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1. Introduction

Urban agriculture is a term used to describe both private and public agricultural activities that take place in urban and peri-urban areas.  While regional examples practice urban agriculture differently, each will help to increase food security. Urban agriculture has the potential to increase a region’s food security by providing a local food supply system and successful examples of this situation have been documented in the Canadian cities of Montréal and Vancouver.

By documenting the birth of the urban agricultural movements in Montréal and Vancouver, this research has sought to understand how modern Canadian cities can adopt local food systems.  Montréal was selected as a model city for urban agriculture in Canada because it is home to over 75 community garden sites and because the City of Montréal’s Department of Recreation and Community Development maintains over 6654 individual garden plots (Cosgrove 2001).  According to Davidson and Krause (1999a), Montréal also has the most extensive gardening network in North America.  Vancouver was selected as a model city for urban agriculture in Canada because 25% of British Columbia’s food is grown within a half hour of Vancouver, because 40% of the people living in Vancouver maintain gardens (e.g., on balconies or roof-tops, in yards or community gardens), and because Vancouver is home to over 1000-community garden plots (IDRC 2007).  Montréal and Vancouver maintain these significant statistics with the help of different social actors who are involved in the urban agricultural movement in their respective jurisdictions.  This research was interested in contacting those actors to discuss why the urban agricultural movement is successful, in each of their cities, and to discuss how other Canadian cities can learn from their existing examples.

This research project first explores the history of the urban agricultural movement by looking at what urban agriculture is, by looking at what its uses and forms are and then by discussing urban agriculture at an international scale. The next section looks at some existing initiatives in Canada.  After a brief look at the history of urban agriculture and its Canadian context, this research begins to focus on the existing urban agricultural movements in Montréal and Vancouver separately before bringing the conclusions from each together in the last section.  Although the section that compares Montréal and Vancouver could be framed from many different angles, the angle taken here intended to uncover what factors facilitated the urban agricultural movement in Montréal and Vancouver after the first projects were initiated.  

The municipal governments and the work of local non-governmental organizations (NGO) were sought as two important catalysts within urban agriculture in either Montréal or Vancouver.  The City of Montréal and The City of Vancouver have facilitated the urban agricultural movements in their respective jurisdictions and this research explored the role played by municipal governments.  Municipal governments are of interest because of by-laws that may facilitate urban agricultural projects and because of the role of the municipal planning department in approving agricultural development in the city.  For example, if an individual wanted to convert their conventional roof to a green roof this new development would likely have to receive approval from the municipal planning department before it’s construction could begin and therefore the existence of urban agriculture may be interdependent with the approval of the municipal government.  

Non-governmental organizations (NGOs) were also of great interest in researching the urban agricultural movement within each city.  For example, the role NGO’s play in facilitating individual participation in urban agriculture and in catalyzing the urban agricultural movements through the development of local food systems and associated processes, such as compost/worm distribution and winter greenhouses.  It was hypothesized that the NGO’s in Montréal and Vancouver played a significant role in developing the urban agriculture in their respective jurisdictions.
The proposed research hoped to develop a comprehensive understanding of how Montréal and Vancouver adopted an urban agricultural movement.  The research was intended to identify key individuals, organizations, actions or events that led to a successful urban agricultural discourse within the chosen cities and ideally, it will provide insights into the necessary components of urban agriculture in Canadian cities.  Once the necessary components of urban agriculture are understood, this information could potentially be used to create a model to help Canadian cities promote greater use of urban agriculture.  


2. Description of Research Method:

This research was completed using a qualitative research approach, primarily case studies, discourse analysis and two semi-structured, open-ended interviews.  Participants were selected for an interview based on their significant involvement in the initiation or facilitation of urban agricultural projects in Montréal or Vancouver.  Significant involvement is personally defined as anyone who has been documented as being part of any activities or initiatives involving urban agriculture in the past or present in Montréal or Vancouver; or, any person who is actively involved in a self-proclaimed urban agricultural entity, such as a non-governmental organization or as a branch of a municipal government, for example.

Individuals were recruited for an interview through a written consent process.  Individuals were sent a letter of introduction (see Appendix B) about the project and a separate form (see Appendix C) asking for their consent in an interview.  Individuals were asked to return their consent letters, whether or not they wanted to participate, and they were asked to include their preferred method of communication for the interview and a preferred time, if they wished to participate. Interviews were conducted at the participant’s requested time using a recording device.  The interviews took less than one hour to complete.  Interviews were recorded for partial transcription following the interviews.  
The written consent process only proved to be semi-successful.  The original research proposal intended to gain an understanding about the initiation of successful urban agricultural movements in two Canadian cities, Montréal and Vancouver.  After sending out written consent forms to eight key individuals, four from Montréal and four from Vancouver, only two from Vancouver responded with consent forms that were willing to participate in an interview.  I was able to complete two interviews, both conducted over the phone, with key proponents of urban agriculture in Vancouver. 

 As a result of the inability to collect primary qualitative data from key individuals in Montréal, the focus of the research was shifted towards Vancouver. Montréal is still great example of a city with a successful urban agricultural movement in progress and is still a great resource for the entire research project.  However, for the purposes of this paper, the case of urban agriculture in Montréal will act, as a resource comprised of secondary data only. 

3: Literature Review

Section 3 will briefly summarize some of the existing literature on urban agriculture.  The first section of the Literature Review begins by recognizing that urban agriculture is practiced around the world and is often suited to or limited by the climate in which it takes place.  As a result, there are many different forms of urban agriculture in existence and some forms are more suitable or beneficial to a particular region than others.  Since urban agriculture takes different forms around the world, it has different meanings to different people – there is more than one definition of the phrase.  The Food and Agricultural Organization (FAO) has a broad definition of urban agriculture, while other definitions prioritize different themes within urban agriculture, such as food security.  This Literature Review will begin by establishing a working definition that is suited towards Canadian urban agriculture.
The second section of the Literature Review looks at how some of the consequences of increasing populations can be mitigated using urban agriculture.  Urban agriculture has the potential to offer food security to urban residents, while also offering environmental, social and economic benefits.  However, if urban agriculture is poorly planned, it has the potential to have negative environmental consequences.

The final sections of the Literature Review look at international examples of urban agriculture before looking at where it successfully exists in Canada.  Urban agriculture has existed for centuries around the world, but in North America, it is more of a recent phenomenon.  There are many types of urban agriculture, but in North America it is mostly limited to horticulture.  Horticultural urban agriculture in North America takes many forms, such as community and/or rooftop gardens, and this literature review will primarily focus on the forms of urban agriculture that exist in Montréal and Vancouver, Canada.  These Canadian cities are recognized internationally for their urban agricultural advances and this Literature Review will examine the existing urban agricultural initiatives around the world and in the Canadian cities of Montréal and Vancouver.

Defining Urban Agriculture

There is not a single, universally agreed upon definition of urban agriculture, as many regions have different interpretations of the term.  Vikram Bhatt (2005) has a broad definition of urban agriculture, which states urban agriculture is the “cultivation of plants, medicinal and aromatic herbs, fruit trees, and the raising of animals in cities to support household economy (…).”  Bhatt’s definition lacks specificity and does not attempt to address many of the critical issues that some interpretations of urban agriculture have tried to address.

  
The FAO (2007c) recognizes that there is not yet a universal definition of urban 

agriculture and provides the following interpretation:

Urban and peri-urban agriculture (UPA) is perceived as agriculture practices within and around cities which compete for resources (land, water, energy, labor) that could also serve other purposes to satisfy the requirements of the urban population.  Important sectors of UPA include horticulture, livestock, fodder and milk production, aquaculture, and forestry.  Therefore, for expository purposes, the term UPA should be understood to be inclusive unless otherwise specified.

The definition of urban agriculture provided by the FAO, is more specific about the necessary components of agriculture, such as land, water, energy and labor, and is also more specific about the types of urban agriculture that are in existence around the world.  Canada no longer has the infrastructure within its cities to support large-scale animal production and so the FAO definition of urban agriculture is somewhat unsuitable for Canada from this respect.  

The FAO’s definition mentions that urban agriculture could be used to satisfy the requirements of urban populations but does include this as a necessary component.  From a Canadian perspective, it is counterproductive not to supply a city with the food products it creates.  For instance, if urban agriculture did not supply the same city it was grown in, then that city would have to export those urban agricultural food products that were produced and would likely have to rely on imports to replace the same products that city already grew.  If urban agriculture had the intention of acting as an alternative to industrial agriculture, it could not be achieved by exporting urban agricultural food products.  Exporting urban agricultural products would simply reverse the supply chain and offer essentially no distributional alternatives to industrial agriculture. Thus, the FAO’s definition of urban agriculture is not suitable for Canadian agriculture because it does not specify that urban agriculture should supply the same city it is produced in.

