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Abstract: As the global sustainability challenge intensifies, food has 

emerged as a critical issue in sustainable development. Growing food 

within city limits, or urban agriculture (UA), is one way to help increase 

access to fresh, local, healthy food for everyone while simultaneously 

reducing environmental impacts. While UA is increasing on a global scale, 

it is not always being supported in a strategic manner. This thesis explores 

the opportunity of how UA can be supported to help move cities towards 

sustainability. Current UA practices were evaluated based on information 

from literature and interviews using the five-level framework method. As a 

way to help provide guidance in strategic planning, the framework for 

strategic sustainable development (FSSD) was utilized, introducing the 

concepts of a full-system perspective, a principle-based definition of 

sustainability, and backcasting. Combining current UA success principles, 

stakeholder input, and the FSSD, an enhanced planning guide was created 

as a tool to help cities better plan for UA. 
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Executive Summary 

Introduction 

As the sustainability challenge intensifies, food has emerged as a critical 

issue in sustainable development. Cities around the world are increasingly 

interested in producing food within their limits, because of the multiple 

benefits this can provide (Mougeot 2009).  Urban agriculture (UA) can help 

address sustainability challenges in a number of ways, from increasing food 

security to reducing pollution caused by transportation. Because UA can 

help lead cities toward sustainability in a multitude of ways but is not yet 

fully supported in most cities, this thesis focuses on how to make it stronger 

and more widespread.  

There are a number of ways in which a city can support UA; one strategic 

way is through the establishment of policy.  Many cities are currently 

working to create such policy. Therefore, a planning tool that helps cities 

take action to establish policy could be useful. This thesis proposes such a 

planning tool to help city officials create policies that develop and support 

sustainable urban food production in their city. 

Primary research question:  How can urban agriculture be supported in a 

way that contributes strategically to a societal shift towards sustainability? 

Sub-questions: 

 How are existing recommendations for urban agriculture policy 

development useful for stakeholders? 

  What is the current reality of urban agriculture planning from a 

sustainable development perspective? 

 How can existing recommendations for development of urban 

agriculture policy be integrated with the Framework for Strategic 

Sustainable Development (FSSD) in order to help cities create policies 
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that support sustainable development of urban agriculture? 

Methods 

Research questions were created in the context of the Framework for 

Strategic Sustainable Development (FSSD), a theoretical framework 

designed to support clear, rigorous planning and decision-making leading 

towards sustainability (Holmberg and Robèrt 2000). The FSSD was used in 

this thesis to determine what UA planning would look like in a sustainable 

society. The strengths of current UA planning were considered through the 

lens of the FSSD to create a planning tool that helps ensure creation of 

policies that support sustainable development of urban agriculture. The 

FSSD is discussed in more detail in Section 2.2. 

Research occurred in four overlapping phases.  Phase 1 gave the study 

background and context and informed the sub-research questions, which in 

turn informed the primary research question. Phase 2 included an analysis 

of the ―current reality‖ of UA planning, which was then evaluated against 

UA planning with the FSSD to identify gaps from a full strategic 

sustainability perspective. A strategic planning tool, called the ―Guide for 

Sustainable Urban Agriculture: A Strategic Framework for Planning,‖ 

(referred to in this document as ―the Guide‖) was created to combine key 

components of current planning with the FSSD.  In Phase 3, the first draft 

of the Guide was sent to the experts and stakeholders interviewed in Phase 

1 for feedback on appropriateness and comprehensiveness. In Phase 4, 

survey results were analyzed and the Guide was updated and made 

available for use. 

Results 

Most interviewees had not used existing recommendations. One felt they 

are often too broad.  Another felt that short recommendations that offer cost 

implications and benefits that UA will bring are most useful.  Other 

interviewees made suggestions for what could make recommendations 

useful, including using clear, non-academic language, keeping documents 

short, and making recommendations specific enough to provide true 
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guidance. 

Interviewees also seemed to recognize sustainability benefits resulting from 

UA, but did not consider sustainability to be the primary goal of UA. 

Eight themes emerged from an analysis of current recommendations as 

important features of successful UA planning: collaboration, capacity 

building, equality and justice, financial support, governmental structure, 

space to grow and sell, system and strategy, and water and waste 

management. These categories helped the authors conduct an analysis of 

current UA planning. 

The comparison of current reality and the FSSD revealed several gaps in 

planning towards sustainability.  At the System level of the FSSD one 

would consider that UA exists within the larger food system, society, and 

the ecosphere. Understanding the system includes understanding the 

mechanisms and relationships that may facilitate or hinder the production 

of food within a city.  Current planning often does not consider the larger 

socio-ecological system.   

At the Success level of the FSSD, success is defined by both the goals and 

core purpose of the planning organization, and sustainability principles. The 

goals of the organization should fit within the constraints of these 

sustainability principles.  In current planning, success is sometimes defined 

as a subset of sustainability, such as food security, rather than meeting 

principles for a sustainable society.  The disparity between current planning 

and planning with the FSSD can be articulated as an incomplete definition 

of success in the context of global socio-ecological sustainability. 

At the heart of the Strategic level in the FSSD is the concept of backcasting 

from success as defined by sustainability principles. When success is 

defined using program-specific goals within the constraints of the 

sustainability principles, backcasting can help generate solutions. When 

backcasting, prioritization questions can help select actions and tools, 

which will lead toward those goals.  Current planning often happens 

without a process of prioritization that begins from the end goal.  
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When planning using the FSSD, actions would be selected from among 

those brainstormed at the Strategic level using three prioritization 

questions. Tools would be selected that would help planners understand the 

system, make strategic decisions, implement actions, and monitor their 

impacts.  The gap between current choices of actions and tools, and actions 

and tools that would be chosen through the use of the FSSD was not 

examined in depth. There are a multitude of policy choices and tools to 

monitor progress available to cities. 

Survey feedback indicated that stakeholders supported the idea of planning 

from an understanding of the system and using the concept of backcasting.  

Feedback also indicated support for the use of the sustainability principles. 

Last, respondents felt that the proposed Guide could be of use in planning, 

although some noted that it was rather general. 

The Guide incorporates strengths of current UA planning with concepts and 

information from the FSSD to address the gap between current UA 

planning and UA planning for a sustainable society within the ecosphere.  

The introduction to the Guide presents the sustainability challenge, and 

attempts to draw clear connections between recognized issues related to 

food with sustainability to help make the case for considering all aspects of 

sustainability in UA planning.  

At the Success level, the Guide includes ‗fair access to a diversity of safe 

places to grow food‘ – a factor that seems to be critical for the success of 

any UA program – and the sustainability principles as minimum 

considerations for success.  At the Strategic level, the Guide includes 

prioritization questions to help select solutions from the proposed ideas. 

These questions include the three prioritization questions from the FSSD, as 

well as concepts from UA recommendations.  It also includes a discussion 

of collaboration as an important strategy for achieving success.  Finally, the 

Guide also includes examples of useful actions and tools.  

Discussion 

UA is just one component of the complex food system and the larger urban 
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system. Although this thesis focuses on UA as a leverage point for change 

so that it can be considered in more detail, city planning should ultimately 

consider both the larger food system and sustainability for the city as a 

whole. Other factors outside the control of city government can also affect 

the growth of UA, including national and state policy, the effectiveness of 

management in UA organizations, and the strength of individual leadership. 

Some aspects of UA may be better managed outside of government, such as 

gardens for a particular community group.  Finally, although political 

support for UA is generally strong, in some cities, the first step of gaining 

support is still necessary.  This thesis does not address methods of 

advocacy, although the Guide proposed here may also be of use to 

advocates. 

Research into the usefulness of current recommendations for UA planning 

indicated that they can provide value when they offer policymakers a clear 

idea of the costs and the benefits to a community as a result of supporting 

UA.  Details about UA programs that are already successful are also useful 

to UA practitioners. Recommendations could be made more useful for 

those involved in planning for UA by using nonacademic language, and 

being specific enough to provide true guidance for users.  

Research into UA planning from a sustainable development perspective 

indicated that current planning recommendations offer strong support for 

UA programs using many strategies from capacity building to 

collaboration.  However, although UA practitioners make the connection 

between UA and solving some of the issues their cities face, they do not all 

necessarily consider those problems in the context of global or even city-

wide sustainability issues. Current recommendations often do not set an 

overall goal of sustainability. 

A whole-systems view is important for society to achieve sustainability.  

The proposed planning Guide attempts to help planners and UA 

stakeholders consciously make these connections and explicitly consider 

UA‘s role in both a societal move towards sustainability as well as the role 

it would play in a sustainable society to ensure that all UA practices are, or 
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quickly become, sustainable.  

Finally, research showed that integrating the FSSD with the strengths of 

existing UA planning recommendations can help lead society towards 

sustainability by articulating the conditions within which the vision and 

goals for UA exist. Current recommendations for UA planning focus on 

themes such as collaboration, capacity building, equality and justice, 

financial support, governmental structure, space to grow and sell, system 

and strategy, and water and waste management. Many of these themes 

could also be considered strategies, and can be related to aspects of 

sustainability; however following each of these strategies without also 

considering the constraints within which all of society must act will not 

lead to sustainable UA. 

The draft Guide was based on a broad literature review, detailed interviews 

with diverse stakeholders, and the FSSD.  Feedback from stakeholders 

strengthened the Guide.  Because of the broad experience of respondents, 

the results have a fairly high level of validity. However, study weaknesses, 

including that the respondents were primarily from North America, may 

limit applicability of results.  Fewer city representatives were included than 

expected, and time constraints further limited research.  Future research 

could include case studies using the Guide in diverse locations.  The Guide 

could also be expanded to include the broader food system. 

Conclusion 

Although UA is not a new concept, its popularity has been steadily 

growing. Interest in growing food is increasing while awareness about 

global sustainability is also growing. UA provides numerous environmental 

and social benefits to cities, and these trends offer a unique opportunity to 

connect UA and sustainability. The findings seemed to uphold the idea that 

UA can be strengthened and supported to lead cities towards sustainability 

through the use of a strategic planning process. A whole-systems view is 

important for society to achieve sustainability.  The FSSD helps lead to a 

more complete understanding of the system in which UA operates, as well 
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as offers minimum constraints within which planners can create policies to 

ensure the sustainability of UA, and ultimately the city, and society itself. 
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Glossary 

Atmosphere: The whole mass of air surrounding the earth (Merriam-

Webster Online 2009). 

Backcasting: A planning method in which planners envision having 

achieved success in the future, look backwards to today and plan 

strategically towards that vision from the current state by asking, ―what do 

we need to do to get from here to there?‖ (Dreborg 1996, Holmberg and 

Robèrt 2000). 

Bioshelter:  A solar greenhouse managed as an indoor ecosystem (Todd 

and Todd 1994). 

Community garden: Gardens where individual gardeners typically pay a 

small plot fee to grow vegetables and flowers for their own use, often on 

abandoned, vacant land (Kaufman and Bailkey, 2000, 5). 

Composting: The process of harnessing the natural process of 

decomposition to transform organic materials—anything from manure and 

corncobs to grass and soiled paper—into compost, a humus-like material 

with many environmental benefits (Enger and Smith 2004, 426). 

Core Purpose: The organization‘s reason for being. An effective purpose 

reflects people‘s idealistic motivations for doing the company‘s work. It 

doesn‘t just describe the organization‘s output or target customers; it 

captures the soul of the organization (Collins and Porras 1996, 5). 

Core Values: A small set of timeless guiding principles, core values 

require no external justification; they have intrinsic value and importance to 

those inside the organization (Collins and Porras 1996, 3). 

Ecosphere: The parts of the universe habitable by living organisms.  

Especially the part of the world in which life can exist, includes living 

organisms together with their environment (Merriam-Webster Online 
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2009). 

Foodshed: The foodshed of a city corresponds with the area next to a city 

whose food production is largely destined to supply the city in its daily food 

needs (The Foodshed Project 2009). 

Food desert:  A food desert is an area with limited access to affordable and 

nutritious food, particularly such an area composed of predominantly 

lower-income neighborhoods and communities (The National Academies 

2009). 

Food Security: Exists when all people at all times have access to sufficient, 

safe, nutritious food to maintain a healthy and active life. The concept 

includes both physical and economic access to food that meets people's 

dietary needs as well as their preferences (World Health Organization 

2009). 

Human Needs: A comprehensive set of nine fundamental human needs 

elaborated on by Chilean economist Manfred Max-Neef.  They are finite, 

few, classifiable, interrelated and interactive, non-overlapping and non-

substitutable. They are not culturally or historically determined and may be 

satisfied in an infinite number of ways.  The nine needs are: Subsistence, 

Protection, Affection, Idleness, Identity, Freedom, Creativity, Participation, 

and Understanding. There are no hierarchies within the system, except the 

need for subsistence.  (Max-Neef 1991). 

ISO14001: The cornerstone standard of the ISO 14000 series, a series of 

international standards on environmental management It specifies a 

framework of control for an Environmental Management System against 

which an organization can be certified by a third party (ISO 14000 

Environmental Management 2009). 

Leverage Points: Places within a complex system (a corporation, an 

economy, a living body, a city, an ecosystem) where a small shift in one 

thing can produce big changes in everything (Meadows 1999, 1). 



xiv 

Lithosphere: The solid part of a celestial body (as the earth) ; specifically : 

the outer part of the solid earth composed of rock essentially like that 

exposed at the surface, consisting of the crust and outermost layer of the 

mantle, and usually considered to be about 60 miles (100 kilometers) in 

thickness (Merriam-Webster Online 2009). 

Satisfier: Methods that contribute to the satisfaction of different human 

needs. There are an infinite number of satisfiers for each human need. 

Example: education, research, study, meditation are all satisfiers of the need 

for Understanding.  A satisfier may contribute to the satisfaction of various 

needs simultaneously (Max-Neef 1991). 

Sustainable Development: Development that meets the needs of the 

present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their 

own needs (United Nations 1987). 

Sustainablist: An individual who is working to move society towards a 

state of sustainability. Sustainablists are equally concerned with social and 

environmental well-being, working from a whole systems perspective  

Temporary Occupancy Permits (TOP): TOPs can be granted to groups 

or individuals, with land lent directly to producers by the landowner or 

indirectly through the municipal government or an accredited agency.  

TOPs are legally binding documents that should be registered with 

municipal government to protect land lenders (Mougeot 2006). 

Urban Agriculture: An activity that produces, processes, and markets food 

and other products, on land and water in urban and peri-urban areas, 

applying intensive production methods, and (re)using natural resources and 

urban wastes, to yield a diversity of crops and livestock (UNDP 1996). 
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Acronyms 

5LF: Generic Five Level Framework 

APA: American Planning Association 

CDC: Community Development Corporations 

CSA: Community Supported Agriculture 

FSSD: Framework for Strategic Sustainable Development 

IATP: Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy 

IDRC: International Development Research Centre 

RUAF: Research Centres on Urban Agriculture and Food Security 

TOPS: Temporary Occupancy Permits 

UA: Urban Agriculture 
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1 Introduction 

As the global sustainability challenge intensifies, food has emerged as a 

critical issue in sustainable development. Cities around the world have 

increasing interest in producing food within their own borders. Because 

urban agriculture (UA) can provide multiple benefits (Mougeot 2009), it 

has the potential to play an important role in moving a city towards 

sustainability. This thesis examines how UA could be strategically 

supported to help lead cities towards sustainability. 

1.1 The Sustainability Challenge 

The world today faces innumerable sustainability challenges. The Earth‘s 

capacity to provide life-supporting resources, such as clean air and water, 

and other resources society depends on to support current ways of life, is 

systematically decreasing as resources are consumed at a faster rate than 

nature can replace.  Meanwhile, demands on those same resources continue 

to increase as the world‘s population and consumption increases, resulting 

in environmental issues such as pollution, climate change, and ecological 

degradation (Worldwatch Institute 2007). Some resulting social challenges 

include decreasing levels of health and nutrition, lack of food security
1
, 

gender inequality, lack of community building, and economic development 

issues including unemployment, as well as a generally reduced quality of 

life (Barrs 2002, Lopez Moreno and Warah 2006).  

