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1. INTRODUCTION
Food security is both inextricably intertwined with and a key determinant of health equity
– a concept referring to “social justice in health” (Weiler, et al. 2015). The Food and
Agricultural Organization defines food security as “a situation that exists when all
people, at all times, have physical, social and economic access to sufficient, safe and
nutritious food that meets their dietary needs and food preferences for an active and
healthy life” (1996). The food system affects human health through multiple direct (e.g.
food availability, food safety and nutritional quality) and indirect (e.g. air and water
pollution) pathways.
Food security and health equity is threatened when low-income and marginalized
populations lack access to nutritious and culturally appropriate foods (Smith & Haddad,
2000, Rainville & Brink, 2002) and as social inequalities increase (Darmon &
Drewnowski, 2008). As inequities in the food system can result in an inequitable
distribution of health risks and benefits, governments and service organizations require
a better understanding of the links between food systems, social inequality, health and
well-being (Drèze, Dev, Kannan, & Ramachandran, 2003).
Metro Vancouver has over 1,000,000 people who are identified as visible minorities
living in the region, representing 20 per cent of agricultural producers in British
Columbia and 45 per cent of consumers (Statistics Canada, 2013, 2011). Multiple food
networks serve domestic and international cultural communities (Gibb & Wittman,
2012). In addition, the Region serves as an active space for food policy and activity
around local food production with particular emphasis on urban (see Metro Vancouver
Regional Food Strategy and Vancouver Food Strategy) and peri-urban food systems
(see Richmond Agricultural Viability Strategy).
As food security strategies are developed by a wide range of actors in the Metro
Vancouver Region, community groups, social service agencies and policy makers are
seeking guidance on how to most effectively achieve equitable social and health
outcomes for a diverse range of farmers, consumers, and their supporters. Over the
summer and fall of 2015, the Richmond Food Security Society (RFSS) and the UBC
Centre for Sustainable Food Systems, with support from the Vancouver Foundation,
engaged in a community consultation to explore issues, programs, and community
interest in how to most effectively address food security and health equity programming
among multicultural communities in Richmond, BC. Richmond is located at the mouth
of the Fraser River on the Pacific Ocean. It is an ethnically diverse and growing urban
centre with a mix of residential, industrial lands, natural areas and agricultural lands.
According to Statistics Canada, 70.4% of the population is considered a visible minority,
the highest proportion of any municipality in BC and the second highest in Canada.
Persons identifying as Chinese, make up 47% of the total population, South Asian (East
Indian, Pakistani), 8% of the total, and Filipino 7% of the total (Statistics Canada, 2013).
This community-based research project was initiated through three main avenues of
engagement:
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1. Partnerships with organizations working at the intersections of sustainability,
health, and social justice, and ethno-cultural identity such as the Hua Ren
Foundation, the David Suzuki Foundation, Richmond Poverty Response
Committee, Vancouver Coastal Health, and Rangi Changi Roots. Collectively, the
engagement of RFSS with these partners consistently indicated a desire for
greater understanding of food security and food justice among Richmond’s diverse
population.
2. Feedback from community engagement processes conducted by RFSS and
conversations held with community leaders identified a growing desire for
programming, calls for inclusivity, and targeted responses tailored to the different
demographics of Richmond. In particular, RFSS, the City of Richmond, Vancouver
Coastal Health, the Richmond Poverty Response Committee and the Richmond
chapter of the Canadian Federation of University Women co-developed and
implemented focus groups leading to the development of a Richmond Food
Charter. Salient to this work was a call from participants to create a more inclusive
and representative food system.
3. The RFSS 2012-2017 Strategic Plan involved seven different community agencies
and local governments in the planning process. This planning process also led to
identification of the need for this type of work.
The City of Richmond currently addresses food security issues within formal municipal
planning and policy documents including the Official Community Plan, the Social
Development Strategy and the 2012 - 2015 Richmond Intercultural Strategic Plan and
Work Program. These documents refer to the importance of intercultural engagement
as well as food security and agriculture. According to the Official Community Plan, the
City of Richmond states that: “In a food-secure community, the growing, processing and
distribution of healthy, safe food is economically viable, socially just, environmentally
sustainable and regionally based.” The City’s vision for its intercultural strategy is: “For
Richmond to be the most welcoming, inclusive and harmonious community in Canada.”
Additionally, the Social Development Strategy under Action 46 - Facilitate food security
for Richmond residents identifies four broad objectives:
Ø Supporting retention of agricultural lands and efforts to make these lands
economically viable,
Ø Encouraging development of community gardens and farmers’ markets,
Ø Supporting the Richmond Farm School as an important component for the
agricultural sector in the region, and
Ø Working with the Richmond Food Security Society and Vancouver Coastal
Health to facilitate food security related initiatives.
These documents provide the basis by which the municipality may endeavour to
advance innovative approaches in meeting newcomer, landed immigrant, and ethnocultural communities in Richmond.
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Our project specifically focused on multicultural community perceptions related to
access, availability and utilization of culturally desired foods, and programming related
to health and nutrition. This work sought to explore and inform a broader set of research
questions and research design to advance food sovereignty and health equity in a
multicultural population in the Metro Vancouver Region. This report provides a summary
of the findings from focus groups conducted in the fall of 2015 and suggestions for next
steps and areas of future research and program development.
For the purposes of this report we define cultural food as the set of knowledges, beliefs,
customs and habits shared by a group of people that intersect with the production,
distribution, consumption and disposal of food. These behaviours are learned and are
typically passed on from generation to generation. Each ethnic group is considered to
have their own culturally-based foods and food habits (Goyan Kittler & Sucher, 1989).
However, it should be noted that these behaviours are also influenced and adapted
through contact with the mainstream culture(s).