Although it is important to situate urban agriculture within a variety of different definitions, this paper will rely on the definition of urban agriculture found in Deelstra and van den Biggelaar (n.d) and provided by Luc Mourgeot.  More specifically, Mourgeot (2000) states that urban agriculture is:

… an industry located within (intraurban) or on the fringe which grows or raises, processes and distributes a diversity of food and non-food products, (re-) using largely human and material resources, products and services found in and around that urban area, and in turn supplying human and material resources, products and services mainly to that urban area.

Mourgeot’s definition of urban agriculture encompasses the idea that agricultural production within a city should also supply that same city with the products it creates.  This is an essential feature to a sustainable urban agricultural production system.  Other essential features of sustainable urban agriculture, included in Mourgeot’s definition, are that inputs (such as resources, products and services) relied upon by urban agriculture should also be supplied locally.  Mourgeot’s definition is the most suitable for Canadian cities and this literature review will use this definition henceforth.

Cities, Urban Environments and Populations

In 2007, for the first time in history, the world’s urban population exceeded its rural population.  By 2030, it is expected that approximately two-thirds of the world’s population will be living in urban areas (FAO 2007a).  Today, urban populations consume the majority of the world’s resources.  For example, 75% of global resource consumption is drawn for urban areas (Moscovich 2006).  As urban areas increase in population and continue to consume more resources, they will also produce more waste.  

While urban environments have the ability to reduce the need for automobiles, by decreasing the distance to products, goods and services, allowing cities to save on energy consumption, it is the buildings within cites that consume a large portion of energy.  40% of all energy consumption in America, for example, goes into making, heating, and cooling buildings (TVO 2007).  Buildings also consume vast amounts of water and generate vast amounts of waste (United States Green Building Council 2003).  As urban populations increase, the amount of resources consumed and the amount of waste generated from cities is expected to increase.

With increased resource consumption and the increase in waste production from within growing cities around the world, there is an increasing need to address the sustainability of these urban environments.  There is tremendous potential to increase the sustainability of cities and to provide a secure food network to growing cities with the use of urban agricultural techniques.  Urban agriculture can reduce energy consumption significantly by reducing the transportation needed to ship and distribute food to urban inhabitants; by reducing the amount of energy buildings need for temperature moderation (e.g., through green roofs or vertical gardening); and potentially, by eliminating the synthetic and chemical inputs that industrial agriculture relies on.  There are many benefits that urban agriculture can offer to today’s growing cities, to make them more sustainable in the future.

The Benefits of Urban Agriculture

Urban agriculture can be beneficial to urban environments by helping to mitigate some of negative consequences that result from current unsustainable resource use and waste generation practices that are common to most cities and agriculture.  While each of the benefits of urban agriculture can be discussed in great detail, they are briefly summarized, below. 

Food security:  The idea of food security is complex.  Since the Green Revolution, corporations in the United States have accumulated farmland to create massive agro-industrial farms, dependent on chemical inputs to maintain large yields for growing populations and here in Canada many family farms have turned to industrial models to gain competitive yields.  The industrial method of farming has out-competed small-scale farming and caused many Canadians to rely on this type of large-scale farming operation for food.  Many Canadians do not question the type of farming method from which their food is derived, and they assume that their food supply will always be secure, which is not necessarily true.  There are many hypothetical circumstances that would halt the current state of perceived food security.  For example, persistent drought near and around large-scale farms would adversely impact our ability to divert large quantities of water needed to maintain such large farm yields.  Similarly, if the global supply of oil runs thin, there will be no more synthetic fertilizer and no way to distribute food long-distances and the food supply that most Canadians depend on for survival would be at risk.  In response to a very vulnerable food distribution system many Canadians desire increased food security.

According to Rabinowicz (2002), the term ‘food security,’ was developed at the 1996 World Food Summit, and it refers to food that is safe, nutritious, personally acceptable, culturally appropriate and cultivated using environmentally and socially harmonious techniques.  Urban agriculture has the potential to address the criteria of food security for individual urban communities by providing food production at a local level.  Amory Starr (2000) identifies the goals of community-level food security movements as generating alternative models that re-localize food systems and de-link them from the corporate global food system.  Urban agriculture is an alternative model to the corporate global food system that could be used in Canadian cities to re-localize food systems to increase food security.  Presently UA remains a mere component of the global food supply system.  

Increasing food security in an urban environment through urban agriculture has the potential to offer greater nutrition to residents of that urban area.  If one were to use urban agriculture to achieve food security they could potentially grow enough food to feed local populations and increase the nutritional value of the local diet.   That food would also have to be cultivated in an environmentally harmonious manner, avoiding chemical inputs and thus increasing safety standards by avoiding consumer exposure to chemical pesticides (Devaux & Franks et al. 2002).  It is important to consider that large-scale infrastructural changes would be necessary to achieve complete local production, for example all brown-fields could become greenhouses and all rooftops could be architecturally redesigned to support rooftop gardens.


Significant reduction in food transportation costs:  As previously established, most food in Canadian cities is not grown locally and must be transported from large-scale, agro-industrial operations to reach grocery store shelves.  Exotic food products are sent first by plane, and are then loaded onto trucks or ships and distributed to food suppliers, while non-exotic food products still travel great distances by truck or ship to reach their final destinations.  This current method of food distribution is very inefficient and has huge environmental ramifications.  According to Rabinowicz (2002), the average food product in North America has traveled 1400 miles before reaching its penultimate destination – the grocery store.  Since the working definition of urban agriculture states that urban agriculture should ideally rely on local materials and supply the local population, urban agriculture should not rely on long-distance food distribution systems.  Instead, food should be cultivated locally and supplied to the local inhabitants, avoiding dependency on non-renewable resources and huge amounts of air pollution related to its transportation.  

Quality of food in an urban area: Many food products found in Canadian grocery stores are imported from other regions, making it sometimes difficult to find fresh, local food within an urban area.  Food that has to be imported is often grown using chemical pesticides and has to be treated with artificial preservatives to make the long journey by boat, plane and/or transport truck.  When food arrives at the grocery store, it often contains residues of chemical pesticides and preservatives, which can deteriorate the health of those who consume and depend on that food. 

Urban agriculture in Canada has the potential to supply cities locally with fresh, nutritious produce that would be available all year long (with the addition of multiple greenhouses) and would not rely on unhealthy cultivation methods to be produced nor chemical treatments to withstand long-distance shipping.  Urban agriculture that does not rely on chemical inputs has the potential to increase the quality of food in individual urban areas.


Reduction in pollution:  Urban agriculture reduces pollution in two obvious ways: first, through the reduction in fossil-fuel emissions associated with the transport of food and non-food products into urban environments, and second, through the unique characteristics of plants.

As previously discussed, the average food product has to travel long distances before reaching its final destination.  If the transportation method used by the food product is powered by fossil fuels, then the transport of that food product causes enormous amounts of air pollution to be released into the atmosphere.  Since the working definition of urban agriculture posits that urban agriculture should rely on local materials and supply the local people, urban agriculture would avoid most of the air pollution released into the atmosphere during the process of shipping large-scale, agro-industrial food products.  

Urban agriculture further reduces the amount of pollution in an urban area because of the increased presence of plants in the urban environment.  Howorth, Convery and O’Keefe (2001) describe how adding plants to the urban environment reduces pollution because of the photosynthetic properties of plants, which absorb carbon dioxide and release oxygen.  Through the process of photosynthesis, plants used in urban agriculture help to mitigate human-induced climate change (Mendis and Van Bers 1999).  Introducing more plants into an urban environment, using urban agriculture, can also reduce pollution by filtering rainwater, by offering dust filtration, by creating a reduction in noise and by improving the microclimate (Deelstra and van den Biggelaar, n.d.).

Community building: Anschitz (1996) defines community as “ a group living in a specific geographical or administrative area, for example, a neighborhood, which has access to and uses the same service.”  There are many ways in which a community can be built physically, where the actual geographical or administrative area can literally grow, but the idea of community is not physical and there are many ways that a community can grow that are not somatic.

Urban agriculture relies on certain programs that can facilitate community building.  Examples of successful community building initiatives through the use of urban agriculture can be seen in Vancouver and Montréal.  According to Asomani-Boateng (2007), the recycling and/or composting of organic waste from urban residents can be diverted directly to urban agricultural cultivation and would then potentially generate employment and income for “unemployed residents in low income, high-density residential neighborhoods.”  Other examples of community building facilitated by urban agriculture include: environmental education and skills development through school partnerships and community programs, as well as increased access to affordable and healthy food.

Increase in the sustainability of local environmental systems in an urban area: Mourgeot’s working definition states that urban agriculture should rely on resources found in and around a given urban area.  Thus, urban agriculture has the potential to increase the sustainability of a local environmental system by relying on organic wastes and nutrients from the same urban area in which it is grown.  Urban agriculture also has the potential to create a more sustainable urban environment by using waste water management techniques, by reclaiming degenerated areas, by reducing the amount of energy used for food production and by reducing water run-off into municipal waterways (Deelstra and van den Biggelaar, n.d.).