                                                 

1
 The concept of food security is defined as including both physical and economic access 

to food that meets people's dietary needs as well as their food preferences.‖ (World Health 

Organization 2009) 
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1.2 Sustainability Challenges in Cities 

The cities of the world today face similar systematic sustainability 

challenges, which are intensifying as urban populations increase rapidly in 

many parts of the world. In 2008, for the first time in history, half of the 

human population lived in urban areas. Urbanization levels are expected to 

rise to seventy percent by the year 2050 (Lopez Moreno 2008, 10). 

Already, seventy percent of populations in North America, Europe and 

Latin America live in cities. Thirty-eight to forty percent of populations in 

Africa and Asia live in cities, and urban populations in developing 

countries are increasing at a rate of two to four percent annually. During 

the next decade, it is predicted that there will be over 500 cities worldwide 

with populations over one million, and 23 cities with populations over 10 

million (Mougeot 2006, 4). 

In contrast, some cities are suffering population decreases, prompting a 

different set of challenges. Forty percent of cities in the developed world 

experienced population loss during the 1990s (Lopez Moreno 2008, 11), 

and just over ten percent of cities in the developing world recorded 

negative growth rates during the same period (Lopez Moreno 2008, 40). 

These population decreases can result in abandonment of residential areas, 

obsolete industrial areas, and deterioration of infrastructure and inner city 

areas (Lopez Moreno 2008, 42). 

1.3 Sustainable Development 

One common definition of sustainable development states that it is 

―development that meets the needs of the present without compromising 

the ability of future generations to meet their own needs‖ (United Nations 

1987). This definition is quite broad and it is helpful to consider the 

conditions necessary for social and ecological sustainability which are 

designed to help with planning and decision-making in complex systems. 

A collaborative process resulted in four science-based conditions for social 

and ecological sustainability which were judged to be necessary and 
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sufficient to achieve sustainability (Holmberg and Robèrt 2000, 300). 

Together they provide the constraints within which society must operate 

for sustainability to exist. The first three conditions were derived from a 

scientific examination of the mechanisms which can destroy natural 

systems. The fourth condition deals with the basic requirement for social 

sustainability. 

These conditions, written in the negative, become the basic principles for 

sustainability quoted here: 

In a sustainable society, nature is not subject to systematically 

increasing… 

1. …concentrations of substances extracted from the Earth’s crust
2
;  

2. …concentrations of substances produced by society
3
; 

3. …degradation by physical means
4
; (Holmberg and Robèrt 2000); 

and, in that society... 

                                                 

2
 Because of the complexity of natural systems, it is often difficult to determine which 

concentration of materials from the lithosphere would destroy those systems. Therefore, 

this principle states that, at a minimum, concentrations must not systematically increase 

beyond the limits of natural fluctuations. This may be accomplished, for example, by a 

reduction in mining activity, and by safeguarding previously mined materials in closed 

loops (MacDonald 2005, 633). 

3
 Concentrations of human-made substances must be small enough to be incorporated into 

natural cycles or deposited in the lithosphere. This can be accomplished, for example, both 

through the choice of degradable materials and through using materials in closed loops 

(MacDonald 2005, 633). 

4
 This refers to mismanagement of physical resources such as water, land, forests, and 

fisheries that leads to systematic deterioration (MacDonald 2005, 633). 
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4. …people are not subject to conditions that systematically 

undermine their capacity to meet their needs (Ny 2006). 

The concept of human needs has been further explored by Chilean 

economist and environmentalist Manfred Max-Neef. Max-Neef describes 

nine human needs: Subsistence, Protection, Affection, Understanding, 

Participation, Idleness, Creation, Identity, and Freedom. These needs are 

non-hierarchical – with the exception of Subsistence – interactive and 

interrelated (Max-Neef 1991, 17). Countless satisfiers exist for each of 

these human needs. 

1.4 Food and Sustainability 

The issue of food is connected to many of the sustainability challenges 

faced by cities as the environmental and social landscape changes. Food is 

one of the satisfiers for subsistence, and is therefore an important focus for 

sustainable development. Many urban citizens lack access to affordable, 

healthy, nutritious foods. Crises in food supplies, which tend to affect 

urban populations more intensely than rural populations (Mougeot 2006, 

58), especially in the developing world, can result from political conflict or 

severe weather (FAO 2008, 4). They are exacerbated by high food prices 

which can result from a number of factors including production shortfalls, 

rising oil prices, changing consumption patterns, and trade policies (FAO 

2008, 10). 

One contributor to food crises is the decrease in the amount of available 

agricultural land. Urban expansion is rapidly consuming land previously 

used for agriculture (Ananthaswamy 2002). Climate change is also 

increasingly affecting agricultural land. Warmer temperatures and more 

frequent hot days and nights may increase yields in colder environments, 

but will decrease yields in warmer environments and increase insect 

outbreaks. Heat waves reduce yields due to heat stress, and increase risk of 

wildfires. Heavy precipitation causes soil erosion, and water logging of 

soil.  Drought leads to lower yields, livestock death, and further increases 

risk of wildfires (IPCC 2007, 18). Because these factors affect the 
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agricultural system on which the world‘s rapidly-growing cities depend for 

food, they point to the need to preserve diversity in our food system in 

order to maintain its long-term resilience. 

The current food system itself, including global production, processing, 

and distribution, has additional sustainability challenges. Agriculture often 

relies on intensive use of petroleum-based fertilizers and pesticides. Food 

often travels long distances to consumers (Weber 2008, 3511). Agricultural 

subsidies in some areas push farmers away from crop diversification and 

towards monocultures, depleting the soil of nutrients (Pollan 2008, 

MM62). In these ways, the current food system is counter-productively 

contributing to the very challenges that threaten our ability to maintain it. 

By eliminating its contributions to systematic sustainability challenges 

from upstream, or by creating a more resilient system, these sustainability 

problems can be tackled in a synergistic way. 

1.5 An Introduction to Urban Agriculture 

Although the food system is a source of many sustainability challenges, it 

also offers numerous opportunities for solutions. One solution to these food 

and sustainability issues is UA.  

UA has been defined as ―an activity that produces, processes, and markets 

food and other products, on land and water in urban and peri-urban areas, 

applying intensive production methods, and (re)using natural resources 

and urban wastes, to yield a diversity of crops and livestock" (UNDP 

1996). It is estimated that fifteen percent of global food is produced by 800 

million farmers within cities (Mougeot 2006, 6). Within a city, agriculture 

may be practiced in a variety of settings including private and community 

gardens, commercial greenhouses, green roofs, and more, and involve a 

diverse range of stakeholders, from homeowners to non-governmental 

organizations. UA often occurs informally. In some regions people may 

plant food along roadsides or other public areas because ―they are 

desperately in need of food‖ (Greenhow 2009).  
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1.6 Sustainability Benefits of Urban 

 Agriculture 

There are numerous ways in which UA can help address the sustainability 

challenges cities face, including environmental benefits such as: 

 Reduced need for transport, packaging, and storage; and reduction of 

energy use and CO2 emissions (Garnett 1996, 47-49) 

 Increased biodiversity
5
 (Howe 2005, 21) 

 Improvement of micro-climate
6
 

 Increased recycling opportunities for urban organic wastes and 

nutrients 

 Management of rainwater and runoff (Deelstra 2000, 48-52) 

Social benefits include: 

 Increased food security (Mougeot 2006, 2)  

 Reclamation of degenerated or unused urban areas 

 Improved health and nutrition (Kaufman and Bailkey 2000, 2) 

 Affirmation of active identity and citizenship (Garnett 1996, 25) 

 Increased opportunities for teaching people new skills (Randall 2009, 

Johnson 2009) 

 Creation of bridges between cultures 

                                                 

5
 Through local differences in habitat. 

6
 Including heat reduction, dust filtration, and wind breaks. 
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 Increased opportunities to teach youth about nutrition and sustainability 

issues (Johnson 2009) 

 Increased connections between people within neighborhoods, with 

nature, and with their source of food (Greenhow 2009, Lesser 2009). 

 Increased skills and self-esteem of youth involved (Mougeot 2009) 

Finally, there are economic benefits to UA as well. Tim Greenhow, a 

senior consultant at the Swedish Institute for Public Administration with 

extensive experience in the study of UA, estimated in one study of Maseru, 

Lesotho that agriculture in the city contributed more than ten times than the 

same area cultivated in a rural region because people in urban areas tend to 

grow high-value fruits and vegetables (Greenhow 2009). Other economic 

benefits include: 

 Job creation (Lemos de Oliveira 2009, Mougeot 2009) 

 Agriculture does not require a heavy infrastructure investment 

(Mougeot 2009) 

 Generation of income (UNDP 1996) 

 Increased  opportunities for agro-tourism (Yang 2009) 

1.6.1 Sustainability Challenges of Urban 

 Agriculture 

At the same time, as currently practiced, UA may also have some negative 

impacts on sustainability. Application of pesticides (including herbicides, 

fungicides, and insecticides) and fertilizers affects watersheds, biodiversity, 

and human health (NCAP 1999). UA also relies on often-limited supplies 

of water for irrigation (Mireria et al 2007). Use of genetically engineered 

seeds can impact other plant species through cross-fertilization and may 

cause other unforeseen issues (Brown 2006). Air, water, and soil pollution 

could have adverse effects on food produced in these areas, thus causing 

harm to humans if consumed (Agrawal et al 2003, Dreschel et al 2008, De 
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Kimpe et al 2000). 

Because of these benefits, and in spite of the challenges, UA could play a 

strategic role in solving the sustainability challenges listed in Section 1.1. 

UA could be supported in a way that would increase the impact of the 

sustainability benefits, while strategically eliminating its potentially 

negative impacts. 

1.6.2 Barriers to Implementing to Urban 

 Agriculture 

In addition to the challenges above, Kaufman and Bailkey (Kaufman and 

Bailkey 2000, 2) outline the following barriers for UA: 

 The cost of cleaning up contaminated land is too great 

 There are insufficient funds available for UA projects 

 Many city-based neighborhoods lack sufficient knowledge to grow 

food, much less produce it for the urban market 

 Support for UA by urban officials is sparse 

 Urban gardens are likely to be vandalized 

 There is a lack of consensus among participants over how to define 

successful UA 

Robert Barrs, in a study entitled Sustainable Urban Food Production in the 

City of Vancouver, notes several additional challenges. There is often a 

lack of available land and uncertainties of land tenure. There may be few 

economic incentives, as food is often subsidized and therefore less 

expensive than the market reflects. UA and other land uses may be 

incompatible; food production smells may be noxious and chemicals or 

organic fertilizers may cause water and air pollution. Access to sun is often 

limited in urban areas. Finally, pollution may be detrimental to plant 

growth (Barrs 2002). 
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1.6.3 Growing Interest in Urban Agriculture 

Though barriers still remain, general acceptance of UA has increased over 

the past decade. Martin Bailkey, PhD, a food systems planner, writer and 

consultant, noted that what was a ―major obstacle‖ of governmental 

skepticism ten years ago was no longer so much of an issue (Bailkey 

2009). In the past when Bailkey spoke to city officials it seemed the 

assumption would be that UA was something that they had never even 

thought of, but it seemed as though it ―immediately made sense‖. And then 

that ―would be trumped by their reality of ‗Well that‘s a nice idea, but here 

is why it won‘t work‘.‖ Today he reports that he is ―pleasantly surprised at 

the number of cities that, as we speak…are seriously working to include 

language in zoning or comprehensive planning documents to facilitate 

community gardens and UA (Bailkey 2009).‖ Growing social acceptance 

and interest in UA has also been evidenced by the vegetable garden planted 

on the front lawn of the White House in March 2009, which came as a 

result of pressure from a variety of advocates, including over 100,000 who 

signed a petition (Eat the View 2009). 

Small-scale UA in the developing world has also grown rapidly over the 

last few decades. Cities have observed benefits of UA and have begun to 

view it as a solution to many urban problems (Mougeot 2009). 

As both UA and awareness of sustainability issues grows, some cities have 

begun to develop related policies and programs. City planning departments 

are showing increasing interest in creating or improving policies on UA, as 

in the examples of Minneapolis, MN, USA (Burtness 2009), Milwaukee, 

WI, USA (Bailkey 2009), and Araxa, MG, Brazil (Lemos de Oliveira 

2009). 

In a recent policy guide, the American Planning Association (APA), a 

professional urban planning association in the United States, noted that 

recent conferences have included the topic of food for the first time, and 

have drawn record numbers of participants. Similarly, graduate planning 

programs now offer new courses in food planning, and city planning 
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journals have recently devoted entire issues to food (American Planning 

Association 2007). Bailkey notes that support for UA continues to evolve 

in a ―somewhat organic process as organizations like the American 

Community Gardening Association, the Community Food Security 

Coalition, MetroAg, and Food Secure Canada develop their advocacy tools 

for UA‖ (Bailkey 2009). 

UA is receiving increased attention on the international agenda as part of a 

sustainability solution, with increased funding from agencies for research 

on the topic. However, Luc Mougeot, a UA expert and Senior Program 

Specialist at the International Development Research Centre (IDRC), 

points out that ―It has been noted that even where the political environment 

is open to UA, frequently the policy structure is not‖ (Mougeot 2006, 10).  

1.7 The Role of City Policy 

Because city policies affect all UA producers, those policies are an 

important leverage point
7
 to help increase and support UA activities. As 

Mougeot writes in his book Growing Better Cities, ―Enlightened city 

administrations are embracing the concept rather than attempting to stifle 

it. Cooperation and control rather than opposition and restriction can 

maximize the benefits of UA while minimizing the problems‖ (Mougeot 

2005). 

Policies can hinder or support UA in two major respects. First, city policy 

and practices may themselves be barriers to UA that should be removed. In 

some cities, various agricultural activities are banned by city government 

because in many eyes, ―agriculture belongs in the countryside, the city 

                                                 

7
 Leverage points are ―places within a complex system (a corporation, an economy, a 

living body, a city, an ecosystem) where a small shift in one thing can produce big 

changes in everything.‖  (Meadows 1999, 1) 
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should not be a place for growing food and keeping animals‖ or because of 

health concerns (Greenhow 2009). The structure of city government may 

also make it difficult for UA practitioners to obtain necessary information 

and permits. A complex web of regulations and laws relate to UA. 

Although these vary by city, they typically include policies set by city 

departments for land use, parks, water, waste, engineering, and planning. 

There is typically no central location from which to obtain information, and 

a lack of communication between departments (Pothukuchi 1999, 218). 

Additionally, city policy can help remove barriers as well. Policies can be 

established that help UA stakeholders gain access to land, financial 

support, and education. Finally, cities that strategically support strong 

programs for UA have the potential to better help their citizens who are 

currently producing food, and to help encourage others to do so.  

1.8 Existing UA Recommendations 

Research on the topic of UA has increased over the previous two decades 

(Howe 2003, 255). Numerous experts have proposed recommendations, 

guidelines, and best practices for city policymakers based on their 

observations and case studies.
. 

These recommendations are intended to 

promote well-functioning UA systems that meet the needs of the people 

they serve.  

Many sets of recommendations address some aspects of sustainability 

issues, such as soil contamination and water use. However, only some of 

the recommendations make a case for using UA to help move a city 

towards sustainability. Those that do link the two do not share a common 

definition for sustainability. In addition, the recommendations often lack an 

overall strategic approach to decision-making during planning.  

This thesis tests whether incorporating a definition of sustainability based 

on science, and a ‗backcasting‘ approach to planning, with existing 

recommendations can strengthen them and help ensure that city policies for 
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UA lead toward a truly sustainable future. The overall framework which 

guides the approach of this thesis is described in Section 2.  

1.9 Purpose of the Study and  Research 

Questions 

1.9.1 Purpose 

The goal of this study is to provide assistance to those involved in leading 

their cities toward sustainability. Because UA can help lead cities toward 

sustainability in a multitude of ways, but is not yet fully supported in most 

cities, this thesis focuses on how to support UA to make it more 

widespread and ensure that UA becomes sustainable as well.  

