Plan Bylaw, 1996, No. 12900, sD-1.5(2)). Increasing the supply of 

irrigation water to the farming community is also identified as an important part of 

managing water use and improving agricultural production IeveIs. 

The w c i a l  Conzmuni~ Plan dso recognizes the important role of local 

organizations and legislation in ensuring farm viability and strengthening the farm 

community in the City of Surrey. The Agricultural Advisory Committee plays an 

important role in the agricdtural community and the Plan is supportive of the cormnittee 

and its undertakings (Surrey O#icl Cornmuni~ Plan Bylaw, 1996, No. 12900, sD- 

I .2(5)). The mcia l  Community Plan supports the Farm Community Plan by expressing 

support for the implementation of its policies and guidelines once it is completed. 

Increase Agrkucfural Awareness and Community Involvement 

The main goal under this policy heading is to make the public realize the important 

role that agriculture plays in Surrey and to inform the community about farming practices 

(Surrey ODcial Community Plan Bylaw, 1996, No. 12900, s.D-1.6). 

C. Neighbourhood Concept Plans 

The Oflciul Community P h  contains very general provisions that cover the 
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entire City of Surrey. Neighbourhood Concept Plans ( N C P )  are created for specific areas 

of the City requiring detailed land use plans to guide development or redevelopment. The 

process of creating an NCP involves the formation of a Citizens' Advisory Committee, 

ihe hiring of consultants and a high degree of public participation. The agricultural 

community helps to create Neighbouchoocl Concept Plans by providing input for how to 

develop the areas within the NCP that are adjacent to agriculnual land. Neighbourhood 

Concept Plans generally have the appropriate amount of policy detail necessary for 

effectively addressing agricultural issues (Smith, 1998, p.5-2 1). 

Each NCP contains two components: a physical plan addressing land use issues 

such as amenity requirements, road patterns, and servicing. and a financial strategy 

covering costs, phasing, cash flow projections, and cost sharing (Young, 1997, p.13). 

NCP's provide a comprehensive framework for guiding land use within their boundaries 

by density, type and location. The NCP' s also outline the size and location of services, 

facilities and amenities to be included in the neighbourhood (City of Surrey. 1998, p. LO). 

The agricultural communities are recognized in NCP's through policies and guidelines 

dealing with buffers and drainage works at the urban-nuaI interface (City of Surrey, 1998, 

p. 10). 

D. Farm Communitv PIan 

The Farm Community Plan is in the process of being developed. The objective of 

this plan is, "to review agricultural development issues and recommend specific policies 

and guidelines to improve the viability of agriculture and its compatiiility with the 

environment, wildlife and urban neighbours." 

Information for the Farm Community P l m  will be gathered in two phases. The 

first phase will involve creating a farm study background report based on a 1997 survey 

of the farming community dealing with farm viability issues, as well as a 1994 study of 

the farmers in the Serpentine-Nicomekl Agricultural Lowlands. The second phase will 

focus on developing policies and guidelines (Fann Community Plan) to address the issues 



identified by the farmers in the first phase. 

The Official Community P h  expresses support for the implementation of the 

policies and guidelines of the Fann Communiry Plan once it is completed. The Fann 

Community Plan will be passed by by-law and will address the general agricultural 

provisions contained in the m c i a l  Cornmiry Plan. The policies and guidelines in the 

Fann Community Plan are required to be consistent with the policy directions in the 

OCP. If the Fann Community Plan is inconsistent with the OCP in any way, then the 

OCP would need to be amended to allow for the inconsistency, or the Fann Community 

Plan would need to be amended to make it consistent with the m c i a l  Community Plan. 

E. Zonina By-tdw 

Land located within the AgriculturaI Land Reserve is designated as agriculnual in 

Surrey's Zoning By-law. Classifying this land as agricultural ensures that the municipal 

and provincial zoning (ALR boundaries) are consistent with one another. In addition to 

the Iand contained within the ALR, the City of Surrey also has a small amount of 

additional land beyond the ALR boundary that is zoned for agricdtunl use. 

There are two classifications of agricultural land included in the Zoning By-law. 

The Genera1 Agricultural Zone (A-1) accommodates agricultural uses on lots of a 

minimum size of 2 hectares (5 acres), and the Intensive Agriculture Zone (A-2) controls 

and accommodates general and intensive agriculture on all sized lots (City of Surrey, 

1 998, p. 10) (Surrey Zoning By-law, 1993, No. 12000, part LO and 1 1). The Zoning By- 

law defines intensive agricultural uses as the use of land for the confinement of poultry, 

livestock, or fur-bearing animals; or mushroom production. The agricultural zones help 

to protect the agricultural operations by regulating permitted uses, yards and setback 

requirements, lot coverage, height of buildings, parking, and subdivision requirements 

(City of Surrey, 1998, p.10). 

F. Cluster Residential Zone (RC Zones) 

Cluster Residential Zones are intended to allow for development of family- 



oriented housing on a large site while preserving a substantial portion of the total site as 

public open space, RC zones are permitted only if there are special amenities such as: 

mature vegetation, watercourses, ravines, or other landscape or heritage features worthy 

of preservation; if the site can contribute open space to a park designated in the mcial 

Cornrnunify Plan; or if the site is impacted by slopes or incompatible uses (Surrey Zoning 

By-law, 1993, No. 12000, Part lSA(A)). 

These zones allow 3 varieties of residential uses: single family dwellings on 

individual lots, duplexes on individual lots, and ground-oriented multiple unit residential 

buildings. The individual dwelling types can be used exclusively throughout the 

development, but a combination of the three types is also permitted. The minimum parcel 

size allowed for subdivision in a cluster zoning development is 5 acres. The allowable 

density for these developments is calculated on the basis of the entire lot and must not 

exceed 5 units per acre. 

The open space preserved in the cluster residential zone must either remain in its 

natural state or be used for park and recreational purposes. The amount of Land to be 

retained for open space is dependent upon the type of dwellings in the development The 

open space preserved on the site ranges from 50% of the site area for singIe family 

developments to 80% of the site area for ground-oriented multiple unit residential 

buildings. The maximum lot coverage permitted within these developments is 40% of 

the entire site. 

The regulations for cluster residential zoning also cover yards and setbacks, 

building heights, and off-street parking. Principal buildings within these developments 

are not permitted to exceed 9 metres and accessory buildings and structures are limited to 

5 metres in height. 

G. Development Pennit Areas 

The Oficial Community Plan allows the City of Surrey to designate areas as 



Development Permit Areas to enable increased control over the development of the built 

environment in areas at the outside edge of the agricultural designation- The OBcial 

Community P h  allows for development permits to be used to protect farming by 

requiring buffers on non-agricultural land in close proximity to farming areas. The 

buffering required in Development Permit Areas is intended to reduce the conflicts 

between -residents on both sides of the agricultural boundary, to minimize nuisance 

complaints, and to enable more intensive agricultural practices to be used on agricultural 

land in close proximity to urban areas (Smith, 1998, p.16). 

The O$iciaL Community Plan considers development permit area guidelines to be 

valuable tools for improving relationships between urban and ma1 residents. The 

justification for establishing development permit areas in agricultural areas is that, 

"Agriculture is a prominent land use in Surrey and a vital component of the 

local economy. Continuing growth of the City creates the potentid for land use 

conflicts dong the boundaries of Agricultural Areas. By creating a Development 

Permit Area and guidelines along the boundary of the Agricultural designation, 

the Plan intends to minimize urban encroachment on agricultural land and 

farming activities." (Surrey Ofzcial Community P h  Bylaw, 1996, No. 12900, 

Schedule 3, "Justification"). 

Development permits are required for development applications on parcels of land 

that are entirely or partially within 300 metres (984 feet) of the outside edge of the 

agricultural designation (Surrey mcial  Community PIan Byknv, 1996, No. 12900, 

s.B. 1.1). The purpose of these permits is to protect farming operations from outside 

forces by enforcing guidelines relating to building setbacks and buffers. Once an area is 

designated as a development permit area, any subdivision of land or building construction 

or alteration can occur only following issuance of a development permit by Council 

(Langley Official Community Phn Bylaw, 1979 No. 1842 Amendment (Rural Plan) Bylaw 

1993 No.3250, p.28). 



Figure 4-2 illustrates the Agricultural Protection Development Permit Areas for 

the City of Surrey. The City of Surrey Planning and Development Department is 

recommending that the Development Permit Area Guidelines be amended. The 

recommendations call for the Development Permit Area Guidelines to be applicable only 

to properties directly adjacent to agricultural Lands, with the 300 metre boundary between 

agricuItural and non-agricultural Iand to be changed to an agricuItural fiinge area for 

planning and engineering purposes (City of Surrey, 1998, p.8). 



Figure 4-2 - Agricultural Protection Development Permit Areas 



Guidelines for Development Pennit Areas 

In relation to buildings, principal buildings must be located a minimum of 30 metres 

from the edge of the agricultural land. A reduction in intensity of uses and densities 

should be encouraged as subdivisions approach agricultural areas. Encroachment of the 

farming community can be lessened by avoiding road-ends and road frontages next to 

agricultural land (Surrey ODcial Community Pian Bylaw, 1996, No- 12900, s B  .2.8). 

Development Permit Areas are also subject to guidelines relating to buffers. A 

minimum 15 metre continuous landscaped buffer must be used to separate an agricultural 

area and any development and a restrictive covenant is required to ensure that the buffer 

is maintained (Surrey mciaal Community P f m  Bylaw, 1996, N0.12900, s.B.2.1). Up to 

one-third of the buffer can be used for walkways, bikeways or other passive recreational 

uses. The Development Permit Areas guidelines recommend that buildings be configured 

in a cluster format away from the agricultural land in order to maintain a continuous 

landscaped buffer. The guidelines also recommend that additional open space be 

provided to increase the distance between the farming and non-farming uses and help 

reduce conflicts between residents (Surrey mcial  Community Plan Bylaw, 1996, 

No. 12900, s.B.2.3). When there are natural physical features contained along the edge of 

the am~cultural land to provide separation from the development, then the buffer can be 

reduced to 7.5 metres. The buffer should be made up of trees and dense vegetation, with 

a continuous fence Naaiag along the entire length of the buffer. An additional 

component of the buffer is the addition of a restrictive covenant to ensure that the buffer 

is maintained. 