Urban agriculture has the potential to offer urban environments a variety of environmental and social benefits.  Urban agriculture can also simply increase the aesthetic appeal of an urban environment or provide habitat for more biodiversity.  While urban agriculture has many benefits, there are also some potential drawbacks.  If urban agriculture is practiced unsustainably, potential drawbacks include: the destruction of vegetation, the erosion and siltation of soils, the contamination of soils and groundwater (if not organically produced or if produced using genetic modifications), the depletion of urban water resources (Deelstra and van den Biggelaar, n.d.) and deforestation (FAO 2007b).

Types of Urban Agriculture

Urban agriculture exists in a myriad of forms within the urban environment; some of the most common forms of urban agriculture include green roofs and roof top gardens, vertical gardens, community gardens and plots, private gardens, guerilla gardens, urban agricultural projects, greenhouses and intra and peri-urban food production. Some of these forms are discussed in detail below.


Green Roofs and Rooftop Gardens: Green rooftops and roof top gardens can take many forms and have unique benefits.  Three forms of roof top gardens are described here.  Container gardening is the first kind of roof top garden; it can be created with almost anything that can be filled with soil and plants (Nowak 2004).  See Figure 1 for an example of container gardening in pots and in wood-lined boxes, both simply filled with soil.

Figure 1: “Jardin Rencontre: A city run community garden”

[image: image1.jpg]



(Davidson and Krause 1999b).

The second type of rooftop gardening is more sophisticated than container gardening and involves, for example, the installation of large amounts of soil and architectural considerations for weight bearing capacities.  Sophisticated rooftop gardening can be expensive but can offer many benefits, like increased building insulation and habitat for biodiversity (Nowak 2004).  Finally rooftop gardens can be achieved using a hydroponics system, which are the lightest of the three forms described here because the plants rely on a nutrient solution instead of soil (Nowak 2004).

Vertical Gardening: Vertical gardening is a type of urban agriculture that can be achieved by growing climbing plants and vines using fences, alleyways and buildings, etc. (TVO 2007).  Vertical gardening can be achieved using many methods.  In figure 2 below, the vertical garden is mounted on to a waterproof frame with felt; there the roots receive nutrient-rich water that streams downwards from the roof (Verena 2006).  Architects from the University of Texas have also employed vertical gardening techniques to grow tomatoes on a large scale in Mexico (TVO 2007). 

Figure 2: A Vertical Garden in the Marché des Halles in Avignon
[image: image2.wmf]
(Blanc 2007).


Community Gardens and Plots: Community gardens and plots are collectives of land and resources shared amongst individuals and used for urban agriculture.  Community gardens can take many forms and are potentially unlimited in size.  Montréal has an excellent example of community gardening with an extensive community garden program that is successfully run by the municipal government and involves over 10 000 participants (Davidson and Krause 1999a).  See Figure 3 for an example of a community garden at Evergreen State College in Olympia: 

Figure 3: “Community Gardens”

[image: image3.wmf]
(Evergreen, n.d.).

Private Gardens: A private garden exists when it is situated on private property and maintained privately.  Private gardens exist in many forms in the urban environment and are different than community gardens because they are, obviously, privately owned, and they adhere to a different set of rules and often involve different motivations (Davidson and Krause 1999a).


Greenhouses: Greenhouses are an essential form of urban agriculture for cold climates.  Gardening in Canada has to involve greenhouses to compensate for the short growing season and many Canadian organizations, such as Eco-Initiatives in Montréal, have constructed greenhouses as another form of urban agriculture (Devaux and Franks et al. 2002).  Growing Prospects Inc., in Winnipeg, is an example of an urban greenhouse that not only employs youth and but also uses recycled hydroponics equipment from the Winnipeg Police (Hall 2000).


Guerilla Gardening: Finally urban agriculture can take the forms of guerilla gardening, community programs or as agriculture that is being grown on the fringe of an urban area.  Guerilla gardening can be initiated by any individual or group, and can include any form of informal gardening or plant production that is unregulated in an urban environment (Davidson and Krause 1999a).  Guerilla gardening was associated with the beginning of the urban agricultural movement in Montréal (Davidson and Krause 1999a).  Urban agricultural programs are an important part of urban agricultural systems and sustainability; they can include composting, “wormshops” and water-wise gardening (City farmer: Canada’s self-styled office of urban agriculture 1997).  Finally, it is worth noting that any agriculture that takes place on the fringe of the urban environment, also known as peri-urban, would still be considered urban agriculture (Deelstra & van den Biggelaar n.d.).
Urban Agriculture Internationally

The Food and Agricultural Organization of the United Nations stated in 2005 that urban and peri-urban agriculture supported approximately 700 million people globally (Farming in the city. [Good News]  2007).  Urban agriculture takes many forms around the world, such as horticulture, animal husbandry, fodder production, aquaculture, forestry and mild production, whereas in North American urban agriculture is limited to horticulture (FAO 2007c).  Motivations for urban agriculture in North America range from recreational to psychological and educational, to concerns around nutrition, food security and/or the environment (Devaux & Franks et al. 2002).  

Motivations for urban agriculture around the world may be different.  Iceland, for example, has housed green roofs for centuries (Metropolitan Council/ Barr Engineering Co., n.d), and therefore urban agriculture in Iceland has historical roots and has developed for separate reasons than the recent initiatives taken by other nations.  Other countries that have recently taken initiatives to encourage green roofs include: Canada, Germany, France, Austria, Switzerland, and more recently, the United States (Metropolitan Council/ Barr Engineering Co., n.d).  

In Caracus, Venezuela, the FAO has sponsored a project that is currently operating 4000 micro gardens, with a plan to expand to 100 000 (Farming in the city. [Good News] 2007).  Leonardo Gil Mora, Venezuela’s vice-minister for rural development, says that people are the most important instrument that they have in terms of urban agriculture and that urban agriculture can help to increase citizen income, participation and confidence (Farming in the city. [Good News]  2007).

In Switzerland and Germany urban agriculture can form as a result of the law.  It is federal law, in Switzerland and in some parts of Germany, and says that when land is consumed for buildings, the amount of land displaced for the newly developed building has to be replaced, and this is often done using rooftop gardens (Eco-Roof Systems/ W.P. Hickman Systems, Inc. 2004).  Additionally, buildings that already exist have to use rooftop gardens to replace a quarter of their displaced land and in both Stuggart and Mannheim, Germany, a municipal bylaw requires that all flat, industrial buildings plant green roofs (Peck et al. 1999).

Urban Agriculture in Canada

Historically, there have been six waves of urban agriculture in Canada since the late 19th Century.  These waves of urban agriculture have corresponded with times of war and economic recession (Davidson and Krause 1999a).  Figure 4, below, describes the six waves of urban agriculture in Canada:

Figure 4: Timeline of Urban Agriculture in Canada

	Year
	Description of urban agricultural wave in Canada



	1890 – 1930
	Canadian Pacific Railway (CPR) begins planting gardens along the railway to encourage settlement in the prairies and to make the railways more aesthetically appealing.  The plantings stopped after the automobile was introduced en masse following WWII.

	1900 – 1913
	The Canadian school curriculum included gardening and all school children grew a garden as part of their education.  This movement was facilitated by the 1913 Federal Agriculture Instruction Act, which funded the inclusion of school gardens in the curriculum (Dick 1996a).  See Figure 5 for an example of the Canadian school gardens.

	WWI – WWII 

(in between)
	Vacant lots were used for gardens to improve urban conditions and to provide food and employment to the poor.

	WWI–

WWII
	Relief gardens and victory gardens were encouraged to support the war efforts.  See Figure 6 for an example of how victory gardens were promoted during the war.

	1965 – 1979
	The counter-culture movement grew out of a concern for the environment, out of concern for energy deficiency and out of a desire for natural preservation and increased self-sufficiency amongst humans.  For example, City Farmer (1979), Canada’s first urban agricultural office, grew partly in response to the Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) oil crisis.

	1980’s:
	The final movement towards urban agriculture was known as the open-spaces movement.  The open-spaces movement began when people in urban areas realized the mental health benefits of open-spaces and green-spaces. 


(Davidson and Krause 1999)

Figure 5: “School gardens, Strathcona School, Winnipeg”
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(Dick 1996b).

Figure 6: “Bring Back Victory Gardens”

[image: image5.wmf]
(Deasy 2007).
Today, there are successful urban agricultural initiatives operating in all major Canadian cities (Devaux and Franks et al. 2002) and especially in the cities of Montréal and Vancouver.  Montréal, for example has the most extensive gardening network in all of North America (Davidson and Krause 1999a).  Vancouver’s City Farmer claims to be Canada’s first office devoted to urban agriculture (City farmer: Canada’s self-styled office of urban agriculture 1997).  

