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It is once again that phase of the cycle for CIP – time for a changeover in the “big chair”. In
October, Marni Cappe will assume the role of President. Marni was elected in 2008 and having

worked with her for the past couple of years, I know that CIP will be in very good hands.

Over the past 25 months, we have moved the organization along in a very positive direction. I am
proud that Council and staff have put in place key components of what is a very solid organization,
serving over 7000 members.

Since 2007, CIP has added close to 400 members, and more importantly, has added members to
all of our affiliates. Planning is really alive and flourishing in all areas of Canada. In 2007, my goal
was to finish a number of initiatives that were driven by past Presidents and Councils.As the
term of office at CIP is usually two years, many CIP initatives outlive Presidents and Council
members and therefore it was important to complete a number of outstanding projects.

In the past couple of years CIP has:
• fostered the middle stages of the MCIP project that will provide clear direction for members

standards in CIP;
• fully integrated OUQ into the Institute.With the new relationship with the OUQ, the Canadian

family of planners is complete, and as a result, we have benefited from the diverse professional
knowledge of our membership;

• brought about the reorganization of the National Affairs committee.This is a particularly high
point, where we have worked with NRCAN and INAC on environmental initiatives, Indigenous
Peoples on capacity building and are embarking on more formal relationships in the areas of
infrastructure and healthy communities;

• completed CIP’s most recent China initiative and have started the Guyana program that will
extend over the next two years;

• enlisted volunteer support to establish a Policy Committee and a Communication Committee
to work cooperatively with other committees; each committee also works independently to
convey news about CIP initiatives and projects to the CIP membership, partners, decision
makers, and the general public;

• ensured that our fiscal management and operations are very stable; resources have shifted to
the creative and exciting project-based work that CIP and volunteers carry out annually;

• in the past year, initiated a refinement of the governance model for CIP to better serve the
needs of our members and further clarify our relationships with partner organizations;

• in the coming months, our new Council will complete this inititative and enjoy the expanded
capacity that we need in order to cope with growing and complex challenges in planning and
within our planned environment.

I would like to thank all of you for your support over the past couple of years and a special thank
you to Steve and Christine at the CIP Office. Steve has been with us for almost a decade and
has made a considerable impact by guiding us in the direction of better governance and an
improved operating model. During the coming year, we should see the culmination of all of this
good work. Christine has been an integral part of CIP for over 20 years, contributing her knowledge
of how CIP has operated in the past and how it has evolved over the past two decades. She has
provided leadership by being a valuable source of our institutional history, and by ensuring that
reliable day-to-day management guides our growth. It has been a real pleasure to work with these
two professionals who are charged with keeping CIP united in the ever-changing environment of
the Council table.

In Steve’s words “I believe that we are now doing fewer things, but doing them extremely well.”
We have a governance framework nearing completion that will tie together the tremendous
resources that we as professionals, staff and volunteers all enjoy. But the strength and the vitality
of CIP is a direct result of the level of participation that you, the members, invest in the organization.
As I asked all of you in 2007, please continue to volunteer and give of your valuable time, making
this an organization of leaders and one that will nurture our young planners as they assume
ever more important roles in managing our environment, built areas, and activity patterns.

I look forward to seeing many of you at the 2009 National Conference in Niagara Falls in October.
I hope I will have the opportunity to thank you personally for all of the support the CIP Council
and I have received in the past two years.

Thank you again, et à la prochaine.

Blake Hudema, MA, MCIP
CIP President / Président de l’ICU

A  W O R D F R O M T H E P R E S I D E N T
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Nous sommes encore une fois à ce point du cycle de l’ICU – le moment de confier les rênes à quelqu’un
d’autre. Marni Cappe va assumer la présidence en octobre prochain; elle a été élue en 2008. J’ai eu l’occasion

de travailler avec elle depuis maintenant près de deux ans et je sais que l’ICU sera entre bonnes mains.

Au cours des 25 derniers mois, nous avons fait progresser l’organisation dans une direction très positive. Je suis fier
de constater que le Conseil et le personnel ont réussi à mettre en place les éléments clés d’une organisation très
solide desservant plus de 7 000 membres.

Depuis 2007, l’ICU a vu ses effectifs augmenter de près de 400 membres et surtout, a vu les effectifs de ses
sociétés affiliées augmenter. L’urbanisme est une profession très dynamique qui est en plein essor dans toutes les
régions du pays. En 2007, mon but était de parachever un certain nombre de projets qui avaient été lancés par des
présidents et des conseils antérieurs. Étant donné que le mandat à la présidence est habituellement de deux ans,
beaucoup de projets vont excéder le mandat du président et des membres du Conseil et c’est pourquoi il était
important de mener à terme un certain nombre de projets en cours.

Au cours des deux dernières années, l’ICU a :
• fait progressé les étapes intermédiaires de PACE (Projet d’amélioration continue de l’effectif) qui va fournir une

orientation claire des normes régissant les membres de l’ICU;
• entièrement intégré l’OUQ au sein de l’Institut. En regroupant toute la famille canadienne des urbanistes, nous

pouvons bénéficier de la diversité des connaissances professionnelles de tous nos membres;
• amené la réorganisation du Comité des affaires nationales. Il s’agit particulièrement d’un haut fait, où nous avons

travaillé de concert avec RNCAN et AINC à des projets environnementaux, au renforcement des capacités en
urbanisme des communautés Autochtones en plus de nous engager dans des rapports plus formels dans le
domaine des infrastructures et des collectivités en santé;

• achevé le tout dernier projet de l’ICU en Chine et entamé le programme au Guyana qui va se poursuivre au cours
des deux prochaines années;

• obtenu l’appui de bénévoles pour établir un Comité d’élaboration des politiques et un Comité des communications
pour travailler de concert avec d’autres comités; chaque comité travaille également de manière autonome à
diffuser des nouvelles concernant les projets de l’ICU auprès des membres, des partenaires, des décideurs et du
grand public;

• veillé à la stabilité de notre gestion et de nos opérations financières; les ressources ont été déplacées vers les
projets dynamiques et captivants que l’ICU et les bénévoles réalisent chaque année;

• au cours de la dernière année, amorcé une amélioration du modèle de gouvernance de l’ICU afin de mieux
répondre aux besoins des membres et de clarifier nos rapports avec les organismes partenaires;

• au cours des mois à venir, le nouveau Conseil va terminer ce projet et profiter de cette plus grande capacité
dont nous avions besoin afin de pouvoir composer avec la croissance des défis complexes en urbanisme et au
sein de notre milieu aménagé.

J’aimerais vous remercier tous et toutes pour votre appui au cours des deux dernières années et je voudrais
adresser des remerciements particuliers à Steve et à Christine du bureau de l’ICU. Steve est avec nous depuis
presque dix ans et il a eu un impact considérable en nous guidant vers une meilleure gouvernance et un modèle
d’exploitation amélioré.Au cours de l’année à venir, nous devrions assister au point culminant de tout ce bon
travail. Christine fait partie intégrante de l’ICU depuis plus de 20 ans, contribuant sa connaissance de la façon de
fonctionner de l’ICU au fil des années et de son évolution au cours des deux dernières décennies. Elle a été une
grande source de leadership en agissant comme précieuse gardienne de l’histoire de notre organisme et en veillant
à ce qu’une saine gestion au quotidien guide notre croissance. J’ai eu beaucoup de plaisir à travailler avec ces deux
professionnels qui sont chargés de maintenir l’unité de l’ICU dans le contexte mouvant de la table du Conseil.

Dans les mots de Steve, « Je crois que nous entreprenons moins de choses, mais que nous les faisons extrêmement
bien. » Nous avons un cadre de gouvernance auquel nous sommes à mettre la dernière main et qui va amalgamer
les ressources formidables dont nous tous, professionnels, membres du personnel et bénévoles pouvons bénéficier.
Mais la force et la vitalité de l’ICU résultent directement de l’intensité de la participation que vous, les membres,
investissez dans la vie de l’Institut. Comme je vous l’avais déjà demandé en 2007, continuez à vous porter volontaire
et à donner de votre temps précieux, afin de faire de l’Institut un organisme de meneurs qui sait entourer ses
jeunes urbanistes alors même qu’ils jouent un rôle toujours plus important dans la gestion de notre environnement,
du domaine bâti et des activités.

J’anticipe de vous voir nombreux au Congrès national 2009 qui aura lieu à Niagara Falls en octobre. J’espère avoir
l’occasion de vous remercier personnellement pour l’appui sur lequel le Conseil de l’ICU et moi avons pu compter
au cours des deux dernières années.