There are a number of ways in which a city can support UA, and one way 

is through the strategic establishment of policy. Some cities, such as San 

Francisco, CA, USA, are very supportive of UA. Other cities such as 

Minneapolis, MN, USA, are currently working to establish UA programs. 

Still other cities are ―watching and beginning to ask questions‖ (Mougeot 

2009). Therefore, a planning guide that can help cities take action to 

establish policy could be useful. 

This thesis proposes such a planning guide to help city policy makers 

create policies that develop and support sustainable urban food production 

in their city. 

1.9.2 Research Scope  

This thesis focuses on food production within cities in order to lead society 

towards sustainability. ―Planning‖ is defined broadly here to include any 

processes that involve setting city policy related to food production within 

city limits. Within city government, planning may encompass several 

departments, from Parks and Recreation to Sanitation and Health. Because 

the authors believe that it is critical to involve all stakeholders in planning 
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processes, research also included a detailed examination of the experiences 

of those involved in UA outside of government.  

Although the scope of this thesis focuses only on UA, some of the studies 

and documents on which the findings are based considered local food 

systems, of which UA was a part. This thesis considers only the specific 

recommendations from those documents that addressed UA planning. 

1.9.3 Limitations 

The scope did not include detailed research of the broader food system, or 

the production of food outside city limits. Non-food aspects of UA such as 

floriculture were similarly not included. Methods of advocacy and other 

means of strengthening UA beyond the policy planning process were not 

included. Similarly, this thesis excludes detailed examination of broader 

city sustainability planning beyond planning for UA specifically. 

1.9.4 Research Questions 

Primary research question:  

 How can urban agriculture be supported in a way that contributes 

strategically to a societal shift towards sustainability? 

Sub-questions: 

 How are existing recommendations for urban agriculture policy 

development useful for stakeholders? 

 What is the current reality of urban agriculture planning from a 

sustainable development perspective? 

 How can existing recommendations for development of urban 

agriculture policy be integrated with the Framework for Strategic 

Sustainable Development (FSSD) in order to help cities create policies 
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that support sustainable development of urban agriculture? 
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2 Methods 

2.1 Research Design 

The research design was informed by Maxwell‘s Qualitative Research 

Design (2005), which suggests a systematic, iterative approach to research. 

In this process research questions and goals may be updated as the research 

evolves. 

Research questions were created in the context of the Framework for 

Strategic Sustainable Development (FSSD), a theoretical framework 

designed to support clear, rigorous planning and decision-making leading 

towards sustainability (Holmberg and Robèrt 2000). Research also made 

use of the Generic Five-Level Framework (5LF), which forms the basis for 

the FSSD, as discussed in the following section. 

2.2 The Generic Five Level Framework and 
the FSSD 

2.2.1 The Generic Five-Level Framework  

The Generic Five-Level Framework (5LF) is a planning model that can be 

used in any complex system that has the intent of a particular outcome of 

success (Waldron and others 2008, 6). The model takes a whole-systems 

perspective, promotes a strategic approach, and assists in analysis of the 

distinctions and relationships between different stages in planning 

(Waldron and others 2008, 8). It is designed to be applicable across all 

contexts, from business planning to local, regional, or national government 

planning, and has been recognized as an effective way to support a broad 

systems perspective, provide a structured approach to organize and 

understand information, prioritize actions leading to success, and to select 
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and inform tools. The five levels of the 5LF are outlined in Figure 2.1. 

 

Figure 2.1. The Five Level Framework for Strategic Planning 

In this study, the 5LF was used as an analytical tool to perform a analysis 

of current planning in UA, organize research data, and provide a clear 

picture of the current reality of planning for UA policy, as described in 

more detail in Section 2.5.2 (Waldron and others 2008, 15). 

2.2.2 The FSSD 

The FSSD applies the 5LF to the system ―society in the ecosphere‖ in order 

to strengthen planning and decision-making leading towards sustainability. 

It includes a set of science-based principles that define ―success‖ in terms 

of sustainability, as well as strategic guidelines to aid in the selection of 
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appropriate actions and tools (Holmberg and Robèrt 2000).  The FSSD was 

used in this thesis to determine what UA planning would look like in a 

sustainable society. The strengths of current UA planning were integrated 

with the concepts of the FSSD to create a planning tool that helps ensure 

creation of policies that support sustainable development of urban 

agriculture. 

The five levels of the FSSD are as follows: 

System. The first level, the ―System,‖ examines features of the complex 

system of human society within the ecosphere. It is in the system of 

individuals within organizations, within cities, within society, within the 

ecosphere, that planning for sustainability takes place.  

To plan for success (i.e. sustainability) within the system, it is necessary to 

understand the natural laws supporting the functioning of that system. 

These include the laws of thermodynamics, ecological interdependencies of 

species, and biogeochemical cycles. They also include understanding 

society‘s exchanges with and dependency on the ecosystem. 

Success. The second level, ―Success,‖ defines the desired goal 

(sustainability), and includes the vision and the conditions that must be met 

in order for society to achieve this goal. The vision – including the purpose, 

values, and strategic goals of the entity performing the planning process
1
 – 

is constrained only by the sustainability principles described in Section 1.2, 

as illustrated in Figure 2.2. When planning, the principles for sustainability 

may be incorporated into the vision by restating them as goals to ―eliminate 

contributions‖ to each of the four principles. 

                                                 

1
 The planning entity is referred to throughout this paper as an ―organization,‖ which can 

include a business, NGO, city government, or any other planning body. 
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Figure 2.2. Organizational goals with the constraints of the sustainability 

principles 

Strategic. The ―Strategic‖ level offers guidelines for the process of moving 

towards success, including meeting the basic principles of socio-ecological 

sustainability. In order to eliminate contributions to the sustainability 

principles this level suggests using a process called ―backcasting‖ to select 

actions that lead towards sustainability. A key element of strategic 

planning, backcasting begins by envisioning a desired future based on the 

broad constraints of the sustainability principles. It then plans toward that 

future from the current state (Robinson 1990). Backcasting may be viewed 

in contrast to the traditional method of forecasting, which is based on an 

analysis of past and current trends (Dreborg 1996, 814). In sustainable 

development, because current trends are contributing to destruction, it has 

been argued that it is more useful to focus on a desired future so that 

planning can truly assist a fundamental change in direction. 
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Three main strategic guidelines are used, at a minimum, to assist with 

selecting actions in the process of backcasting. An action should: 

 Lead in the direction of sustainability, as defined by the Success level 

 Create a flexible platform, providing a foundation for future steps 

toward sustainability  

 Provide a good return on investment, to seed further action in the 

direction of sustainability (Holmberg and Robèrt 2000, 296). 

Additional guidelines used to facilitate the prioritization of actions are 

incorporated as relevant in specific cases. Some guidelines for prioritizing 

actions related to social sustainability include: 

 Cooperation – symbiotic relationships in which both parties benefit  

 Openness – ―a community or organization is willing to rethink and 

review its own values and methods of behaviors‖ 

 Transparency – ―allowing others to see the truth, without trying to hide 

or shade the meaning, or altering to put things in a better light‖  

 Inclusiveness – ―working towards ensuring that processes acknowledge 

and respect the needs of all stakeholders even if they do not actively 

contribute to the process‖  

 Involvement – a facet of participation, it ―ensures that once people 

know the door is open through inclusive measures, there is an active 

effort to reach through that door and pull people into the process. 

Involvement is taking part in a process out of interest and motivation‖   

(Benaim and others 2008, 44-50) 

Actions. This level includes concrete actions that can lead an individual or 

organization towards sustainability as defined in the ―Success‖ level. All 

actions should be selected and prioritized using the guidelines listed in the 

―Strategic‖ level. 

Tools. In the ―Tools‖ level, tools are selected that can help understand the 
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system, make strategic decisions, implement actions, and monitor their 

impacts. Tools may range from those that are administrative, like ISO 

14001, to scientific tools for monitoring the effect of a particular action on 

the environment. Other tools may help facilitate the capacity of individuals 

within an organization, such as tools that teach about sustainability or 

foster creative brainstorming (Robèrt and others 2007, 44-46). 

2.3 Research Phases 

Research occurred in overlapping phases, as illustrated by Figure 2.3. 

Phase I gave the study background and context and informed the sub-

research questions, which in turn informed the primary research question. 

Phase II included an analysis of the ―current reality‖ of planning in UA, 

which was then evaluated against UA planning enhanced by the FSSD to 

identify gaps from a full strategic sustainability perspective. A strategic 

tool, called the ―Guide for Sustainable Urban Agriculture: A Strategic 

Framework for Planning,‖ (referred to in this document as ―the Guide‖) 

was created to combine key components of current planning with the 

FSSD. In Phase III, the first draft of the Guide was sent to the experts and 

stakeholders interviewed in Phase I for feedback on appropriateness and 

comprehensiveness of the tool. In Phase IV, the survey results were 

analyzed and the Guide was updated and made available for use. 
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Figure 2.3. Phases of Research and Corresponding Research Questions 

2.4 Background Research 

2.4.1 Literature Review 

Through the literature review the authors sought to gain the most current 

understanding of the UA system and inform sub-research questions two 

(SRQ2) and three (SRQ3). Information was gathered on history and 

location of UA, how it is perceived, what opportunities and barriers 

stakeholders face, and guidelines, best practices and recommendations
2
 for 

supporting UA. The review also included literature on sustainability and 

                                                 

2
 All referred to in this thesis as ―recommendations.‖ 
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the FSSD. 

The authors identified a range of books, journal articles, magazine articles, 

papers, online conference resources, current and past research, 

organizations, and municipal websites. The sources were then reviewed, 

documented, and shared among group members. Of the resources 

reviewed, 18 studies that made recommendations specifically targeting 

municipal policy were further analyzed. The recommendations were based 

on successes, failures and lessons learned from case studies. 

2.4.2 Stakeholder Interviews 

Interviews were conducted with twenty UA stakeholders or experts to 

supplement information found during the literature review and get a first-

hand perspective of current reality in UA. Interviewees were identified 

through the literature review and contacts with organizations working in 

UA. They had professional experience with NGOs, educational institutions, 

city government, and as landowners. Interviewees also had experience with 

UA in cities in North America, South America, Europe, and China. Two 

interviewees also had past experience with UA in Africa (Table 2.1. 

Interviewee Locations of ExperienceTable 2.1).   

Table 2.1. Interviewee Locations of Experience 

Locations Where Stakeholder Had UA Experience  

Araxa, MG, Brazil 

Arlington, MA, USA 

Boston, MA, USA 

Botswana 

Longueuil, Quebec, Canada 

Madison, USA 

Maseru, Lesotho 

Minneapolis, MN, USA 

Nanjing, China 

New York, NY, USA 

Oakland, CA, USA 

Ottawa, ON, Canada 

San Diego, CA, USA 

San Francisco, CA, USA 

Stockholm, Sweden 

Toronto, ON, Canada 

Vancouver, BC, Canada 

 

A full list of the stakeholders who were contacted and interviewed can be 

found in Appendix A. 
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Interview design was informed by Seidman‘s Interviewing as Quantitative 

Research (Seidman 1998). Seidman suggests techniques for establishing 

relationships and for effectively conducting interviews. Based on 

Seidman‘s recommendations, interviews started from a set series of 

questions and additional topics were explored as appropriate. 

Objectives of interviews included gaining a better sense of concerns, 

challenges, and opportunities faced by those promoting UA. Information 

was also gathered from stakeholders about strengths and weaknesses of 

their city‘s policies pertaining to UA in their city. Topics discussed also 

included definitions for sustainability, how UA might fill the gap between 

cities today and a desired future, the role that vision plays in planning, the 

role policy currently plays in supporting or hindering UA, what other 

obstacles UA faces, and recommendations for changes to city policy. The 

interviews also provided answers to SRQ1, addressing the usefulness of 

existing recommendations for planning in UA. 

2.5 Preliminary Analysis of Data 

2.5.1 Categorization of Data 

Recurring themes in the recommendations found in the literature review 

were identified and categorized. Categories were created, to synthesize the 

themes that seemed most important for successful UA programs. 

Information from interviews was collected and added to a matrix 

spreadsheet where it was assigned to one or more of the themes identified 

in the literature review. If the information did not fit into one of the themes 

from the recommendations, a new category was created. After all data was 

categorized, the overall message from each category was summarized. 

These categories assisted the authors with the comprehensive analysis of 

current UA planning described in Section 3.2.2. 
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2.5.2 Generic Five-Level Framework Analysis of 

 Current UA Planning 

The system of current UA planning was analyzed using the 5LF. 

Information gathered during the literature review and interviews informed 

this analysis and was organized and placed in each of the levels of the 5LF. 

Data from the literature review and stakeholder interviews informed the 

definition of the system. The dominant themes that emerged from the 

categorization of existing UA recommendations suggested factors that are 

necessary for a successful UA program which were placed into the 

―Success‖ and ―Strategic‖ levels as seemed appropriate. Examples of 

actions and tools found in existing recommendations, or noted by 

interviewees, were also included. 

2.5.3 Gap Analysis 

The gap analysis compared the results of the 5LF analysis of current UA 

planning with UA planning that combines the strengths of current planning 

recommendations and the concepts from the FSSD.  This was done in order 

to determine what additions could be made to current planning methods to 

help UA better lead cities strategically towards sustainability. Gaps were 

considered at each of the first three levels of planning. The gaps at the 

―Actions‖ and ―Tools‖ levels were not analyzed in detail, because the 

appropriate actions and tools will vary for each city. 

2.5.4 Guide Creation 

Based on information identified in the gap analysis, a two-page document 

was created to integrate key components of current planning with the 

FSSD. The document included background information about the 5LF and 

the principle-based definition of sustainability, and suggestions specific for 

UA.  Based on the recommendation themes, a list of four factors which 

seem to be critical for successful UA programs was also incorporated. This 

draft Guide helped form an initial answer to SRQ3, regarding the 
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integration of existing recommendations and the FSSD.  

2.6 Testing 

The Guide and a follow-up survey were sent to UA experts, many of whom 

were interviewed in the first round of stakeholder interviews, for review. 

The survey included a total of eleven questions which focused on the first 

three levels of the framework, as well as the usefulness of the framework 

overall. The ―critical factors‖ determined from the preliminary analysis 

were listed, and participants were asked whether they felt each factor was 

truly critical. 

2.7 Synthesis and Integration of Results 

The survey responses offered further insight into elements of current UA 

planning. They were collected, organized by question, and analyzed by 

considering both the usefulness ratings for each question as well as the 

additional comments made by respondents.  In addition, after reviewing 

survey responses, the authors revisited the gap analysis between current 

UA planning and planning enhanced by the FSSD to identify any 

additional gaps that might have surfaced and incorporated any new 

findings. The original gap analysis, survey responses, and final review of 

the gap analysis all informed the final version of the Guide. 

2.8 Expected Results 

The authors expected to find that existing recommendations were useful for 

stakeholders in providing guidance for the creation of policy. Additionally, 

it was expected that most current recommendations would include 

movement towards sustainability as a goal, and that most stakeholders 

would feel there is a strong connection between UA and sustainability. 

Finally, it was thought that the integration of the FSSD and the strengths of 

existing recommendations could strengthen the process for developing UA 
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policy, to both enhance planning for sustainable urban agriculture and 

move cities towards sustainability. 
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3 Results 

3.1 Phase I: Background Research 

3.1.1 Usefulness of Current Recommendations 

The majority of interviewees had not used existing recommendations. 

Among the interviewees, only one person had sought out existing 

recommendations and was able to comment on their usefulness, saying, 

―The frustrating thing is that they‘re all very broad…‗support the purchase 

of local foods in the city‘…what does that mean?‖ (Burtness 2009). She 

noted that having specific details about successful programs in other cities 

was most helpful for her, and added that recommendations that attempt to 

be applicable to everyone may result in something too broad to have real 

use. 

Several other interviewees noted that, although they were unfamiliar with 

existing recommendations, they did feel that recommendations could be 

useful. Tim Greenhow stated, ―I think the more material that can be made 

available to show city authorities what can be done, and how to do it, the 

more the better‖ (Greenhow 2009). César Levy-Franca, landowner and 

sustainability researcher, commented that the lack of recommendations 

―that are strategic and address sustainability [is a] major obstacle,‖ and that 

such recommendations could play a major role (Levy-Franca 2009).  