4: The Initiation of Urban Agriculture in Montréal and Vancouver:

The History and Initiation of Urban Agriculture in Montréal

Montréal has established a self-sustaining urban agricultural community, which serves as an example for all other Canadian cities.  The urban agricultural community in Montréal consists of about 2 million people, including both private and community gardens.
Urban agriculture in Montréal had a two-fold beginning that can be directly linked to the movement that is still in existence today.  First, during the 1970’s, the Portuguese and Italian immigrants in Montréal began guerilla gardening in open spaces (Davidson and Krause 1999a).  The immigrant population that comprised Montréal in the 1970’s brought the knowledge, skills and socioeconomic needs that were necessary to begin growing food in the city. Eventually, the City of Montréal [Ville de Montréal] began to regulate these activities and today informal gardens are still in existence (Davidson and Krause 1999a).  

Second, urban agriculture in Montréal began during or after the 1973 OPEC oil crisis, with Montréal’s Centre-Sud district’s proposal to the City of Montréal.  The Centre-Sud district went to the Montréal Botanical Gardens, to propose gardening with support from the City (Davidson and Krause 1999a). According to Pierre Bourque (2008) who was chief horticulturalist for the City of Montréal and head of the Montréal Botanical Gardens at that time in 1973, the very first garden was established in response to a fire that had destroyed a large part of the Centre-Sud district, partly due to a firemen strike that took place that year.   After what is known as “Weekend-Rouge” in Montréal, Bourque was asked by the City to meet with those who had been affected by the fire (Bourque 2008). During that meeting the Centre-Sud district gave their first proposal, which was a request for land to grow food to feed their families (ibid).  The proposal from the Centre-Sud district was formalized and other Montréal communities became interested in getting involved in the City-led urban agricultural program (Davidson and Krause 1999a).  By 1980 there were 8000 small garden plots that were located in poor districts of Montréal all of which are still in operation today (Bourque 2008).  Pierre Bourque was head of the Montréal Botanical Gardens until it became too large and the City of Montréal took over the program in 1985 (Davidson and Krause 1999a).  

The very beginning of urban agriculture in Montréal occurred in two different ways simultaneously and there were common themes at both beginnings that speak to the initiation of urban agriculture in Montréal.  For example, both beginnings occurred during the 1970’s, and both were initiated at the individual level.  Also, individuals at the onset in each city were acting in part as a response to the OPEC oil crisis, while the Centre-Sud district’s proposal was also in response to a major fire that left the area in crisis.  The crisis of the times and the crisis from the fire left people with low incomes, for example most of the Italian and Portuguese immigrant population and the Centre-Sud district were of low income.  Therefore, I propose that the initiation of the urban agriculture movement in Montréal occurred at the individual level during the 70’s and was in response to two main factors, which are related: Crisis and low-income leading to economic and social despair.  Similarly as stated in the latter section of the Literature Review in this paper, historic waves of urban agriculture have coincided with times of war and economic recession.  While it is in times of individual and community crisis and economic recession that urban agriculture is prominent, there are other operations that must have occurred in Montréal that facilitated the initiation of urban agriculture, for example The City of Montréal responded positively to the requests of the Centre-Sud district’s proposal (Bourque 2008) and overall the municipal government in Montréal has played a significant role in the urban agricultural movement. 

The municipal Department of Recreation and Community Development took full control of the Montréal Botanical Gardens after Pierre Bourque, and this department began coordinating the establishment of what is now known as Montréal’s Community Garden Program.  Cosgrove (2001) gives an account from the City of Montréal who explained the establishment and facilitation of their community garden program in Montréal, which in part catalyzed the existing urban agricultural movement:


Uniform policies on community garden operation and establishment were devised by the City to be implemented by the Department of Recreation and Community Development.  The city department worked cooperatively with several other municipal organizations involved in the development and urban planning to ensure the fair, successful operation of the program.

After the Department of Recreation and Community Development took full control of the program they began working with other city departments, including “Habitation and Urban Development; Provisioning and Buildings: Public Works; and Planning and Policy (ibid).”

Today, with a total of 75 community garden sites, the City of Montréal’s Department of Recreation and Community Development maintains over 6654 individual garden plots (ibid).  The City maintains the gardens with the employment of five horticultural animators, each of whom are each responsible for a group of gardens (ibid).  The horticultural animators work with garden group executives to identify maintenance problems and then the Public Works Department fixes the problems.  The City provides maintenance workers and garden groups with “soil, manure, fencing, water, tools, toilets, clubhouse/tool sheds” and steady employment for maintenance workers (ibid).  The City of Montréal has designated 13 sites as official community garden zones.  Large portions of the City gardens are in parkland and institutional zones, which give the gardens long-term protection from city development (Davidson and Krause 1999a).

The City run gardening plots in Montréal cost $5.00/year and they are solicited through resident’s monthly hydro bills, which illustrates another municipal linkage.  Supporters of the City-run community garden program have to agree to the rules, part of which includes an insurance policy provided by the City of Montréal.  Groups of 10-15 garden plots are insured at a time.  Supporters must also agree to rules that state, for example, they must grow a minimum of 5 vegetables and are not allowed to plant flowers in common areas (Cosgrove 2001).  The Montréal community garden program has proved to be largely successful and it is partly due to the attempt at the initiation of urban agriculture by immigrants and poorer neighborhoods and partly due to the response from the City that has led to many avenues of success for urban agriculture and a formalized approach to gardening in the city with the City; although there are other ways in which urban agriculture has since taken place in Montréal.

Other important initiatives that have facilitated the urban agricultural movement in Montréal include the birth of non-profit and non-governmental organizations (NGO’s) like Eco-Initiatives.  Jean-Marie Chapeau, president of Eco-Initiatives, explains that the organization was founded in 1997 in response to a 17% rise in food bank consumption (Karunananthan 2002).  Eco-Initiatives’ primary goal is to promote food security and to provide nutritious food for all members of the community through community gardens.  Eco-initiatives recently expanded their operations to include winter food production with the construction of a winter greenhouse (Devaux & Franks et. al. 2002).  

Eco-Initiatives is a successful urban agricultural operation within Montréal.  The organization maintains that it operates successfully with four key components: (1) Using green space, including idle backyards and neighborhood gardens, effectively; (2) Sharing resources such as land, transport and tools; (3) Taking initiative, which in some cases means guerilla gardening; and (4) Creating a network of food activists with common goals, thereby creating a relationship between farmers and city dwellers (Karunananthan 2002).  Other organizations, offices and groups that participate and contribute to the overall agricultural movement that exists today in Montréal are listed below:
· A SEED Quebec

· Community Supported Agriculture Resource Centre

· Ecological Agriculture Projects

· Environment Jeunesse

· Mouvement pour L’Agriculture Biologique – Region Metropolitaine

· QPIRG McGill

· Regroupement des Cuisines Collectives du Quebec

Together these non-profit and non-governmental organizations have assisted in facilitating the urban agricultural movement since it was first initiated in the 1970’s.


With the initiative of individuals in crisis or economic recession, the municipal government and some non-governmental organizations, Montréal has established a successful urban agricultural movement.  There are features within Montréal’s urban agricultural movement that are common to the movement that exists in Vancouver and some that are not, but in the end these features may distinguish the long-term sustainability and success of these movements and provide insight to other Canadian cities who are perhaps not utilizing urban agriculture movements and yet desire to do so.

The History of Urban Agriculture in Vancouver

Vancouver is home to an array of different organizations and services devoted to urban agriculture and to issues of food security and equitable distribution.  Furthermore Vancouver encompasses over 1000 community garden plots, and approximately 25% of British Columbia’s food is grown within a half-hour of within the city of Vancouver (IDRC 2007).  In total, it is estimated that about 44% of Vancouver residents grow some of their own food (Farming in the city. [Good News] 2007). 
City Farmer was the first office devoted to urban agriculture, not just in Vancouver but also in Canada.  City Farmer is a non-profit organization that began in 1978 with the philosophy that if everyone were responsible for their own backyard the world would be a different and better place (City farmer: Canada’s self-styled office of urban agriculture 1997).  In 1982, City Farmer began a research garden for public demonstrations on organic food production; the garden later became a horticultural therapy center.  Today, this garden belongs to the City of Vancouver and it is used as a compost demonstration and water conservation site (City farmer: Canada’s self-styled office of urban agriculture 1997).  City Farmer works with The City of Vancouver and Environment Canada to teach water wise gardening workshops.  The City also funds the Greater Vancouver Regional Districts (GVRD) Compost Hotline, which operates out of the City Farmer office.  City Farmer has effectively forged linkages across municipal and federal levels of government to secure their urban agricultural efforts in Vancouver.  The linkage between office and municipality is said to have occurred with interaction and cooperation, while City Farmer recognizes that a sustainable operation involves more than government support (City farmer: Canada’s self-styled office of urban agriculture 1997).

In 1992, City Farmer began offering “The Compost Module,” an educational video, poster and activity booklet that schools can offer as an instructional tool on composting.  Today, City Farmer is still offering educational workshops for youth and other related urban agricultural workshops, like their programs on the use of worms in gardens called “wormshops.”  City Farmer has said that reaching the youth is a necessary prerequisite to the sustainability of urban agriculture, including their efforts in this regard (City farmer: Canada’s self-styled office of urban agriculture 1997).