Merci encore et à la prochaine.

L E M O T D U P R É S I D E N T
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Ilove olives.The tree, the oil, the fruit – and with so many uses. In fact, I have such a passion for them that I am
determined to start my own orchard and harvest my own fruit. Not an easy task when you consider the rainforest

climate of Vancouver Island.

Of course, olive harvesting is just a niche within our food system and interest is increasingly being directed to the
broader considerations of food production and distribution. For example, popular food topics of late include everything
from community gardens and education, to industrial agriculture and impending shortages of food worldwide.
Consider Vancouver Island; 50 years ago, we produced more than 80% of our own food; today, less than 5%.A rather
frightening statistic should anything ever happen...climate change, water shortages, or import problems for example.

So how do we ensure that every person in a community has access to healthy foods, and how do we provide it in
the most sustainable manner possible? That’s where planning comes in.

FOOD SECURITY is the focus of this issue of Plan Canada. Offering a range of topics from protecting “traditional”
agricultural land to alternative food distribution methods, there is something here that is sure to whet the appetite
of all.

If you’ve ever wondered what is happening in the world of “food planning”, Jerry Kaufman’s article is a must read. In
short order, he provides a comprehensive review of the relationship between food security and planning, its history
and the future potential for this emerging field.

At a regional scale,Wayne Caldwell and Claire Dodds-Weir provide an overview of farmland preservation policies
across the country, specifically addressing Quebec, Ontario and British Columbia; while John Turvey and Barbara
Konyi go on to specifically address farmland protection in Ontario. Sheri Grift follows with a discussion on planning
policies for Manitoba’s livestock industry; and Gary Hall similarly addresses British Columbia’s Agricultural Land
Reserve and its preservation of agricultural land for the past four decades, while still encouraging other forms of
urban containment.

Tying in to the “traditional” farming model, Eric Gallant and Gerda Wekerle review the potential of farm subdivisions,
where residential developments and operational farms co-exist, providing opportunities for education, access to
local foods, and economically viable farming. Janet Oswald then takes on the topic of urban agriculture and discusses
how planners can become involved in advancing food security.

Christine LoScerbo and Pamela Shaw focus on the relationship between community and university campus through
the development of a community garden at Vancouver Island University, while Penny Kaill-Vinish takes a specific look
at Toronto’s new Green Roof Bylaw and how it impacts the potential for rooftop food production.

Jessica Wegener discusses access to healthy foods through alternative food outlets such as farmers’ markets, produce
stands and specialty shops, and offers a monitoring system for evaluating progress in this area. Conversely, Gordon
Graff offers an alternative production method for bringing agriculture back into the city through vertical farming.

Travelling to Labrador, David Natcher, Larry Felt and Andrea Procter write of the Nunatsiavut Government’s
establishment of a monitoring program addressing concerns over food “insecurity” for the region, particularly with
regard to traditional foods.

And to complete the issue,Tom Angotti reviews planning theory surrounding agricultural issues and provides
recommendations for pursuing positive changes to support food security.

The articles are just a small indication of the host of issues surrounding food security, and the work underway to
address those issues. Every day, food issues of some form are highlighted in newspapers across the country, and
community organizations continue to pursue local solutions. Rolf Pendall,Associate Professor with City and Regional
Planning at Cornell University, recently sent out a blanket query regarding food systems planning activity. Responses
were plentiful, indicating the interest in the topic particularly with respect to planning programs – much as Jerry
Kaufman predicts in his article.

Let me express my deepest gratitude to all the authors for their extensive work on this issue; it was my greatest
pleasure to work with you.A huge thank you is also owing to the other members of the editorial board, whose
assistance was invaluable in completing this, my first issue of Plan Canada.

I sincerely hope you enjoy reading this issue, and I know it will provide you with some useful tools to work with.
Now go find your gardening “tools” and get to work…the orchard awaits.

Deborah Jensen

F R O M T H E S E N I O R E D I T O R

Deborah Jensen is a
community development
planner currently working on
a Food Strategy at the City
of Nanaimo, located on
Vancouver Island, BC.
She can be reached at:
deborah.jensen@nanaimo.ca

Deborah Jensen est une
urbaniste en développement
communautaire qui travaille
actuellement à une Stratégie
alimentaire pour la Ville de
Nanaimo qui est située sur
l’île de Vancouver, en Colombie-
Britannique. Elle peut être
jointe à l’adresse :
deborah.jensen@nanaimo.ca

Spilling the Beans on Food Security



J’adore les olives. L’arbre, l’huile, le fruit – et tous ses usages. C’est pour moi une telle passion que je compte même aménager ma
propre olivette afin de pouvoir récolter mes propres fruits. Pas une mince tâche quand on songe au climat tempéré de forêt 
pluviale qui règne sur l’île de Vancouver.

Évidemment, cultiver des olives ne représente qu’un minuscule créneau au sein du système alimentaire et on s’intéresse maintenant
de plus en plus à des considérations plus générales de la production et de la distribution alimentaires. Par exemple, parmi les sujets
d’actualité, on retrouve les jardins communautaires et l’éducation en passant par l’agriculture industrielle et les pénuries imminentes
de vivres à travers le monde. Prenons l’Île de Vancouver; il y a 50 ans, 80 % des aliments consommés dans l’île étaient produits sur
place; aujourd’hui, ce chiffre est inférieur à 5 %. Une statistique qui fait peur s’il fallait qu’il se produise la moindre catastrophe...
comme des changements climatiques, une pénurie d’eau ou des problèmes d’importation, par exemple.

Comment peut-on s’assurer que tous les membres d’une collectivité aient accès à des aliments sains, et comment peut-on obtenir
ces aliments dans un contexte qui soit le plus durable possible? C’est là où l’aménagement du territoire entre en jeu.

La SÉCURITÉ ALIMENTAIRE est le point de mire de ce numéro de Plan Canada. Qu’il s’agisse d’articles abordant la protection des
terres agricoles « classiques » ou les méthodes de distribution alimentaire qui sortent des sentiers battus, tous nos lecteurs
trouveront quelque chose à se mettre sous la dent.

Si vous vous êtes déjà demandés ce qui se passait dans le monde de la « planification alimentaire », l’article de Jerry Kaufman est un
incontournable. Il propose un examen détaillé des rapports existant entre la sécurité alimentaire et l’urbanisme, son histoire et
l’avenir potentiel de ce domaine émergent.

Au plan régional,Wayne Caldwell et Claire Dodds-Weir donnent un aperçu des politiques de préservation des terres agricoles à
travers le pays, et plus particulièrement au Québec, en Ontario et en Colombie-Britannique. Pour leur part, John Turvey et Barbara
Konyi abordent la protection des terres agricoles en Ontario. Sheri Grift suit avec un exposé sur les politiques de planification
régissant les productions animales au Manitoba, tandis que Gary Hall se penche sur les réserves de terres agricoles de Colombie-
Britannique et sur la préservation des terres agricoles des quarante dernières années, tout en encourageant d’autres formes de
confinement urbain.

Faisant le lien avec le modèle classique d’exploitation agricole, Eric Gallant et Gerda Wekerle examinent le potentiel des lotissements
agricoles, où les ensembles résidentiels coexistent avec des fermes en exploitation, procurant des occasions d’éducation, l’accès à
des aliments locaux et des fermes viables. Janet Oswald s’attaque ensuite au sujet de l’agriculture urbaine et élabore sur la façon
dont les urbanistes peuvent participer à l’avancement de la sécurité alimentaire.

Christine LoScerbo et Pamela Shaw s’intéressent aux rapports entre la collectivité et les campus universitaires par le développement
d’un jardin communautaire à l’Université de l’Île de Vancouver, tandis que Penny Kaill-Vinish jette un coup d’œil au nouveau règlement
de Toronto sur les toits verts et ses répercussions potentielles sur la production alimentaire sur les toits.

Jessica Wegener aborde l’accès à des aliments sains par l’entremise de points de vente non traditionnels comme les marchés en
plein air, les kiosques de fruits et légumes frais et les magasins spécialisés et propose un système de suivi servant à évaluer les
progrès dans ce domaine. À l’inverse, Gordon Graff propose une méthode de production non classique destinée à ramener
l’agriculture dans la ville grâce à la culture verticale.

Ayant voyagé au Labrador, David Natcher, Larry Felt et Andrea Procter abordent la mise sur pied d’un programme de surveillance
du gouvernement du Nunatsiavut destiné à s’attaquer au problème de « l’insécurité alimentaire » observé dans la région et qui
touche surtout les sources de nourriture traditionnelles.