The Development Permit Areas section of the m c i a l  Community Pfun also sets 

out guidelines for landscaping along the urban-rural fringe. The document titled 

Landscaped Buffer Spec~~cations is produced by the Agricultural Land Commission and 

provides detailed guidelines which should be considered when creating buffers. The 

Development Permit Area guidelines call for trees, including coniferous trees, as well as 

dense vegetation to be the main components of buffers. The Development Permit Area 



guidelines also calI for the preservation of existing trees within the buffer area and the use 

of indigenous, low maintenance vegetation (Surrey OBcial Communi@ P h  Bylaw, 

1996, No. 12900, sB.2.4). The guidelines recommend that a low landscaped berm form a 

part of the buffer in order to increase its effectiveness. The Development Permit Area 

guidelines also recommend that in addition to the vegetative buffer, a continuous fence 

should be constructed to provide additional separation between the agricultural and non- 

agricultural land (Surrey W c i a L  Community P h  Bylaw, 1996, No- 12900, s.B.2.5). 

H. Restrictive Covenants 

The City of Surrey is able to impose Restrictive Covenants as a condition of 

approval for subdivision plans for areas adjacent to agricultural land The purpose of 

these covenants is to make potential buyers aware that they are purchasing propew near 

agricultural Iand that is likely to produce noise, dust, odours and other disturbances. The 

covenants make potential buyers aware of these disturbances and inform them that the 

farmers' right to farm is protected as long as they are acting in accordance with normal 

farming practices. 

6. Conclusions and Assessment of the Maior Policies A ffecthw APricdtwarl Areas 

British Columbia has one of the most comprehensive farmland protection 

programs in North America and it has served as a model for agricultural policy 

development throughout Canada and the United States. 

Agricultural Land Commission Act 

The cornerstone of British Columbia's agricultural land preservation system is tbe 

provincial government's Agr icuha l  Lund Commission Act. The AgricuIturaI Land 

Commission Act was passed in 1973, and it must be maintained in order for the other 

agricultural land preservation policies to be effective. 

A major strength of the Agricultural Lnnd Commission Act is that any changes to 

the ALR boundaries require the approval of both the Commission and the council of the 



municipality where the land is located. The fact that two bodies have to approve ALR 

amendments ensures that any applications involving exclusions or land use changes 

within the ALR will be evaluated carefully. A further strength of the Act is that the 

Commission plays an active role in helping municipalities to plan for agriculture. The 

Commission reviews all of the land use plans and bylaws of municipalities that affect 

agricultural land to ensure that they are consistent with the regulations of the Agricultural 

Land Commission Act. This advisory role of the Commission helps to ensure consistency 

in approaches to agricultural land preservation by all of the municipalities in British 

CoIumbia and also provides valuable advice to planners in areas that don't deal with 

agricultural issues on a regular basis, 

The main problem with the policies of the Agricultural Land Commission Act is 

that they only protect the agricultural land From being developed and don't help to 

improve the economic viability of farming, improve the quality of the agricultural land 

base, or address problems occurring dong the rural-urban interface. 

Fcrm Practices Protection Act 

The main policies used to support the Agricultural Land Commission Act in 

protecting the aagicultural land base and industry are reIatively new. The Fann Practices 

Protection Act will greatly help to improve relationships between urban and agricultural 

residents. The Act creates a fair process for resolving differences between farmers and 

their non-farm neighbours, and ensures that farmers who adhere to proper and accepted 

farming practices receive protection. This Act is an important piece of legislation 

because it enables responsible farmers to carry out their farming activities and prevents 

groups of urban residents Living near farming operations from urging governments to pass 

bylaws to restrict normal farming practices. 

The Fann Practices Protection Act's amendments to the Land Title Act will have 

a positive effect on improving relationships between urban and rural residents by 

increasing the powers of approving offlcers when dealing with subdivisions near 



agricultural areas. These amendments to the kmd Title Act give approving officers 

increased powers over developers and can refuse subdivision applications if they fail to 

provide adequate buffering or encourage unnecessary road access into the agricultural 

areas. 

Livable Region Strategic Plan 

The GVRD's Livable Region Strategic Plan was only introduced in 1996, but the 

plan's policies are very supportive of retaining agricultural land and encouraging compact 

growth patterns. The City of Surrey is required to follow the Livable Region Strategic 

Plan, but they are not required to have all of their policies consistent with the Livable 

Region Srraregic Plan immediately. Surrey has to make sure that their policies are 

consistent with the Plan over time, but a majority of the goals outlined in the Livable 

Region Straregic Plan have not been met in Surrey at this time. The document contains 

goals that are intended to be achieved over 25 years, and many of these goals will need to 

be met in the future. The major weakness of the Livable Region Strategic Plan is that the 

goals look excellent on paper, but it is unlikely that all of the objectives contained within 

the Livable Region Strategic Plan will be achieved in the near future. 

Oficial Community Plun 

Surrey's version of the Livable Region Strategic Plan is the m c i a l  Community 

Plan. The 1996 OBcial Community Plun contains a majority of the policies aimed at 

protecting the agricultural community in Surrey. The problem with having the 

agricultural protection poIicies contained within the W c i a l  Commtuzig Plan is that the 

agricultural policies are very broad objectives, The policies in the OCP are much like 

those contained in the Livable Region Strategic Plan in that they are very good ideas that 

will greatly help the agricultural community, but it will take time for all of the goals to be 

achieved. The completion of the Farm Community Plan in June, 1999 will greatly 

increase the strength of agricul~ral policies in Surrey as it will provide policies that are 

more specific than those contained in the OCP. 

A majority of the provincial, regional and municipal policies are very good on 



paper, but they are relatively new. These new policies can't undo the mistakes of past 

decision-makers that have resulted in conflicts between urban and rural residents in 

existing developments. They wilI be, however, effective at helping to reduce conflicts 

between future developments and agricultural areas, As a whole, the policies available to 

protect agricultural land are very comprehensive. They are very strong on paper, but their 

effectiveness will be determined by the way that they are implemented. 
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CHAPTER 5 

GOALS TO WORK TOWARD IN ORDER TO aELP ENHANCE THE 
AGRICULTURAL INDUSTRY AND TO ENSURE THE LONGTERM 

SURVIVAL OF AGRICULTURE IN SURREY 



Introduction 

The preceding chapters have outlined the various tools used for protecting 

aagicultural land, the history of the Agricultural Land Commission Act, the major issues 

and concerns raised by the agricultural community in Surrey, and the policies affecting 

agricultural land in Surrey. These chapters have revealed that even though British 

Columbia has one of the strongest farmland presewation programs in North America, 

improvements are required to help ensure the long-term viability of agriculture within the 

province. This chapter will provide a series of recommendations that aim to preserve a 

productive agricultural land base in Surrey, promote investment in agriculture, improve 

the awareness of agriculture, and improve relationships betwepa agricafcural and urban 

residents. These recommendations should not be considered in isolation, but should 

instead be added to the existing program to help create a stronger, more comprehensive 

program. 

A. GOVERNMENT SUPPORT FOR AGRICULTURE 

Goal I:  Encourage Contihued Government Suppott for Preserving A g r i c u h f  Lund 

and Implementing Programs to Enhance Fann Virrbw 

Provincial support 

The greatest responsibility of the provincial government is to ensure that the 

Agricultural Land Reserve is maintained. Pressures to remove land from the ALR in 

Surrey wilI increase in the future as  Surrey continues to grow, and it is imperative that the 

Commission remain committed to preserving the agricultural land base in Surrey in the 

interests of all British Columbians 

The Ministry of Agriculture and Food should continue to play an active role in 

industry deveIopment and resource management and planning. Ministry staff promote the 

development of the agricultural industry by working with the agricultural community to 

promote diversification, value-added products, market development and job creation 

(City of Kelowna, 1 998, p. 139). The Ministry of Agriculture and Food take part in 

resource management and planning by trying to maintain or increase land and water 



quality, quantity and utilization (City of Kelowna, 1998. p. 139). The Ministry also tries 

to encourage farming by providing advice and support to farmers on Local issues, and by 

participating in the development of educational programs on agriculture (City of 

Kelowna, 1998, p. 139). 

Representatives from the Agricultural Land Commission and the Ministry of 

Agriculture and Food should continue to be available to provide assistance to the City of 

Surrey's staff. The representatives from the ALC and MAF have extensive knowledge of 

a=kcultural issues and provide valuable assistance to the City of Surrey staf f  upon 

request. ALC and MAF staff should also continue to help the City of Surrey in 

implementing their provincial programs and helping to amend municipal policies so that 

they can be consistent with the provincial objectives. Staff from the Agriculnual Land 

Commission and the Ministry of Agriculture and Food also sit on the City of Surrey's 

AgricuIturaI Advisory Committee and will play a key role in developing the city's Farm 

Community Plan. 

Municipal responsibility 

It is imperative that Surrey develop a long-term strategy for protecting and 

enhancing the aagricultural community. Surrey Council would be wise to follow the 

recommendations of the residents of Surrey who identified farmland preservation as an 

essential component of the 1996 Future Surrey Vision. The benefits of the agricultural 

community are enjoyed by all residents of Surrey, so it is worth devoting staff resources 

and money to help ensure that the industry remains viable in the future. The agricultural 

community also plays a key role in the local economy, so the City of Surrey has an 

interest in retaining and ensuring the long-term survival of the agricultural industry for 

the significant economic benefits that it generates. 

The Wcial  Community Plan contains a number of policy directions that are very 

supportive of agriculture. It is essential that the city continue to work toward achieving 

the gods set out in the OCP so that the fanning community will be strengthened in the 



future. The fact that the city is developing a Fann Community Plun shows that there is a 

strong commitment to increasing the viability of f h n g ,  and improving the 

relationships between agricultural and nual residents. The policies of the Farm 

Communiy Plan will be much more specific than the OCP policies, and should help to 

reduce the probIerns identified by the agricultural community in the Farm Community 

Plan Questionnaire and the Serpentine-Nicomekl Lowlands Agricultural Study. 