HK Kwun Tong Shui Wo Street Market Dried Goods Shop, (c) MutHwaBC, used under GNU Free Documentation License
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2. METHODOLOGY
The study team conducted nine focus group interviews with six organizations (clients,
members, stakeholders, staff, and volunteers), with a total of 46 community members,
organization staff and volunteers participating. We included staff and volunteer
perspectives as these individuals worked closely with Richmond residents of diverse
backgrounds and cultures and were considered to be a regular point of contact and
information from clients and the general public. Organizations were selected for this
research based on both their cultural representation of different demographics in
Richmond and their work in delivery of programming to the cultural communities that
they serve. Participants included clients, members, staff, and volunteers (Table 2.1).
Organizations were identified via purposeful sampling. Focus group sessions lasted
from 60 to 90 minutes.
Table 2.1 List of Participating Organizations & Number of Participants
Participating
Organization & Types of
Participants

Organizational Mandate/Area of Work

Number of
Participants

Richmond Multicultural
Community Services (RMCS)
- staff, community members,
volunteers

RMCS was established as an advocacy
group supporting newcomers facing barriers,
and challenges settling in Richmond as well
as conducting anti-discrimination/racism
work. Currently, RMCS provides a variety of
services to immigrant and refugee
communities in Richmond around settlement,
education, and integration.
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United Chinese Community
Enrichment Services Society
(S.U.C.C.E.S.S.) - staff

SUCCESS was initially founded to assist new
Canadians of Chinese descent to overcome
language and cultural barriers, it has since
evolved into a multicultural, multi-service
agency delivering settlement, community,
housing and employment services across
Metro Vancouver.
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India Cultural Centre (Nanak
Niwas Gurdwara) - staff,
community members

Nanak Niwas Gurdwara is a religious
institution servicing Sikh’s in Richmond. The
temple delivers programming around
wellness, community meal program, and
social gatherings/clubs to community
members.
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Richmond Bethel Church staff, community members,
volunteers

Richmond Bethel Church is a religious
institution servicing Christians in Richmond.
The church offers a range of community
programming including social
gatherings/clubs and a regular community
meal.
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Richmond Food Bank community members

The Richmond Food Bank provides regular
grocery distribution to Richmond residents. In
addition, they offer health and wellness
information and programming, and offer food
programming and services to other
organizations.
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Vancouver Coastal Health
(VCH) population &
community health - staff