Et pour terminer,Tom Angotti examine la théorie de l’urbanisme entourant les questions agricoles et formule des recommandations
pour amener des changements positifs au soutien de la sécurité alimentaire.

Ces articles ne fournissent qu’une petite indication de la quantité de problèmes qui touchent la sécurité alimentaire et le travail
entrepris pour les résoudre. Chaque jour, un problème quelconque lié à l’alimentation fait les manchettes à travers le pays et les
organismes communautaires continuent de chercher des solutions locales. Rolf Pendall, professeur agrégé au Département de
planification urbaine et régionale de l’Université Cornell, a récemment lancé un appel à tous concernant la planification des circuits
alimentaires. Les réponses ont été nombreuses, démontrant bien l’intérêt que suscite le sujet, surtout auprès des programmes
d’urbanisme – comme Jerry Kaufman le prédit si bien dans son article.

Je tiens à exprimer ma profonde gratitude à tous les auteurs pour le travail qu’ils ont consacré au présent numéro; j’ai eu
énormément de plaisir à collaborer avec vous. Je remercie également les autres membres du comité de rédaction; grâce à leur aide
précieuse, j’ai pu terminer ce premier numéro de Plan Canada qui m’a été confié.

J’espère sincèrement que vous apprécierez la lecture de ce numéro et je sais qu’il vous procurera quelques outils qui vont assurément
vous être utiles. Le moment est maintenant venu d’aller chercher vos « outils » de jardinage et de vous mettre au travail… le potager
vous attend.
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Cultiver la sécurité alimentaire
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This year’s annual conference in Niagara Falls is fast
approaching, and has an impressive program of interesting

speakers and plenary sessions. Hear from expert panelists on
environment, economy, culture, and society. Participate in
mobile workshops, discover the latest work in interactive
media, and enjoy a variety of social and networking events.

Visit the conference section of the CIP web site to view the
preliminary program and register online.

You Spoke,We Listened

CIP wishes to extend our thanks to everyone who responded
to the Membership Survey conducted in May.Your responses
helped us measure members’ satisfaction with and awareness
of CIP products and services, and provided insight into your
expectations of CIP and your perceived value of the membership
benefits services you receive.

Many respondents expressed their satisfaction with the MCIP
designation, but had concerns with the certification process,
which is currently being reviewed and revised through the
Planning for the Future Project. Members were also pleased
with Plan Canada and the annual conference, but we also
learned that members want to see greater effort in the areas
of advocacy, learning opportunities, and increasing public
awareness of the planning profession.

The survey findings were instrumental in providing membership
feedback into a strategic planning retreat, held in June, to
prepare a new strategic plan for the Institute. CIP Council
members joined with committee chairs and staff, under the
guidance of facilitator Bud Crouch of Tecker Consultants LLC,
to craft short-, mid- and long-term plans for CIP.Tecker
Consultants is well known and widely respected for its
expertise working with non-profit organizations throughout
North America on strategic planning and leadership.

The new plan, now in draft form, commits CIP to “becoming
the leading advocate for urban policy and community building
across Canada”, and includes goals, milestones, and strategies
to accomplish our vision.Watch for the complete strategic
plan and a summary of the survey results to be posted on
CIP’s Members Only web site soon.

Le congrès annuel qui doit se tenir à Niagara Falls approche
à grands pas. Il vous propose un programme impressionnant

regorgeant de séances plénières et de conférenciers intéressants.
Vous pourrez entre des experts parler d’environnement,
d’économie de culture et de société. Participez aux ateliers
mobiles, découvrez les dernières nouveautés en médias
interactifs et profitez de diverses activités sociales et de maillage.

Consultez la section du site de l’ICU réservée au congrès
pour voir le programme préliminaire et vous inscrire en ligne.

Vous vous êtes exprimés, nous avons écouté
L’ICU tient à remercier tous ceux et celles qui ont répondu
au sondage mené en mai dernier auprès des membres. Les
réponses recueillies nous ont aidés à mesurer la connaissance
et la satisfaction des membres à l’égard des produits et services
de l’ICU, en plus de nous livrer leurs attentes et leurs impressions
sur la valeur perçue des services et des avantages tirés de
l’appartenance à l’ICU.

Plusieurs répondants ont exprimé leur satisfaction à l’égard de
la désignation MICU, de même que certaines appréhensions
quant au processus d’accréditation qui fait présentement
l’objet d’une révision dans le cadre du projet Le futur de
l’urbanisme. Les membres se sont aussi dits satisfaits de la
publication Plan Canada et du congrès annuel, mais nous avons
appris qu’ils souhaitaient voir davantage d’efforts consacrés à
des domaines comme la défense des intérêts de la profession,
les occasions d’apprentissage et la sensibilisation du public
face à la profession d’urbaniste.

Les résultats du sondage ont joué un rôle déterminant lors de
la retraite de planification stratégique qui s’est déroulée en juin
afin de préparer un nouveau plan stratégique pour l’Institut.
Les membres du Conseil de l’ICU se sont réunis avec les
présidents des comités et le personnel, sous la gouverne de
l’animateur Bud Crouch, de la firme of Tecker Consultants
LLC, afin d’élaborer des plans à court, moyen et long termes
pour l’ICU.Tecker Consultants est une firme bien connue pour
son savoir-faire en planification et en leadership au service
d’organismes sans but lucratif d’Amérique du Nord.

En vertu du nouveau plan proposé, l’ICU s’engage à « jouer un
rôle de premier plan en faveur de la politique urbaine et du
développement communautaire à travers le Canada. » Le plan
précise les objectifs, les jalons et les stratégies qui vont permettre
la réalisation de notre vision. Le plan stratégique intégral et un
résumé des résultats du sondage seront bientôt affichés dans
la section réservée aux membres du site Web de l’ICU.

C I P  N E W S /  É C H O S D E L ’ I C U

CIP/OPPI Conference:
Building a Better World
– STILL TIME TO REGISTER!

Congrès ICU/IPPO 2009:
Construire un meilleur monde
– IL EST ENCORE TEMPS DE VOUS INSCRIRE!



In mid-April 2009, Natural Resources Canada (NRCan)
agreed to fund a two-year program proposed by CIP, entitled

“Mainstreaming Climate Change Tools for the Professional
Development Community”.The program encompasses five
discrete projects and total funding of about $800,000, to build
upon elements of the climate change work undertaken by CIP
in 2008 in partnership with NRCan.

The focus of the new program is the development of climate
change adaptation strategies, policies and tools that planners
can use in their professional practice. It will contribute to the
body of professional knowledge and practice available to CIP
members when it comes to taking local action with respect to
climate change.

The five projects include:
Development of Planning Tools: identifying and developing new or
existing tools that will better enable planners to adapt existing
planning policy, instruments and approaches so they can be
used for climate change planning.

Building Awareness and Expertise: a multi-step process to introduce
climate change planning to CIP’s constituent members and
stakeholders via conferences, presentations at Affiliate conferences
and those of related professions and organizations.

Rural Workbook: helping smaller rural and remote communities
to prepare community action plans to adapt to climate change.

Benchmarking: establishing a national benchmark that reflects
the current level of knowledge and action on climate change
adaptation by planners and their communities and a system
for monitoring changes as CIP’s climate change policy, tools
and educational resources and other resources and activities
become more widely available.

2010 Climate Change Conference: support for a national/
international gathering of planners, scientists and related
stakeholders in Montreal in October 2010 to share knowledge
and ideas, including tools and techniques for climate change
adaptation and mitigation.

A new area of the web site is under construction, focusing on
CIP’s climate change work, and is expected to be launched
later this summer. For more information about the NRCan
project, please contact Anissia Nasr,Administrative Assistant,
National & International Affairs (anasr@cip-icu.ca).

New CIP Student Representative elected
Daniella Fergusson of the University of British Columbia has
been acclaimed as the new student representative on CIP
Council for 2009-2010. Daniella will take on this role in
September 2009 at the CIP/OPPI Conference in Niagara Falls.
Everyone at CIP extends their thanks to Adam Cooper of the
University of British Columbia for his excellent work and
dedication as CIP Student Representative over the past year.

Àla mi-avril 2009, Ressources naturelles Canada (RNCan) a
accepté de financer un programme de deux ans proposé par

l’ICU portant sur l’intégration des outils propres aux changements
climatiques pour les urbanistes professionnels. Doté d’un budget
de 800 000 $, le programme est composé de cinq projets destinés
à poursuivre des travaux portant sur les changements climatiques
menés en 2008 par l’ICU en collaboration avec RNCan.