Land-use planning is a political process invoIving a number of objectives, with 

farmland preservation being only one of many gods. It is important that the preservation 

of farmland remain a high priority in Surrey in the future, regardless of the poLitical 

make-up of the party in power. There must be a long-term commitment to farmland 

preservation in Surrey in order to benefit the future generations of the City. 

Goal 2: Increase the Econornie Viability of Fonning in Surrey 

Reduce the need for fanners to seek employment off of their property 

The percentage of Surrey fanners conducting non-farm work to supplement their 

farm earnings has increased between the 1991 and 1996 Census, going from 44% to 56% 

(Statistics Canada, 1996). A number of these people engaging in non-fann work are 

hobby farmers who don't rely on farming as their main source of income. However, there 

are many farmers who are finding it very diff~cult to survive solely on their income 

generated from their farming operations. It is therefore necessary to encourage farmers to 

supplement their farm income through economic diversification of the farm business 

(City of Kelowna, 1998, p. 137). 

Encourage agricultural operators to sell products directly to consumers 

A good way for farmers to increase their incomes is to sell products directly to 

consumers. Surrey's Zoning B y-Iaw and the regulations of therigricultural Land 

Commission Act allow for agricultural operations to seIl products that are grown on the 

same lot or grown in British CoIumbia The farmers are required to obtain a business 

license, and the area used for selling agricultural products cannot exceed 1,000 square 



feet (93 square metres). Farmers are able to increase their profits by selling products 

directly to consumers because they can charge close to retail prices instead of the 

wholesale prices that they generally receive for their products. 

Encourage an increase in the nwnber of farms engaging in on-farm processing 

All agricultural properties are able to engage in the processing of products grown 

on the property. The regulations of the Agricultural Land Commission Acf also allow for 

agricultural operators to process certain types of off-fann produce when processed along 

with other produce grown on their operations (City of Kelowna, 1998, p.134). The 

Commission afIows secondary processing to supplement farm incomes only where the 

impact on the farm operation or surrounding operations is minimal, or when allowing the 

secondary processing would be in the interest of preserving farmers and farmland (City of 

Kelowna, 1998, p. 143). The City of Surrey should encourage additional on-farm 

processing to occur on farms in Surrey that meet the criteria established by the 

Commission so that farmers can increase their incomes without having to obtain 

employment away from their farms. 

Enhance the agri-tourism industry in Surrey 

Official statistics do not cover agri-tourism, but it does play a significant role in 

generating income for farmers in British Columbia (City of Kelowna, 1998, p.237). 

Components of the agri-tourism industry include traditional road side stands, hay rides, 

farm tours, on-farm dining or product tasting, educational tours for schools and outings 

for seniors, on-farm stays such as bed and breakfasts, guest ranches, and working 

hoIidays on farms (City of Kelowna, 1998, p.137). The City of Surrey should try to 

enhance the agri-tourism industry within the city as a wide range of farmers could 

establish agri-tourist businesses. There is little cost involved for farmers wishing to 

establish a@-tourism operations since they rely primarily on the existing infrastructure 

and rural landscape (City of Kelowna, 1998, p. 137). 

Agri-towism is used to allow urban residents to experience rural Mestyles by 



introducing them to farm Life and products (City of Kelowna, 1998, p. 137). Bed-and- 

breakfast establishments are permitted uses in the AL& and can allow visitors to 

experience life in a rural setting. Surrey farmers could aIso offer working farm holidays 

for those individuals interested in truly experiencing the life of a farmer. The City of 

Surrey should encourage the establishment of a marketing strategy for the agri-tourism 

industry because the farms engaging in agri-tourism generally are very small-scale 

operations with limited budgets. 

Encortrage rhe continued expansion of the greenhouse sector in Surrey 

Greenhouse operations play a major role in Surrey's farming industry. They are 

extremely productive uses, capable of producing 15 to 20 times more products per unit 

area than field grown crops (City of Kelowna, 1998, p. 128). The high productivity of - 

greenhouses wouId help to enable farmers with small lots to substantially increase their 

profits generated from farming. Surrey has optimal conditions for greenhouse production 

based on the hours of sunlight, easy access to three-phase power, and access to an 

economical source of heat (naturaI gas). 

Greenhouse developments in the City of Surrey are allowed on all land zoned for 

aagicultural use. Greenhouse developments should not be encouraged throughout all of 

Surrey's agricultural areas, but they should instead be encouraged on land with marginal 

agricultural capability. The city should also consider using greenhouses as transition uses 

between agricultural and rural land uses because they produce less noise, dust, and odours 

than most types of farming operations. When greenhouses are used as transition uses it is 

essential that buffers be placed between the greenhouses and the urban uses because the 

lights used in the greenhouses during the winter months frequently disturb their urban 

neighbours. 

Consider creahng a permanent fanner's market in Surrey 

In 1998 the City of Surrey began holding a farmer's market every Saturday in the 

City Centre between June and October. The market has proven to be a success as it helps 



to promote the sale of locally grown products, gives local residents an opportunity to 

support the agricultural sector directly, and helps to increase the profits of local farmers. 

The city should examine the potential of establishing a permanent farmer's market 

in Surrey. It would be essential to find a central, easily accessible location in order to 

make a farmer's market viable. The ided site for a farmer's market would be located on 

a non-ALR site, or on an ALR site close to the urban-rural interface that wouldn't 

produce any negative impacts on adjacent agricultural operations (City of Kelowna, 1998, 

p. 143). An agricultural demonstration centre couId be considered as a potential use to 

accompany a farmer's market, resulting in an agricultural complex that produces 

educational, tourism and buffering benefits (City of Kelowna, 1998, p. 144). 

Goal 3: Try to Create an AgricultuIQ] Service Area in Surrey 

The agricultural industry needs a large number of suppoa services in order to 

operate, including feed suppliers, businesses selling farm equipment and servicing 

equipment, processing plants and veterinarians (Smith, 1998, p.9-61). These support 

services are beneficial to Surrey because they supply the resources needed by the 

agricultural community and provide employment for non-farmers within the city. Surrey 

does not have a clearly defined agricultural service area, but instead has various 

operations spread throughout the city. A study should be conducted to determine whether 

it would be more useful to have a single, clearly &fined agricultural service area to 

accommodate the commercial and light industria1 uses needed by the agricultural 

community. Local farm groups and the Ministry of Agriculture and Food could be 

involved in the study to identify the needs of the agricultural community and the changes 

that are occurring within the industry (Smith, 1998, p.9-61). 

beating an agriculrurui service area within the community 

If it is determined that an agricultural service centre is needed for the City of 

Surrey, it is necessary to identify a suitable location. The OCP and the Zoning By-law 

could designate areas for agricultural service and industrial uses either within existing 



commercial and industrial areas, or could designate an area of the city to allow for an 

agri-service area to be developed (Smith, 1998, p.9-6 1 ). An agri-service centre in Surrey 

would need to be located in close proximity to agricultural residents. An agri-service 

development would require enough land to accommodate several different support 

services in close proximity, and to allow for future expansion if the servicing needs of 

farmers increase (Smith, 1998, p.9-6 1). 

The City of Surrey should not view the Agricultural Land Reserve as a suitable 

location for agri-service use because this land is designated for agricultural production. 

The onIy areas of the ALR that would be appropriate for agri-service uses would be 

former debilitated gravel extraction sites or land with unique site characteristics that make 

it unsuitable for agricultural production (Smith, 1998, p.9-62). There is only a limited 

supply of agricultural land within Surrey's ALR, so it must be retained for agricultural 

use. In addition, the agri-service uses would likely not be able to be located within the 

ALR because there would be inadequate services to operate these businesses. A majority 

of the agri-service businesses have the same requirements for water, sewer, hydro, and 

roadways as other industrial uses, and these sewices are generally not available in the 

ALR (Smith, 1998, p.9-62). 

B. PROMOTE GROWTH PATTERNS TKAT ENABLE AGRICULTURAL LAND 

TO BE PRESERVED 

Goal I :  Encourage Compact Growth in the City of Surrey 

A major challenge to farmland preservation in Surrey is to curb the amount of 

urban sprawl encroaching into farming areas. As the population continues to increase, the 

pressure for urban growth and farmland conversion to non-farm uses will also rise. It is 

essential that the City of Surrey maintain a commitment to retaining ALR land for 

agricultural use and promoting an "up not out" planning approach. The GVRD's Livable 

Region Strategic Plan and Surrey's Olft?cial Community Plan aim to create compact and 

complete communities through the use of high building densities and the redevelopment 

of existing urban areas (Smith, 1998, p.2-11). The fiable Region Strategic Plcln and 



Oficial Cornmuniry Plan encourage growth in a manner that preserves agricultural land, 

but the policies in these plans are not always followed- These documents look excellent 

on paper as they support the preservation of agricultwal land and limiting the amount of 

land needed for development, but they are yet to be followed to a significant degree. It is 

essential that the City of Surrey work harder to achieve the objectives of the OCP and 

Livable Region Strategic Plan in order to reduce the LikeIihood of a land shortage in 

Surrey in the hture. 

Surrey should locus on redeveloping existing urban areas in the city in order to 

reduce the demand for using agridmral land for urban uses. The major problem with 

trying to begin the redevelopment of existing urban areas in Surrey, however, is that 

there is still a significant amount of land within Neighbowhood Concept Plan areas to 

accommodate urban growth. ThereforeVAit will not be until a shortage of developable land 

emerges that Surrey will begin to actively redevelop existing urban areas. Once a 

shortage of developable land occurs, it will be essential that the directions contained in 

the Oficial Community Plan and Livable Region Strategic Plan be followed. 

The Iocal and regional plans express a commitment to encouraging the 

redevelopment of existing areas and retaining agricultural land for farming use, but the 

existing zoning regulations are not very supportive of mixed-use developments. Surrey's 

Zoning By-law currently allows mixed-use developments (commercial and residential 

uses) in the Town Centre Commercial Zone and the Downtown Commercial Zone. The 

city should consider making amendments to Surrey's Zoning By-law in order to make it 

easier for shops, businesses, and homes to be located in mixed use zones throughout the 

city. 