In Vancouver today there are many other organizations and offices associated with and directly participating in urban agriculture.  Along with City Farmer, other organizations include:

-  The Community Gardens of British Columbia

-  The Capital Health Region Prevention Services Nutrition Program

-  Community Kitchens Vancouver

-  East Vancouver’s Farmers’ Market

-  Environmental Youth Alliance

-  Farm Folk/City Folk

-  Healthiest Babies Possible

-  Oxfam Canada- Vancouver

-  Planting Seeds Project

-  Vancouver Permaculture Network

-  Vancouver Policy Organization (Fairholm 1999).

Using a secondary research analysis of urban agriculture in Vancouver, it was discovered that the City Farmer organization was responsible for the first urban agricultural project in Vancouver and that it is still successful today.  With the help of the municipal and federal government, as well as other governmental and non-governmental organizations in the region, Vancouver has created a successful urban agricultural movement using cooperation and communication between all levels.  But how did Vancouver’s movement get initiated in the first place and what exactly led the initiation into a movement?  The answers to these questions were explored using a primary research analysis in the following sections.

The Initiation of Urban Agriculture in Vancouver: Analysis of Primary Data


The qualitative data obtained from two phone interviews with key proponents of urban agriculture in Vancouver revealed that there were common themes between the contributions from different social actors that led to some major conclusions about the initiation of urban agriculture in Vancouver.  These two key proponents and social actors, who were interviewed, will from now on be referred to as Actor 1 and Actor 2.  Actor 1 is operating from the background of a well-established NGO working with urban agriculture in the Vancouver area.  Actor 2 is operating from a municipal government background with a focus on food policy issues such as community gardens.  While there were common themes from the contributions of different social actors it was recognized each are operating at different scales of engagement and not all levels of operation are necessary for urban agriculture to exist in Vancouver; however, a successful urban agricultural movement is most functional with the roles of all possible social actors being engaged.  The following sub-sections explore general themes in the reasoning for UA initiation that Actor 1 and 2 revealed.

Urban agriculture in Vancouver began before the involvement of the current social actors. According to the social actor from an NGO background in Vancouver, Actor 1, urban agriculture began with “… anyone who had the first seeds planted in the ground for food within the region (…).”   The idea that urban agriculture begins with a seed is a question of scale and depends on the definition of urban agriculture that is being used.  For example since this paper is using Mougeot’s definition of urban agriculture, the term refers to more than planting a seed and rather to an urban agricultural industry.  Therefore the definition of urban agriculture that is used by Mourgeot speaks to a more commercial scale of urban agriculture, and this is what is being discussed in terms of initiation, hence an urban agricultural movement is involving many different social actors.  While this paper is interested in revealing how the first urban agricultural projects were initiated in Vancouver, it recognizes that this still occurs at an individual level and ultimately with a seed.  Both social actors from Vancouver, while each involved in different types of urban agricultural engagement, agreed that individuals initiated the first urban agricultural projects.  

Actor 1 stated that while the initiation of urban agriculture is largely dependant on the definition being used, that City Farmer was the first urban agricultural project in Vancouver in 1978.  Actor 1 said that in the 70’s City Farmer began with environmentalists who thought they could teach people, “in the city, some of the issues that were of interest to environmentalists.”  However when City Farmer began, the organization published a magazine that celebrated individuals who have always practiced urban agriculture, and henceforth they recognize, as the interview responses revealed, that urban agriculture begins with an individual planting a seed.

Actor 2 spoke from municipal government experience and also agrees that the initiation of urban agriculture begins at an individual level.  Actor 2 spoke about the initiation of urban agriculture in Vancouver through the example of community gardens, as that is where this actor’s area of expertise lies.  Actor 2 said, “prior to having staff or food policy council, community gardens were certainly happening in the city (…) it was however the community wanted to start a community garden, they might go to a different department in the City and that department would respond in whatever way they felt appropriate.”  Extrapolated from this statement was the feeling that it is or was up to communities to initiate the first steps of urban agricultural activities within their area and that communities are made up of individuals, and therefore it is at the level of the individual in which urban agriculture is first initiated.

Since the initiation of urban agriculture in Vancouver and since the involvement of both social actors began, interest in the topic has risen.  When Actor 1 began, there was almost no one involved in urban agriculture in Vancouver, which is quite the contrast to the movement that exists there today and therefore Actor 1 could confirm that there has been an actual rise in the amount of urban agriculture being practiced.  While Actor 2 (2008) could not confirm an actual rise in the amount of urban agriculture being practiced, Actor 2 said that there has been an increase in the level of interest from Vancouver residents, an increase in the number of community gardens on public land and an increase in the number of farmers markets.

It was indicated by both social actors, directly and indirectly, that the urban agricultural movement in Vancouver was initiated at the level of an individual but what was not indicated was how individuals, planting alone or in larger organized gardens, leads to a city-wide movement that has interactions between municipal governments, NGO’s and of course communities made of individuals.  While it is clear that both social actors have seen an increase in urban agriculture since their involvement began, it was still unclear as to what was driving this phenomenon.  This research sought out the driving force behind Vancouver’s urban agricultural movement, and while this development is still unclear, the responses from the two social actors hint towards factors that may be essential in the process.

From an Initiation to a Movement

There are a number of factors that may play a role in catalyzing an urban agricultural movement indicated by both social actors, some are unique to Vancouver and some are not.  Each social actor had provided responses that could lead to reasons why urban agricultural initiations led to overall movements within their respective jurisdictions. Actor 1 indicated that the movement could largely be due to an overall increasing environmental awareness that urban agriculture is increasing in popularity.  Actor 1 also detailed the educational efforts made by Canada’s first office of urban agriculture in Vancouver, which may have facilitated an increase in the skills of individuals by providing educational workshops about farming in the city.  Similarly Actor 2 thought the increase in farmers markets throughout Vancouver would achieve the same thing; awareness and education, and is therefore also partly responsible for facilitating the movement.  Actor 2 also indicated other factors that may have played a role in facilitating this transition such as a municipal government position dealing with food policy, a municipal beekeeping bylaw and some voluntary guidelines given by the municipal government to developers.  I propose that the factors provided by the two social actors in their responses may help to facilitate urban agricultural movements by increasing awareness in terms of practical solutions.  All of these possible avenues that led Vancouver to an urban agricultural movement are discussed below along with some personal conclusions.

Popularized Environmental Movement:  Actor 1 stated that urban agriculture is often associated with the popularized environmental movement that in my opinion could be partly attributable to the urban agricultural movement.  Perhaps it is no coincidence that Vancouver is one of Canada’s greenest cities and also has a significant urban agricultural movement.  Actor 1 stated that today everybody is trying to be part of the ‘green’ movement, and as a result they are associating urban agriculture with this movement and “so it doesn’t matter who you talk to, they’re going to hold up a sign saying ‘yeah, we’re for urban agriculture.’”  As a result of a general increase in environmental awareness, that is very prominent in Vancouver, urban agriculture is increasing in popularity, and as a result, individual urban agricultural projects, coupled with other factors, are leading to an overall movement.

Increased Urban Agricultural Education:  Since City Farmer began, this office has offered a number of educational workshops to the Vancouver population, examples of the workshops offered can be found in the Literature Review section of this paper, along with a host of other NGO’s and non-profit organizations working with urban agriculture in the region.  I propose that the existence of grassroots level NGO’s that offer public education about urban agriculture and its associated processes, such as composting, will contribute, through education and advocacy, to the overall urban agricultural movement in Vancouver.

Increase in the Amount of Farmers Markets:  As previously stated, Actor 2 confirmed that there had been a rise in the number of farmers markets within the City of Vancouver since their involvement began.  The increase in farmers markets may have been a contributor to the overall urban agricultural movement.  Actor 2 stated, “Farmers markets, as a form of urban agriculture, is very important within urban areas to blur the urban-rural boundary.  People get to meet the people that produce their food, they develop more of a relationship with them, and they take more of an interest in our agricultural issues.”   It is possible that the increase in the number of farmers markets within Vancouver has stimulated an increased relationship between individuals and their food production, or at least an awareness about these issues, and has facilitated the urban agricultural movement in the process. 

Municipal Regulation, Cooperation and Support: Actor 2 identified that the inclusion of municipally funded positions in the planning department, which are dedicated or related to food policy, are of great advantage.    Actor 2 said “I’m not sure that a food policy council is needed, but I do think if that’s the only way of getting a position, such as this, into the municipal department, it is what will make a difference.”  Without one position in the municipal government who is dealing with food policy issues, an individual or community who is looking to initiate an urban agricultural project would have to speak to many people within different departments of the municipal government and this process could possibly restrict the facilitation of the project and in a general sense the entire movement.  Actor 2 describes this process:

…my job is to address the food system and equalizing the food system, so I look into ways that the city addresses this, it doesn’t necessarily mean that I am able to do this, …, but if there isn’t that one person, you never know who you’re going to find that may or may not be open to making that change or have the time to take on that project because we’re all having more work to do than time to do it in.