VCH in Richmond partners in the delivery of
food programming and services in Richmond,
community dieticians are involved in
advocacy and program and policy
development. Population health aims to
improve the social determinants of health to
promote the overall health of communities
and reduce health inequities.
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Focus group interviews were selected as a methodological approach in order to have a
‘collective conversation’ around a set of topics and a group activity. Focus group
interviews were designed to elicit community views related to the range of issues facing
participants around food insecurity, cultural appropriateness and health equity.
Focus group questions spanned both personal and situational considerations to shed
light on how multicultural respondents articulated their narratives and perspectives on
food insecurity as it relates to their particular ethnocultural background and experiences
(Appendix A & Appendix B). This research provides an initial exploration of the range of
challenges, issues, priorities, and ways of engaging to inform a broader research
design. It is intended to inform future programming to support and encourage political
organizing around food insecurity and ethno-culturally relevant food programming and
activities among organizations and actors in Richmond.
Data Analysis
Focus group discussions were audio-recorded, transcribed, and coded for themes,
factors, motivations, and issues related to food security, health equity, and inter-cultural
aspects of regional food systems. Participant views were compared within focus group
and across focus groups providing richness and depth of understanding. Where themes
and ideas were recurring, these were tabulated using a count methodology.
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3. DISCUSSION & RESULTS
Focus groups in Richmond included a diverse array of participants from different sociocultural and socio-economic backgrounds. Participants self-identified as Chinese,
Filipino, Punjabi, Iranian, Korean, Taiwanese, Russian, Japanese, Haida, Musqueam,
Sri Lankan, Mexican, Honduran, French-Canadian, Sikh, and Christian.
Participants in the nine focus groups identified 142 factors, statements, and beliefs
related to lived experiences and understandings of food security, health equity, and
inter-cultural aspects of regional food system (Appendix C). Each response was further
categorized under the following themes: Nutrition & Health Factors, Convenience &
Accessibility of Foods, Affordability & Economic Considerations, Social & Cultural
Appropriateness, Food Safety, Sustainability, Media & Food Literacy, Taste & Aesthetic
of Food, and Food Sovereignty.
3.1 Nutrition & Health Factors
We found 24 factors related to nutrition and health were identified by focus group
participants. Of these, the top five (Table 3.1) demonstrate the importance that
participants attribute to health and nutrition in influencing their food choices. All
participants articulated an explicit link between food and health and linked the
importance of food to the maintenance of a healthy body and to the prevention of
illness. Thirteen participants discussed the importance of the quantity of food being
consumed as being important. This was linked to broader discussion of (and expressed
more often by low-income participants) satiety and the inability to purchase the same
quantity of food in Canada as in their country of origin.
Table 3.1 - Top Five Health & Nutrition Responses
Health/Nutrition Factor

Percentage of Participant
Responses

Perceived influence of food on health

100% (n=46)

Quantity of food purchased is important

28% (n=13)

Local foods seen as improving health

24% (n=11)

Concern with health impact linked to consumption of food
treated with pesticides

20% (n=9)

Concern with health impact linked to consumption of GE
foods

15% (n=7)
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Twenty-four percent of participants also associated “local foods” with improving health,
articulating the perception that these foods are fresher and that fresher foods are
healthier. Participants ranged in their definition of local food. Most described local as
within the region or province of British Columbia, others indicated Canadian products or
Washington products as being local. This belief was associated with other factors
including a preference for fresh foods over frozen or canned foods and with the belief
that that local greengrocers, farmer’s markets, and farm stands provided healthier,
higher quality foods.