Several interviewees gave suggestions of what would make 

recommendations more accessible to them.  The choice of language and 

style is important, and academic language is not well-suited for general 

consumption of information (Mougeot 2009, Greenhow 2009, Wooten 

2009). In addition to the language used, Greenhow stated that researchers 

are often ―interested in pursuing research academically, sometimes they‘re 

not asking the questions the decision makers in city council need 

answered…There‘s a lot of work that has been done studying UA. We have 
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to get it out of the academic institutions and into the real world‖ 

(Greenhow 2009). 

―Shorter is always better,‖ said Heather Wooten, an associate with Public 

Health Law & Policy in Oakland, California. ―The products we create in 

the academic world…[are] footnoted, there‘s maybe a 

hypothesis…policymakers don‘t care about that kind of thing. They want 

something that‘s short, they want to know the cost implications, and they 

want to know the potential benefits they‘re going to bring their 

community‖ (Wooten 2009). Luc Mougeot agreed, noting that writing style 

should differ depending on whether the target is NGOs, policymakers, or 

someone else. ―Decide which audience you are targeting primarily; be 

aware of the best way to communicate with that audience‖ (Mougeot 

2009). 

3.1.2 The Relationship between UA and 

 Sustainability  

Interviewees were asked how they perceived UA as being helpful in 

leading a city towards sustainability.  Multiple benefits were shared, many 

of which were included in the introduction to this paper. UA can be a 

means to help cities resolve a number of issues, such as garbage, water 

contamination, hunger, at-risk youth, and unemployment. Interviewees 

stated that UA creates jobs in a context in which workers can acquire skills 

on the job, with little risk. They also stated that UA can help make the 

organism of a city more efficient, especially regarding use of space and 

generation of valued products (Mougeot 2009). 

UA acts as a nexus for social justice, offering environmental benefits to a 

broad spectrum of people. It helps urban areas ―close the loop‖ on 

resources through activities such as household disposal of organic kitchen 

waste through a balcony garden (Greenhow 2009). It also plays a key role 

in the ―social connectivity‖ for a neighborhood (Johnson 2009).  

UA connects people to where their food is grown (Burtness 2009) and also 
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to nature. Erika Lesser, Executive Director of Slow Food USA, noted that, 

―It brings a dose of the outdoors and the natural world into an environment 

where most people feel they‘ve sacrificed access to in order to live in an 

urban environment‖ (Lesser 2009). 

Interviewees also suggested that increasing diversity in the food system 

makes it stronger and more sustainable. UA increases the number and type 

of food sources in an area (Lesser 2009). Strengthening local and regional 

food systems is necessary due to the current dependency on fossil fuels. 

(Anderson 2009). It also offers more autonomy and resilience in the city 

system (Planchenault 2009) as most cities in the United States currently 

only have a three-day food supply (Johnson 2009).  

3.2 Phase II: Analysis of Preliminary 

 Information 

3.2.1 Existing Recommendations for UA Planning 

During the compilation and review of existing UA planning 

recommendations, the eight overarching themes defined in Table 3.1 

emerged. These themes are not mutually exclusive; the authors often found 

it appropriate to assign many recommendations to two or more themes. 

Themes included collaboration, capacity building, equality and justice, 

financial support, governmental structure, space to grow and sell, system 

and strategy, and water and waste management. Each category is discussed 

in more detail below. A list of sources for the existing UA planning 

recommendations considered in this analysis is included in Appendix B. 
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Table 3.1. Themes for Current UA Planning Recommendations 

Category Recommendations which addressed: 

Collaboration Communication and sharing responsibilities 

between UA stakeholders, including NGOs, 

researchers, government, etc. 

Capacity Building Training, education, research, innovation, and 

sharing of ideas. 

Equity and Justice Ensuring everyone fair and safe access to UA 

and its products. 

Financial Support Contributions or removal of barriers to 

financial stability of UA within a city, 

including support services. 

Governmental Structure Collaboration between governmental 

departments and streamlining government 

structure to make it user-friendly for 

stakeholders. 

Space to Grow and Sell Access to a diversity of safe places to grow 

and sell. 

System and Strategy Assessment of the current UA system and 

strategies.  Policy that integrates UA into 

broader strategy. 

Water and Waste 

Management 

Sustainable management of water suitable for 

growing and management of organic wastes. 

Collaboration. Recommendations involving collaboration address 

communicating and sharing responsibilities among UA stakeholders, 

including NGOs, researchers, city government, and others. 

Recommendations included supporting farmers‘ organizations, establishing 

partnerships between NGOs and communities, involving stakeholders early 

in the planning process, and using a participatory policy- and decision-

making approach. 

Interviewee statements on collaboration included the need for helping 

farmers organize to provide a voice, inviting experts on agriculture, 
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geography, bioengineering, city planning, architecture, landscape, ecology 

and environment to make policy together, working with NGOs to manage 

the details of UA activities like matching farmers with land, and offering 

technical advice to urban farmers. 

Capacity Building. Recommendations in this category focus on training 

and educating urban growers, creating educational tools about UA for 

landscapers and developers, supporting research and technology 

innovations for UA, and providing space for testing and experimentation. 

Examples include, ―Promote and develop training in production,‖ (Brown 

2003, 20) and ―Promote research on the effects of growing food on urban 

sites‖ (Kaufman and Bailkey 2000, 77). 

Interviewee comments about capacity building included the need to teach 

people how to grow food, establish pilot projects to learn from and build 

on, support research and innovation, and support education on food justice 

and security. 

Equity and Justice. This category included recommendations about giving 

underrepresented populations a voice within the current UA system, 

ensuring access to safe and healthy produce, and providing equal access to 

places to grow and sell, while creating opportunities for jobs. A sample 

from this category recommended that the city ―Integrate UA into social 

housing projects,‖ (de Zeeuw 2006, 14). 

Several interviewees highlighted the positive role that UA could play in 

communities where access to fresh, healthy, nutritious food may be limited. 

UA was also recognized as an additional source of income for families.   

Financial Support. This category encompassed recommendations that 

contributed to or removed barriers to the financial stability of UA within a 

city, including providing infrastructure. Recommendations included 

collaborating with other institutions to provide opportunities for credit and 

financing to UA, supporting entrepreneurial UA, as well as providing 

incentives to grow through free or inexpensive access to water, land, and 

other UA infrastructure. One recommendation suggests that a city 
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―Implement credit and financing policies, especially for poorer and most 

vulnerable farmers.‖ (IDRC 2003, 2). 

Interviewees recommended providing financing for UA through various 

sources such as credit, grants, incentives, tax breaks, and subsidies. Many 

also recognized the economic value UA provides for a city. One 

interviewee noted that in a study of Maseru, Lesotho he calculated that UA 

probably contributed more than ten times the same land area would 

contribute from rural agriculture because people growing food in cities 

produce high-value fruits and vegetables (Greenhow 2009). 

Governmental Structure. Recommendations in this category discussed 

internal collaboration between government departments to ensure that there 

is communication among those managing various UA-related activities. It 

also included streamlining bureaucracy to aid stakeholders. ―Improve 

coordination between health, environmental, and agricultural departments,‖ 

(de Zeeuw 2006, 17) and ―Set a fixed point of contact at the municipality,‖ 

(Waardewerken. 2007, 11) are two examples of recommendations. 

Suggestions by interviewees also included creating a central department 

dedicated to UA. One interviewee stated ―I think it [UA] needs a 

department of food, with a sub-department of UA that‘s promoting urban 

farms, farmers‘ markets, community gardens, and giving grants and other 

resources to promote UA‖ (Anderson 2009). 

Space to Grow and Sell. The highest number of recommendations 

addressed ensuring fair access to a diversity of safe places to grow and sell. 

Recommendations included connecting those interested in growing with 

places to grow or sell, defining UA in zoning by-laws, and encouraging 

and supporting creative edible landscaping. Examples include ―Include UA 

as an urban land-use category‖ (Mougeot 2006) and ―Encourage edible 

landscaping, community gardens, and rooftop gardens for new large-scale 

residential and mixed-use development projects‖ (Unger and Wooten, 

2006) 

Interviewees noted that there are barriers which often hinder access to land.  



33 

One interviewee noted ―…urban agriculture come[s] immediately to 

questions of land and land use, and that is a public question that can be 

subject to high debate‖ (Randall 2009). 

System and Strategy. Recommendations in this category addressed 

evaluating the existing system as well as integrating UA into broader 

departmental or municipal plans. Evaluating the system includes doing 

land assessments to identify available spaces to grow, exploring policy 

changes and removing barriers (Rhoads and others 2006, 4). Examples of 

recommendations about integration include ―Support comprehensive food 

planning processes at the community and regional levels‖ (American 

Planning Association 2007, 2), and ―Recognize UA as an important 

element of managed open space strategy‖ (Kaufman and Bailkey 2000, 

77). 

Interviewees noted the importance of considering system and strategy, and 

stated that these areas could be considered more comprehensively in a 

broader city plan. Several interviewees linked UA to aspects of the larger 

food system, noting the need to strengthen local food supplies (Johnson 

2009) and reduce dependence on fossil fuels (Anderson 2009). 

Water and Waste Management. Several recommendations in this category 

focused on developing or supporting composting and organic waste reuse 

programs in conjunction with UA. Other points addressed included using 

UA as a way to manage storm water run-off and finding alternatives to 

using drinking water for irrigation. One recommendation suggested, 

―Consider options for collection of compost city-wide to complement 

recycling‖ (True Consulting Group 2007). 

Interviewees focused on opportunities for UA as a means of storm water 

and organic waste management (through the use of compost). One 

interviewee noted ―I have seen how even in balcony composting you can 

get rid of a lot of organic kitchen waste through your balcony garden‖ 

(Greenhow 2009). 

These categories helped the authors to conduct a comprehensive analysis of 
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current UA planning in the Section 3.2.2.  They also helped the authors 

with the initial consideration of the strengths of current UA planning that 

should be integrated into a Guide for sustainable UA planning.  

3.2.2 Generic Five-Level Framework Analysis of 

 Current UA Planning 

System. The system considered here is current planning for UA policy, 

where ―policy‖ is defined as a city‘s laws, approach to, and programs 

related to UA. Policies and planning areas include production, processing, 

and distribution of products, as well as consumption, and waste 

management. The boundaries of the system do not extend beyond the 

jurisdiction of the municipal government. Municipal UA planning may be 

affected by regional, state, provincial, or federal planning for the larger 

food system. 

The system varies from city to city, depending on the government and 

political structures, as well as the people involved. UA planning, at times, 

may stem from the top down as in the city of Minneapolis, Minnesota, in 

which the mayor‘s office instigated the planning process and brought 

stakeholders together to form several committees around local food 

systems, including UA (Burtness 2009). In other cases the catalyst for 

planning comes from another part of city government, or outside 

government entirely. One interviewee gave an example of a city in which 

one person felt that UA made sense to him and began to act on that belief. 

He noted that it can ―largely rest on personality and the values and 

initiative of one person in a certain position (Bailkey 2009). 

Stakeholders (Figure 3.1) include local government, local foundations, 

NGOs, community development corporations, neighborhood organizations, 

community gardens, community supported agriculture, (CSA) retailers, and 

citizens. 
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Figure 3.1. UA Stakeholders 

Within city government, information does not always seem to flow freely 

between departments involved in UA activities. Regulations and policies 

that affect UA are often set and managed by multiple departments. Laws 

and policies such as zoning regulations often do not include UA as a land 

use category. 

Success.  Definitions for success for UA planning seem to vary depending 

on the city, its circumstances, and the stakeholders involved. Many studies 

do not explicitly define success for UA, but rather list the many benefits of 

UA and seem to imply that significantly increasing the amount of UA 

occurring would equal success. In some cases, success is defined for the 

larger food system of which UA is a part (Unger and Wooten 2006, 11). 

In many cities, while there may be policies that relate to community 

gardens or other aspects of UA, success in UA overall has not been 

defined. However, there are notable exceptions. For example, San 

Francisco‘s Sustainability Action Plan does explicitly contain the goal ―to 
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maximize food and agricultural production within the city itself.‖ Within 

that goal, it contains a number of sub-goals, such as ―The number of 

community, school and residential edible-garden training projects has 

doubled,‖ and ―All new publicly-funded construction has rooftop and/or 

ground-level gardening space‖ (Sustainable City 2009). 

One interviewee noted that an overall definition of success could be 

helpful. ―Policies could do a better job of defining an overall vision for 

community gardens in the city (along with other forms of urban 

agriculture), including where they should be placed, how many should be 

created, and what city resources should be allocated to create and sustain 

them. Forms of urban agriculture should be seen as long-term community 

assets and defined as such in city policies‖ (Klinger 2009). 

Many interviewees‘ responses included specific elements of success when 

they were asked about their vision for UA in their city. Many responses 

referred to food security, including changing the food system to be fed by 

the region, ensuring UA is part of a model to feed the city based on the 

foodshed, and that UA is diverse with many different approaches occurring 

simultaneously (Lesser 2009). Part of one interviewee‘s definition of 

success included that UA would dominate and enhance the landscape and 

the availability of agricultural products in urban districts, and that UA 

would be used in ecology and conservation development in hilly terrain 

(Yang 2009). Access to space for growing food was also emphasized as an 

important part of success (Dashe 2009). 

Some studies and interviewees described vivid descriptions for the future. 

One study provided a description of a thriving UA program, listing 

everything from fruit trees lining city streets to floating bioshelters in 

harbors growing fish, and vegetables (Kaufman and Bailkey 2000, 1). One 

interviewee suggested a vision of a city ―covered in UA, so every single 

windowsill has lettuce and herbs growing on it, and there are apple trees 

growing on sides of the road, and there‘s a corner with a small market with 

a garden in front of it. Every rooftop has plants growing on top of it‖ 

(Burtness 2009). Another stated ―In a perfect world, UA would not be a 
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novelty. It would be an accepted type of urban open-space where walking 

or driving down the street, it would as be common to see corn, tomatoes, 

and salad greens, just as common as seeing a kid‘s playground‖ (Bailkey 

2009). 

Strategic. A prominent researcher in UA stated ―there is a need to consider 

urban food in a more strategic way than has so far been the case‖ (Howe 

2003, 263). Two researchers noted that the approach to city food issues is 

―decidedly piecemeal,‖ and that different advocacy organizations and city 

departments often push for separate issues without recognizing ―linkages 

among food subsystems and between food systems and other community 

systems like housing, transportation, land use, and economic development‖ 

(Pothukuchi and Kaufman 1999, 218). Prioritization methods vary by city. 

Currently, some decisions seem to be made based on how much funding is 

available (Bailkey 2009). 

Examples of strategies include using collaboration, capacity-building, and 

addressing equity and justice, financial support, organized governmental 

structure, and water and waste management, as described in Section 3.2.1. 

One study used five evaluative measures to identify the practices most 

suitable to the city, including that an action must: be consistent with the 

direction of the Official Community Plan; recognize seasonal and 

topographic variations in the city‘s growing conditions; be capable of 

implementation over a 5-10 year period; build on current and historic 

community activities and resources; and contribute to the social, economic, 

health and environmental conditions in the city (True Consulting Group 

2007, 21). 

Actions. There are many suggested actions that can be taken to improve 

planning for UA.  Examples include conducting a land assessment, offering 

economic incentives to those planting gardens, promoting and developing 

urban food growing training activities, and conducting a comprehensive 

review of current policy and zoning obstacles to urban food production. 

Tools. There are also many UA tools that can help a city implement and 
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monitor selected actions. Examples include an online land bank, temporary 

occupancy permits (TOPS) to make land available for growers, and a 

development plan with a clear and distinct policy for allotment gardens. 

3.2.3 Application of the FSSD and Gap Analysis 

The following section describes how UA planning might look when the 

strengths of existing UA planning methods are integrated with the FSSD.  

This planning method was then compared with the results of the analysis of 

current UA planning described in Section 3.2.2 to determine the gaps 

between the two planning methods.  