Le nouveau programme met l’accent sur l’élaboration de stratégies,
de politiques et d’outils d’adaptation aux changements climatiques
que les urbanistes peuvent utiliser dans leur pratique professionnelle.
Cela permettra d’élargir l’ensemble des connaissances auxquelles
les membres de l’ICU peuvent faire appel pour agir à l’échelle
locale en matière de changements climatiques.

Les cinq projets sont :
Élaboration d’outils en urbanisme : mettre au point de nouveaux
outils ou perfectionner des outils existants pouvant aider les
urbanistes à adapter les politiques, les approches et les instruments
en place en fonction des changements climatiques.

Conscientisation et savoir-faire : un processus conçu pour présenter
la planification en fonction des changements climatiques aux
membres de l’ICU et aux parties intéressées par le biais de
conférences, de présentations aux congrès des organismes affiliés
et aux rencontres de professions et d’organismes connexes.

Manuel rural : manuel destiné à aider les collectivités de petite
taille et les collectivités éloignées à préparer des plans d’action
communautaires d’adaptation aux changements climatiques.

Repères : établissement de repères nationaux reflétant le niveau
actuel des connaissances et des interventions en adaptation aux
changements climatiques par les urbanistes et leurs collectivités
et un système de suivi des changements à mesure que les
politiques, outils et ressources éducative de l’ICU et autres
ressources et activités deviennent de plus en plus accessibles.

Congrès 2010 sur les changements climatiques : soutien pour une
assemblée national/internationale d’urbanistes, de scientifiques et
d’intervenants intéressés tenue à Montréal en octobre 2010 afin
de partager des connaissances et des idées, y compris des outils
et des techniques d’adaptation et d’atténuation des changements
climatiques.

Une nouvelle section du site Web consacrée au travail de l’ICU
dans le domaine des changements climatiques est en construction
et devrait être lancée plus tard cet été. Pour de plus amples détails
sur le projet de RNCan, veuillez communiquer avec Anissia Nasr,
Adjointe à l’administration,Affaires nationales et internationales
(anasr@cip-icu.ca).

Élection de la nouvelle représentante des
étudiants de l’ICU
Daniella Fergusson, de l’Université de Colombie-Britannique, a été
élue par acclamation au poste de représentante des étudiants au
Conseil de l’’ICU pour l’année 2009-2010. Daniella va entrer en
fonction en septembre à l’occasion du Congrès CIP/OPPI 2009 à
Niagara Falls. L’ICU tient à remercier Adam Cooper, également de
l’Université de Colombie-Britannique, pour son excellent travail et
son dévouement à la cause à titre de représentant des étudiants de
l’ICU au cours de la dernière année.
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RNCAN appuie les travaux de l’ICU sur les outils propres aux changements climatiques
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Daniel Leeming OPPI
Mark Seasons OPPI
Gordon Harris PIBC
Tom Becker PIBC
Robert Buchan PIBC

J. Brett Allen PIBC
Stavroula Andis OPPI
Tracy Annett OPPI
Amica Antonelli PIBC
Timothy Arnott OPPI
Christine Arthurs AACIP
Christopher Atkins PIBC
Sara Badyal PIBC
David Barrett OPPI
Brian Bateman OPPI
Tracy Bealing AACIP
Rebecca Belanger OPPI
Lesley Bell OPPI
Michele Bertol AACIP
Carol-Ann Beswick AACIP
Catherine Biesma OPPI
Leanne Blackwood PIBC
Richard Borbridge PIBC
Stewart J. Brady PIBC
Laurielle Brooks OPPI
Alicia Brown API
James Bryndza PIBC
Ian Buck PIBC
Jason Budd OPPI
Christina Burns-Bruce OPPI
Emily Caldwell OPPI
Sally Campbell OPPI
Joshua Campbell OPPI
José Canjura PIBC
Jeffrey Cantos OPPI
Sandra Chan OPPI
David Charezenko OPPI
Ran Chen OPPI
Christy Chrus OPPI
Michele Cloghesy PIBC
Scott Cole AACIP
Ruth Conard OPPI
Mike Crough OPPI
Damien Crowell PIBC
Rino Dal Bello OPPI
Antonio D’Alessandro OPPI
Danette Dalton OPPI
Jonathan Dziadyk AACIP
Mark Emmons APCPS
Aftab Erfan PIBC

Robert T. Evans PIBC
Barbara Everdene PIBC
Valerie Field OPPI
Nayan Gandhi API
Christopher Garrish PIBC
Michelle Gervais OPPI
Dallas Gillis API
Brent Gilmour OPPI
Rebecca Goodenough AACIP
Paul Guenther PIBC
Kalle Hakala OPPI
Ryan Hall APCPS
Jacqueline Hamilton API
Aaron Heidt PIBC
David Hendrickson PIBC
Jennifer Hill PIBC
Ron Hintsche PIBC
Meghan House OPPI
Brett Howell OPPI
Farhad Jalili OPPI
Christopher Jones OPPI
Stuart Jones PIBC
Joaquin Karakas PIBC
Ronald Kellam AACIP
Carolyn Kellington OPPI
Melanie Knight OPPI
Perry Korouyenis OPPI
Kinden Kosick PIBC
Thea Langille API
Timothy Lee OPPI
Helena Lee OPPI
David Leinster OPPI
Ralda Leroux PIBC
Katherine Lesyshen PIBC
Neil Levesque OPPI
Dale Lindsay PIBC
Christian Lupis OPPI
Terence William Lyster PIBC
Arthur MacKay OPPI
Andrew Martin OPPI
Julie McAdoo OPPI
Catherine McLennon OPPI
Maureen Mcleod PIBC
Robyn McMullen OPPI
Candice Micucci OPPI
Ryan Mino-Leahan OPPI
Susan Mintz OPPI
Gregory Mitchell PIBC
Lisa Moffatt PIBC
Curesha Moodley AACIP
William Moyer OPPI
Sara Muir-Owen PIBC
Alana Mullaly-White OPPI
Gary Noble PIBC
Kathryn Oberg AACIP
Erin Onoferychuk AACIP

Mirella Palermo OPPI
Scott Patterson OPPI
Andrew Pinnell OPPI
Lenore Ross OPPI
Alexandra Schaffhauser OPPI
Patti Scherer OPPI
David Schmidt OPPI
Heike Schmidt PIBC
Leanne Sexsmith PIBC
Wajeeha Shahrukh OPPI
Steve Shannon PIBC
Leticia Smillie API
Coreena Smith OPPI
Gary Smith AACIP
Lorelie Spencer OPPI
Mandy Stanker PIBC
Sabrina Stanlake OPPI
Karen Stanton PIBC
Tara Steell AACIP
Carla Stewart PIBC
David Stewart PIBC
Lourette Swanepoel PIBC
Jolene Tejkl AACIP
Toula Theocharidis OPPI
John Turvey OPPI
Robert Twerdoff PIBC
Stephen Utz AACIP
Robin Van De Lande OPPI
Cathy Van Poorten PIBC
Robert Vastag OPPI
Marlene Wells PIBC
Charlsey White OPPI
Peter Whitelaw PIBC
Marco Winter OPPI
Cecilia Wong OPPI
Peter Yackulic AACIP
John Yeh OPPI

Ryan Anderson PIBC
Melissa Austin APCPS
Sami Badawi OPPI
Rob Bateman PIBC
Stephen Bentley PIBC
Carol Bliss Taylor AACIP
Angelique Boire AACIP
Marcia Bond PIBC
Andrej Boyanchuk OPPI
Nicole Brugman AACIP
Ruaraidh Carthew AACIP
Hoang (Shelly) Cham OPPI
Ludwik Chelkowski OPPI
Zirong Chen AACIP
Deanna Chorney OPPI

New Members
CIP welcomes the following new full and provisional
members to the Institute:

Nouveaux membres
L’ICU souhaite la bienvenue au sein de l’Institut aux 
nouveaux membres à part entière et provisoires suivants :