Vegetables, (c) Krysztof Puszcznski

Finally, a consistent concern was expressed by participants over the nature and
direction of potential health impacts related to the consumption of genetically
engineered foods (15 per cent) and foods treated with pesticides (20 per cent). A
common theme among participants was a fear of how chemicals and other unknown
food ingredients were potentially impacting their health. As part of this concern, many
participants expressed a desire to consume organic foods as a mitigating strategy to
limit consumption of these chemicals but were often unable to due to the higher cost
and general lack of availability of these products, particularly culturally appropriate
products.
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“We find ourselves buying more of apples and oranges and we were
surprised that we were able to cut costs because these are complex
carbohydrates, right? So it’s like eating staple food. We find if we eat one
apple we [can skip] one meal already. So that’s what we do, we buy more
vegetables. Usually my daughter would, um, take one apple whenever
she goes to school or one orange and say; ‘That’s enough Mum. I don’t
need to, you know, bring rice anymore. Stop cooking rice I’ll just bring
apple and orange that’ll be enough’.” RMCS Participant
This participant response describes the substitution of rice (carbohydrates) for
fruits/vegetables as a healthier choice. However, the participant describes a small
quantity of food and does not demonstrate knowledge about the range of foods and/or
nutrients required over the period of a school day. While increased fruit and vegetable
consumption could be a positive behaviour to display, newly settled residents may be
less aware of the relative contribution of unfamiliar foods or range of servings from
different food groups necessary to a healthy and balanced meal.
3.2 Convenience & Accessibility of Foods
With many participants engaging in full time work or navigating social services and
raising families, convenience is a strong factor that influences food choices, particularly
processed foods. Time, energy levels, and desire for diversity represent the most
common reasons for consumption of processed, convenience and take away foods.
Many respondents discuss the health impacts around consumption of nutritionally low
quality and convenience foods. However, participants’ rationale of not having enough
time, being too stressed or low energy, and having a desire for different foods, is seen
to outweigh the desire for healthier or nutritious foods.
Two participants raised the point that physical access of food retail can be challenging
depending on access to transportation and the physical ability of the consumer. This is
especially an issue for single parents, notably mothers, with multiple children using
transit or walking to food retail.
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Table 3.2 - Top Five Convenience & Accessibility Responses
Convenience/Accessibility Factors
Lack of time to cook results in consumption of
convenience/ processed foods

Number of Responses
24% (n=11)

Desire for different foods results in take away or
processed food consumption

9% (n=4)

Feeling too tired to cook results in take away or
processed food consumption

7% (n=3)

General food access in Richmond is perceived as good

4% (n=2)

Concern over the physical ability to carry groceries

4% (n=2)

3.3 Affordability & Economic Considerations
All participants expressed strong concern about the price and affordability of foods
(Table 3.3). This is linked strongly with respondent discussions of the desire to find
employment and to earn income. Many focus group participants linked income security
with household food security. The desire to find a job and earn a wage was often
discussed as being important to achieving both food security and maximizing personal
or child development.
Participants identified a strong desire for organic foods, fresh meats, and fresh produce.
These products were also identified as being prohibitively expensive to purchase in
quantities that would meet the demand of households. These foods were seen as being
of higher quality and were perceived to be better for the health of families. Participants
were more often able to purchase organics when they were on sale or in season.
In addition, focus group respondents discussed that eating at home was often a
budgeting strategy as eating out was perceived as too expensive to be a regular part of
their food experience. Some participants expressed that they would more often cook at
home as it conferred greater control over the ingredients and therefore health and taste
of foods.
Cultural foods (except for Chinese foods) were often perceived as more expensive than
back home and having limited to no availability in Richmond. Participants suggest that
the demand for cultural food retail needs to be greater in order to increase the
availability and that greater competition among cultural food retailers will lower the price
of these foods.
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Table 3.3 - Top Five Affordability & Economic Responses
Affordability & Economic Considerations

Number of Responses

Affordability of foods influences food choices

100% (n=46)

Cost of organic seen as too expensive

24% (n=11)

Cost of meat seen as too expensive

22% (n=10)

Cooking at home is cheaper than eating out

15% (n=7)

Cost of vegetables seen as too expensive

13% (n=6)

3.4 Availability and Access to Cultural Foods
Participants spoke favourably about the availability of a diversity and range of food retail
choices. As one Filipino participant notes: “In my case, of course if you're not particular
about culturally sensitive foods or culturally-based foods, I would say there's a lot of
food [in Richmond].” However, some participants identified the lack of availability of
specific cultural foods (e.g. Punjab, Latin, Filipino, West Asian) and that in order to
access these foods, significant travel to other municipalities was required or in extreme
cases an informal traffic of goods from country of origin from visiting or travelling
relatives and friends.
“So that's one challenge. Fruiticana being the only ethnic store that we have, the
big one. Sometimes I hear the price difference. [The price difference] is huge
between Surrey and Fruiticana. Just because there's more availability [in Surrey].
Here just this one.”
All respondents expressed a desire for cultural foods and generally spoke to the limited
availability of certain cultural foods. As noted above the availability of culturally
appropriate foods was expressed as an issue particularly for focus group participants
that identified outside of a Western and/or Chinese cultural identity. Western and
Chinese food retail in Richmond is well established and these respondents did not offer
any criticism or have any issues accessing these cultural foods. However, respondents
who come from different countries of origin would need to seek out established clusters
of similar ethno-cultural communities in order to find cultural foods. For example, Latin
American respondents note that an established community exists in Burnaby and that is
where they will travel to shop for cultural foods. Similarly, a well-established Indian
community exists in Surrey where Punjab respondents stated that they travel for both
food retail and restaurants.
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T&T Supermarket, (c) Steven Chow, used under GNU Free Documentation License