Goal 2: Maintain the Existing ALR Boundrvies in the City of Suttey 

Establish a set of goals for the firture of the ALR in Surrey 

The Provincial ALR boundary has become more secure in recent years as the ALC 

has been increasingly reluctant to allow subdivisions and the removal of land from the 



ALR. It is essential that the current ALR Iand within the City of Surrey be retained for 

hture agriculnual production, and this caa be achieved by encouraging a compact pattern 

of growth. 

ALR Iand is frequently purchased by land speculators who are confident that 

agricultural use will be replaced by non-farm developments in the future (Smith. 1998, 

p.2-9). Gary Runka outlined the importance of recognizing and identifying the ALR as a 

permanent boundary at a 1994 conference on sustainable agricuIture. Runka stated: 

"S ustainability is about permanence. The speculative market is extremely 

sensitive to the perceived impermanence of provincial and local land use planning 

and a,sricultural zoning regulations. F i i e s s  and reconfiation of commitment 

to agriculture by all levels of government will help to reduce speculation on use - 

conversion and maintain land costs that more clearly reflect agricultural values 

(Smith, 1998, Appendix 3-12)." 

If the Agricultural Land Commission and the City of Surrey were to express a 

commitment to maintaining the existing ALR boundary over a specified period, then the 

attractiveness of ALR land as a speculative purchase would be reduced significantly. The 

agricultural community would benefit if they knew that their land would remain in 

agricultural use because the land prices would approach their value for agricultural use, 

enabling farmers to purchase more land. Farmers would also be more likely to invest in 

improving their land if they knew that it would remain in agricultural use forever. 

Goal 3: Acquire the Development Rights to AgricuCaf kurd 

Benefirs generared by acquiring development rights to agricultural land 

Chapter one outlined three programs that can be used to preserve agricultural land 

in perpetuity: conservation easements; transfer of development rights (TDR); and 

purchase of development rights (PDR). 

Once development rights are acquired through purchase or donation, the land is no 

longer developabIe and remains in agricultural or open space use forever. These 



programs can reduce the amount of land avaiIable for development, encourage more 

intensive development, and help to reduce the amount of urban sprawl. PDR and TDR 

programs would likely be the most successfbl way to acquire development rights in 

Surrey, as it would be difficult to get farmers to donate the development rights to their 

land by creating a conservation easement, 

The agricultural community also benefits when they receive compensation for 

their development rights because it provides them with additional capital to invest in their 

operations, reduce their debts, and have additional money for retirement 

Two alternatives: PDR vs. TDR programs 

The introduction of a TDR program in Surrey would be valuable because it would 

enable farmers to have additional money to invest in their operations. The costs involved 

in purchasing development rights would be high, but developers would be able to build at 

higher densities in approved zones and thereby recover the costs associated with the 

purchasing of development rights. Since there are no official development rights attached 

to land in the ALR it would be necessary to create artificial development rights which 

could then be transferred to non-ALR properties. The city's planning and development 

department would have to amend the current city zoning in order to create the sending 

and receiving districts needed for TDR programs. 

The major obstacle to implementing a PDR (Purchase of Development Rights) 

program in Surrey would be securing adequate funding to purchase a substantial amount 

of agriculturai development rights. PDR programs typically involve government 

purchases of development rights, but this is not really feasible in Surrey because of the 

massive expense required to purchase the rights to develop property. 

One possible way to secure funding for PDR programs is to use impact fees or 

mitigation to fund the program (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p.248). These programs 

would force developers to make a contribution (for each new dwelling) to a fund 



established by the City of Surrey for the purchase of development rights. The problem 

with trying to get developers to find a PDR program is that development in Surrey is 

already so expensive that it is unlikely that they would be willing to pay additional 

development costs. Implementing this option for funding a PDR program codd 

discourage developers from building in Surrey in the future and produce a negative effect 

on the growth of the city. The only other way to implement a PDR program in Surrey 

would be to get assistance from Provincial and Federal funding sources. 

C. INVESTING IN AGRICULTURE 

Goal 1: Invest in the Technological Growth of Surrey's AgricuLturaI Community and . 

Recognize that the Industry is Changing 

It is important to invest money into the development of the agricultural industry so 

that Surrey farmers will be able to compete on the same level as their international 

counterparts in the future. Funding for research and development needs to be obtained 

from all levels of government, but the benefits of an improved agricultural industry would 

extend well beyond Surrey- The Federal and Provincial governments should be 

encouraged to continue working together on developing generic technology and in 

identifying and sourcing out-of country technology and innovations that can help farmers 

in Surrey and the rest of Canada (Klohn Leonoff et. al., 1992, p. 120). 

Farmers in Surrey should receive training in innovative farming practices in order 

to allow them to apply the latest research and techniques directly to their operations. 

Conveying information to farmers is difficult because of their demanding workloads, so it 

would be useful to provide concise factsheets and offer one-day demonstrations to Surrey 

farmers (Winter. 1998. p. 10). The Ministry of Agriculture and Food should play a key 

role in ensuring that Surrey's farming community receives training and education on 

these innovative fanning practices. 



Goal 2: Make it Easier for Young People Entennng Frrmubtg to Purchase meit Own 

Farms 

The average age of farmers in British Columbia is 49.4 years (Statistics Canada, 

1996). The aging farming population, coupled with the fact that few young people are 

encouraged or able to farm, raises questions concerning who will do the farming in the 

f i ~  ture. It is virtually impossible for high-school or college graduates to go directly from 

school to owning their own farm unless they marry into a farming family or inherit a farm 

(Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p.59). It is therefore essential that programs be created that 

promote agriculhlre as a career and help beginning farmers to purchase their own farms. 

A potential way to help young people to purchase their own farm operations is to 

follow the example set by the NDP government in Saskatchewan. In Saskatchewan a 

public land banking program was established to buy up farmland and lease it to farmers 

who are unable to afford to purchase their first farms (Alterman, 1997, p.225). The 

Agricultural Land Commission operated a similar program in B .C. in the early 1 9707s, 

but they have not purchased any properties since 1976. The Commission should be 

encouraged to set up a similar program today in order to make it easier for young people 

interested in farming to start their own fanning operations, but it is unlikely to happen in 

the near future because there is inadequate funding to operate such a program. 

Goal 3: Try to Ensure that Only Active Faimers Receive Property Tax Reductions 

Reasons for granting reduced taxes to fanners 

Properties assessed on the tax rolls as farm properties are eligible to receive tax 

reductions. Their taxes are reduced because they are calculated on the basis of the value 

of the land in agricultural use instead of the market value of the land. A number of 

studies conducted in the United States have found that these tax breaks are justified, since 

farmland pays more in taxes than it demands in public services. The American Farmland 

Trust found that farmland only requires 21 to 75 cents in public services for every dollar 

generated in property tax revenues, whereas residential developments require $1 -05 to 

5 1.67 for each dollar collected (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p.54). A similar study in 



Massachusetts found that residential development consumed 12% more in services than it 

paid for, while farm, forest, and open land only required 33 cents worth of services for 

every dollar of municipal revenue coIIected for the land (Schultz, 1994, p.33). Studies of 

this nature are very rare, and similar studies for Canada were not available to compare 

with the American results- 

Recommendarions for ensuring only active fanners receive tax breaks 

The B.C. Assessment Authority currently requires a minimum of $2,500 in annual 

income to be derived from a farm property in order to qualify for farm status (for farms 

between .8 hectares and 4 hectares in size). The Assessment Authority requires farm 

under .8 hectares to make $10,000 in gross annual income in order to be classified as a 

farm, which helps keep rural residential property owners fiom receiving f' status. It is 

recommended that the B.C. Assessment Authority increase its eligibility requirements for 

receiving tax relief in order to reduce the amount of abuse of the program by non-farmers. 

Daniels and Bowers (1997, p.96) propose that farmers produce a minimum of $25,000 in 

gross farm income and/or have a minimum farm size of 8 hectares in order to receive 

farm classification. These standards are likeIy too strict for British Columbia but the 

Provincial Assessment Authority could consider increasing their eligibility requirements 

for farm status to a minimum of $10,000 in annual income. The introduction of tighter 

standards would enable commercial farmers to continue to receive their tax credits. A 

majority of the hobby farmers would no longer receive the tax breaks, but that should be 

acceptable to the provincial government because the tax reduction programs are intended 

to help only farmers engaged in commercial farming. 

Goal 4: Provide Support to Fanners for On-Farm Improvements 

Proe- should be developed that encourage farmers to make on-farm 

improvements in order to help ensure the long-term viability of agriculture in Surrey. 

Surrey should be concerned about a deterioration in the overall agricuItural capability of 

the soil because of the high proportion of the agricultural land base that is either rented or 

leased (29%). The short-term nature of the leases, the high rental rates, and various other 



factors make a majority of the lessees unwilling to invest money into the land to make 

improvements, reducing the potential of the land for farming. 

Funding should be secured in order to encourage improved soil management in 

agricultural areas and it could be raised in a number of ways. Assistance from the City of 

Surrey could be obtained by reducing taxes for landowners who make farmland 

improvements and/or grant long-tenn leasing arrangements. Assistance from the 

provincial government could come in the form of introducing a program similar to the 

Land Stewardship Program of the Ontario government. The 3-year program involved 1640 

million in grants for conservation farming practices adopted to enhance and sustain 

agricultural production and improve soil resources and water management (Winter, 1989, 

p. 15). Specifically, the program aimed to reduce soil erosion and soil compaction; restore 

soil organic matter and structure; acd minimize the potential for environmental 

con tamination from agricultural practices (Winter, 1 989, p. 15). The program offered 

grants for soil building and maintenance projects ; structures; machinery and equipment; 

and technical training. (Winter, 1989, p. 15). 

D. INCREASING AGRICULTURAL AWARENESS 

Goal I: Teach People About Agriculture and the imporfanee of AgricuIfure to British 

Columbia 

Agriculture in the clc~ssroom 

Education about agriculture and issues surrounding agriculture should begin at an 

early age. It is essential that young children ace taught that a majority of the food that 

they eat is produced by farmers, and that the agriculrural industry should be preserved so 

that future generations will have an adequate food supply. 