New Full Members
Nouveaux membres à part entière

New Fellows
Nouveaux Fellows

New Provisional Members
Nouveaux membres provisoires



11Summer/Été 2009

Angela Clark MPPI
Devin Clarke APCPS
Lindsay Cudmore OPPI
Rose-Mary Damiani AACIP
Ainsley Davidson AACIP
Ryan Desrosiers AACIP
Micheal Dhaliwal PIBC
Lisa Di Clemente OPPI
Laura Diotte OPPI
Karl Doyle OPPI
David Driedger OPPI
Jean Ehlers AACIP
Meghan Ellis AACIP
Matthew Fitzgerald MPPI
Nadele Flynn PIBC
Joanne Fung OPPI
Celene Fung PIBC
Lynda Fyfe PIBC
Jeffrey Garkowski OPPI
Karen Geertsema AACIP
Renate Gepraegs AACIP
Sean Gillis API
Daniel Gray APCPS
Nigel Gray PIBC
John Guenther PIBC
Andrea Gummo OPPI
James Handy AACIP
Justin Hawkins OPPI
Marcus Henry AACIP
Christine Ho AACIP
Ian Holl PIBC
Michael Hoy OPPI
C. Gabrielle Hurst OPPI
Brittanny Hutton AACIP
Jasmindra Jawanda PIBC
Misty Jorgensen PIBC
Françoise Joynt AACIP
Annie Kim PIBC
Jordan Lambie OPPI
Blake Laven PIBC
Alice Li OPPI
Shawni Lo OPPI
Jason Locke PIBC
Armando Lopes OPPI
Brenda Maguire PIBC
Meghan Maloney-Norman AACIP
Michal Matyjewicz OPPI
David McCready OPPI
Stephanie McVittie OPPI
Katherine Mitchell OPPI
Ross Mitchell AACIP
Nathan Neufeld AACIP
Rodney Neuman AACIP
Rebecca Newlove AACIP
Janet Ngai AACIP
April Nix OPPI
Julie Nolan OPPI
Kristin O’Toole API

Giovanni Paquin API
Tyler Peck OPPI
Justin Pica OPPI
Radha Rajagopalan OPPI
Noelle Reeve OPPI
James Roach OPPI
Clinton Robertson AACIP
Paul Rosenau PIBC
Leah Ross OPPI
Blaine Russell PIBC
Larry Sarris OPPI
Travis Shaw AACIP
Sarah Sheridan OPPI
Devin Shtykalo MPPI
Jonathan Slaght OPPI
Brenden Smith AACIP
Tegan Smith PIBC
Susan Smyth OPPI
Cory Sousa AACIP
Katherine Sparkes OPPI
Aiden Stanley OPPI
George Tarazi OPPI
Charles Tilden OPPI
Sarah Tomaszewski OPPI
Jakob Van Dorp OPPI
Robert Voigt OPPI
Marianne Wade AACIP
Samuel Wahab AACIP
Ben Wasenius PIBC
Duran Wedderburn OPPI
Shelley Wells OPPI
William Wood OPPI
Allison Wood PIBC
Bradley Wright OPPI
Holly Wright OPPI
Lisa Young OPPI
Vivian Yuen OPPI

Editorial Submissions to 
Plan Canada

Plan Canada welcomes material of interest to
its readership. Submit proposals, outlines, or

drafts of articles to Plan Canada, by e-mail to:
Mark Seasons, PhD, FCIP, RPP;

Editorial Board Chair
mseasons@uwaterloo.ca

Contributors who want their material
refereed should send an electronic copy 

(in Word or RTF format) to:
Richard Milgrom, PhD;

Editor for Peer-reviewed Articles;
milgrom@cc.umanitoba.ca

Submissions may not exceed 2000 words;
shorter pieces are preferred.

For more detailed information, see the
submission guidelines for contributors on 

the CIP web site.

Soumissions d’articles pour 
Plan Canada

Plan Canada souhaite recevoir tout article
pouvant intéresser ses lecteurs. Soumettez-nous

vos propositions, résumés ou ébauches
d’articles par courriel à :

Mark Seasons, PhD, FICU, RPP;
président du comité de rédaction

mseasons@uwaterloo.ca
Les auteurs qui souhaitent faire réviser leurs
documents par un comité de lecture sont
priés d’en envoyer une copie électronique 

(en format Word ou RTF) à :
Richard Milgrom, PhD;

rédacteur responsable des articles révisés
milgrom@cc.umanitoba.ca

Les articles ne devraient pas dépasser 
2 000 mots, les articles plus courts 

sont préférables.
Pour plus de détails, consultez le guide de
soumission des articles sur le site de l’ICU.

In order for you, as a member, to express your
thoughts on the content of Plan Canada,
we are dedicating this area to members’
letters and opinions.We welcome all
members’ involvement. Please address your
letters to Michelle Garneau, Publisher at:
garneau@vl.videotron.ca

Afin que vous puissiez, en qualité de
membre, exprimer votre avis au sujet du
contenu de Plan Canada, nous réservons
cette section aux lettres et aux opinions
des membres. Nous vous encourageons
fortement à vous en prévaloir.Veuillez
acheminer votre correspondance à
Michelle Garneau, rédactrice, à l’adresse :
garneau@vl.videotron.ca

In the Winter 2008 issue of Plan Canada, the
lead author of the article entitled “New Urban
Planning Means Being “Proactive”: Learning
Points from the Field of Strategic Environmental
Assessment” was listed as Bram Noble in
error.The lead author was Jill A. E. Harriman and
Bram Noble was the co-author.
We apologize for any inconvenience or
misunderstanding this error may have caused.

Dans le numéro Hiver 2008 de Plan Canada,
Bram Nobel figurait à tort comme auteur
principal de l’article intitulé « New Urban Planning
Means Being “Proactive”: Learning Points from the
Field of Strategic Environmental Assessment ».
L’auteure principale de l’article était Jill A. E.
Harriman; Bram Nobel était coauteur.
Nous regrettons tout inconvénient ou tout
malentendu que cette erreur aurait pu provoquer.

ERRATUM
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Food Planning Heating Up the
Planning Field
Ten years ago a colleague and I undertook
a study to determine how planners
viewed food system issues.1 In speaking
with senior level planners from 22 city
planning agencies, we found that these
agencies paid very little attention to
food issues. It seemed that if community
and regional food planning was brought
up in a conversation with planners, all
but a handful would have greeted the
topic with glazed looks. One planner
went so far as to say,“If someone in the
planning agency suggested we do planning
for the local food system, he’d be looked
at as if he came from Mars.” 

Well, times have changed. Increased
interest in food issues among planners
can be traced to things going on both
inside and outside the planning field.
A number of recently published books
have raised concerns about the
shortcomings of the dominant industrial
agriculture food system, while commenting
favourably about local food systems and
sustainable agriculture.2-9 Collectively,
these publications have helped turn the
public’s attention to a variety of food
issues including:

Food System
Planning:
Moving Up the
Planner’s Ladder

Food System
Planning:
Moving Up the
Planner’s Ladder by Jerome L. Kaufman

Summary
At the 2009 American Planning Association conference in Minneapolis, something
noteworthy happened for the advancement of food system planning. A crowd of 270
people packed into a room to hear panelists talk about the future of urban agriculture.
Other food-related sessions at the conference also attracted standing room only
crowds. As someone who’s been sloshing around in the trenches for seven years trying
to move food planning up the planning flagpole, it was heartening to see such large
attendance at these food planning sessions. Five years ago, a conference session on
food issues would have done well to attract 50 people. It appears interest in food
planning among planners bumped up a big notch.

This article focuses on answering three questions.Why is food planning heating up in
the planning field? What indicators demonstrate that planning agencies are increasingly
supportive of community food systems? And what’s on the horizon for community
food system planners in the coming decade? My remarks are based primarily on US
planning experience, but will also draw on the Canadian experience.

Résumé
Lors du congrès 2009 de l’American Planning Association tenu à Minneapolis, il s’est
produit quelque chose de remarquable pour l’avancement de la planification des
circuits alimentaires. Une foule de 270 personnes s’est entassée dans une salle pour
entendre les panélistes parler de l’avenir de l’agriculture urbaine. D’autres séances
traitant de sujets liés à la nourriture se sont également déroulées à guichets fermés.
Pour quelqu’un qui se démène comme un diable dans l’eau bénite depuis plus de
sept ans pour chercher à amener l’aménagement des circuits alimentaires aux
premières loges de l’urbanisme, cela faisait chaud au cœur de voir autant de monde
s’intéresser à la question. Il y a cinq ans à peine, une séance abordant des considérations
alimentaires aurait été jugée fort réussie avec un auditoire de 50 personnes. Il semble
que l’intérêt pour la question alimentaire ait monté de plus qu’un cran.

Cet article met l’accent sur trois questions précises. Pourquoi l’aménagement des circuits
alimentaires intéresse-t-il davantage les urbanistes? Quels indicateurs démontrent que
les organismes d’aménagement du territoire soutiennent de plus en plus les circuits
alimentaires communautaires? Et qu’est-ce que l’avenir réserve aux planificateurs de
circuits alimentaires communautaires au cours de la prochaine décennie? Les remarques
de l’auteur sont principalement fondées sur l’expérience américaine, mais vont
également s’inspirer de l’expérience canadienne.