Focus group participants identified that there are multiple factors influencing how food
choices, consumption and purchasing arise in their families. These are typically
dependent on the availability of cultural foods and the desire of acculturation to
Canadian culture. In particular, respondents note that there are differences that stem
across generations. Grandparents and seniors are described as desiring foods that are
familiar (often cultural). Parents express a dual desire to trial different foods but are
often faced with a lack of knowledge of how to cook and prepare foods outside of their
own experience. This is often coupled with prioritizing workshops and courses that
advance employment and income over food skilling. Children and youth are often seen
as desiring to ‘fit in’ or be ‘normal’ and are often responsible for incorporating more
Western foods into households. For example, participants would note that their children
influence their purchase of ‘junk foods,’ non-traditional meats and proteins, pastas, and
other convenience foods.
3.4.1 Cultural Identity & Food
Sense of belonging and social isolation were often discussed in the context of preparing
and sharing food together. Many participants identified that food was central to
addressing these issues. In addition, the link between sense of belonging and health
was discussed as having great importance and that new immigrants may face greater
barriers in achieving a sense of belonging due to limited language abilities, few formal
13

and informal avenues to socially connect, and a general lack of awareness of the range
of programs, services and spaces available.
Participants allude to a changing in identities as they straddle multiple cultures.
Participants self-describe as becoming multicultural in their own respective ways as
they attempt to balance the new country and culture to which they are immersed and
retaining original cultural and traditional identities. This melding of identities is
particularly true for children and youth that are raised in Canada by parents attempting
to navigate their own changing cultural identities.
Table 3.4 Top Five Social & Cultural Factors
Social & Cultural Factors

Number of Responses

Desire for cultural foods

100% (n=46)

Knowledge of how to cook unfamiliar foods

28% (n=13)

Limited availability of certain cultural foods

22% (n=10)

Desire of food security program and/or service to be
inclusive

20% (n=9)

Children, parents, and grandparents all have different
food preferences and norms

17% (n=8)

Indian Food, (c) Jm Verastigue, used under CC0 1.0
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3.4.1 Taste & Aesthetics of Food
The taste and sensory appeal of foods was often cited as a key influence and
consideration. Many participants indicated this and found that they had difficulty
adjusting to the taste of new and similar foods in Canada. Often, respondents would
state that their country of origin foods were better and tastier. Some respondents noted
that the aesthetics of food influenced their food choices as they perceived that better
looking foods and food retail was related to food quality.
Respondents also noted that they would often accede to their children or spouses with
tasty foods as a form of rewarding behaviour or as a behavioural control. For example,
participants noted that they would provide disruptive children with candies or cookies to
placate them.
Table 3.4.1 Top Five Taste & Aesthetics of Food Responses
Taste/Aesthetic of Food

Number of Responses

Taste of food influences food choice

17% (n=8)

Food aesthetics influences food selection (perceived food
quality)

13% (n=6)

Difficulty in adapting to taste of foods in Canada

9% (n=4)

Taste of foods in Country of Origin taste better than
equivalent or similar Canadian foods

7% (n=3)

Tasty foods used as a reward

4% (n=2)

Chapagetti (c) Joseph Choi, used under CC by 2.0
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3.5 Food Safety
Food safety for many respondents was clearly linked to ensuring that the foods that they
are consuming are not negatively impacting their health and the health of their families.
To juxtapose this from nutrition and health, food safety was often discussed in terms of
illness and of consumption of expired foods. Interestingly enough, many respondents
identified that they perceived that imported foods were less safe than Canadian foods.
However, it is also clear that ethno-cultural community members are also okay with
consuming and purchasing imported cultural foods by necessity and for want. This
tension, on the one hand, describing a lack of trust in food production and
monitoring/enforcement with food imports, is at odds with the consumption of imported
cultural and traditional foods.
This belief has its logical extension in how ethnic stores were perceived by participants
in terms of both their food safety and their more prolific sale of expired foods.
Respondents noted that, particularly smaller ethnic stores were seen to sell expired
foods. Participants suggested that because there is limited competition, these stores
can ‘get away’ with selling expired foods.
The role of government in food safety was discussed by many participants and that
cultural organizations and community members and businesses are often unfamiliar
with the Canadian rules around food safety, permitting requirements and levels of
accreditation (e.g. FoodSafe). In addition, there is a tension between providing nutritious
food and providing safe food.
Table 3.5 Top Five Food Safety Responses
Food Safety Responses