Education about agricultural issues should begin in the classroom. The Ministry of 

Agriculture and Food and the Ministry of Education have developed a strategic plan for 

the Agriculture in the Classroom Foundation. The Agriculture in the Classroom 



Foundation has deveIoped a number of resources to help educate students about 

agriculture. In I994 they developed "A Teacher's Handbook on B.C. 's Agn'culmral, Fish 

and Food Business" to provide an overview of B.C.'s agriculture and aquaculture. The 

University of British Columbia's Faculty of Agricultural Sciences has also helped the 

Agriculture in the Classroom Foundation by developing three twenty-minute videos with 

work books for senior high school students (Smith, 1998, p.9-4). In addition, the 

Ministry of Agriculture and Food has prepared a List of agricultural resources for teachers. 

The Surrey School District should continue to support the Agriculture in the Classroom 

Foundation and should ensure that students throughout the District are introduced to 

agriculture and understand the importance of fanning to the city and the province- 

Additional ways to educate students about agricultural issues include: 

a) taking students on tours of farms and farm-related businesses to give them a better 

understanding of where f w d  comes from and the complexity of agricultural operations; 

b) inviting farmers to visit classrooms and inform students about agriculture; 

c)  creating school gardens to allow students to understand plant cultivation and the 

importance of soil; and 

d) conducting tours of grocery stores and food processing plants to fuaher enhance the 

knowledge of students about agricultural issues (Smith, 1998, p.9-449-5) - 

Agricultural education at the post-secoruiary level 

Individuals interested in starting a farm operation or increasing their knowledge 

about agriculture should enroll in courses offered through the Surrey School District, 

Kw antlen University College, and the University of British Columbia's Faculty of 

A@cul turd Sciences. In addition to providing courses for non-farming residents 

interested in starting their own operations, courses couid also be offered for active 

farmers. The courses for active farmers couid focus on improving farm management 

practices in areas such as waste management, soil conservation and environmental 

protection (Township of Langley, 1993, p. 16). 



Educating elected ojficiaIs 

It is especially important to educate elected offcials at all  levels of government 

about agriculture because they make critical decisions affecting the future of the 

agriculturd industry. The City of Surrey conducts a yearly farm tour for City Councillors, 

local MLA' s, representatives from various government agencies, and members of the 

Agricultural Advisory Committee to see how the business of agriculture operates in 

Surrey and the challenges that they face. It is important that City Councillors continue to 

attend these tours so that they have a better understanding of agricultural issues and 

concerns when they are making decisions affecting the future of the industry in Surrey. 

Increasing the awareness of the general public about agn'cuIture 

It is important for members of the general public to become informed about 

agriculture within the City and to realize the importance of agriculture to the local 

economy and the future population of British Columbia Farm toun for the general 

public should be encouraged as a means of increasing the awareness of local residents 

about agricultural operations. The GVRD conducted a Farm Tour Day in October that 

had a number of farms throughout the region open to the public. A number of Surrey 

farms participated in the tour, and additional tours should be conducted in the future. The 

City should also consider creating an 'cAgriculture Week" within the city to promote the 

agricultural industry within the city. Farms could conduct toun for the public during 

"Agriculture Week" and pamphlets that outline the role that agriculture plays in the local 

economy could be prepared and handed out to individuals attending the tours. 

Goal 2: Promote Swey's  Fuming Community to Local Residents and Tourisb 

Provincial govenunent initiatives 

The provincial government has played an active role in promoting the sale of 

products produced in British Columbia It is essential that these campaigns continue in 

the f u m ~ ,  and they should emphasize that products grown in B.C. have very high 

standards in terms of Limiting pesticide use compared to products grown in countries like 

the United States and Mexico. The campaigns should also point out that it is important to 



buy products grown in B.C. because when these products are purchased, it helps support 

the agricultural community within the province. 

Local government initiatives 

Surrey's Economic Development Section should play an active role in promoting 

the local agricultural industry. The Economic Development Section has helped to 

promote local farm sales by producing a "Farm Fresh Guide" brochure (1995) that 

identifies the locations of farms throughout Surrey that sell products directIy to 

consumers. The "Farm Fresh Guide" is now several years old, so it should be updated to 

identify the increased number of farms that sell products directly to consumers. The 

Economic Development Section could aIso offer marketing advice to farmers wishing to 

sell their products directly to consumers, advertise farms engaging in direct farm sales in 

the business directory, or establish a hotline to help to inform consumers of farms selling 

agricul turd products directly to the public. 

The farming community can also help provide a unique experience for visitors to 

Surrey, so agricultural operations should be promoted by the Economic Development 

Section as attractive places for tourists. A listing of Surrey's bed-and-breakfasts is 

contained in the City of Surrey's business directory, but it doesn't specify those bed-and- 

breakfasts that are located in agricultural areas. The Economic Development Section 

should create a marketing program for tourism in Surrey's agricultural areas that 

highlights activities to do in agricultural areas, as well as the places to stay. 

Goal 3: Miake people aware of the environmental impacts of fanning on Surrey 

Make the public aware of the nun-food benefits of agriculture 

It is important to inform the general public, landowners, public officials, and 

lawmakers about the importance of protecting farmland and open space. The 

contributions of farming in close proximity to urban areas include: fresh produce; air 

recharge; recharge of underground water reservoirs by rainwater; increasing the 

attractiveness of the landscape; providing a habitat for fish and wildlife; and providing 



recreational opportunities in some cases (van Vuuren, 1980, p.3)- It should be mentioned, 

however, that the benefits mentioned above are produced only when "environmentally 

friendly" farming practices are followed. Agricultural operations that are not 

"environmentally friendly" can produce negative impacts by introducing fertilizers and 

pesticides into the natural environment, and causing negative effects on water supplies. 

In Britain and in the Netherlands farmland preservation has been redefined to 

mean countryside preservation. In England there has been a new emphasis on cases 

involving agricultural land conversions which places 'less emphasis on agricultural 

productivity and more emphasis on the environmental value of agricuImraI Iand ..." and to 

consider "...the continuing need to protect the countryside for its own sake rather than 

primarily for the productive value of the land (Grant, 1990, p. 10 1, as quoted in Alterman, 

1997, p.227)." It is important that Surrey recognize that the agricultural land base has 

values extending far beyond its role as a food source and these values should be taken 

into account in any future considerations for removing land from agricultural use. 

It is recommended that proposed developments on land surrounding agricultural 

areas be evaIuated to ensure that they don't have an adverse effect on the ecological 

condition of the agricultural land. The City of Surrey should require developers to 

conduct environmental studies in order to determine the impact of developmeats in rural 

areas. The types of studies to be conducted include hydrogeological reports, stormwater 

management plans, fertilizer and pesticide management plans as well as studies of 

environmental impacts on water, soil, wildlife and fisheries (Township of Langley, 1993, 

p. 12). If the studies determine that proposed developments would negatively impact the 

environment, then mitigation should be undertaken to ensure that the proposed 

development does not produce any negative impacts on the farming community or the 

natural environment. 

E. AGRICULTURAL LAND USE 



Goal I :  Identii the Amount of Agricuhuolly Designated Land in Surrey that is 

Actually Used (or is cap&& of being used) for AgriCuIhuaC Purposes 

Surrey has 9,500 hectares of land within the Agricukural Land Reserve, but not all 

of this land is available for agricultural use. The total area in farms in Surrey is 8700 

hectares (Statistics Canada, 1996) with some of this land being located on agriculturally 

zoned land outside of the ALR. Permitted noo-farm uses within the ALR include parks, 

ecological reserves, logging and silviculture. The Agricultural Land Commission can 

also grant approval for applications for airports, school sites or golf courses within the 

ALR. The city and the Agriculturd Land Commission would likely find that it would be 

useful to calculate the amount of land in the city that is actualIy available for food 

production. Consideration should be given to developing tighter land use controls for the 

Agricultural Land Reserve in order to create a strong agricultural community and to divert 

non-agricultural uses away from the ALR. 

Keeping a running inventory of the amount of land taken out of agricultural 

production in Surrey on a year-by-year basis would also be very useful. This would serve 

as an effective way of gauging the effectiveness of the farmland preservation program and 

the level of commitment to preserving the agricultural land base. 

Goal 2: Establish Tighter Controls Over Lot Skes for Agricuhrd Land 

Subdivision of ALR land 

There are restrictions placed on the subdivision of agricultural land in Surrey's 

Zoning B y-law. For land within the ALR, the minimum lot size is 4 hectares. For land 

outside of the ALR, 2 hectares is the minimum lot size for the A-1 (General Agriculture) 

Zone, and 4 hectares is the minimum lot size for the A-2 (Intensive Agriculture) Zone- 

Local governments have the authority to determine lot sizes for agricdturai land outside 

of the ALR. but the Agricultural Land Commission must approve any application for 

subdivision of land within the ALR boundary. The Commission has no minimum lot size 

established for the subdivision of ALR land because they consider each case on its own 

merits. The Commission will only approve subdivisions of agricultural land in instances 



where they feel there will be a d i i t  benefit to agriculture. Local zoning provisions for 

agricultural land may raise expectations of agricultural landowners that they are entitled 

to have their land in the ALR subdivided according to the municipal zoning regulations. 

It is recommended that the City of Surrey increase the minimum lot size 

requirements in agricultural zones in order to discourage the further parcelhation of the 

agricultural land base and a subsequent increase in the development of hobby farms. 

Additional hobby farms should be kept out of agricultural areas because they can decrease 

the overall productivity of the agricultural land base. Non-farm development in 

agricultural areas also makes farmers less likely to invest in their operations and increases 

their interest in subdividing their property (Township of Langley, 1993, p.8). In order to 

preserve and encourage the growth of the commercial agriculture sector it is desirable to 

maintain large agricultural operations. Instead of creating small, ten acre lots, the focus 

should instead be on amalgamating small lots in order to create larger, more productive 

farms. The further subdivision of agricultural land in the City of Surrey should be 

strongly discouraged so that the integrity of the agriculturai sector can be maintained- 

The location of small lots should also be controlled. Instead of allowing 10-acre 

parcels (or smaller) throughout agricultural zones, small lots should instead be restricted 

to urban edge locations. By doing this, they could serve as a buffer between commercial 

farming operations and other uses outside of the agricuid zones. 