As Actor 2 stated there is still a possibility to implement urban agricultural projects within an urban setting without a municipal position in place, but if that implementation is to have forged linkages with the municipal government, the process is much more complex if still possible, if there is not that single person working on food policy issues.  

Actor 2 also discussed other factors that occur at the level of the municipal government, in particular a by-law and some voluntary guidelines set out by the City of Vancouver, which may have encouraged urban agriculture within the city.  According to Actor 2, Vancouver has reversed the beekeeping bylaw and now the City allows hobby beekeeping within the city.  This municipal action was said by Actor 2 to have been in a response to the number of fruit trees on boulevards and private lots in Vancouver, a number that could be increased with an increase in the amount of pollinating that occurs in this urban region.  While there is no data to describe whether or not allowing hobby beekeeping in the city is actually helping to facilitate the social component of the urban agricultural movement, the presence of bees in an urban setting is literally essential to the lifecycle and presence of plants, and therefore the two are interdependent.  In the case of fruit trees in Vancouver, bees pollinating fruit trees and potentially increasing their presence will also contribute to the amount of available food in the urban region if the fruit is harvested, and will therefore physically contribute to the urban agriculture movement. 

Voluntary Initiatives: Voluntary actions and incentives set out by the city may also help to increase the amount of urban agriculture.  For example the City of Vancouver set out guidelines that say developers should include a garden or some kind of urban agricultural feature in all new developments.  Actor 2 noted that while the guidelines are voluntary, they are “using language that really supports developers to go this way.”   Actor 2 also noted that it is important to introduce new policy in a voluntary way to get “buy in, instead of forcing it upon the developers.”  Having voluntary guidelines that encourage developers to use urban agriculture in their design could help to curb the destruction of urban agricultural features that get paved over by new developments, and as a result preserve space to facilitate the urban agricultural movement in Vancouver. 


There are many factors that may have initiated Vancouver’s urban agricultural movement, although this process requires further exploration.  While all of the factors that have led to this movement are not listed, and all avenues have not been thoroughly explored, there are many logical mechanisms that promote, educate, fund, organize and link urban agriculture within the city, which contributes to the overall movement.  It is also recognized that these factors are not all necessary for an urban agricultural movement to exist, but they have been very successful at doing exactly this in the case of Vancouver.

Barriers to Urban Agriculture in Vancouver


While barriers to the existing urban agricultural movement do not speak directly to its initiation in Vancouver, understanding and identifying these barriers may be useful for other Canadian cities that want to facilitate urban agriculture. With this knowledge, other Canadian cities could prevent many of the stresses Vancouver currently faces in their urban agricultural movement and ease their own transition process if desired.  That being said, there are many factors that are contributing to the success of Vancouver’s urban agricultural movement, but there are also many barriers to its existence.  Both social actors commented on the lack of space in Vancouver as a major barrier to the continued growth of urban agricultural projects.  The lack of space is largely due to the high land value within the City of Vancouver, and Actor 2 indicated that this might act as motivation for municipal governments to sell land that could be used instead for a community garden, for example.  The barriers to urban agriculture in Vancouver are discussed in greater detail below.


In Vancouver, both social actors agreed that lack of space will limit urban agriculture due to the high land value and will decrease the possibility of saving space for this practice.  Actor 2 discusses lack of space as a barrier: “Any large amount of land for growing food is probably not very likely in the City of Vancouver because of the land values and the rapid expansion that we’re seeing in development.”  With land values skyrocketing in Vancouver, Actor 2 indicated that the municipal government might be hesitant to dedicate public land to urban agriculture if a transaction could be made.  Similarly, due to high land values, Actor 1 asks whether or not urban agriculture is appropriate and said “In Vancouver every square foot is worth millions of dollars, is it appropriate to have someone (growing) in the city when land over there might not be worth so much?” although Actor 1 does not claim to know the answer to this complex question.  It is important to consider that the high land value and rapid development that is restricting the amount of available space for urban agriculture may be a problem that is, for now, limited to Vancouver, as land in other Canadian cities are not yet as valuable as Vancouver’s.  Without space to grow plants, urban agriculture literally cannot exist and cannot not be sustained, unless one reconsiders what space for urban agriculture is and begins to consider the untouchable space somewhat secured in the private realm. 

The idea of space is reinventing itself as seen in existing examples of urban agriculture, for example, consider Figure 2: A Vertical Garden in the Marché des Halles in Avignon, where plants are growing up the wall of a building, and consider the practice of building green roofs where plants grow on top of buildings.  Actor 1 also noted something worth considering and that is, for a very expensive energy bill, one could grow food inside, as many people in the Vancouver region already grow lots of indoor plants using lights.  Therefore urban agriculture is coping with the lack of space in cities already, using the various techniques listed above, including vertical gardening, green roofs and even indoor hydroponics.  

Understanding what type of urban agriculture is most prominent in Vancouver is also an important consideration to make in the discussion of space.  Actor 1 noted that private gardens have always been the most abundant form of urban agriculture throughout history and therefore if new developments are decreasing the amount of space in the public sphere, the overall impact on urban agriculture may be small due to the prominence of private gardens.  In other words, urban agriculture could still be preserved to a certain degree, despite a high land value and new development, because of the amount of private gardeners that have always been in existence.  Actor 1 stated 

“The most prevalent part (of urban agriculture) in North America and cities like Vancouver, is backyard gardens in private homes, not community gardens, not rooftop gardens, not a lot of the stuff that gets all of the press, it’s the home gardeners and when we did our newspaper to start off, it was to celebrate those people that are doing this quietly on their own that have always done this.” 

Private backyard gardens are the most prevalent in North America and as such are relatively secured from the threat of new developments that could prevent or remove urban agricultural developments. While the amount of available space for urban agriculture is a major barrier to urban agriculture, it is unclear as to whether or not new developments will impacts the volume of existing urban agriculture if it is displaced onto roofs and walls and if private gardens are the most prevalent to begin with.  
How Could Urban Agriculture be Different in Vancouver and what is Vancouver’s Advice to Other Canadian Cities?


Urban agriculture is successfully operating in Vancouver, but yet there are still some components of this operation that could be different.  In an attempt to identify what could make the movement more successful, responses from both social actors revealed that there are many ways this could occur, and many of the ways identified by the two social actors respond to the barriers to urban agriculture in Vancouver listed in the previous section.  

Actor 1 said if there were anything that they would change about urban agriculture in Vancouver it would be “to make it a smaller city, more room.”  Logically Actor 1 stated that they would change the same things they identified as barriers to urban agriculture.  Similarly Actor 2 responded to the idea of voluntary guidelines for developers to include gardens etc., in their designs, that was previously discussed.  Actor 2 stated that if they could make any changes to the way urban agriculture is conducted in Vancouver today, one of the things would be to make guidelines such as the ones for developers “required instead of voluntary.”  While some of the responses from the two actors, about changing the way urban agriculture is practiced in Vancouver, were related to the responses each gave about the barriers to urban agriculture, there were also some responses given that were not related.


Since Actor 2 spoke from a municipal government background focusing primarily on community gardens they identified ways in which the idea and implementation of community gardens are achieved.  Actor 2 stated that while there are community gardens on parklands the City is hesitant to add more because “they see community gardens as privatization of public space…” In response Actor 2 “would love to see that vision of community gardens change within the park board.”  Actor 2 also thought that in Vancouver there could be more cohesion between “the school board, the park board and the city in terms of having gardens in the city.”  Since there are bodies of elected officials within each of those organizations who individually claim jurisdiction over separate areas, achieving cohesion can be problematic.  For example as discussed in the literature review, growing a garden was historically part of the school curriculum.  Actor 2 indicated that lack of cohesion between the school board and the community may be preventing the school from readopting gardens into the curriculum.

“The schools will not allow community gardens on their property if they are not part of the curriculum for the students that are there, and that really limits what can happen, especially because a large part of the growing season is not when school is in session.”

This is an important point because if the school will only accept gardens as part of the curriculum and the time of the curriculum does not coincide with the majority of the growing season, gardens can never be readopted without cohesion between the school board and the community as Actor 2 indicated.  Actor 2 also indicated that factors such as food liability might also contribute to the school board’s decision.  In the end, the example of community gardens and schools illustrates how lack of cohesion between organizations could hinder urban agriculture and Actor 2 said that more cohesion in this situation would be useful.