Number of Responses

Imported foods perceived as less safe than Canadian
foods

30% (n=14)

Concern with expired foods resulting in illness

28% (n=13)

Produce washing reduces risk of food contamination

11% (n=5)

Lack of trust in organic labelling by corporations

9% (n=4)

Perceived higher availability of expired foods in ‘ethnic’
food stores

8% (n=3)

Food safety concern with State monitoring of food
production

8% (n=3)
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3.6 Sustainability
Of the 46 participants, interestingly, only one spoke to the nature of sustainability or
specifically about the environmental aspects of food as influencing their food choices.
One participant linked the desire for local foods as being more environmentally
sustainable and expressed a desire to consume greater amounts of local foods in order
to mitigate environmental impacts from conventional food systems.
Table 3.6. Environmental Sustainability Responses
Environmental Sustainability Responses

Number of Responses

Local perceived to be more environmentally sustainable

2% (n=1)

3.7 Farming & Food Production
Farming and food production were seen as important contributions to community food
security. Participants were very interested in having the ability to grow their own food,
and this was often coupled with a desire for land access. The ability to garden and
contribute foods grown with ‘their own two hands’ was often seen as a form of
autonomy and of contributing to greater health (see above discussion around link of
health to freshness).
Respondents with histories of farming (both in country of origin and in Canada) were
very aware of issues facing conventional and domestic agricultural production including:
exploitation of farm workers, health and environmental impacts of intensive and
chemical based agriculture, and broader issues around land access.
Table 3.7 Top Five Farming and Food Production Responses
Farming and food production

Number of Responses

Growing food contributes to household food security

24% (n=11)

Desire for land to grow food

15% (n=7)

Participants with histories of farming (both Country of
Origin and Canada)

15% (n=7)

Juxtaposition of food landscapes (e.g. fruit trees) in
country of origin to Canada as contributing to food
access

9% (n=4)

Temple land used to grow food for members, public,
and food services

9% (n=4)
17

3.8 Food Sovereignty & Food Justice
Food sovereignty and food justice remain new terms and concepts that were less
common among responses. However, many participants refer to the role of food-related
activities in community building and central to addressing issues of social isolation and
sense of belonging. Additionally, farmer’s markets were also seen as a place of
gathering, where community building occurs as consumers meet with farmers and other
food producers. Often farmer’s markets have additional events and entertainment for
children and visitors, which can add to a feeling of community.
Six participants suggested that there was a need for greater political organizing to make
changes to a food system that was seen as unfair and giving preference to the needs of
the privileged. One of these respondents suggested that the federal and provincial
governments had a stronger role to play in ensuring that the food needs of all citizens
were being met in Canada. Of these participants, one was a community member, and
the other five were all staff from the health authority.
Staff from the health authority more strongly advocated for a need for greater integration
and policy direction from municipal government (e.g. school district and City of
Richmond). They alluded to a need for both grassroots and political organizing to
advance ideas such as: nutritional guidelines for school meals and programs, food bank
distribution, and community meals.
Table 3.8 Food Sovereignty & Justice Responses
Food Sovereignty/Justice

Number of Responses

Food perceived as community builder

17% (n=8)

Belief in political organizing to change food system

13% (n=6)

Farmers market perceived as community building

2% (n=1)