Goal 3: Try to Change the Patterns Surrounding the Leasing of AgricuIlural Lmnd in 
Surrey 
Amount of leased land 

There are 8700 hectares in farm use in Surrey, with 29% (2500 hectares) rented or 

leased (Statistics Canada, 1996). The relatively high amount of land leasing by 

agricultural operators in Surrey can be attributed to the fact that land prices exceed their 

value in agricultural use. Speculators have driven up the price of agricultural land in 

hopes of converting the land into higher-density, higher valued, non-agricultural use 

(Klohn Leonoffet. al., 1992, p.54). The increase in land prices forces farmers to lease 



their property from speculators as they are unable to afford to purchase their own property 

for farming, 

Effects of leasing on the land base 

Positive effects= 

Farmers benefit from leasing because it is generally cheaper than buying land, so 

it enables new farmers to enter the agricultural industry at a reasonable cost The ability 

to lease land often helps commercial farmers to maintain or expand their operations and 

additional land acquired through leasing often makes the difference between making a 

profit and not making a profit (Daniels and Bowm. 1997. p.7 1). It is imponant to have 

an adequate supply of rental land available in order to allow commercial farmers to 

expand their operations and remain in business (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p. 13). The 

problem with the agricultural land availabIe for lease in Surrey is that the landowners 

generally charge high rental rates. 

Negative effects: 

Short-term lease arrangements at high rental rates often produce devastating 

effects on the long-term agricultural capability of the land base. Under short-term rental 

agreements, renters are frequently unwilling to make investments in drainage, tile. 

irrigation, storage, access, and other infrastructure because the benefits generally amortize 

over ten to twenty years (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, p. 13). Individuals leasing property 

on a short-term basis generally refuse to invest substantial amounts of capital in the land 

because they won't receive the full benefits of the on-farm improvements and they are 

unable to afford to make the improvements because of high rental rates. The end result is 

for the leaseholders to engage in "soil mining" by failing to make the necessary 

investments in long-range soil conservation and fertilizer investments that are needed to 

maintain the land for productive agricultural use (KLohn Leonoff e t  al. 1992, p.71). 

These poor practices result because renters are generally uncertain of the length of their 

leases. The owner of the land has the options of: renting land to another farmer willing to 

pay more; selling the land to another farmer, or trying to sell the land for development 



All of these factors contribute to the reduced commitment by leaseholders to their rented 

land. 

Length of lease t ern  

Eighty-two percent of all leased land in Surrey (2061 hectares), representing 24% 

of the total area in farms, is rented or l e u d  fiom private land owners (Statistics Canada, 

1996). Figures for the length of agricultural land leases are not available for Surrey, but 

the neighbouring municipality of Delta found that 44% of the total leased land was rented 

on a year-to-year basis (KIohn Leonoff e t  al., 1992, p. 15). The average term in Delta is 

4.1 years, with only 31% having leases of ten years or greater (IClohn Leonoff e t  d., 

1992, p.62). The landownen also generally have clauses in their agreements that allow 

them to shorten or cancel their lease agreements under certain conditions (e.g. sale of the 

property). It is likely that figures for Surrey would be similar to Delta for leased property. 

Landlords are definitely at an advantage over their tenants and it is recommended that 

changes to the agreements be encouraged to help put them on a level playing field It is 

recommended that Surrey try to develop a program that provides benefits to landowners 

who grant guaranteed long-term leases to farmers on agricultural land Since 

participation in this type of program would be voluntary, the benefits to the landowners 

would have to be significant. Extending the length of leases could help to promote a 

greater confidence in the long-term viability of agriculture and to encourage fanners to 

take care of the land aqd invest money for land improvements. 

Lease of government larzd 

There are 449 hectares of farm land leased fiom governments in the City of 

Surrey, representing 18% of all rented farm land and 5% of the total area in farms 

(Statistics Canada, 1996). Since the govemment is committed to ensuring that a land 

base remain for farming, it is recommended that the following strategies be considered: 

a. The provincial govemment could provide rent credits for soil improvement practices 

on government-owned land. Investment by lease holders in improving soil inputs and 

drainage capacity on public lands should be rewarded as it helps to put money into the 



public land bank for future generations of British Colurnbians (Klohn Leonoff et. ai., 

1992, p.64). 

b. The government could make the necessary improvements to the land they Iease to 

farmers so that the lease holders would have productive land to farm. Once the land is 

improved, they could extend the length of the lease terms to enable the farmers to be 

confident that they can invest substantiaIly in their property. 

c. Set1 a portion of the government-owned agricultural land to farmers in Surrey. The 

land couid be sold to fanners at a price reflecting the value of the land in agricultural use 

to enabIe a broad range of fanners to afford the property- In addition, the government 

could consider attaching a covenant to the land enswing that it remain zoned as 

agricultural land and used for commercial farming. 

Goal 4: Try to Separate Hobby Farms fiom Cornmerckd Fonning O p e 6 n . s  

The fact that 54% of the farms in Surrey are less than 4 hectares in size indicates 

that there are a high number of hobby farms within the City. The percentage of farms 

under 4 hectares in size has increased between the 199 1 and 1996 census, going from 

48% to 54% (Statistics Canada, 1996). It is essential that commercial agriculture remain 

viable in Surrey, so the further subdivision of farmland into small parcels should be 

strongly discouraged. In fact, the focus shouId instead be on amalgamating small lots to 

create larger farming operations with increased production capability. 

Hobby farms will always exist in Surrey because people are attracted to the rural 

lifestyle associated with these types of operations. It may, however, be useful for Surrey 

to follow the example of Oregon in planning where future hobby farms are located. 

Oregon has established rural residential zones away from commercial farming areas to 

accommodate 1-2 hectare hobby farms. The rural residential zones are situated on Iower- 

quality famdand, enabling highquality agricultural land to be retained for commercial 

agricultural uses. Ln addition, Oregon has found that a majority of the hobby fanns are 

smalI livestock operations which are well-suited for lower quality, hilly, or forested 

farmland (Daniels and Nelson, 1986, p. 15). 



It may also be usefixl to bate hobby farms on the edge of the agricultural 

designation in order to serve as a transition between commercial agricultural and 

residential uses. Hobby farms generally do not generate the same types of complaints as 

commercial farming operations because they don't produce the same amount of noise, 

dust and odour as large-scale commercial operations. 

F. RECREATION AN;D TRANSPORTATION IN AGRICUL- AREAS 

Goal I :  Improve Trunsportofibn Routes in Agricultural Areas 

Fanning operations in Surrey are fiequendy fragmented over several parcels, 

forcing farmers to move supplies and equipment on major highways. Fragmentation 

forces farmers to have increased costs in both time and money because they have to move 

machinery and equipment with greater frequency. 

Respondents to the 1997 Farm Community Plan Questionnaire reported having 

numerous probIems relating to fast-moving vehicles and high traffic volume. Concerns 

related to transportation include, but are not limited to: the relatively slow speed of fann 

vehicles; the safety of vehicle operators, the ability of farmers to move wide equipment, 

problems for processors trying to move large harvesting equipment from farm to farm; 

and to remove produce from farms to processing plants (Klohn Leonoff et. al., 1992, 

p-83). Problems generated by non-farm vehicle operators include driving too fast, as well 

as getting impatient with and being verbally abusive toward farm vehicle operators. 

Recommendations for improving the tree pattern in agricu(tural areas 

The safety of farmers on transportation routes must be addressed. Surrey has 

started to place signs on roadways used by farmers informing vehicle operators that they 

are travelling in an agricultural area, so they shouId respect the slow-moving farm 

equipment and exercise caution. The City should also be encouraged to develop 

standardized agricultural signage for agricultural areas to warn people of hidden 

driveways, agricultural trucks turning, spray drift, farm equipment crossings, and other 



safety issues (City of Kelowna, 1998, p.90). Consideration should also be given to 

reducing speed limits through certain parts of agricultural areas where conflicts between 

farm operators and non-farming residents are severe. 

The placement of road endings at the edge of agricultural areas should be strongly 

discouraged in areas not designated for development in Surrey's Oficial Commmiry Plan 

because it implies that the road will be extended and that the area will be converted to 

non-farm use in the future. Approving officers in Surrey should use the powers granted 

to them under the Land Title Act to refuse subdivisions if they would unreasonably or 

unnecessarily increase access to agricultural land in the ALR Tide Act, Section 86 

( 1 ) (xi)]. The amendments to the Land Ti& Act were onIy made in 1995, so there are 

many examples of road endings along the ALR boundary that were created prior to 1995. . 

In the cases where road endings are already directed into agricultural areas, they should be 

altered in a manner that makes them look more permanent and doesn't imply that the road 

will be extended to allow for future urbanization of the area 

The City of Surrey and the Agricultural Land Commission should try to secure 

funding for retrofitting the road endings at the ALR boundary, and do so in a manner that 

enhances compatibility between adjacent land uses, provides open space, and reduces 

false expectations that the agricultural land will be converted to urban use (Smith, 1998, 

p.9-55). Possible ways of altering road endings include: 

a) putting up a hedge and fence at the end of the road; 

b) placing a neighbowhood postal office at the end of the road The site could also 

include a bench, community notice board, and area for vehicles to turn around; 

C) putting a mini park on the site with playground equipment for children. The site could 

also include a small green space and benches; 

d) converting the road ending into a cul-de-sac by acquiring a portion of the properties on 

both sides of the road ending to create the curvature of the cd-de-sac. In exchange, the 

landowners wouId be given the remaining land from the road ending (Smith, 1998, p.9-56 

- 9-57). 



It should be noted that a hedge and fence along the ALR boundary should be incorporated 

into aII of the options above in order to provide adequate separation from the agricultural 

land use. 

"Half roads" along the ALR boundary are created when a subdivision adjacent to 

the ALR constructs half of a standard road parallel to the agricultural land boundary. 