System. When planning for UA using the FSSD one would consider that 

UA exists within the larger food system, and ultimately within society, 

within the ecosphere. Understanding the system includes understanding the 

mechanisms and relationships that may facilitate or hinder the production 

of food within a city. Mapping available land, assessing relevant laws, and 

becoming aware of current UA activities, as well as knowledge of 

seemingly competing interests such as housing, are all important because 

they ensure that policies are well-informed and relevant. 

Current planning often does not consider where UA fits into the larger 

system. The FSSD can help planners understand the system of UA itself in 

greater detail as well as help to understand its relationship with the global 

socio-ecological system.  

Success. In the FSSD, success is defined by both the goals and core 

purpose of the planning organization, and the four sustainability principles 

listed in Section 1.3. The goals of the organization should fit within the 

constraints of these sustainability principles. These principles must also be 

met by society in order to achieve the goal of sustainability. Each of the 

current sustainability challenges faced by society can be traced to the 

sustainability principles. The benefits UA offers to a city that is moving 

towards sustainability can help a city address both contributions to the 

ecological principles as noted in Section 1.6, as well as eliminating barriers 
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to people‘s ability to meet needs such as understanding through building 

capacity by teaching new skills. Other examples include offering 

opportunities for citizen participation, creativity, freedom to not depend 

only on the food available in stores. 

When considered using the FSSD, success for UA programs would include 

specific factors like ―fair access to a diversity of safe places to grow and 

sell food,‖ or goals such as ―increasing the amount of food grown within 

the city by a certain percentage‖ while eliminating contributions to 

sustainability principles one through four.  

In many cases, the goals of UA programs do not focus on global 

sustainability, but rather on sustainability within the city, or on a particular 

aspect of sustainability such as food security. The disparity between current 

planning and planning with the FSSD can be articulated as an incomplete 

definition of success in the context of global socio-ecological 

sustainability. Although some current planning does consider 

environmental issues such as waste and water management, it often lacks 

consideration of all issues related to sustainability.  

Strategic. At the heart of the Strategic level in the FSSD is the concept of 

backcasting from success as defined by sustainability principles. When 

success is defined using program-specific goals within the constraints of 

the sustainability principles, backcasting can help generate solutions. When 

backcasting, prioritization questions can help select actions and tools, 

which will lead toward those goals.  

These questions can be helpful for UA planning on two levels. First, a city 

may envision a future goal of sustainability for the city as a whole, and 

then choose to prioritize UA as an activity to help move towards that goal. 

Within the smaller system of UA itself, decisions about how to implement 

UA policy can be aided by the prioritization questions. 

On this level, the gap between current planning and the FSSD seems to be 

that most planning does not use a backcasting approach, from sustainability 

principles, or from specific visions for success for UA in a city. 
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Additionally, it seems that there is rarely a structured prioritization process 

for choosing actions.  

Actions & Tools. When planning using the FSSD, actions would be 

selected from among those brainstormed at the Strategic level using the 

prioritization questions. Tools would be selected that would help planners 

understand the system, make strategic decisions, implement actions, and 

monitor their impacts. Tools may be administrative or scientific tools, or 

may help increase the capacity of individuals within an organization or 

community to facilitate their work towards sustainability. 

The gap between current choices of actions and tools, and actions and tools 

that would be chosen through the use of the FSSD was not examined in 

depth. There are a multitude of policy choices and tools to monitor 

progress available to cities. 

3.3 Phase III: Testing 

3.3.1 Survey Results 

The first draft of the Guide was reviewed and the survey completed by 

twelve UA stakeholders.  Results from each survey question are detailed 

below. Some respondents did not answer every question; this is reflected in 

the totals. The complete set of survey responses is included in Appendix D. 

Question 1: We believe good planning begins with an understanding of 

the parts, processes, relationships, and functions of the overall system. 

1 = Very useful 5 = Not useful at all 

 1 2 3 4 5 

From your experience with 

planning please rate the 

usefulness of the statement 

above. 

38.5% 

(5) 
46.2% 

(6) 

7.7% 

(1) 

0.0% 

(0) 

7.7% 

(1) 



41 

One respondent noted that this is ―easier said than done.‖ Another noted 

that the statement was vague, and a third respondent suggested that it 

would be helpful to clarify ―that you are talking about the ‗food system‘ or 

the ‗food and urban services‘ system.‖  An additional comment stated, 

―Good planning is quite insufficient if you don't have programs and 

policies to support local urban agriculture. You need to support an 

emergent local food system with appropriate sustainable policies.‖  

Question 2: We believe the following are key questions to ask in order 

to fully understand the big picture. On a scale of 1-5, please rate how 

useful you feel it would be to ask each question.  

1 = Very useful 5 = Not useful at all  

 1 2 3 4 5 

1. How can UA shape the 

sustainability of the city? 
41.7% 

(5) 

0.0% 

(0) 
41.7% 

(5) 

8.3% 

(1) 

8.3% 

(1) 

2. How does UA fit into the 

larger food system? 
66.7% 

(8) 

16.7% 

(2) 

0.0% 

(0) 

0.0% 

(0) 

16.7% 

(2) 

3. Who are the stakeholders 

involved in UA? 
41.7% 

(5) 

41.7% 

(5) 

0.0% 

(0) 

8.3% 

(1) 

8.3% 

(1) 

4. What UA activities are 

currently occurring? 
58.3% 

(7) 

8.3% 

(1) 

16.7% 

(2) 

8.3% 

(1) 

8.3% 

(1) 

5. Where is available vacant 

land in the city and what 

stakeholders influence access 

to that land? 

58.3% 

(7) 

16.7% 

(2) 

8.3% 

(1) 

8.3% 

(1) 

8.3% 

(1) 

6. How do current policies 

help or hinder UA? 
75.0% 

(9) 

8.3% 

(1) 

0.0% 

(0) 

0.0% 

(0) 

16.7% 

(2) 

One respondent commented, ―The big picture doesn't need to be only on 

the actual picture of reality but also on the emerging technologies that will 

critically change the portrait of the actual agriculture,‖ while another 

respondent suggested the addition of ―assessing if there is room for growth 

in current UA activities.‖ 

Question 3: We believe that it is important to begin with a clear 

definition of success when planning. Do you currently use a clear 

definition of success when you plan?  
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 Response Percent Response Count 

Yes 60.0% 6 

No 40.0% 4 

Respondents who answered ―no‖ noted that ―the question has been posed 

but a definite answer has not been established yet which has hindered our 

ability to plan in some instances,‖ and, ―It would be helpful to keep this in 

mind. I often have a general idea of what I would see that would make a 

project successful, but I don‘t actually write it down.‖ Additionally, one 

respondent who answered ―yes‖ added ―we also try to have participants 

and community partners help us define what they would consider success, 

so that we are working together towards their defined goals.‖ 

Question 4: We believe that it is important to collaborate with 

stakeholders to agree on critical factors for success, a common vision, 

and goals near the beginning of the planning process.  

1 = Very useful 5 = Not useful at all 

 1 2 3 4 5 

Please rate the usefulness of this 

step when planning for UA. 
61.5% 

(8) 

15.4% 

(2) 

15.4% 

(2) 

0.0% 

(0) 

7.7% 

(1) 

One respondent noted that ―cooperation and collaboration within the 

community is essential and often determines the success or failure of an 

initiative‖ while another mentioned ―I harbor concerns that if stakeholders 

are given a chance to provide input, but their ideas are not included in the 

final plan they may feel resentful.‖ 

Question 5. Have you ever used a collaborative approach when 

planning? 

 Response Percent Response Count 

Yes 83.3% 10 

No 0.0% 0 

Not Sure 16.7% 2 

One person mentioned that their experience was ―Highly successful - far 
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greater buy-in from the community, with a greater wealth of resources to 

draw from.‖ Another person noted that it ―can be long and difficult, but 

overall valuable; in community projects, seems essential.‖ 

Question 6: Our research points to the following factors that seem to 

be critical for the long-term success of UA. Do you feel these factors 

are critical to success of UA in your city? 
 Yes No Not Sure 

1. Environmentally, economically, and 

socially sustainable (using a principle-based 

definition of sustainability) 
100.0% (12) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 

2. There is fair access to a diversity of safe 

places to grow food 
100.0% (12) 0.00 (0) 0.00 (0) 

3. Financially sustainable 83.3% (10) 41.7% (5) 0.0% (0) 

4. Access to information about agricultural 

techniques 
100.0% (12) 0.00% (0) 0.00% (0) 

5. Organized governmental structure to better 

help citizens 
100.0% (12) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 

A suggestion that one respondent made was that ―Good public-private 

partnerships are critical,‖ while another commented ―I have said yes to all 

of these, but I find them to be pretty subjective. Chances are a municipal 

politician is going to have a very different idea of whether a project is 

financially sustainable than a grassroots community organization or a local 

business person.‖ 

Question 7: From your experience, do you feel that these factors of 

success would be applicable broadly, in more cities than your own? 

 Response Percent Response Count 

Yes 100.0% 12 

No 0.0% 0 

One respondent noted, ―Each local government has a completely different 

government way of operating, different mandate, different structure, as 

well as different land base/population, etc.; I feel like they need more 

‗meat‘.‖ 

Question 8: We propose using the following principle-based definition 

of sustainability:  
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In a sustainable society, nature is not subject to systematic…  

 

…increases in concentrations of substances from the Earth’s crust 

(examples: CO2 emissions, petroleum-based fertilizers, etc.) 

 …increases in concentrations of substances produced by society 

(examples: pesticides, etc.) 

 …degradation by physical means (at a rate at which nature cannot 

restore the affected resources) (examples: erosion, etc.) 

  

And people are not subject to:  

…conditions that systematically undermine people’s ability to meet their 

needs 

 

1 = Very useful 5 = Not useful at all 
 1 2 3 4 5 

Please rate how useful you feel having 

a shared understanding of sustainability 

(based on the definition above) would 

be when creating a vision for UA. 

58.3% 

(7) 

16.7% 

(2) 

16.7% 

(2) 

8.3% 

(1)) 

0.0% 

(0) 

One person noted ―Much as I'd like to think otherwise, the primary value 

placed on UA by individuals is often not global - as above - but personal 

and practical, an effort to grow food to effectively feed one's family‖ while 

another stated ―I recommend that you refer to people's rights rather than 

needs. Rights language links your work into a much more comprehensive 

and well-defined body of work than ‗needs language‘.‖ 

Another commented, ―I feel like people who come together to advance UA 

or to improve food access in their city, are not necessarily going to want to 

get into this.  Are they there because they want ―sustainability‖ for their 

city, or because they want to provide local food for hungry people? The 

sustainability discussion opens up a whole other can of worms, only one of 

which is dealt with by UA: transportation, housing, jobs, economic 

development, energy use, solid waste…‖ 
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Question 9: Does the definition above fit in with your understanding of 

sustainability? 

 Response Percent Response Count 

Yes 81.8% 9 

No 18.2% 2 

One person commented ―My answer is both yes and no. My understanding 

of sustainability contains what you say. But this definition doesn't say 

anything about future generations - which for me is a critical element (isn't 

it the real reason behind any sustainable thinking?)‖ while another noted 

―No. For the most part it fits, but I would focus instead (or in addition) on 

using resources no faster than they can be restored - groundwater used at 

same rate as aquifer regenerates, trees cut at same rate as grown, etc.‖ 

Question 10: We propose using “backcasting” to help create an action 

plan for UA in a city. This includes assessing the current UA system, 

identifying gaps between the current system and successful UA 

envisioned above, brainstorming actions, and prioritizing proposed 

actions using, at minimum, the following questions: Will proposed 

actions move us towards our definition of success? Are proposed actions 

flexible, so they lay the foundation for further steps towards the vision? 

Will proposed actions provide a return on investment, financial or 

otherwise, to seed further action in moving towards the vision?  

 

1 = Very useful 5 = Not useful at all 
 1 2 3 4 5 

Please rate the usefulness of the 

proposed strategy for planning. 

25.0% 

(3) 
66.7% 

(8) 
0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 8.3% (1) 

One respondent‘s reply was ―are the proposed goals / actions smart, 

specific, measurable, action-oriented, realistic, and time-oriented?‖ and 

another respondent noted ―being able to identify gaps is key.‖ Other 

considerations included the ―level of effort versus required versus the level 

of impact expected, whether there is community support, whether other 

organizations are already doing something similar, whether a project is 

‗shovel-ready‘…‖ 
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Question 11: We are proposing the 5-Level Framework as a tool for 

your city's/organization's current planning practices.  

 

1 = Useful 5 = Not useful at all 
 1 2 3 4 5 

Please rate the usefulness of the 

Proposed tool. 

33.3% 

(4) 
41.7% 

(5) 

16.7% 

(2) 
8.3% (1) 0.0% (0) 

One person commented ―It's rather general and will need to be refined into 

a real workplan as you move through it...but overall sound‖ and another 

person stated ―It is similar to the planning process that we already follow 

(i.e. creating a vision, establishing goals and objectives, liaising with 

stakeholders, delivering the program etc), and we will likely not change 

how we are planning things.‖ Additionally, one respondent suggested ―I 

think some case studies/ examples would be helpful. Show an organization 

working thru [sic] the levels and creating action items etc.‖ 

3.4 Phase IV: Synthesis and Integration of 

 Results 

3.4.1 Guide for Sustainable Urban Agriculture: A 
 Strategic Framework for Planning 

The final Guide for Sustainable Urban Agriculture: A Strategic 

Framework for Planning incorporates strengths of current UA planning 

with concepts and information from the FSSD to address the gap between 

current UA planning and UA planning for a sustainable society within the 

ecosphere. This section discusses the Guide organized by level of the 

FSSD.  

Introduction. The introduction to the Guide presents the sustainability 

challenge using a visual to illustrate this challenge. It attempts to draw 

clear connections between recognized issues related to access to food, 

health, transportation, economic development, energy use, solid waste, and 

others, with sustainability and the sustainability principles to help make the 
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case for considering all aspects of sustainability in UA planning. This 

includes describing how UA can contribute to solving sustainability issues 

from upstream, so that those using the Guide could make a stronger case to 

stakeholders for the urgency of the sustainability challenge. 

System Level. At the System level, the Guide includes a list of useful 

questions about the relevant system to guide those involved in a policy 

planning process through consideration of the full system. At this level the 

Guide also tried to clarify what is meant by phrases such as ―overall 

system‖ and ―food system.‖ It also offers examples of ―parts and 

processes‖ of the system.  

Finally, recommendations here include a suggestion that those involved in 

planning decide on a definition of ―urban agriculture‖ to use when 

planning. Varying definitions among stakeholders can, in the words of one 

respondent, ―lead to different visions, goals, and action steps later on.‖ 

Success Level. At the success level, the Guide includes ‗fair access to a 

diversity of safe places to grow food‘ – a factor that seems to be critical for 

the success of any UA program – and the sustainability principles as 

minimum considerations for success. The Guide distinguishes between 

articulating a long-term vision for success and simply setting goals. It also 

emphasizes that, although defining success is important, flexibility in how 

a project is determined to be successful is also important. This section of 

the Guide includes an illustration of organizational goals within the 

constraints of sustainability principles to clarify this idea. 

The Guide also attempts to clarify the four sustainability principles, and 

emphasizes the ―systematic increase‖ aspect to avoid misunderstandings 

that any and all increases in concentrations of substances are detrimental.  

Strategic Level. At this level the Guide includes prioritization questions to 

help select solutions from the proposed ideas. Prioritization questions 

include the three prioritization questions from the FSSD, as well as 

concepts from UA recommendations. These concepts are framed as 

questions, beginning with Do the policies created…  
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 Encourage collaboration among UA stakeholders? 

 Build capacity among UA stakeholders? 

 Ensure equal access and are they just? 

 Contribute to or remove barriers to the financial stability of UA within 

the city? 

 Help create a simplified governmental structure to deal with UA 

activities?  

 Help the city assess the current system and integrate UA into broader 

city strategy to move towards sustainability? 

 Use UA to manage water and waste? 