In Cleveland, Ohio hoop houses, among others, are
permitted accessory uses.



• food deserts, most often occurring in
low wealth neighbourhoods where
access to affordable quality food is
difficult;

• food traveling long distances from
farm to fork, resulting in excessive
fossil fuel energy use contributing to
global warming;

• the rising incidence of obesity leading
to more diet-related diseases like
type 2 diabetes, heart disease, and
forms of cancer;

• pollution of lakes, rivers and other
bodies of water affected by runoff
from farms using chemical fertilizers
and pesticides;

• potential harm from the spread of
genetically modified organisms used
to produce larger crop yields;

• environmental and health problems
resulting from increasing numbers of
concentrated animal feed lots;

• food safety concerns about
salmonella, E.coli, and botulism; and

• environmental and social costs
related to food production including
processing, storage, distribution and
waste in the conventional food
system.These costs are seldom
accounted for in the price paid at the
grocery store cash register.

Planners, like others, have been reading
and hearing more about a variety of
food issues.At the very least, they have
become more sensitized to food-related
concerns attributed to the dominant
industrial agriculture system.

Within the planning field, several events
in the past five years have led to food
system issues being taken more seriously.
In 2004, two planning journals—The
Journal of Planning Education and Research10

and Progressive Planning11—published
issues devoted entirely to food planning.
A few graduate planning schools in the
US and Canada began offering courses
on community food system planning.12

The 2005 American Planning Association
(APA) conference in San Francisco
offered, for the first time, a track of
sessions dedicated to food planning.
A track was offered again in 2006, where
a group of planners prepared a white
paper on food planning and presented it
to the APA Delegate Assembly.This step
opened the door to the most significant
indication of acceptance – the APA Policy

Guide on Community and Regional Food
Planning, which the APA Board adopted
at its 2007 conference.

Since then, food planning has continued
its upward climb in the planning
community.At the 2008 Canadian
Institute of Planners conference in
Winnipeg, a special track on food
planning took place.Two reports on
food system planning, published by the
APA Planning Advisory Service (PAS) in
200713 and 2008,14 reached a wide
planning audience. Other national
organizations in the public health,
nutrition, and community food security
fields remarked approvingly upon the
entry of the APA into the food system
arena and also its adoption of the Food
Planning Policy Guide.This special issue
of Plan Canada marks another significant
step forward for food planning.

In contrast to the prevailing skepticism
from planners at the turn of the 21st

century about food system planning
work, recent comments by planners
indicate a decided change of heart. For
example, the chief planner of the San
Francisco Department of Planning was
quoted as saying,“Food has a lot of
currency here in the city…It’s the basis
of all sustainable policy that you must
have.”15, whereas Fresno, California’s
interim planning manager said,“Community
food planning has become a hot topic…
It’s a basic element of our system that
we should be protecting.”16

More Support For Community
Food Systems
Within the past few years, encouraging
signs suggest something is happening at
the official planning levels. For the first
time, some planning agencies are directly
addressing community food aspirations
in their comprehensive plans and zoning
ordinances.

Comprehensive plans not only mirror
trends that respond to emerging public
concerns, they also offer a legal basis to
support future actions and even to
forestall future challenges to food-related
policies. Here are two recent examples,
one for a city and the other for a county,
showing how food policies are being
incorporated into comprehensive plans:

Madison,Wisconsin
Comprehensive Plan Update
(2007)
The City’s plan contains several policies
to support important elements of a
community food system strategy,
including: striving to create one
community garden site for every 
2000 households; extending leases of
community gardens on city-owned
property from one to five years;
considering community gardens a
permitted use in all residential
districts; preserving farm operations
within the city; and continuing to
support the food council.

Marin County, California
Comprehensive Plan Update
(2007)
The Plan’s food-related policies
include: increasing availability of
healthy, fresh, locally produced foods
to support the local economy;
amending the Development Code to
require space for on-site community
gardens in new residential developments
of 10 units or greater; encouraging
fruit trees or other edible landscaping
in new developments; using locally
grown and/or organic foods in county
services; and supporting neighbourhood
activities such as farmers’ markets
and local food outlets.

Planning agencies also play important
roles in preparing and administering
land use regulations like zoning. Here
too, some breakthroughs can be noted:

13Summer/Été 2009
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Cleveland, Ohio Zoning
Ordinance Revision (2007)
As part of its zoning code, Cleveland
established an urban garden district
with a broad set of objectives to
assure that urban garden areas are
appropriately located and protected
to meet needs for local food
production, as well as a multitude of
other considerations. Community
health, community education and
garden-related job training as well as
environmental enhancement,
preservation of green space, and
community enjoyment were all
considered on sites for which urban
gardens represent the highest and
best use for the community.
Community and market gardens are
permitted uses in this district;
greenhouses, hoop houses, chicken
coops, beehives, compost bins, and
seasonal farm stands are permitted
accessory uses.
Vancouver, BC Urban
Agriculture Design Guidelines
for the Private Realm (2009)
This planning guideline adopted by
city council was meant to provide “a
clear, simple document, rather than a
complex one amending all applicable
guidelines of the respective zones
and Official Development Plans.” The
guidelines address two components
of urban agriculture on private
development sites: shared garden
plots and edible landscaping. In regard
to shared garden plots, they include
standards for siting and access, co-
locating with other amenities and the
number, size, and design of garden
plots, and support facilities. Edible
landscaping is encouraged in areas
that are easily accessible and
protected from contamination.A list
of almost 50 edible landscaping plants
are identified for use on private
development sites.

Promising and innovative food system
related ideas are also coming from
other quarters of local government
where planning staff provide assistance
as part of a broader consortium.

Kansas City, Missouri Climate
Protection Plan (2008)
This plan was adopted July 2008
aiming to reduce greenhouse emissions
and protect the climate. City planning

staff played a supporting role in the
plan’s development. One of its
recommendations calls for the
promotion of metropolitan food
production “to reduce the ecological
footprint of our food supply which is
heavily reliant on fossil fuel inputs.” In
order to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions and sequester carbon, a
number of strategies are put forth,
including: urban agriculture zoning to
foster fruit and vegetable production,
and small scale animal husbandry on
vacant lots in neighbourhoods;
residents growing food in home and
community gardens as well as
composting their food and yard
waste to provide organic matter for
growing food; eliminating city codes
that are barriers to operating
produce stands and farmers’ markets
in neighbourhoods; establishing an
agricultural real estate tax rate for
privately-owned land operated by for-
profit urban farms; and establishing 
a fund to pay for soil remediation 
on contaminated lands for their
conversion to urban farming.

Re-imagining a More Sustainable
Cleveland (2008)
This plan, led by a quasi-governmental
organization Neighborhood Progress,
Inc. and adopted by the city planning
commission, was premised on the
existence of abundant vacant land in
the city. It advanced a comprehensive
sustainability strategy calling for
permanent support for local food
production as an important part of that
strategy.Among its recommendations
were: exploring the potential for a
municipal composting facility and
community composting sites;
establishing a goal that every city
resident would be within a minimum
one-half mile radius of a community
garden or market garden; exploring
new ways of bringing water to these
sites, including the use of rainwater
runoff from the roofs of adjacent
buildings; and integrating permanent
garden space in model block/
neighbourhood planning.

Regardless of whether planning agencies
take the lead or play back-up roles to
other government or quasi-governmental
organizations as they journey into this
new arena, the important role of
community-based organizations needs

to be acknowledged. Such groups may
include food policy councils, city-wide
community garden groups, nutrition and
public health groups, and anti-hunger and
community food security organizations.

What’s Ahead for Food System
Planning and Community Food
Systems
Given planners’ growing interest in food
system planning issues, and evidence
that planning agencies are providing
support for community food system
activities through comprehensive plan
and zoning ordinance changes, let’s
speculate about what might lie ahead
for this emerging field.Two movements
that have captured considerable
attention in this decade suggest that
progress will continue to be made on
the planning front in the coming decade.