3.9 Food Program and Services Awareness
Program participants were asked what their experiences were in accessing food
programs and services and what their experiences have been in developing or
identifying food-related services and programming in Richmond (Appendix A). These
questions were intended to determine the knowledge of community members, staff,
volunteers and clients as to the range of programs and services available to meet food
security needs.
Focus group respondents indicate that knowledge and use of food banks and
community meals was the highest (48 and 46 per cent respectively). This was largely
18

due to the number of participants that were directly involved in accessing these services
or delivering these services. However, it can be assumed that the knowledge of food
banks and community meals may be higher as no participant expressed surprise or
desire to know more information about these services when the food bank or community
meals were identified.
Considering the range of programs and services available in Richmond (Appendix D), it
is suggested that many participants were more aware of programs and services that
were directly delivered by the organizations that they were most familiar with. The
notable exception to this was the focus group with Vancouver Coastal Health staff.
These staff were very familiar with the range of food programs and services available in
Richmond.
Much of the feedback and suggestions for improving programming can be classified into
two areas: 1) the need for funding, and by extension human/organizational capacity, to
deliver food programs and services that address the needs of marginalized or
underserved residents, and 2) better integration across the three levels of municipal
government (e.g. school district, City of Richmond, and health authority) and high
impact players (e.g. food bank, Family Services of Greater Vancouver, Richmond
Family Place, Richmond Multicultural Community Services) to coordinate efforts and to
achieve better impact.
Table 3.9 Food Program & Service Awareness
Program Awareness

Number of Responses

Food bank

48% (n=22)

Community meals

46% (n=21)

Community gardens

26% (n=12)

Food Skills for Families

20% (n=9)

Dial a Dietician

17% (n=8)

Healthy Living workshops

17% (n=8)

Multicultural cooking class

17% (n=8)

Nutrition tours - Save On/PriceSmart

17% (n=8)

Hot lunch program - high school

15% (n=7)

Quest Meal Exchange

15% (n=7)

Breakfast meal program - elementary school

13% (n=6)

Food Guide - American

13% (n=6)
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The BC School Fruit and Vegetable Nutritional Program

13% (n=6)

RMCS - food labels workshop

13% (n=6)

Church food donations

13% (n=6)