Because collaboration is an important strategy for achieving success, the 

Strategic level elaborates on who should be included in the stakeholder 

group. Survey responses indicated that stakeholders should include ―the 

most vulnerable people in society,‖ as well as, ―the people necessary for 

carrying out the plan, people with the ability to undermine or derail a 

plan…and people who will be affected by the plan.‖ 

This level also incorporates suggestions from survey results that planners 

not ―discount the need for a few leaders to provide a vision for success, 

which other stakeholders can rally around, modify, and ultimately buy into. 

Sometimes a consensus approach may be reached later by recognizing the 

energy and vision of a few to provide the platform to spark achievement of 

consensus on vision, goals, etc.‖ 

Actions and Tools Levels. Examples of potential actions include doing a 

survey or inventory of all available land in the city (True Consulting Group 

2007, de Zeeuw and others 2007, Unger and Wooten 2006), or conducting 

a review of all current policies and zoning that might be obstacles to UA 

(True Consulting Group 2007, Ellis and Sumberg 1998, Cassidy and 

Patterson 2008, Unger and Wooten 2006). An example of a tool includes 

establishing a municipal land bank to connect land owners with potential 

growers. (True Consulting Group 2007). 
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The full version of the Guide for Sustainable Urban Agriculture: A 

Strategic Framework for Planning can be found in Appendix C.  
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4 Discussion 

4.1 Reflections on the Scope 

4.1.1 UA within Complex Systems  

UA is just one component of the complex food system. Although UA can 

provide a much larger percentage of food to city residents than it does 

today
10

, on its own UA likely cannot provide for all of the food needs of a 

city (Greenhow 2009, Bailkey 2009, Wooten 2009, Lesser 2009). Produce 

from local and regional foodsheds, as well as food from other regions of the 

world, will remain in demand. In order to move society as a whole towards 

sustainability, the entire food system must be moved in that direction rather 

than UA alone. Therefore, when a city moves to address sustainability and 

food, it should consider the broader food system, not only UA.  

Also, just as UA is part of a larger food system, it is part of the complex 

urban system. Ultimately, a city‘s goal of sustainability, and strategy to 

achieve it, should be integrated across the entire urban system.  It is also 

likely that progress for individual parts of the system, like UA, would be 

stronger if incorporated into a broader sustainability plan. However, for the 

purposes of this thesis, the authors focused specifically on UA rather than 

the larger food system or urban system, so that UA could be considered in 

more detail. 

                                                 

10
 Some scientists have proposed that agricultural skyscrapers could provide a large 

amount of food in the future (Vertical Farm 2009). In 2000 UA in the city of Havana, 

Cuba was producing 58% of the country‘s vegetables (Killoran-McKibbin 2006). During 

World War II, over 50% of the vegetables consumed in the United States were produced in 

victory gardens (Lawson 2005, 121).  
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At the same time, it may be more difficult for a city to gain support for a 

comprehensive plan for the food system. Beginning with one part of the 

food system like UA may make it easier to gain support more quickly. The 

focus on sustainability in a defined context could also have a ―trickle-up‖ 

effect, where the approach to sustainability is later duplicated in larger 

systems.  

4.1.2 The Focus on Municipal Policy 

This thesis focuses on policy as a leverage point for change, because so 

many barriers preventing UA from spreading can be removed by changes to 

city policy. However, other factors outside the control of municipal 

government can also affect the growth of UA. Many regional and national 

policies may affect UA, directly or indirectly.  For example, Betsy Johnson, 

co-chair of the Community Food Security Coalition Urban Agriculture 

committee and an experienced advocate for community gardening, noted 

that state law prevented the local water authority from distributing water for 

free to community gardens in Boston (Johnson 2009).  

At a micro-level, although city policy can encourage education and 

business planning for UA organizations, the effectiveness of organizational 

management ultimately depends on the individuals involved.  Similarly, the 

strength of individual leadership makes a significant difference in the 

effectiveness of city policies at a macro-level. Several interviewees noted 

that even with the existence of supportive policies for UA, or general 

political support, it was the leadership of particular individuals that actually 

led to change.  

In addition, some aspects of UA may be better managed outside of 

government policy. As one journal article stated, ―most urban food growing 

is, and will remain, outside planning control, taking place in sites like back 

gardens with no day-to-day contact with the planning system‖ (Howe 

2002). The applicability of this statement varies depending on the city 

concerned, but in many cities private gardening plays a large role. Even in 

community gardens open to the public, some parts of planning may be 
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outside the scope of policy. Martin Bailkey shared his belief that ―the social 

benefits are best identified and engineered by the community group that is 

initiating the project and that is particularly true in communities of color‖ 

(Bailkey 2009). 

Finally, this thesis is premised on the fact that in many cities, there is 

already some political and grassroots support for UA, but also a need for 

guidance on the formation of policy. In some cities, the first step of gaining 

support is still necessary. This thesis does not address methods of advocacy, 

although the draft Guide may be of use to advocates.  

4.2 The Usefulness of Recommendations 

Because a goal of this thesis is to create a tool that can have practical value 

in helping move cities toward sustainability, research included an 

examination of the question of how existing recommendations are or are 

not useful for stakeholders. The authors anticipated that stakeholders would 

have found the existing recommendations useful, so it was surprising to 

find that the majority of stakeholders had not had experience with them. 

This may be due in part to the fact that fewer city officials or policy-makers 

were interviewed than initially contacted. The recommendations considered 

in this study were specifically aimed at those working on policy directly.  

Recommendations may also not be in general use yet because, although UA 

is not a new concept, formal planning for UA is relatively new. 

It is also possible that some of the recommendations examined are not well-

known because they were part of academic articles, and not easily 

accessible to individuals outside of academia. This presents the general 

question of what characteristics make a planning tool something that is 

actually used, and not simply forgotten.  Planning tools need to be easy to 

understand and use without outside explanation. To address these 

considerations general suggestions from stakeholders were incorporated 

into the draft Guide, such as using clear, nonacademic language to explain 

recommendations for planning, and attempting to make them specific 
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enough to provide true guidance. 

Accessibility is another issue; those involved in planning must be aware 

that a particular tool is available, and they must be able to easily access it.  

Currently, cities are experimenting with ways to incorporate UA activities 

into planning, although there does not seem to be a streamlined process to 

share ―success stories‖ or other useful information.  However, it was 

interesting to note that many UA practitioners are currently working to 

make information more accessible by creating online networks, websites, 

and blogs around the topic of UA. 

4.3 The Relationship between UA and 
Sustainability 

The authors expected that more of the documents that make 

recommendations for UA would discuss UA as a necessary component of a 

sustainable city, although they did not necessarily expect to find a common 

definition of sustainability among them. However, the variation in 

approaches to the connection between UA and sustainability among the 

existing recommendation documents added another layer to the analysis.  

While some recommendations made a clear case for the link between UA 

and sustainability issues or solutions, others did not discuss this type of 

link. In those cases, although stakeholders recognized multiple benefits of 

UA that related to sustainability, they did not necessarily consider 

sustainability as the primary justification for supporting UA, instead 

focusing on particular aspects of sustainability such as food security.  

Though food security is an important component of sustainability, UA 

helps lead to sustainability in the variety of ways outlined in Chapter 1.  

From a city-wide perspective, UA is a logical component of a sustainable 

city. Because of this, it seems there is an opportunity to connect the 

challenges cities face with sustainability issues to make an even more 

compelling case to planners and stakeholders for supporting UA.   
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A strong case can also be made for the need to support UA to ultimately 

move society towards sustainability. First, although UA has the potential to 

offer numerous contributions towards sustainability, UA is not inherently 

sustainable as it is presently practiced.  There are still questions of pesticide 

and fertilizer use, water use, health concerns, and other aspects of UA that, 

if not considered or strategically managed, would frustrate a city‘s efforts to 

become sustainable. 

Second, human society needs to scale up progress towards sustainability. 

As urban populations dramatically increase in many locations, 

sustainability challenges in cities will likely be exacerbated. Supporting UA 

in general can help move cities towards sustainability. However, in order to 

ensure that decisions continue to move both UA, and the city, in the right 

direction, it is necessary to include both ―help the city move towards socio-

ecological sustainability‖ as part of a definition of success for UA, as well 

as a principle-based definition of sustainability to help guide decision-

making and move the city more directly towards its goal. 

Part of the draft Guide was an attempt to establish the context for and the 

role of UA within sustainability. It is anticipated that the updates to the 

Guide will help make a stronger case to stakeholders for the urgency of the 

sustainability challenge and the corresponding opportunities to strengthen 

UA to help strategically move global society towards sustainability. Other 

insights on the feedback about the draft Guide are discussed in the 

following section.   

4.4 Reflections on the Guide 

4.4.1 The Final Version 

The initial draft of the Guide was a brief two pages and the authors 

expected the survey responses to offer numerous ideas for improvement on 

several aspects of the Guide. The survey results fulfilled this expectation, 

and many respondents gave constructive feedback throughout the survey. 
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Insights follow on several key components of the Guide. 

4.4.2 Reflections on the System Level 

It was expected that the idea of understanding the system is an idea that 

would resonate with UA stakeholders, which survey results substantiated. 

At the same time, one respondent noted that this is ―easier said than done.‖ 

Many of the suggestions the authors incorporated into the final Guide 

addressed clarifying certain words and phrases. However, one further 

addition to the ―System‖ level of the tool included a question planners 

should ask themselves about how UA fits into global society and the 

ecosystem, in order to promote a whole-systems view in planning. 

4.4.3 Communicating the Sustainability Principles 

The four sustainability principles are one crucial area that the authors 

struggled somewhat to communicate concisely and effectively. After an 

attempt in the first draft the authors feel that a workshop setting – or other 

avenue in which questions may be immediately addressed – could be more 

effective than in a brief written document.  

Because the Guide is aimed at planners worldwide, it is necessary to 

explain this information in written form. Therefore, in the final version of 

the Guide the authors attempted to clarify sustainability principles using a 

number of examples specific to UA and the challenges cities face. The final 

version of the Guide has not yet been tested to determine whether this 

approach is more effective than the first attempt. 

4.4.4 Creating a Vision 

Because several interviewees reported that their city currently has not 

articulated a clear vision for success in UA, it seems that including a vision 

specifically for UA could help both to clarify program-specific goals and to 

move toward the larger goal of sustainability. At the same time, many 
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survey respondents said they do use a definition of success when planning 

for their organizations. Also, the cities that have created strategic policies to 

support UA have started by creating a vision.  

In light of these findings, it is possible that the gap at the Success level may 

not always be that cities lack knowledge about visioning processes, but that 

they have simply not yet begun planning processes for UA. When these 

cities begin to address UA comprehensively, stakeholders corroborated the 

idea that beginning with a vision and principles for success are useful 

components of the process. Therefore, starting with the success principle 

that any successful UA program must include ―fair access to a diversity of 

safe places to grow and sell food‖ would provide a foundation from which a 

city could generate other success principles specific to their city. 

4.4.5 Strategic Prioritization Questions 

In the first draft of the Guide the Strategic level included only the three 

prioritization questions from the FSSD. However, the final version includes 

seven prioritization guidelines specific to UA, based on categories derived 

from the analysis of existing recommendations. When the authors created 

the initial draft of the Guide, the themes and recommendations addressing 

financial sustainability, organized governmental structure, and capacity 

building – originally termed ―access to information about growing 

techniques‖ – seemed to be ―principles‖ of a successful UA program.  For 

this reason they were included at the ―Success‖ level of the FSSD. 

However, after review of survey responses and further consideration, 

because they are more process-oriented, it was determined that these factors 

act more as strategies to achieve the ultimate goal of a strong UA program. 

Therefore, they were incorporated into the Strategic level and restated as 

guidelines. 

Initial results seemed to support the authors‘ hope that incorporating 

recommendations with the FSSD could help strategically strengthen the 

process for developing UA policy, to help move cities more rapidly towards 

sustainability. It could continue to be refined to be made more accessible to 
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those involved in policy planning processes.  

4.5 Validity of Results 

The planning Guide proposed here was based on existing concepts and 

recommendations for UA planning, and the FSSD.  These were identified 

through a broad review of literature in the field, as well as interviews with a 

diverse group of professionals with varying levels of experience in the 

field. Interviewees included executive directors of major nonprofit 

organizations, and two of the leading global researchers in UA. They also 

included two program coordinators, a planning advisor for peri-urban land 

settlement, and a former mayor. A draft Guide was created from an 

evaluation of the research of others, the aggregated wisdom of the 

interviewed experts, and the FSSD. A diverse and experienced group, albeit 

made up of many of the same people who were interviewed, provided 

feedback on the Guide itself. Because of the combined level of experience 

among the interviewees, the results have a fairly high level of validity. 

However, the results also have some weaknesses, as outlined in the 

following section. 

4.5.1 Weaknesses 

Although the authors attempted to contact stakeholders worldwide, 

respondents were primarily from North America. Results, then, may not 

have as much relevance for stakeholders in other locations. However, the 

results of the literature review suggest that the core challenges faced by UA 

practitioners worldwide have many similarities, and therefore it is possible 

that the general Guide suggested here may be applicable broadly. It should 

be noted that within North America, there was a large amount of diversity 

in the locations of interviewees and survey respondents. 

Respondents also included fewer representatives from within city 

government than anticipated. Due to this limitation, some respondents had 

not participated directly in a planning process for UA in their city. 
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Additionally, most respondents did not have experience with the 

recommendations for UA policy that were specifically examined 

throughout this thesis. The feedback received presents a somewhat 

incomplete picture of the applicability of the Guide. 

Due to time constraints, the authors were unable to test the effectiveness of 

the draft Guide in a real-world setting. The Guide was tested only through 

the survey.  In a written survey, there is the possibility that explanations and 

questions may be misinterpreted. Attempts were made at using clear, 

concise, easily accessible language when designing the Guide, however, 

ideas may not have been presented as clearly as they could have been. For 

example, some concepts presented may have been more difficult to 

communicate in written form than through presentation in a workshop. 

Additional concepts about the FSSD are much easier to comprehend when a 

user can apply the framework to a system with which they have experience 

rather than simply reading about it. This also presented a challenge for 

interviewees whose native language is not English.  The complexity of the 

ideas and concepts presented in the FSSD could have been lost in 

translation, possibly distorting data. 

One other potential concern with the survey was that the scale of ―Very 

Useful‖ to ―Not Useful‖ was arranged with the lowest score indicating the 

most useful. Because this was the opposite of most standard rating scales, it 

is possible that some survey respondents actually answered in the opposite 

manner from what they intended. One response seemed to indicate that this 

may have been the case as all scores were low, but comments did not 

clearly indicate disagreement.  

Finally, none of the four authors had extensive experience with UA prior to 

beginning research for this thesis. Therefore, the learning curve was steep 

and required a significant time for initial research.  
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4.6 Recommendations for Future Research 

There are a number of ways in which further research could build upon the 

foundations of this thesis. First, the Guide proposed here could be tested in 

communities wishing to create policies on UA.  This thesis was limited by a 

short research period, and the data obtained through surveys cannot provide 

the details that could be obtained by performing case studies. There are 

several possibilities for future research. 

First, to obtain the most accurate results, case studies should be performed 

in multiple, diverse locations around the globe. The Guide could be 

translated into other languages in order to test validity in non-English-

speaking regions.  Initial case studies could be performed over a shorter 

time period to judge the effectiveness of the framework in guiding a 

planning process.  Second, the effectiveness of the policies generated 

through the use of the Guide could be monitored over a period of years.  

The Guide proposed here could also be compared to other planning 

processes. Finally, the Guide could be expanded to encompass all aspects of 

the food system within a city. 
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5 Conclusion 

Although UA is not a new concept, its popularity has been steadily 

growing. The average person‘s interest in and excitement about growing 

food at or near home is increasing as people seek connections with nature 

and educational opportunities for their children, and respond to financial 

uncertainties that arise. At the same time, awareness about global 

sustainability and the interconnectedness between our cities, foodsheds, 

regions, countries and continents is also growing. These trends offer a 

unique opportunity to connect both global and local activities related to 

each of them. 