The first is sustainability.Tim Beatley,
Professor of Sustainable Communities in
the University of Virginia planning
program, contends that sustainability
really took hold in the first decade of
the 21st century.17 However, while early
sustainability models often forgot to
include food as an important system,
Beatley points to: rooftop gardens (450
of them in Chicago); solid waste and
wastewater as productive inputs to
satisfy other urban needs, including food,
energy, and clean water; and new
ecological cities…where most foods are
produced locally. Characterizing “new
large-scale models of urban sustainability
as impressive”, he goes on to say that
“they represent a positive trend towards
more holistic thinking and integrative
design: thinking simultaneously about
energy, water, transportation, urban

Space limitations prevent discussion
of other planning agencies that are
playing a more active role in
supporting community food system
objectives.Among them are Buffalo,
NY; San Diego, California;
Milwaukee,Wisconsin;Waterloo
Region, Ontario; Montreal, Quebec;
Chicago, Illinois; San Francisco,
California; Oakland, California;
Toronto, Ontario; Benicia, California;
NYC, NY; Seattle,Washington;
Grand Rapids, Michigan; Langford,
BC;Victoria, BC; Berkeley,
California; and Portland, Oregon.
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form, and even food production—and how
they intersect.”  

The other movement is the local food
movement.Wikipedia’s definition is a
“collaborative effort to build more
locally (also regionally) based, self-reliant
food economies - one in which sustainable
food production, processing, distribution,
and consumption is integrated to enhance
the economic, environmental and social
health of a particular place.” The local
food movement continues to expand as
the environmental, energy, public health,
and social costs of the industrial
agriculture system become clearer.

These two powerful movements will
further legitimize community food
system planning as a distinctive sub-field
in the planning discipline. Emphasis on
sustainable communities should open up
more avenues for food system planning
to contribute, through studies and plans
in building sustainable communities.The
local food movement can be viewed as
a force which will continue to encourage
local governments, planning agencies
included, to pay more attention to
community food system goals and
activities.

Job opportunities for food system
planners, which are now scarce, are
likely to gradually increase in the next
decade. Planning students should have
greater access to food system planning
courses as the field continues to gain
recognition, mature and to offer many
more outlets for faculty to publish. In
addition, as sustainable food systems are
increasingly seen as an important
component of sustainable communities,
another learning outlet for students will
emerge as more sustainability programs
are established at the college level.
There is no doubt that interest in
community food systems is highest
among students.

Apart from students being hired by
planning agencies, either as food system
planners or as other planning specialists
with some knowledge of food planning,
opportunities for employment might
also come from private consulting firms.
One interesting example is the HB
Lanarc Consultant firm in Vancouver, BC.
It advertises itself as a firm that offers
agriculture urbanism services – “designers,
planners and developers looking at
sustainable food systems and finding

ways to promote every aspect of a
thriving regional sustainable food system
in all areas of a neighbourhood, city or
development.” 

Some planners may choose to volunteer
time assisting community-based food
organizations or food policy councils.
A case in point is Growing Power in
Milwaukee, one of the leading urban
agriculture programs in North America.
Three members of Growing Power’s
Board of Directors have planning
degrees, and a consultant who evaluates
the organization’s myriad programs also
has a planning degree.

Undoubtedly, more communities at the
regional and local level will add supportive
policy language regarding community

food systems in their comprehensive
plans, as well as in neighbourhood and
area plans.The range of issues covered
will likely expand beyond just support
for community gardens or farmers’
markets. One can envision policies
calling for more sites to compost food
waste to provide good soil for local
growing projects. Other areas that are
of interest include animal husbandry,
edible landscapes, rooftop gardens and
adaptive use warehouses converted into
aquaponic fish-producing operations and
even vertical farms, in the future.

Similarly, more communities will likely
amend their zoning ordinances (perhaps
even re-write building and health codes)
to facilitate uses like rooftop gardens.

The location of supermarkets and the racial composition of neighbourhoods in Buffalo, New York. Source: Raja S et al.14
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Other zoning changes could include
residential developments designed to
co-mingle with food production gardens
as well as chickens, bees and small farm
animals. Food access for people living in
food deserts could be improved by
loosening development requirements
which would provide food stores
interesting incentives to move back into
underserved areas. Some day, zoning
policy might even venture into uncharted
waters by restricting certain uses. For
example fast food places might be barred
from locating too close to schools as
per public health concerns.

Beyond plan-making and zoning, food
planners could become more engaged in
undertaking or contributing to studies
of the kind the APA Policy Guide on
Community and Regional Food
recommends.Among these are: community
and regional food assessments; reporting
on the incidence of food insecurity and
location of diverse food assets; looking
at area-wide economic impacts of locally
oriented food production; evaluating the
concentration of fast food restaurants in
low income neighbourhoods relative to
the availability of grocery stores which
offer healthier food options; conducting
energy audits to determine the amount
and sources of energy used for production,
distribution, and consumption of food in

the region; assessing the impact of food
waste disposal on area landfills;
determining the extent of lake and river
pollution and eutrophication caused by
farm runoff; and identifying sites on
institutional properties suitable for food
production.

Jac Smit, a pioneer in the field of urban
agriculture and lead author of a seminal
work on urban agriculture in the mid-
1990s,18 envisions the future full of
communities productively using roofs,
fences, walls, parking lots, roadsides,
vacant lots and abandoned sites for the
growing of food. He sees residential
lawn space used to produce fruits and
vegetables instead of just green lawns or
crab grass. More street trees will be
fruit bearing.Waterways will be used to
produce fish and vegetables. Steep slopes
will be terraced to create vegetables
gardens and vineyards. His is a vision of
the bountiful community, where the
environment would demonstrate the
potential to grow much of or perhaps
all of the food needed in a region. Few
would agree that his fanciful vision of
the bountiful community will ever come
to pass. It must be said that there is a
rich visionary tradition in the planning
field…community food system planners
can dream too, can’t
they?

Jerome L. Kaufman is Professor Emeritus in 
Urban and Regional Planning at the University of 
Wisconsin-Madison. He has been active on the 
food planning front as an educator, researcher, and
community activist. Currently, he serves as President
of the Growing Power Board in Milwaukee,WI and 
as a member of the Dane County,WI Food Council.
He was one of the principal authors of the 
American Planning Association Policy Guide on 
Community and Regional Food Planning. He can 
be reached at: jlkaufma@wisc.edu
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Overview of Farmland Loss 
in Canada

Given its size and expanse, it is hard
to imagine that farmland loss is an

issue in Canada. However, only 0.5% of
the country’s total land area has no
significant limitations for agriculture and
thus has the highest productivity for a
wide range of crops,1 known commonly
as Class 1 prime agricultural land.

Urbanization in Canada is concentrated
in a relatively small area of the country.
According to Statistics Canada2 (2002),
over half the Canadian population resides
in four major regions: Ontario’s extended
Golden Horseshoe; British Columbia’s
Lower Mainland and southern Vancouver
Island; Montreal-Quebec City Corridor;
and the Calgary-Edmonton Corridor.
Many of these urban areas were originally
established on productive farmland, and
as these areas have grown there has
been a predictable and extensive loss 
of farmland.

Canadian Approaches to 
the Preservationof Farmland

by Wayne J. Caldwell and Claire Dodds-Weir

Summary
Food security at a national or local level cannot be achieved without protecting the
land required for food production. Issues of farmland loss have been identified for
more than 50 years and rural planners have attempted to respond since the early
1970s. Farmland preservation speaks to the need to preserve agricultural land for
future generations, providing Canada with the ability to better deal with uncertainty
caused by climate change, population growth, food security, energy availability 
and more.

This paper provides an overview of approaches to farmland preservation within
Canada, with a specific focus on Quebec, Ontario and British Columbia.

Résumé
On ne peut obtenir la sécurité alimentaire à l’échelle nationale ou locale sans
protéger les terres nécessaires à la production alimentaire. On parle de la perte des
terres agricoles depuis plus de 50 ans et les planificateurs ruraux se sont mis en
quête de réponses au début des années 1970. La préservation des terres agricoles
souligne la nécessité d’agir au nom des générations à venir pour veiller à ce que le
Canada puisse mieux composer avec l’incertitude liée aux changements climatiques,
à la croissance démographique, à la sécurité alimentaire, à l’accès à des sources
d’énergie et autres éléments aussi importants.

Cet exposé fournit un aperçu des approches à la préservation des terres agricoles 
au Canada, en mettant l’accent sur le Québec, l’Ontario et la Colombie-Britannique.

Farmland preservation in Canada is driven by the belief
that it is in the public interest to preserve farmland.
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The most recent comprehensive review
of farmland loss in Canada was conducted
by Statistics Canada based on 2001
data.The report found that between
1971 and 2001, urbanization consumed
about 15,200 square kilometres of
agricultural land, representing an
increase of 96 percent in urban land
over this period.The following list
summarizes the major findings of the
analysis on the loss of dependable
agricultural land in Canada undertaken
by Statistics Canada:3

• 5% of Canada’s land is free from
severe constraints to crop
production (Classes 1-3 farmland).