3.9.1 Media & Food Literacy
Respondents often linked education or awareness as improving their food security.
Whether it be taking cooking classes, searching online for deals or nutritional
information, or learning about food programs and services, respondents suggested that
they were individually responsible for obtaining this knowledge and for ultimately
feeding themselves.
Interestingly, a number of respondents noted how media has a strong role in influencing
their food choices and particularly the food desires of children and youth. It was
suggested that the state has a role to play in addressing these advertisements.
Additionally, many respondents were concerned about food labels being in languages
other than English and that they would see the government as being responsible to
ensure that the label information is accessible to all.
While a desire to understand food labels and ingredients is laudable, many participants
expressed that the wealth of nutrition and food information available made it difficult to
navigate and to apply to their daily living. In addition, participants noted difficulty in
understanding and reading food labels and nutritional information.
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4. CONCLUSION & AREAS OF FUTURE RESEARCH
Health and food security among ethnocultural communities remains a significant
challenge in Richmond, particularly among populations with limited understanding of the
range of food programs and services. As well, the ability to navigate food retail and
develop effective strategies in mitigating food insecurity are more challenging to develop
among new immigrant communities due to a number of cross-cutting factors including:
language ability, knowledge, ability to find and retain employment, fair/equitable wage,
time, stress, sense of belonging, social isolation, and straddling multiple cultural
identities.
Reflecting on and assessing food security programming and interventions through a
cultural lens is helpful in ensuring that programming is relevant and targeted to the
range of peoples living in Richmond. Efforts should be made to actively recruit and
support community members to participate in the development of programming.
Inclusion of diverse voices may serve to identify and generate culturally appropriate
strategies for food security programming.
Cost of foods remains a strong barrier to both adequate and quality food access for
most participants. The major challenge for many newcomers and ethnocultural
participants remains around income security and wage equity. However, in addition, the
limited diversity and competitiveness of cultural food retail fails to adequately meet the
cultural and personal food needs for many respondents.
Future research design may seek to explore more clearly how to develop programs that
are capable of bringing food insecure populations from emergency food relief, to
capacity building, to greater self-reliance. As one participant notes, the ability to meet
basic needs through to maximizing or achieving greater quality of life is lacking in our
understanding of how populations move from food insecurity to food sovereignty.
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Potential Future Research Questions:
1. Why are certain Canadian/Western nutrition knowledges becoming embedded in
ethnocultural communities’ understandings and practice and others are not?
What nutrition myths are becoming norms among ethnocultural populations?
What are the implications for the health and well-being of newcomers?
2. What are the cultural norms surrounding breastfeeding among Asian cultures
and how does one advance greater uptake of breastfeeding within these targeted
demographics?
3. How do community-based organizations and local governments collectively
develop an intercultural food security strategy that is grounded in principles of
fairness and community-building?
4. How can organizations better use food as a community development tool? As an
acculturation tool? As a tool to advance interculturalism?
5. What are the mechanisms beyond traditional macroeconomic theory of supply
and demand to advance cultural or world food retail? What are the opportunities
to advance local and regional agricultural systems supporting this demand? What
is the range and potential demand for world foods in the region?
6. What are the mechanisms that enable ethnocultural organizations and
community members to advance programs, policies, and plans that meet their
specific needs? What are the organizational capacities and knowledges required
to support this outcome?
7. Participants suggest the solution of improving land access to grow foods, in
particular cultural foods. How can we improve the access to lands for local food
production and individual/community use?
8. Many participants discuss how they would like to improve their knowledge, use
and consumption of foods that are new, or outside their own culture. With
information being readily available what are the structural and individual barriers
preventing this desire from moving into practice?
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Appendix A
Intercultural Food Security Study Richmond - Focus Group Questionnaire: Multicultural
Organizations
1. What do you value most about food? What influences your food choices? Prompts: Are
there foods you and/or your family prefer to eat? Do you prefer to cook or purchase
ready made food? Why?
2. Please share some of your experiences with acquiring food in Richmond. What are
some positives/benefits to being in Richmond? What are some challenges? Prompts:
What can be done to improve food availability, access, affordability, and
appropriateness?
3. Describe your experience with food services and programming in Richmond (e.g.
community gardens, cooking classes, nutritionist led food retail tours, gardening
workshops, composting workshops, meal programs, food delivery, etc...)? Prompts: Are
there services or programs that you would like to see offered that are NOT being
offered? Are there any successful services or programs, and what is it about these
services/programs that you like?
4. What has been your experience with developing food related services and
programming? What is the role of your organization in food services and programming?
Prompts: What are the barriers to implementing such services/programs? What
resources are needed to make these services/programs successful?
5. Are you interested in being more involved in our study? If so, how would you like to be
involved? And how do you want to be researched? Prompts: How do we support your
needs through research? How do we support the community’s needs through solutionsoriented research?
6. Is there anything you would like to share with us? Is there something we did not yet
discuss that you think is important for us to know?
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Appendix B
Intercultural Food Security Study Richmond - Focus Group Questionnaire
Richmond Food Bank
1. (Pre-Focus Group) Free Listing Activity: On the side of the paper titled “Pre-Focus Group”,
please list all the ways in which you think that the food bank can be improved to meet your
needs. (5 min)
2. Since coming to the food bank, how has your life changed? Prompts: How has it improved,
gotten worse, or stayed the same? What impact does receiving this food have on your life?
What are the main reasons you continue to use the food bank?
3. Do you think you will still be coming to the food bank 3 months from now? Why do you think
the food bank will be a temporary or permanent resource for you? Prompt: What resources
are needed in order for you to feed yourself/your family well?
4. What do you find most challenging about using the food bank? How can the food bank
improve its services for you personally? If you were in charge, how would you run the food
bank? What would you do differently? Prompts: What would make your life better and
contribute to you feeling more included in the community? What cultural resources/services
would be useful for you?
5. What kinds of food would you like to see at the food bank and why? Prompts: Are there
foods you and/or your family prefer to NOT eat and why? Are there certain items you would
ALWAYS like to see at the food bank? Would it be more useful to always have the same
things or have items change? Do you prefer to cook or purchase ready made food and why?
6. What are your biggest challenges? Prompts: Do you feel you have access to basic needs
(housing, nutritious food, clothing, etc…) and services (transportation, healthcare, childcare,
etc…)? If not, what barriers stand in the way of you meeting those needs and using those
services?
7. What are your hopes and dreams surrounding your future and/or your family’s future? What
support or service(s) do you need to help you achieve these dreams? Prompts: What do
you value most? What gives you/your family comfort?
8. Are you interested in being involved in improving food bank services? If so, how would you
like to be involved? Our research will be carried out over the next 2 years, are you also
interested in being more involved in our study? How would you like to participate? And how
do you want to be researched?
9. Is there anything you would like to share with us? Is there something we did not yet discuss
that you think is important for us to know?
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