Both social actors would change something, and in some cases many things, about the way urban agriculture is conducted in Vancouver.  Building on this, both social actors also gave advice to other Canadian cities that wanted to transition into urban agriculture.  Actor 2 gave advice to other Canadian cities, as discussed in the previous section, and that advice was to establish a position in the municipal government that is dealing with food policy issues.  Actor 1 recognized that individuals cannot be forced into practicing urban agriculture and thought that there is not much more the city can do to assist urban agriculture besides setting aside land and spaces for these operations.  Actor 1 suggested two ways that a city could better provide space for urban agriculture.  The first way Actor 1 stated is to place the location of community gardens strategically, making reference to some locations of community gardens in Vancouver that may not be so, such as on the main street corner.  The second way was through the implementation of a backyard sharing program, like the one that first started in Victoria and is now also in Vancouver.  The backyard sharing program allows people who don’t use their backyards to connect with people who want to garden but don’t necessarily have ample opportunity to do so.  The advice provided by both social actors is very useful for other Canadian cities to consider if they have a desire to facilitate an urban agriculture movement in their regions out of the existing initiatives that are already within all major Canadian cities, as was discovered in Section 3 of this research paper.


Vancouver is an incredible example of a successful urban agricultural movement in Canada, but from the professional opinions of both of the social actors, there are ways that it could be improved   Urban agricultural improvements could be physical, such as more space, or they could be social, such as the greater cohesion between organizations.  In the end, both social actors offered very useful suggestions for how other Canadian cities could transition successfully into using urban agriculture and they included creating a position in the government that focuses on food policy, creating strategic locations for community gardens and the implementation of a backyard sharing program.

5. Creating the Model: Recommendations for Other Canadian Cities


The research here about the initiation of urban agriculture within Montréal and Vancouver lends itself to a host of similarities and differences between the two cities.  As a result the research also lends itself to many conclusions and recommendations that may be useful to other Canadian cities, which wish to stimulate an urban agriculture movement within their region.  Some conclusions that this research led to was that there are common features between Montréal and Vancouver in terms of initiation, such as the level of initial implementation and the social circumstances under which inceptions occurred.  There are also similarities that occurred between the two cities that allowed the initial urban agricultural projects in these cities to grow into successful movements, such as the role of the municipal government and the role of non-governmental organizations.  The primary data, collected from key urban agricultural social actors in Vancouver, lent itself to more in depth conclusions about how and why urban agricultural projects have grown to become movements, and how other Canadian cities could better facilitate this process, although some of the conclusions made in the section may be unique to Vancouver.  Finally, it was recognized that each Canadian province is unique and the transition of one city, from urban agricultural initiation to movement, may look very different from one city to the next, as neither components in Montréal and Vancouver were found to be absolutely necessary for a movement to exist.


It was concluded that there are common features between the original initiation of Montréal and Vancouver’s urban agricultural movement, such as the level of initial implementation and the social circumstances under which the initial implementation took place.  In the Montréal section, in section 4 of this paper, it was discovered that Italian and Portuguese immigrants, as well as those touched by a major fire that year were individuals who were responsible for the implementation of urban agriculture in their city.  In the Vancouver section, in section 4 of this paper, it was discovered that the individuals who started City Farmer and the individuals who first went to the city to propose community gardens were responsible for the implementation of urban agriculture in their city.  In conclusion it was found that the initiation of urban agriculture in Montréal and Vancouver occurred at an individual level and therefore urban agricultural movements have been most successful in these two cities by allowing individuals to voluntarily take the first initiative, as opposed to, for example, a mandatory urban agricultural bylaw.  However, while these initiations were voluntary and at the level of the individual, they were not simply by chance, instead they were mostly in response to social circumstances at the time of implementation.

It was likely no coincidence that urban agriculture began in Montréal and Vancouver at around the same time of the 1970’s.  It was during this time that the OPEC oil crisis was occurring and there were large fears sparked about the end of oil and an overall energy crisis in North America.  The OPEC oil crisis has been cited as a major motivation for growing food within cities, reasons for this could be related to the discussion about food security and long-distance food travel found in the Literature Review section of this paper.  The OPEC oil crisis was exactly what it is labeled as- a crisis, and this circumstance has led to urban agricultural initiatives in the past.  For example, a discussion in the Literature Review section of this paper discussed how a 17% rise is food bank consumption led to the creation of Montréal NGO, Eco-Initiatives.  Also for example, a discussion in the Montréal section of Section 4, detailed how times of crisis and economic recession can spark the reintegration of urban agricultural practices, as has been seen throughout history.  Therefore the initiation of urban agriculture in the first place, within Montréal and Vancouver, is mainly attributable to the necessity to do so, driven by crisis and economic recession which have an existing interdependent relationship today that has also existed throughout history.

While this research sought out the initiation of urban agricultural movements in Montréal and Vancouver and in the end was somewhat successful in doing so, it eventually found that researching what led these initiations to full blown movements would be perhaps more useful.  It was hypothesized and concluded that the municipal government and the regional NGO’s in Montréal and Vancouver would at least be partly attributable to this transition.  The interaction of the municipal government with individuals, who facilitated urban agricultural projects, although unique in each case, were found to be very useful in sustaining those projects and potentially expanding them.  For example, without the municipal government interaction with the individuals in crisis in Montréal, they would have been left with only their own resources and space in which to grown food, and would likely have little influence over others to follow suit thereby building momentum for the movement.  Similarly if the municipal government in Vancouver did not assist City Farmer or interact with individuals who want to start a community garden, these developments perhaps would not have been as successful as they were.  


The role of NGO’s in Montréal and Vancouver has also been quite successful in facilitating urban agricultural initiatives to eventually translating them into movements.  For example Eco-Initiatives in Montréal is very successful within the urban agricultural movement.  Eco-Initiatives provides food to local people and restaurants that the organization grows itself, even in the winter with the use of a greenhouse. This available local food production has likely influenced an increased relationship between city dwellers and their food.  Additionally, City Farmer in Vancouver has significantly influenced the presence of urban agriculture in their jurisdiction, and therefore also has greatly contributed to the overall urban agricultural movement.  Their educational workshops, gardens, and even classroom videos are essential to the future generation of urban agriculture.  This organization is also very good at offering support to the Vancouver region in terms of urban agriculture, through such initiatives as delivering compost worms to resident’s doors.  In some cases, they offer support to residents but receive support from the municipal government to do so, as is the case with the Greater Vancouver Regional District’s Compost Hotline about urban agriculture.  In conclusion the role of the municipal government and the role of regional NGO’s has been partly attributable to the transition from urban agricultural initiations to urban agricultural movements in Montréal and Vancouver.


Since primary data could only be collected from key urban-agricultural-social-actors in Vancouver, more in depth conclusions, about the transition from initiation to movement, could be made only from this respect; the same is also true for recommendations for other Canadian cities.   There were conclusions made within the primary data about how and why urban agricultural projects have grown to become movements, and how other Canadian cities could better facilitate this process but such conclusions while only revealed in Vancouver are not impossible elsewhere in Canada.  For example, the educational benefit of NGO’s and farmers markets was thought to have played a role in the facilitation of urban agriculture, which is a factor that is likely not unique to Vancouver.  However, a factor revealed by the two social actors that may be unique to Vancouver, in the section about barriers to urban agriculture in Vancouver, was that lack of space was significant in this respect.  Although, in the end it was unclear whether or not new developments are actually decreasing the amount of urban agriculture in Vancouver as they decrease the amount of available space, due to urban agriculture’s ability to be displaced and also due to the amount of relatively secured private gardens.  However, both social actors expressed concern for this lack of space in Vancouver due to it’s high land value; Actor 1 even stated that this is something they change if they could, but in the end this may not even be significantly affecting the amount of urban agriculture and this high land value may be unique to Vancouver regardless.  The conclusion about the lack of space led to another important discussion about the physical necessities of urban agriculture.

While both social actors agreed there should be more space, the idea of space for urban agriculture is unclear, and therefore so too is the method that a particular feature of urban agriculture would rely on.  For example, if one is considering a city full of vertical gardening, this urban agriculture could be void of soil and therefore soil is not a necessary physical component to urban agriculture.  In this regard, plants really only need an energy source, water and room to grow and therefore the physical model for initiating urban agriculture can take many different forms, and space is required in terms of leaving plants room to grow wherever they may be situated.  A model is presented in Figure 7, which attempts to address and unify commonalities experienced by Montréal and Vancouver during their unique transitions from planting a seed in an urban area to an urban agricultural movement. 

Figure 7: Modeling the Initiation of Urban Agriculture based on Vancouver and Montréal Case Studies
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 The model in Figure 7 is not intended as a blanket approach to initiating urban agriculture within Canadian cities.  Although there are some common features to the phenomenon of urban agricultural movements and there are best practices and recommendations that could ease the transition, the Provinces of Canada are very different geographically and culturally and other cities may wish to consider their region’s unique characteristics.  Research here uncovered that there are physical as well as social factors that make Montréal and Vancouver’s transition unique even from each other, and they are partly responsible for preventing a blanket-approach model from being created here.  For example, in a physical sense, the climate in Vancouver permits a much longer growing season than most other Canadian cities and that is unique to this region, shaping the type, look and duration of urban agriculture that exists there, in a way that is appropriate for Vancouver only.  The same conclusion is made when considering the unique social aspects of each region.  For example, Montréal has a huge number of community gardens existing on parkland and institutional lands, while Vancouver would like to have this occurring, for now an increase in gardens within public land in Vancouver is being viewed as a privatization of public space, yet the urban agricultural movement is still considered successful in each of these cities.  Therefore, there are physical and social factors in Montréal and Vancouver that are unique to their individual urban agricultural movements and as a result this model may not be completely functional in other Canadian cities; however, many recommendations could be made with regards to the general similarities between the urban agricultural movements.  These recommendations have already been previously discussed and will be listed below as a guide for other Canadian cities and as support to the model presented above.