"Half roads" along ALR boundary should be strongly discouraged in subdivisions plans 

and road network designs because they, much like road endings directed into agricultural 

areas, imply that future urbanization of the agricultural land is likely to occur (Smith, 

1998, p.9-58). "Half roads" have been built along the ALR boundary throughout British 

Columbia, but the C i y  of Surrey should implement a bylaw to prohibit the development 

of these types of roads adjacent to the ALR boundary in the future. The City should also 

consider putting buffers along the agricultural side of any "half roads" that currently exist 

within Surrey to help increase the perception of the area as permanent agricdtural land. 

The City of Surrey should ensure that the agricultural community is involved in 

developing any future transportation plans intended to go through agricuItura1 areas so 

that the impacts on the agricultural community can be addressed. 

Goal 2: Establish a Strategy for the Recreational Use of Farmhad 

Recreational use of crgricultural land 

The GVRD recently conducted a survey on outdoor recreation in the Lower 

Mainland that found there to be a high interest in engaging in outdoor recreation and 

preserving nanual'settings to provide for recreational use and to enhance the quality of 

the Lower Mainland (Smith, 1998, p.2-8). The survey found parks and recreational trails 

to be the highest ranking community leisure activity- The GVRD has found that the use 

of parks is growing and that additional facilities will be needed to meet the recreationaI 

needs of the citizens of the GVRD (Smith, 1998, p.2-8). 

The types of recreational activities currently occurring on farmland in Surrey 



cover a broad range, including hunting, fishing, hiking, walking pets, and biking. A 

majority of these recreational activities take place along privately owned dykes, with 

many people being unaware that they are actually trespassing on private property. 

Effects of recreational use of farmland on farm operators 

Farm operators can experience a number of negative impacts by the unauthorized 

recreational use of their property. Those who use agricultural property for recreational 

use cause an increase in S i c  in agricultural areas. The increase in traffic and large 

number of vehicles parked on roadways make it difficult or impossible for farm operators 

to move their large equipment (Smith. 1998, p.2-6). Other problems reported by 

agricultural operators experiencing recreational use on their property include trespassing, 

littering, and vandalism. The negative aspects of recreational use of farmland frequently 

result in financial losses to farm operators. Respondents to the 1997 Farm Community 

Plan Survey indicated that they were opposed to the recreational use of their property. 

Some of these respondents felt that they should be compensated for allowing such use to 

occur, and others felt that the public should be prohibited from using agricultural property 

for recreational use. 

Surrey has tried to address the recreational use of dykes by providing information 

to inform people about proper conduct in agricultural areas. Signs have been posted along 

the dykes informing people whether the land is publicly or privately owned, and the 

potential damage they can cause to agricultural operations. The signs tell people to keep 

their pets on leashes so that they don't disturb wildlife or damage crops. They inform 

people that their pets could be exposed to dangerous chemicals if they enter fields that 

have been sprayed with pesticides. The signs also indicate that littering is strictly 

prohibited because garbage can damage crops and wildlife, resulting in severe fmancial 

losses to fanners. 

There are additional ways to address the concerns of farmers, including: 

1. Providing compensation in the form of cash payments to farmers that allow the public 



to use their dykes. 

2. The City could pay farmers to look after the dykes, or else supply a cleaning crew to 

remove litter from the dykes. If this option was pursued, then the installation of 

garbage cans along the dykes could be considered, 

3. The City could purchase the rights to the dykes from the farmers and remove the 

responsibility of maintaining the dykes from the farmers entirely. 

4. The City should consider improving the transportation routes in areas where 

recreational use of agricultural land is popular so that the ability of farmers to move 

their equipment is not restricted by vehicles using and parking on agriculturd 

roadways (e.g. creating designated pariring areas where recreational use is very 

popular)- 

5. Encourage developers to increase the amount of recreational facilities in oon- 

agricultural developments so that there will not be as great of a need to leave urban 

areas to engage in recreational activities. 

It should be noted that it would likely be difficult to implement these recommendations at 

this time because they would involve considerable costs to the city. 

Golf courses 

Golf courses are another recreational use that has a significant impact on the 

agricultural land base. A majority of the golf courses in Surrey are located within the 

ALR, causing productive agricultural land to be used for recreational purposes. Further 

golf course development should not be permitted in the ALR or other areas designated for 

agricultural use in Surrey. Golf courses can however be used as an effective transition 

between urban and agricultural land uses as long as they do not cause any negative 

impacts on the natural environment, If golf courses are located on land adjacent to 

agricultural property in Surrey, ancillary uses such as clubhouses, pro shops, lounges, 

banquet facilities and access should all be located away from the agricultural boundary 

(Township of Langley, 1993, p.8). Surrey should ensure that residential uses 

accompanying golf courses be permitted only when they are located in areas designated 

for urban use and are fully serviced with community water, sanitary sewer, and storm 



water systems (Township of Langley, 1993, p.8). New golf course developments located 

next to agricultural areas would be designated as development permit areas in Surrey's 

OfJcial Community Plan. thereby helping to maximize the amount of municipal control 

over developments. 

G. PLANNING ALONG TBE RURAGURBAN INTERFACE 

Goal I :  Minimize Urban E n c r d m e n t  and Tv to Improve the Relafionships 

Between Urban and Rural Residents 

Effects of urban encroachment on the agricultural community 

Respondents to the 1997 Farm Community Plan Survey identified urban 

encroachment as being the greatest problem facing the farming community in the City of 

Surrey. Effects of urban encroachment on the farming community include Ioss of 

farmland, increased land prices, traffic problem, farm management problems, trespassing 

and vandalism (Klohn Leonoff et. al., 1992, p.88). Non-fanning residents living in close 

proximity to farming operations frequently complain about the noise, dust, and odours 

generated by the farming industry. The urban fringe is a very delicate region that must be 

planned carefuily in order to minimize the conflicts between fanning and non-fanning 

residents. 

Not all of the agricultural land in Surrey is contained within the ALR. The 

amount of Iand that is zoned for agricultural use outside of the ALR in Surrey is small, 

but it is important that it be retained for agricultural use. This land does not have the 

protection of the ALR and will be under great pressure to be used for non-agricultural 

uses as the city continues to grow, The city and the ALC should conduct and evaluation 

of the agriculturally designated Iand outside of the ALR to see if there are parcels that 

should be included within ALR boundaries. 

Resolving issues along the intetfiace 

It is important to recognize that farmland near urban areas is under greater threat 

from outside forces than agricultural land in remote areas and therefore must be given 



special consideration in the planning process. It is essential that these areas be adequately 

buffered from adjacent non-agricultural properties in order to reduce the potential 

negative impacts on fanning operations. Surrey should ensure that representatives from 

the agriculmral community be invohed in the planning process to provide input for 

designing buffers as well as determining appropriate land uses to be located adjacent to 

agricultural areas that minimize impacts on the agricultural community. 

bluking urban residents along the interface aware of agricultural issues 

Non-farming residents near the ALR boundary should be made aware that fanners 

have guaranteed rights to farm under the Fhnn Practices Protection A d  as long as they 

adhere to normal fanning practices. Information about normal farm practices and 

agricultural activities within Surrey should be provided to households along the urban- 

rural fringe in a brochure format (Smith; 1998, p.8-35). The brochure should be sent to: 

properties on the urban side of the interface that are within 100 metres of the agricultural 

boundary; rural residential deveiopments within the ALR; and parcels within the ALR 

that are 1 hectare or smaller in size (Smith, 1998, p.8-37). 

The city is allowed to require subdivisions along the ALR boundary to register a 

covenant on the titles of properties as a condition of subdivision approval. The City of 

Surrey should use these covenants to inform prospective buyers and land owners of the 

potential impacts of living near farm operations and the rights guaranteed to farmers 

under the Farm Practices Protection Act (City of Kelowna, 1998, p.125). The City of 

Surrey should also support amendments to the Real Estate Act that requires disclosure to 

potential buyers of land near agricultural areas of the likely impacts of living near active 

farms. The information to be disclosed should be similar to. the information contained in 

the covenants attached to properties in new subdivisions near the ALR, including the 

noises, dust, and odours produced on farms and the protection offered to farmers under 

the Farm Practices Protection Act (City of Kelowna, 1998, p. 125). 

Making farmers aware of their rights within the ALR 



It is also important to develop an information package to inform potentid owners 

of ALR land of their rights in the ALR before they purchase property within the reserve. 

The package should be similar in scope to the brochure sent to urban residents near the 

agricultural interface, but should also discuss the effects of theAgricultura1 Land 

Commission Act on landowners, as well as the relationship between the Agricuitural Land 

Commission Acr, local planning and zoning reedations and other provincial Iegislation 

(Smith, 1998, p.8-38). Potential owners of ALR land should be made aware that the land 

is either currently or could potentially be used for agricultural purposes and is designated 

to be preserved for long-term agricultural use (Smith, 1998, p.8-38). It is especially 

important to provide this information to non-fanners interested in purchasing land in the 

ALR to inform them that agriculture is the priority use within the ALR in Surrey and the 

rest of B.C. and they may be exposed to noises, dust, and odours produced by agricultural 

operations. 

Goal 2: Improve the Buffers Used Along the ALR Interfke 

Goals of buffering programs 

In many areas of Surrey there is poor separation between urban and agricultural 

uses. It is essential that buffers be introduced or improved to enhance compatibility 

between adjacent land uses along the interface. If buffering between urban and nual uses 

along the interface is not carehlly designed, significant conflicts between the property 

owners on either side of the boundary are likely to occur. A buffering program should 

aim to create a buffer for the entire agricultural boundary at the outset, but it may be 

discovered that certain areas do not require buffers due to their isoiation or other 

iocational circumstances (Smith, 1998, p.8-10). Buffers along the rural-urban interface 

should be located on the urban side of the boundary so that valuable agricultural land 

does not have to be taken out of production. 

Ensure the permanency of the "edge" 

If a buffering program is to be successful, it is necessary to create a permanent 

"edge" to identify the boundaries between agricultural and non-agricuItural uses. The 



problem with the current "edge*' is that it is not easily identifiable because of previous 

land use decisions. There are many examples of road endings extending up to the ALR 

boundary, subdivisions located next to ALR land, and extending sewer lines and half 

roads along the ALR boundary or into the ALR (Smith, 1998, p.8-5). The effect of these 

decisions is to imply that the urban uses will expand onto the agricultural land and 

decrease confidence that the land will be used for agriculture for the long term. 