In his writings on UA, Luc Mougeot states, “What is needed to build the 

cities of the future — better fed, healthier, wealthier, more equitable, and 

cleaner cities — is to build on the knowledge gained over the past 20 years‖ 

(Mougeot 2005, 78). This thesis has built on current literature and the 

experiences of stakeholders today, and strengthened it with the structure of 

the FSSD. 

The findings detailed throughout this document seemed to uphold the 

assertion that UA can be strengthened and supported to help lead cities 

strategically towards sustainability by incorporating current strengths in UA 

planning with a framework for strategic planning. Research into the 

usefulness of current recommendations for UA planning indicated that they 

can provide value when they offer policymakers a clear idea of the costs 

and the benefits to a community as a result of supporting UA.  Details about 

UA programs that are already successful are also useful to UA 

practitioners. Recommendations could be made more useful for those 

involved in planning for UA by using nonacademic language, and being 

specific enough to provide true guidance for users.  

Research into UA planning from a sustainable development perspective 

indicated that current planning recommendations offer strong support for 

UA programs using many strategies from capacity building to 
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collaboration.  However, often, current recommendations do not set an 

overall goal of sustainability. Although UA practitioners make the 

connection between UA and solving some of the issues their cities face, 

they do not all necessarily consider those problems in the context of global 

or even city-wide sustainability issues. 

A whole-systems view is important for society to achieve sustainability.  

The proposed planning Guide attempts to help planners and UA 

stakeholders consciously make these connections and explicitly consider 

UA‘s role in both a societal move towards sustainability as well as the role 

it would play in a sustainable society to ensure that all UA practices are, or 

quickly become, sustainable.  

Finally, research showed that integrating the FSSD with the strengths of 

existing UA planning recommendations can help lead society towards 

sustainability by articulating the conditions within which the vision and 

goals for UA exist. Current recommendations for UA planning focus on 

themes such as collaboration, capacity building, equality and justice, 

financial support, governmental structure, space to grow and sell, system 

and strategy, and water and waste management. Many of these themes 

could also be considered strategies, and can be related to aspects of 

sustainability; however following each of these strategies without also 

considering the constraints within which all of society must act will not 

lead to sustainable UA. 

The concepts from the FSSD could help lead to a more complete 

consideration of the system within which UA operates, to help create UA 

policies that effectively strengthen UA and ensure that it is socio-

ecologically sustainable.. A definition of success that includes sustainability 

principles as well as principles for success that are specific to UA and the 

relevant city, can help prioritize policies and actions for UA. Strategic 

methods for a planning process, and for selecting actions, can help avoid 

the sometimes ad hoc formation of policy common in current practice. 

The authors hope that as UA grows throughout the world, the ideas shared 
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here can provide guidance for strong policy to help lead towards 

sustainability. The seeds for change have been planted. 
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Name 

City/ 

Location Country Title/Role Organization 

Anderson, 

Molly 

Arlington, MA USA President Food Systems 

Integrity 

Bailkey, 

Martin 

Madison, WI USA Food systems 

planner, Writer, 

Consultant, Board 

Member of the 

Friends of Troy 

Garden, former 

Chair of the 

Community Food 

Security Coalition‘s 

UA Committee. 

Friends of Troy 

Gardens 

Community Food 

Security Coalition's 

Urban Agriculture 

Committee 

UW-Madison 

Burtness, 

Dayna 

Minneapolis, 

MN 

USA Program Associate, 

Local Foods 

Institute for 

Agriculture and 

Trade Policy 

Dashe, Julia San Diego, CA USA  Co-founder City College Urban 

Farm 

Greenhow, 

Tim 

Stockholm Sweden Senior Consultant 

(Past experience as 

Manager of the 

Institute for Land 

Use Planning, 

Maseru) 

Swedish Institute 

for Public 

Administration 

Johnson, 

Betsy 

Boston, MA USA Former Executive 

Director 

Board Member 

American 

Community 

Gardening 

Association, 

Community Food 

Security Coalition 

Johnstone, 

Heather  

Vancouver, BC Canada Coordinator Edible Garden 

Project 
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City/ 

Location Country Title/Role Organization 

Klingler, Kristen Minneapolis, 

MN 

USA Prevention 

Specialist 

Minneapolis 

Department of 

Health & Family 

Support; 

Homegrown 

Minneapolis 

Initiative 

Koch, Jean San Francisco, 

CA 

USA Compost and 

Community 

Gardens 

Coordinator 

Presidio Trust 

Lemos de 

Oliveira, 

Antonio  

Araxa, MG Brazil Mayor, 2001-2008 Araxa MG Brazil 

Lesser, Erika New York, NY USA Executive Director Slow Food USA 

Levy Franca, 

César 

Araxa Brazil Landowner  

Mougeot, 

Luc  

 Ottawa  Canada  UA expert and 

Senior Program 

Specialist 

 International 

Development 

Research Centre 

Newberg, 

Sam 

Minneapolis, 

MN 

USA Geographer   

Nolan, 

Caroline 

Toronto, ON Canada Editor, Living 

Architecture 

Monitor 

Green Roofs for 

Healthy Cities 

Planchenault, 

Mélina 

Longueuil, 

Quebec 

Canada Planning Advisor 

for Peri-Urban Land 

Settlement and 

Project Manager 

City of Longueuil 

Randall, 

Blair 

San Francisco, 

CA 

USA Director Garden for the 

Environment 

Wooten, 

Heather  

Oakland, CA USA Associate Planning for 

Healthy Places 
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Name 

City/ 

Location Country Title/Role Organization 

Yan, Yuanming Nanjing China Staff Nanjing Mochou 

Lake Garden 

Yang, 

Xingping 

Nanjing China Director Vegetable Research 

Institute of Jiangsu 

Academy of 

Agricultural 

Sciences 
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Appendix B: UA Recommendation 
Sources 

 Policy Guide on Community and Regional Food Planning (APA 2007) 

 Sustainable Urban Food Production in the City of Vancouver (Barrs 

2002) 

 Urban Agriculture and Community Food Security in the United States 

(Brown and Carter 2003) 

 The Planner's Guide to the Urban Food System (Cassidy and Patterson 

2008) 

 Courses of Action for Municipal Policies on Urban Agriculture (de 

Zeeuw and others 2007) 

 Food Production, Urban Areas and Policy Responses (Ellis and 

Sumberg 1998) 

 Enhancing Justice and Sustainability at the Local Level (Hess and 

Winner 2007) 

 Planning for Urban Food: The Experience of Two UK Cities (Howe 

2002) 

 Guidelines for Municipal Policymaking on Urban Agriculture (IDRC 

2003) 

 Farming inside Cities: Entrepreneurial Agriculture in the United States 

(Kaufman and Bailkey 2000) 

 Growing Better Cities: Urban Agriculture for Sustainable Development 

(Mougeot 2006) 
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 Eat the City: Models of Urban Agriculture & Their Relevance to Milton 

Keynes (Natural England 2006) 

 The Diggable City Phase II: Urban Agriculture Inventory Findings and 

Recommendations (Rhoads and others 2006) 

 Best Practices in Urban Agriculture: A Background Report for the City 

of Kamloops to Support Development of a Urban Agricultural Strategy 

(True Consulting Group 2007) 

 A Food Systems Assessment for Oakland, CA: Toward a Sustainable 

Food Plan (Unger and Wooten 2006) 

 Urban Agriculture Guide (Waardewerken 2007) 

 Theory and Practice of Urban Agriculture (Yu 2008) 

 Study on the Construction States of UA in Nanjing City and its 

Development Countermeasures (Zhou 2007) 
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Appendix D: Survey Results 

1. We believe good planning begins with an understanding of the parts, processes, 

relationships, and functions of the overall system.  

 

1 = Very useful 5 = Not useful at all 

 1 2 3 4 5 Rating 

Average 

Response 

Count 

From your 

experience with 

planning please 

rate the usefulness 

of the statement 

above. 

38.5% 

(5) 
46.2% 

(6) 

7.7% 

(1) 

0.0% 

(0) 

7.7% 

(1) 
1.92 13 

answered question 13 skipped question 1 

 

How could the statement be more useful? 

1. no response 

2. "easier said than done" 

4. Yes, but a good planning is quite insufficient if you don't have programs and 

policies to support local urban agriculture. You need to support an emergent local 

food system with appropriate sustainable policies, that can give money for the 

positive externalities of organic urban and periurban agriculture. Integrated 

territorial zoning can also be a key point in city planning for sustainable 

agriculture. 

8. You might clarify that you are talking about the "food system" or the "food and 

urban services" system. 

9. it would help to state among which group such an understanding should reside 

(i.e.; planners, the public, both?) 

11. This statement is sufficiently vague that it does not say much. it doesn't leave me 

with a clear understanding of which overall system you are talking about 

(government?) nor which parts/processes etc. 

12. Done through education and capacity building processes according to the 

different levels of knowledge among stakeholders. 

 

2. We believe the following are key questions to ask in order to fully understand the 
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big picture. On a scale of 1-5, please rate how useful you feel it would be to ask each 

question.  

 

1 = Very useful 5 = Not useful at all 

 1 2 3 4 5 
Rating 

Average 

Response 

Count 

1. How can UA 

shape the 

sustainability of 

the city? 

41.7% 

(5) 

0.0% 

(0) 
41.7% 

(5) 

8.3% 

(1) 

8.3% 

(1) 
2.42 12 

2. How does UA 

fit into the larger 

food system? 

66.7% 

(8) 

16.7% 

(2) 

0.0% 

(0) 

0.0%  

(0) 

16.7% 

(2) 
1.83 12 

3. Who are the 

stakeholders 

involved in UA? 

41.7% 

(5) 

41.7% 

(5) 

0.0% 

(0) 

8.3% 

(1) 

8.3% 

(1) 
2.00 

12 

 

4. What UA 

activities are 

currently 

occurring? 

58.3% 

(7) 

8.3% 

(1) 

16.7% 

(2) 

8.3% 

(1) 

8.3% 

(1) 
2.00 12 

5. Where is 

available vacant 

land in 

the city and what 

stakeholders 

influence access to 

that land? 

58.3% 

(7) 

16.7% 

(2) 

8.3% 

(1) 

8.3% 

(1) 

8.3% 

(1) 
1.92 

12 

 

6. How do current 

policies help or 

hinder UA? 

75.0% 

(9) 

8.3% 

(1) 

0.0% 

(0) 

0.0% 

(0) 

16.7% 

(2) 
1.75 

12 

 

answered question 12 skipped question 2 

 

Comments on your ratings: Are there any other essential elements of assessment that 

you feel have been left out?  

2. First question is the overall goal, rather than the questions needed to enhance 

urban agriculture in a city 

3. In our city, it is relevant to ask if there are likely infrastructure costs that would 

obviate the use of a particular parcel of land for agriculture (e.g. contamination, 

distance from water main). It might also be important for the "big picture" to 

know if there are many people interested in growing food, and if so how many 

have expertise. It follows then that I'm suggesting as an action step that some kind 

of needs and asset community assessment happen. 
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4. The big picture doesn't need to be only on the actual picture of reality but also on 

the emerging technologies that will critically change the portrait of the actual 

agriculture (e.g. GMO, nanotechnologies, etc.) and the impact on human health 

(SP4). 

6. Are there any other essential elements of assessment that you feel have been left 

out?: Not sure where this fits best, but it would be helpful to define urban 

agriculture in the same way that you define sustainability. Within our own 

planning process, there are varying definitions of what urban agriculture entails 

and this can lead to different visions, goals, and action steps later on. 

7. I would think it valuable to start with a discussion of "what are our goals for 

changing our food system?". UA can help with some of those, but shouldn't be 

viewed as the only route to pursue. getting into # 1 may be tricky with the 

definition you provide for sustainability. I think that definition is too complex and 

academic for the stakeholder audience I see discussing it; ideally this would 

involve people from all communities in the urban area, and from a range of socio-

economic backgrounds. 

8. Questions about sustainability are only useful if you clarify what you mean---

people tend to interpret the term in many different ways. Your "principle-based 

definition" helps, but I don't think it goes far enough. 

9. Would the questions be asked in a certain sequence, such as this one? If so, 

maybe a better one would be 2,3,6,4,5 and 1 (as a general wrap-up). 

10. You have listed important questions. It would be helpful to have a clear definition 

up front of what you mean by urban ag--narrow or broad? I lean to a broader 

definition of urban ag encompassing a broader terrain than just food production 

on land (vacant or otherwise). In this sense, urban ag would obviously include 

food production on vacant land, but also could include food production in other 

places (e.g., on rooftops, in vertical farms, in enclosed spaces like 

greenhouses,hoop houses, even old warehouses that have been converted into 

food and fish production centers), etc. . Then too, going beyond food production, 

you might consider other activities as falling within an expanded definition of 

urban agriculture--e.g. places in the community to make good soil (since quality 

soil is a basic for raising good quality food), distribution points in the community 

for urban ag food, fish, and livestock to be sold or transferred (e..g., farmers 

markets, farm stands, market basket programs (to make food more accessible to 
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people who live in "food deserts"), public markets (year-round), jails, hospitals, 

schools, etc). In addition, you might consider food waste conversion into 

compost, renewable energy as part of an expanded definition, instead of food wast 

going into landfills, incinerators.. 

11.  How does the municipality describe its idea of Urban agriculture, operations and 

relations with key stakeholders? How current local legislation (rules) support or 

not UA 

12. assessing if there is room for growth in current UA activities. re: #1- that is more 

of a philosophical question which first assumes that a goal of the city is to be 

sustainable. and the answer will probably be the same or similar for all 

applications- bringing food closer to the people, etc. Also, as i was filling this out 

i assumed that 5 was the most useful, until i re-read the directions. that's how 

most surveys are set up that i have done- highest on the right. just in case your 

answers are not what you expect. 

 

3. We believe that it is important to begin with a clear definition of success when 

planning. Do you currently use a clear definition of success when you plan? 
 Response Percent Response Count 

Yes 60.0% 6 

No 40.0% 4 

answered question 10 skipped question 4 

 

If so, what do you find most effective about it? If not, why not?  

2. No, because there are so many levels of success. 

3. Yes.  Of course measurable outcomes can be useful in establishing success, but 

we also value stories, photographs, and testimonials as evidence of success. We 

also try to have participants and community partners help us define what they 

would consider success, so that we are working together towards their defined 

goals (e.g. community planning charettes for new garden designs). 

4. Yes 

6. No, The question has been posed but a definite answer has not been established 

yet which has hindered our ability to plan in some instances. 

7. unsure how to answer this one. I think defining success during the planning stage 

is very important and useful. Mostly it helps get everyone on the same page for a 
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shared vision, and also it provides a backbone to refer to when decisions are 

needed along the way. 

8. Yes.  Multistakeholder input and plenty of discussion about what success means 

from different perspectives. Focus on the most vulnerable people in society 

9. No, If anything I would use a vision or set of linked visions as a goal, rather than 

something with quantifiable benchmarks that may or may not be appropriate. 

11. Yes. Having clear definitions of success (goals and expected outcomes) is 

important, but perhaps equally important is having flexibility around determining 

whether a project is successful - often this ends up looking quite different than we 

originally imagined, but the project/program has still been successful. 

12. yes.  As a stakeholder part of UA process as owner of a vacant area I do have a 

clear definition of success, however the municipality that promotes UA doesn‘t. 

The most effective about it is the language I use to communicate with the 

municipality and stakeholders to support sustainability integration in the 

municipality. 

13. No. It would be helpful to keep this in mind. I often have a general idea of what I 

would see that would make the project successful, but I don't actually write it 

down. 

14. Yes.  Somewhat clear- trying to engage as many people as possible in urban ag. in 

San Diego ! 

 

4. We believe that it is important to collaborate with stakeholders to agree on critical 

factors for success, a common vision, and goals near the beginning of the planning 

process.  

 

1 = Very useful 5 = Not useful at all 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
Rating 

Average 

Response 

Count 

Please rate the 

usefulness of this 

step when 

planning for UA. 