1) Allow individuals the opportunity to initiate urban agricultural projects.

2) Have a system in place that responds to these initiatives, either a position or department in the municipal government that deals with these issues and/or an NGO that can support these initiatives.
3) Try to encourage continued communication and cooperation between all urban agricultural stakeholders.
4) Educate and create awareness about urban agriculture, with an emphasis on youth who can ensure the continued existence of the initiatives.
5) Set aside enough space so that there is room for plants in urban areas to grow.
6) Implement programs that are related to and facilitate urban agriculture, such as a composting program or the backyard-sharing program.
7) Implement zones in which urban agricultural activities can take place, for example create a zone that farmers markets can distribute their goods to the urban population efficiently.
8) Allow nature to exist in the city in order to physically assist the agricultural processes, for example promoting bee pollination.
While all of the recommendations that were just made to other Canadian cities, which want an urban agricultural movement in their region, are useful, none are necessary.  It was concluded that all of these factors have been responsible for the success of the urban agricultural movements in Montréal and Vancouver, but they are not all absolutely necessary for a city to be thriving with urban agriculture.  For example, a city could be full of private gardeners using non-beneficial practices who interact with many different stakeholders, and it could be said that this city still has an urban agricultural movement, even though most of the previous suggestions would be irrelevant to this situation.  Therefore, in the end an urban agricultural movement can come to exist in ways that are much different than the ways that were discovered here and it would still be correct by definition; however, this type of a movement would not be beneficial to the surrounding area and begs why one would desire to implement such a system anyway?  In the end it is up to each Canadian city to develop an urban agricultural movement that is regionally appropriate while recognizing that there is a best way to do so and recommendations from Montréal and Vancouver should be taken into account if possible.  
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Appendix A: Interview Questions

1) Who initiated the first urban agriculture projects (in Montréal or Vancouver)?

2) Were there any individuals that you know of who were opposed to the idea of urban agriculture, and if so do you know why?

3) Why is urban agriculture important for our cities, in your opinion?

4) What forms of urban agriculture have you seen (in Montréal or Vancouver)? For example, community gardens, rooftop gardens, balconies, greenhouses etc.

5) Have you seen a rise in urban agriculture since you began your involvement?

6) Is there a situation that you can think of where urban agriculture could not be possible? 

7) What are the necessary components of urban agriculture, in your opinion?

8) Would you change anything about the way urban agriculture is conducted today (in Montréal or Vancouver) and if yes, what would that be?

9) Is there any advice you would offer other Canadian cities that wanted to transition into using urban agriculture?

Appendix B: Letter of Introduction









166 Preston St., Apt. B,









Ottawa, Ontario, K1R 7P7.

October 13, 2007

Subject: A Letter of Introduction for the purpose of participation.

Dear Mrs. Jane Doe,

My name is Chandal Nolasco da Silva, and I am a fourth-year student at Carleton University, in Ottawa.  I am currently completing my fourth-year, honors research paper in order to satisfy the requirements for ENST 4907, one of the final credits in my undergraduate degree.

I am in the process of conducting research for my honors research paper on the topic of urban agriculture in Canada.  The purpose of this research is to identify key individuals and components responsible and/or necessary for urban agriculture to currently function within your city.  

This research involves identification of the underlying and fundamental factors leading Canadian cities to grow their own food using what is called ‘urban agriculture.’  The purpose of this research is to document the birth of the urban agricultural movement in Montréal and Vancouver, in order to understand how modern Canadian cities can adopt local food systems. 

This research project will examine the history of the urban agricultural movement and existing initiatives in Montréal and Vancouver in order to compare and understand what is necessary for incorporating urban agriculture into a Canadian city.

With the research proposed here, the hope is to develop a comprehensive understanding of how Montréal and Vancouver have adopted local food systems and provide possible insights into how this model can or cannot be applied to other urban environments.

I would like to ask you some questions regarding your thoughts and experiences in this area.  This interview will take approximately one hour or less.  Participation is voluntary, you may choose not to answer any of the interview questions and you can end the interview at any time.  Should you decide to withdraw from the interview, you may decide at that time if I may use the information you have provided up to that point or request that the information be destroyed.  If you would like the information to be destroyed at that point, the audiotape will be crushed and disposed of and the notes will be torn once and recycled.  If you consent to the interview, I may ask for your permission to audiotape this interview so that it can be transcribed later.

Your interview responses will remain anonymous and only I will have access to the interview notes and/or audiotape.  A copy will be provided to you upon your request and/or the recordings and interview notes can be returned to you following the completion of the research paper, should you request this.  Some quotes may be selected from the data to be used within my research paper.  Interview notes and transcripts will be kept with the investigators and co-investigators.  Any and all data collected during the interview will be used for research purposes only.

Your participation in this research is not expected to carry any risks, nor is it expected to provide any immediate or short-term benefits, although I am prepared to provide you with a copy of my final report, if you request this.  Over the long-term, the findings from this research may inform future projects or initiatives engaging in urban agriculture.

Should you choose to participate in this project please sign the attached ‘Participant Consent Form’ and mail it to the attention of Chandal Nolasco da Silva to the return address provided in this letter. 

The Carleton University Ethics Committee has approved this research project.  If you have any questions or concerns about this project, please feel free to contact any of the following:  

Student Researcher: Chandal Nolasco da Silva, 166 Preston St., Apt. B, Ottawa, Ontario, K1R 7P7, Tel.: (613) 236-4290, E-mail: cndsilva@connect.carleton.ca
Research Supervisor: Professor Patricia Ballamingie, Department of Geography and Environmental Studies, Carleton University, Loeb B448, 1125 Colonel By Drive, Ottawa, Ontario, K1S 5B6, Tel.: (613) 520-2600 ext. 8566, E-mail: patricia_ballamingie@carleton.ca
Course Instructor: Professor John Milton, Department of Geography and Environmental Studies, Carleton University, Loeb A305, 1125 Colonel By Drive, Ottawa, Ontario, K1S 5B6, Tel.: (613) 520-2600 ext. 2563, E-mail: john_milton@carleton.ca
Carleton Research Ethics Committee Coordinator: Leslie J. MacDonald-Hicks, Carleton University, 511A Tory Building, 1125 Colonel By Drive, Ottawa, Ontario, K1S 5B6, Tel.: (613) 520-2517, Fax: (613) 520-2521, E-mail: leslie_macdonald-hicks@carleton.ca
Please accept my sincere thanks for reading this letter and considering my request.

Best Regards,

Chandal Nolasco da Silva

Appendix C: Participant Consent Form

Documentation of Participant Consent for the Purposes of Research

Title of Research: 
The Urban Agricultural Movement in Canada: An explanatory analysis revealing the roots of urban agricultural development in Montréal and Vancouver.

I am fully aware of what I am being asked to consent to and I agree to the terms to which this consent has taken place.  I have read the letter of introduction and agree participate in a one hour interview for the purposes of research.  I am fully aware of my rights throughout the interview process and my right to withdraw from the interview or this research process at any time. 

I, ______________________________ have read the above letter and understand that I am participating in a research project and I voluntarily agree to participate.
Date: _____________________________________________________

I would like to have the interview conducted in the following manner:


Face-to-face: 

___


(Montréal only)


Over the Phone:
___


E-mail


___

If e-mail is your preferred method of interview please specify which address you would like the interview questions to be sent to: ____________________________________

I would like the interview to take place on the following date and time:


January: _________________________________________


February: ________________________________________

If you do not consent to participate in this research project kindly return incomplete forms to the address specified below. If you choose to participate in this research please send the complete form to the same address listed below: 

Chandal Nolasco da Silva

166 Preston St., Apt. B, Ottawa, Ontario, K1R 7P7,

Tel.:(613) 236-4290

E-mail: cndsilva@connect.carleton.ca
If you have any questions or concerns please do not hesitate to contact either: Chandal Nolasco da Silva, the researcher, or the research supervisor, Patricia Ballamingie.

Research Supervisor: Professor Patricia Ballamingie, 

Department of Geography and Environmental Studies, Carleton University, 

Loeb B448, 1125 Colonel By Drive, Ottawa, Ontario, K1S 5B6, 

Tel.: (613) 520-2600 ext. 8566, 

E-mail: patricia_ballamingie@carleton.ca
I would again like to extend my sincere thank you for your time and consideration. 
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