The development of a buffer along the interface in the City of Surrey would help 

to create an identifiable "edge" to separate agricultural land from adjacent uses. The 

agricuItural community would be more confident that their land will remain in 

agricultural use if it is clearly separated from adjacent land uses. As their confidence 

increases, they would become more likely to make investments in their land that promote 

long-term agricultural use. The "edge" between agricultural and urban uses is a very 

delicate region that requires buffering to minimize conflicts between the adjacent land 

uses. 

Consultation during the edge planning process 

It is essential that Surrey undertake an extensive consultation process if the edge 

planning process is to be successful. Landowners on both sides of the interface should be 

consulted when developing buffers to help determine the major problems that need to be 

addressed in the edge plan and their ideas on how this can best be achieved. In addition 

to consulting with landowners. Surrey should consider contacting a number of groups to 

offer insights into the concerns raised by the residents, to make recommendations on how 

to plan along the interface, and to identify future trends in the industry that could affect 

the way that the "edge" should be planned (Smith, 1998, p.8- 12). It is recommended that 

representatives from the following groups be consulted: key commodity groups in the 

area; the Surrey Farmers* Institute; the Agricultural Advisory Committee; the 

Agricultural Land Commission; and the Ministry of Agriculture and Food. 

Creating buffers between developnrenrs ond agriculture 



Buffering should be incorporated into the design of new developments located 

adjacent to agricultural properties to ensure that conflicts between neighbouring uses do 

not occur or are kept to a minimum. The City of Surrey can ensure that buffering is 

incorporated into the design of new developments along the interface by designating these 

areas as Development Pennit Areas. The Development Pennit Area Guidelines establish 

criteria for creating buffers and they can greatly help to reduce conflicts between 

neighbouring uses. Tools that should be used to separate differing uses prior to 

development include landscape buffering, sensitive urban design, adequate setbacks of 

agricultural buildings, acquiring land on the urban side of the boundary for open space 

and park use, and ensuring that the natural features between the land uses are maintained 

(Smith, 1998, p.8-33). 

Planning along the interface becomes increasingly difficult when both sides of the 

interface have been developed. There are many examples of existing developments 

throughout British Columbia that have failed to incorporate adequate buffers in their 

designs to provide separation from agricultural uses. It is essential that existing 

developments dong the urban-rural interface be examined to identify areas in Surrey 

requiring buffers to minimize urban-rural conflicts. The process of retrofitting the 

interface with buffering in developed areas is a diff~cult and expensive one. It is 

recommended that the City of Surrey attempt to enter into a cost sharing agreement with 

the Provincial government to provide buffers in areas with high degrees of conflict 

(Smith, 1998, p.8-33). The City of Surrey and the Province could be responsible for 

sharing the costs for constructing the buffers, with the landowners being responsible for 

the long-term maintenance of the buffer (Smith, 1998, p.8-33). 

Bufiering tools 

Buffers are intended to enhance the compatibility between uses along the urban- 

rural interface. There are a wide variety of methods for buffering agricultural land from 

adjacent land uses, including: 

a) utilizing natural features of the landscape for buffering such as water, changes in 



topography, trees, and drainage ditche.; 

b) using arterial roads, provincial highways, railroads, or hydro rights-of-way for 

separation; 

C) locating open space, parks, or private recreational uses (i-e. golf courses and open 

spaces in strata developments) along the urban side of the interface; 

d) putting large lots along the interface boundary, with the lot sizes decreasing as the 

distance from the agricultural interface increases; 

e) placing large, deep lots along the urban side of the interface with fencing and/or 

landscape screening between the urban and mrd uses; and 

f) creating man-made barriers along the interface (i-e- drainage ditches, detention 

facilities, fences, berming, and planting vegetative buffers flownship of LangIey , 1993, 

p.2 1-22)). 

Designing brrffers 

There are a wide variety of tools that can be used to create buffers, but choosing 

the appropriate buffer is a difficult task. The type of buffer to be used is affected by the 

climate of the area, the types of agricultural operations that are nearby, etc. For example, 

it would not be appropriate to put a high vegetative buffer next to a field with crops 

needing sunlight because the buffer could shade the field and decrease the productivity of 

the land. 

The Agricultural Land Commission has created a document to help guide the 

process of developing buffers. The report is titled, Landrcaped Buffer Specifications, and 

it should be used by approving officers in the City of Smey when buffers are required to 

separate farm and non-farm uses. The buffer specifications aim to create a physical and 

visual barrier between agricultural and adjacent non-fanning property by using setbacks, 

fencing, existing vegetation and landscaping (City of Kelowna, 1998, p. 1 19). The 

guidelines recognize that there is considerable variation in the level of protection that a 

buffer is expected to achieve, so they have a number of widths and intensity of 

landscaping to achieve the different objectives. It is important to recognize that any 



guidelines for constructing buffers should not be viewed as the ''correct" way to buffer. 

They should instead be used as a reference to help approving officers in developing 

buffers. 

The purpose of this project was to review the City of Surrey's existing programs 

for preserving agricultural land to ensure that they are capable of preventing the 

agricultual land base from being converted to non-farm uses, and to ensure that B.C. 

farmers will be able to provide for the province in the event of a national or gIobaI food 

shortage. British Columbia currently only produces 60% of their domestic food supply, 

so the province should not risk losing more productive agricultural land and increasing 

their dependency on importing food from countries that may not be able to supply British 

Columbia in the future. 

Surrey was used as a case study to help identify the challenges of protecting an 

agricultural industry in an area experiencing rapid growth, urbanization, and intense 

competition for a limited supply of agricultural land The City of Surrey plays a key role 

in the provincial agricultural sector, so it is therefore in the interests of all British 

Columbians that Surrey's agricultural industry be protected and enhanced. The intent of 

this project, therefore, was to establish a strategy for ensuring the long-term survival of 

the agricultural industry in Surrey. 

Topics covered in this project 

This project was presented in three stages, with the project becoming more 

specific as the stages progressed. The frrst stage provided a general overview of the main 

tools that have been used throughout Canada and the United States to protect agricultural 

land and the strengthen agriculture. This initial stage of the project also provided a 

review of the Agricultural Land Commission Act  as the key tool used to preserve 

agricultural land within British Columbia since 1973. 



The second stage of this project focussed exclusively on  the City of Surrey. The 

existing programs affecting Surrey's agriculturai Iand were reviewed to identify and 

assess the specific protective instruments used to help Surrey's agricultural community. 

A profile of Surrey's farming community was also developed through Census data and 

information obtained from two recent surveys of the fanning community. The survey 

data helped to identify the major issues and concerns of the agricultural community that 

need to be addressed in order to increase the viability of agriculture within the city. 

The third and final stage of this project created a series of recommendations and 

conclusions for improving the conditions for Surrey farmers. The agricultural Iand 

preservation system in place in British Columbia is one of the most highly regarded 

programs in North America, but there are areas that could be improved to benefit the 

agricultural community in Surrey and the rest of the province. This phase of the project 

identifies a number of initiatives that are intended to protect and enhance the agricultural 

industry within the City of Surrey. The recommendations and goal statements presented 

in this f ind phase of the project cover a wide range, but together they could help to 

support and expand agricultural activities within the city, improve the economic viabiIity 

of farming, reduce the number of conflicts between urban and rural residents, and help to 

protect the city's existing agricultural land base for farm use in the future. The chart on 

the following page provides a detailed summary of the levels of government responsible 

for achieving the objectives outlined in the recommen&tions and conclusions chapter. 



Goal l Recommendation I Responsibility I 
1 Federal / Provincial 
1 I 

Municipal 

A. Government support for agriculture I 1 
1 .  Ensure thzt politicians at the Federal, Provincial and Municipal level 
support the preservation of agricultural land and implement programs to i i 
enhance farming I 

I X I X  
2. %crease the economic viability of farming in Surrey 

I x  
X I X  

4- Encourage the development of an agricultural service area in Surrey I 1 
I I 

x 

I I 
B. Encouraging urban growth that allows for the presewation of 
agricultural land 
1. Encourage compact growth in the City of Surrey 1 I 

I 
I 

x 
2. Maintain the existing ALR boundaries in the City of Surrey I I x (ALC) I x  
3. Compensate farmers for their development rights i x l x  x 

t I I 
I I 
I 1 

C. Economic assistance I I I 
1. Invest in the technological growth of Surrey's agricultural community 

.- 
X ! X X 

2. Make it easier for young people entering farming to purchase their own I 
farms i l x i x  
3. Try to ensure that only active farmers receive property tax reductions I I X 

4. Provide support to farmers for on-farm improvements 1 I X I X  

I I 
I 

D. Increasing agricultural awareness I 1 
1. Teach people about agriculture and the importance of agriculture to 8.C. I ! X x 
2. Promote Surrey's farming community to local residents and tourists 1 i x x  
3. Recognize the environmental beneffis of farming to Surrey 1 ~ X I X  

I I 

I 
1 

I I I 
E. Agriculturaf land use ? 1 

I 
I 

1. ldentrfy the amount of agriculturally designated land in Surrey that is 
actually used (or is capable of being used) for agricultural purposes I I X 

2. Establish tighter controls over lot sizes for agricultural land 1 1 I X 

3. Try to change the patterns surrounding the leasing of agricultural land in ix (go* lx (govt 
Surrey , land) I land) ! X 

4. Try to separate hobby farms from commercial farm operations 1 I I 
I 

! I I 
F. Recreation and transportrrtion in agricultural areas 1 1 I 
I .  lGrove transpoltation routes in ag%dhural areas I , i x t x  
2. -- Establish a strategy for the recreational use of farmland f i 1 X 

1 I I 
I I 

G. Improving the ALR interface I 1 
1. Minimize urban encroachment and improve the relationships between 
urban and rural residents I X ,  i x  
2. Improve the buffers used along the ALR interface I 1 x 1 ~  
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