61.5% 

(8) 

15.4% 

(2) 

15.4% 

(2) 

0.0% 

(0) 

7.7% 

(1) 
 13 

answered question 13 skipped question 1 

 

Comments on your ratings: 

3. Absolutely fundamental to achieving our aims. 
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6. And to manage the expectations of everyone involved. In our planning process, 

the local government wanted to examine urban agriculture's role in the city. When 

community members heard this they became very enthusiatic but at times their 

expectations were not realistic which led to tension between residents and 

government. 

7.  Essential for success---but think more about how you define "stakeholders" and 

how they will be selected. They can include people necessary to carrying out a 

plan, people with the ability to undermine or derail a plan (especially if these 

people have motives to undermine the plan), and people who will be affected by a 

plan. 

8. I would strike the words "near the beginning" and do the collaboration within the 

planning process. 

9. Ideally, it is, but don't discount the need for a few leaders to provide a vision for 

success, which other stakeholders can rally around, modify, and ultimately buy 

into. Sometimes a consensus approach may be reached later by recognizing the 

energy and vision of a few to provide the platform to spark achievement of 

consensus on vision, goals, etc. 

10. Cooperation and collaboration in the community is essential and often determines 

the success or failure of an initiative. 

11.  I harbor concerns that if stakeholders are given a chance to provide input, but 

their ideas are not included in the final plan then they may feel resentful. 

 

5. Have you ever used a collaborative approach when planning? 
 Response Percent Response Count 

Yes 83.3% 10 

No 0.0% 0 

Not Sure 16.7% 2 

answered question 12 skipped question 2 

 

If so, what was the outcome? 

2. Not sure.  Not generally involved with "planning" 

3. Yes.  Of course, planning by committee is always messier than by dictate. But the 

result is much more fun, likely to have a more lasting effect, and most certainly to 

ensure wider buy-in for the project. 

4. Yes.  The Montreal green belt pilot project that I conducted along with our local 

community has proposed an integrated community planning for sustainable 
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periurban agriculture. After creating of 3 comities, visioning of the territory we 

have develop toolbox, specific programs and policies for local organic periurban 

agriculture. For more information on the City countryside pilot project: Mélina 

Planchenault, 2007, Inventing our Collective Future: Toward the First ―Eco-

Territory 21‖ in Longueuil Peri-urban area: Utopia, Necessity or Future Reality? 

Memorandum of the Urban Agglomeration of Longueuil for the Commission On 

The Future of the Agriculture and Agri-Food Sectors In Quebec (CAAAQ) Link: 

http://www.longueuil.ca/vw/asp/gabarits/Gabarit_Popup_SousTitre_Normal.asp?I

D_MESSAGE=20123&ID_ARROND_COMM=0 The Balance Scorecard is one 

of outcome for the co-ordination of the City-countryside pilot project: 

http://www.caaaq.gouv.qc.ca/userfiles/File/Memoires%20lecture%20seule-

regional/16-75-M-Agglomeration_Longueuil_Annexe2.pdf 

6. Yes.  Just bringing a variety of partners to the same table and allowing them to 

talk about their individual ideas, goals, and action steps allows informal and 

formal partnerships to form where before there wasn't any interaction. 

7. Yes, can be long and difficult, but overall valuable; in community projects, seems 

essential 

8. Yes, very positive, although it takes longer than uni-agency planning 

9. Yes.  Mixed - it depends on the situation. 

10. Yes.  It works sometimes, but not in all situations. A vast literature on this. 

***Note, answers to questions 4 and 5 were omitted from the survey answers 

about expanded definition of urban ag 

11. Yes.  Highly successful - far greater buy in from the community, with a greater 

wealth of resources to draw from. 

12. Yes.  Collaborative approaches are very usefull to generate commitment, without 

a total inclusive and collaborative approach the process risks to fail. (Community 

consultation processes, participative budget, group development tools and others.) 

13. Not sure 

14. Yes, we continue to work toward meaningful goals that aid our group's mission 

 

6. Our research points to the following factors that seem to be critical for the long-

term success of UA. Do you feel these factors are critical to success of UA in your 

city? 

 Yes No 
Not 

Sure 

Rating 

Average 

Response 

Count 
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1. Environmentally, 

economically, 

and socially sustainable (using 

a 

principle-based definition of 

sustainability) 

100.0% 

(12) 

0.0% 

(0) 

0.0% 

(0) 
1.00 12 

2. There is fair access to a 

diversity 

of safe places to grow food 

100.0% 

(12) 

8.3% 

(1) 

8.3% 

(1) 
1.25 12 

3. Financially sustainable 
83.3% 

(10) 

41.7% 

(5) 

0.0% 

(0) 
2.00 

12 

 

4. Access to information about 

agricultural techniques 
100.0% 

(12) 

0.00% 

(0) 

0.00% 

(0) 
100 12 

5. Organized governmental 

structure 

to better help citizens 

100.0% 

(12) 

0.0% 

(0) 

0.0% 

(0) 
1.00 

12 

 

answered question 12 skipped question 2 

 

Are there any factors that you feel are not critical for success? Is there anything you 

would add to the list? 

2. #4 -- intensive growing and niche marketing #5 -- if this means government 

support 

3. Facilitation of community-building among growers. This has been a key element 

to the success of all of our UA programs--whether with community gardeners, 

farmers, or youth growers. E.g. Farmers: It gets lonely out there in the froth of 

Spring planting and/or the drudging heat of August, so like Grange members of 

former times, farmers in our programs value our efforts to help them collaborate 

in a variety of explicitly coordinated farm management and marketing efforts--to 

share the load and be in good company. Similarly, the community gardeners who 

raise food on our land value the opportunities we facilitate for them to transcend 

language, ethnic, social class, and educational differences through shared 

celebrations, clean-ups, and work parties. 

4. Special zoning, policies, programs and community projects inside the city 

Developement Plan could help to preserve agriculture inside the city for long term 

vision. 

6.  Good public-private partnerships are critical. 

7. #5 can also be met by support from nonprofits, as many cities don't have this 

helpful structure 
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8. Access to resources beyond information (e.g., land with guaranteed long-term 

access, water, seeds) is also important. Also, top-down commitment from the city 

is important and a way to vet grievances (such as land being taken away). 

9. For #2, I would add "secure" to "safe," in the sense of long-term use of a site for 

UA. 

10. need people who know how to grow food, eespecially if entrepreneurial urban 

agriculture is an imprtant goal. bot just "weekend farmers" in this case. 

government role very imprtant. they can be neutral, supportive, or blockers. 

Supportive to urban is most desireable. Reflected in financial support, incentives 

to encourage, land use regulations that permit rather than block or fail to 

recognized urban ag activities. 

11. I have said yes to all of these, but I find them to be pretty subjective. Chances are 

a municipal politician is going to have a very different idea of whether a project is 

financially sustainable than a grassroots community organization or a local 

business person. Also who defines what 'fair access' is to land, and what about the 

citizens who believe that it is more important that land be used for playing fields 

than UA, how does the organized governmental structure help them? (you can see 

what I'm getting at here...). It is important to remember that many citizens do not 

see UA as a priority, and many see things like community gardens as a 

privatization of public space... 

12. It is also importand the creation of a vision for the city / municipality that is 

conected with sustainability issues. 

 

7. From your experience, do you feel that these factors of success would be applicable 

broadly, in more cities than your own? 
 Response Percent Response Count 

Yes 100.0% 12 

No 0.0% 0 

answered question 12 skipped question 2 

 

2.  yes 

3.  yes 

4.  yes 

6.  yes 

7.  yes 
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8.  yes 

9.  yes 

10.  yes 

11. Theoretically yes, though in my experience, developing any sort of generalized 

guidelines for cities is going to prove very challenging. Each local government 

has a completely different way of operating, different mandate, different structure, 

as well as different land base/population base etc. I feel like they need more 

'meat'. 

12. Information to apply it broadly should consider also consider or suggest the 

creation of a visual language to support the communication of science and 

complex planning issues to common people. 

13. yes 

 

8. We propose using the following principle-based definition of sustainability:  

 

In a sustainable society, nature is not subject to systematic…  

 

…increases in concentrations of substances from the Earth’s crust (examples: CO2 

emissions, petroleum-based fertilizers, etc.) 

 …increases in concentrations of substances produced by society (examples: pesticides, 

etc.) 

 …degradation by physical means (at a rate at which nature cannot restore the affected 

resources) (examples: erosion, etc.) 

  

And people are not subject to:  

…conditions that systematically undermine people’s ability to meet their needs 

 

1 = Very useful 5 = Not useful at all 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
Rating 

Average 

Response 

Count 

Please rate how 

useful you feel 

having a shared 

understanding of 

sustainability 

(based on the 

definition 

above) would be 

58.3% 

(7) 

16.7% 

(2) 

16.7% 

(2) 

8.3% 

(1)) 

0.0% 

(0) 
1.75 12 
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when creating a 

vision for UA. 

answered question 12 skipped question 2 

 

Comments: 

7. I feel like people who come together to advance urban ag, or to improve food 

access in their city, are not necessarily going to want to get into this. Are they 

there because they want "sustainability" for their city, or because they want to 

provide local food for hungry people? the sustainability discussion opens up a 

whole other can of worms, only one of which is dealt with by UA. transportation, 

housing, jobs, economic development, energy use, solid waste, etc....goes on and 

on. plus i think some folks might argue your 3rd point - plenty of example of 

where nature is degraded faster than it can be restored, such as a beach; this 

change is not caused by human interference, though it may be exacerbated by it.... 

8. I recommend that you refer to people's rights rather than needs. Rights language 

links your work into a much more comprehensive and well-defined body of work 

than "needs language". Look at the 2007 paper by Karen Rideout (UBC) and 

others in Public Health Nutrition (Issue 10[6], pages 566-573: "Bringing home the 

right to food in Canada: Challenges and possibilities for achieving food security." 

I'm interested in degradation of communities, not just individual needs and 

whether they are met. 

9. Much as I'd like to think otherwise, the primary value placed on UA by 

individuals is often not global - as above - but personal and practical, an effort to 

grow food to effectively feed one's family. 

10. It would be useful to flesh out with more specificity what you mean by 

"conditions that systematically undermine people's ability to meet their needs" as 

you do for the "nature" paragraph above. As it reads, the "peolple" statement is 

vaguer. 

12. This can also be suggested to be the constraints or the basis for local urban 

agriculture organizers or the municipality to inspire the creation of their own 

vision. 

13. I think having a shared vision of sustainability is important. The wording about 

the "Earth's crust" seems a bit awkward but perhaps it's not a concept I've been 

exposed to before. Also you may want to reword this: "And people are not subject 

to conditions that systematically undermine people's ability to meet their needs." 
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That's a lot of people! citizens...undermine the ability to meet ones basic needs. 

These concepts also feel very broad- I might be hesitant to use them if I'm simply 

proposing a community garden of 100 plots where erosion is unlikely to be a 

concern. 

 

9. Does the definition above fit in with your understanding of sustainability? 

 Response Percent Response Count 

Yes 81.8% 9 

No 18.2% 2 

answered question 11 skipped question 3 

 

Comments: 

2.  yes 

3.  yes 

4.  yes 

6. Yes.  It's very environment-focused whereas our city's definition of sustainability 

is more broadly written to include economics, individual health, and community 

health. 

7. No.  For the most part it fits, but I would focus instead (or in addition) on using 

resources no faster than they can be restored - groundwater used at same rate as 

aquifer regenerates, trees cut at same rate as grown, etc. 

8. Yes.  Overall, I think you're on track. But the increases in concentrations should 

be qualified: some increases might be meaningless or benign, while others are 

extremely toxic. Also, there's often a clause in definitions of sustainability about 

overuse of non-renewal resources at rates that exceed actual substitution of other 

goods. 

9. No.  My answer is both yes and no. My understanding of sustainability contains 

what you say. But this definition doesn't say anything about future generations - 

which for me is a critical element (isn't it the real reason behind any sustainable 

thinking?) 

10. first part; less the second part 

11.  yes 

12.  yes 

13. closed-loop; local; community; reuse; responsible for actions and consequences; 

basic needs met of population 
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14. yes 

 

10. We propose using “backcasting” to help create an action plan for UA in a city. 

This includes assessing the current UA system, identifying gaps between the current 

system and successful UA envisioned above, brainstorming actions, and prioritizing 

proposed actions using, at minimum, the following questions: - Will proposed actions 

move us towards our definition of success? - Are proposed actions flexible, so they lay 

the foundation for further steps towards the vision? – Will proposed actions provide 

a return on investment, financial or otherwise, to seed further action in moving 

towards the vision?  

 

1 = Very useful 5 = Not useful at all 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

Rating 

Average 

Respons

e Count 

Please rate the 

usefulness of the 

proposed strategy 

for planning. 

25.0% 

(3) 
66.7% 

(8) 

0.0% 

(0) 

0.0% 

(0) 

8.3% 

(1) 
2.00 12 

answered question 12 skipped question 2 

 

Comments: What other questions would help you when prioritizing actions? How do 

you normally prioritize actions in your work? 

2. being able to identify and act on the gaps is the key 

4.  The problem is that the actual economic part of the agribusiness system doesn't 

give money to farmer for the positive externalities of good practices 

(governmental program for UA are unsustainable) So even if we are planning the 

right thing, the ROI will not have a redistributive effect... so the local policies will 

have to negotiate new rules otherwise, the business plan for sustainable UA will 

probably stay on a shelf.... There is an economic strategy that needs to be parallel 

to the planning strategy. (Montreal pilot project try to address that also). 

6. Are resources available to take a specific action? Whose responsibility is it to 

carry out a specific action? 

7. are the proposed goals / actions smart: specific, measurable, action-oriented, 

realistic, and time-oriented. 

8. This is a huge question! In planning for the Boston Collaborative on Food & 

Fitness (a city-wide project), we've used multiple criteria to screen various action 
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items. They include the level of effort required versus level of impact expected, 

whether there is community support, whether other organizations are already 

doing something similar, whether a project is "shovel-ready", etc. You probably 

want to vet your criteria with all of your stakeholders before going much farther. 

9. I would add something about identifying stakeholders and identifying 

neighborhoods of greater need (unless these are implicit in what's above). 

11.  Is the definition of success the definition of sustainability? In that case, I would 

include at least some language in the definition linking it to UA. Sustainability in 

general is pretty vague (and there are already a million definitions out there 

relating to sustainability in general that sound very close to what you have 

written), I would consider adding some more specific UA stuff to it to make it 

more useful in this context. Sustainability (as it is defined above) becomes a 

completely unachievable goal. It is important to define success, but is is also 

important that success is something that is achievable. I'm not totally clear if that's 

what this question is asking, or whether the 'UA envisioned above' is some 

theoretical thing that cities would have come up with. 

13.  is "backcasting" the opposite of "forecasting"? is the "vision" the same as the 

"action plan" or as the "UA envisioned above"? 

 

11. We are proposing the 5-Level Framework as a tool for your city's/organization's 

current planning practices.  

 

1 = Useful 5 = Not useful at all 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
Rating 

Average 

Response 

Count 

Please rate the 

usefulness of the 

Proposed tool. 

33.3% 

(4) 

41.7% 

(5) 

16.7% 

(2) 

8.3% 

(1) 

0.0% 

(0) 
2.00 12 

answered question 12 skipped question 2 

 

Comments: What could make this tool more useful for you? What other tools do you 

feel would be useful when planning for UA? 

2. Only if there is buy-in agreement about the "big picture" that UA fits and has a 

meaningful place in the larger food system 

6.  More assessment tools - ex. land use assessment, community food security 

assessment, assessing individuals' perceptions and needs related to UA. 
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8.  It's rather general and will need to be refined into a real workplan as you move 

through it... but overall sound. 

9. When I look at the 5-level framework, I see a model that can be used in maybe 

any public planning situation - not just UA. Can a model framework be developed 

that is more tailored to the character of UA? 

11.  It is similar to the planning process that we already follow (i.e. creating a vision, 

establishing goals and objectives, liaising with stakeholders, delivering the 

program etc) , and we will likely not change how we are planning things. 

12. Local Agenda 21 Participative Budgeting Strategic Life Cycle Assessment 

Procurement 

13. i think some case studies/ examples would be helpful. show an organization 

working thru the levels and creating action items etc. 