• 75% of Canada’s dependable
agricultural land is concentrated in
Saskatchewan,Alberta and Ontario.

• Ontario, Manitoba, Saskatchewan and
Alberta have 99% of Canada’s Class 1
agricultural land.

• 46% of Canada’s urban areas were
located on dependable agricultural land.

• Urban land occupied 7.5% of Class 1
agricultural land (Canada’s only land
with no significant constraints to
crop production).

• More than 56% of Canada’s Class 1
land is concentrated in heavily urbanized
southern Ontario.

• One-third of Canada’s urban land is
in Ontario.

• Over 11% of Ontario’s best agricultural
land was used for urban purposes.

Overview of Farmland
Preservation in Canada
Farmland preservation in Canada is
driven by the belief that it is in the
public interest to preserve farmland, and
there is a long historic and legal context
that recognizes the role of the Crown
in having significant interest in the
ownership, control and use of land
(based on the British legal system).

Authority over “land use” is a provincial
responsibility in Canada.As such, each
province has its own legislation and
authority to establish approaches to
preserve farmland.While all provinces
have expressed support for the protection
of farmland, the magnitude of the issue
varies across the country. In Atlantic
Canada, Manitoba and Saskatchewan,
there are “hot spots” of concern as
growth of a number of urban centres
contributes to the loss of farmland. In

Quebec, Ontario,Alberta and British
Columbia, however, the issue is much
more endemic.While Alberta continues
to grapple with the issue, Ontario,
Quebec and British Columbia have each
developed a comprehensive provincial
approach.The policy framework for
farmland preservation in these three
provinces is based on the premise that
high-capability farmland is a finite resource.

Much of the legislation that directs
municipalities across Canada to protect
farmland from urban and non-farm
development today is modified and
adapted from legislation that was originally
introduced in the 1970s. British Columbia
passed legislation that created the
Agricultural Land Reserve in 1973, and
Quebec introduced farmland preservation
legislation in 1978. In Ontario, a policy
approach was initiated with the
introduction of the Food Land Guidelines
in 1978.

The following section briefly summarizes
the farmland preservation approaches
used at a provincial level in Quebec,
Ontario and British Columbia.

Quebec
During the 1960s, soil scientists in
Quebec discovered that only two
percent of the province’s land area was
suitable for agriculture.4 This finding,
along with a documented decrease in
the number of farms in the province, led
to the establishment of an agricultural
zone for the Province in 1978, by the
Commission de la Protection du
Territoire Agricole Quebecois, the
Farmland Protection Commission for
Quebec.4,5 Protection of agricultural
land was also given a significant boost
by the Parti Quebecois in the mid-
1970s as “Protecting farmland was not just
an issue of protecting agricultural production,
but also an important ingredient in feeding
a new country should [Quebec] become
independent.”5

At 6.3 million hectares, the Agricultural
Zone in Quebec is the largest and most
successful of its kind in North America.4

Municipalities can apply to the Commission
to change the boundaries to include or
exclude agricultural land.The overall
result of the changes in the boundaries
of the Agricultural Zone in Quebec has
been an increase of 4437 hectares since
its inception in 1978, yet the majority of

requests in 2005/2006 were to exclude
land from the Agricultural Zone for
residential development.4

The Commission oversees implementation
of farmland preservation legislation in
Quebec. It regulates non-agricultural
uses in areas that are protected for
agriculture. Some of the non-agricultural
uses they regulate include property
subdivision, removal of top soil and
acquisition of property by non-residents.

In addition to provincial efforts, local
municipalities have autonomy to further
develop land use policies to promote
farmland preservation and farm viability.
In 2007, several initiatives were
underway where local municipalities and
organizations develop or re-build
agricultural activities in agricultural
zones that are under the influence of
urban or metropolitan regions, including
agri-tourism, value-added farm
production, leisure, and appreciation of
farm landscapes.5

Ontario
Efforts to preserve farmland in Ontario
have evolved through a series of
provincially led policy directions, with
most established through the Ontario
Planning Act.The Provincial Policy
Statement (PPS), issued under the
Planning Act, directs land use planning
authorities to protect the Province’s
agricultural resource.

While issues of farmland loss in Ontario
were documented as early as 1959, the
Province did not develop specific land
use policies for its farmland protection
until the 1970s.The Foodland Guidelines,
introduced in 1978, were the first
provincial policy on planning for agriculture
in Ontario and made a number of
important contributions.The Foodland
Guidelines recognized prime farmland,
defined specialty crop areas and limited
the subdivision of farmland for only farm-
related purposes.While the Guidelines
were widely applied at the county and
regional level, their overall effectiveness
varied. In some jurisdictions, they were
strongly supported and land use plans
were adopted that effectively controlled
urban growth and scattered rural
development while in other municipalities
implementation was inconsistent.

The Foodland Guidelines were replaced
with the Comprehensive Set of Provincial



19Summer/Été 2009

Policy Statements (CSPS) in 1994.These
statements dealt with matters of
provincial interest in land use planning
and outlined the Province’s concerns
about an issue or resource.The most
important change between the agricultural
land use policies in the CSPS and the
Food Land Guidelines was that the
former were issued under the authority
of the Planning Act and thus municipalities
were required to be consistent with the
CSPS when making decisions.

In 1996, a new PPS was introduced that
allowed lands to be excluded from
“prime agricultural areas for the expansion
of an urban area; extraction of mineral
resources; and limited non-residential uses
where the need is demonstrated.”6

Coincident with the new PPS coming
into effect, the Planning Act was amended
to replace the requirement that planning
decisions be “consistent with” provincial
policy statements with the less stringent
requirement that decisions “shall have
regard to” provincial policy statements.

The PPS was revised in 2005,
strengthening the commitment to
agriculture within rural areas.At the
same time, the Planning Act was again
amended to require decisions made by
municipal councils, provincial ministries,
commissions and the Ontario Municipal
Board to “be consistent” with provincial
policies.7 With this change in language,
the 2005 PPS provides for stronger
protection of agricultural land.

In 2005, the Ontario government also
adopted the Greenbelt Protection Act.
Building on the existing policy framework
established in the PPS, objectives of the
Greenbelt Protection Act as it relates to
agriculture include: preserving agricultural
land as a continuing commercial source
of food and employment; recognizing
the critical importance of the agriculture
sector to the regional economy; and
controlling urbanization of the lands to
which the Greenbelt Plan applies.8 The
Ontario government also enacted the
Places to Grow Act in 2005 to manage
growth and development of Ontario’s
major urban areas.

The population of Ontario is projected
to grow by 30 percent, or 3.8 million, to
a population over 16 million by 2031
(Ontario Ministry of Finance, 2007).9

Recent initiatives are requiring
increasingly dense urban developments,

which in the long term will help to
reduce the demand to urbanize
farmland. In this respect, farmland
preservation and growth management
are mutually supportive.

British Columbia
BC’s farmland is preserved primarily
through the Agricultural Land Reserve
(ALR) and the Agricultural Land
Commission that was established in 1973.

The implementation of the Land
Commission Act and the ALR has been
recognized as one of the most
important land use planning initiatives
ever undertaken in BC.10,11 The Land
Commission Act, passed in 1973, was the
first of its kind in Canada.11 This legislation
created a provincially administered
program to preserve BC’s limited
agricultural resource.The establishment
and maintenance of this approach has
relied on continued long-term public
and political support in BC.

Prior to the development of the ALR,
BC was losing close to 6000 hectares of
farmland to urban and non-farm uses
each year.10 Due to the mountainous
geography of BC, agriculture exists in a
unique and limited context, yet despite

only occupying 5% of the total land area
of BC, agriculture is the province’s third
largest primary industry, generating $2.4
billion annually in farm cash receipts and
providing for approximately half of BC’s
food requirements.12 The ALR covers
approximately 4.7 million hectares of
agricultural land, representing the 5% of
BC’s land base that can support agriculture.

The Agricultural Land Reserve is a form
of zoning that is administered by the
provincial Agricultural Land Commission.
Non-farm uses and rural subdivisions
are regulated under this system.The
zoning in place in the Agricultural Land
Reserve permits and encourages
agriculture as the priority use of land.13

Other non-farm uses are restricted
through zoning and decisions on
applications made to the Agricultural
Land Commission to include or exclude
agricultural land from the Agricultural
Land Reserve. Municipalities are required
to work within this framework.

While the overall size of the ALR has
remained relatively constant since its
inception, much of the land that has
been removed was high-quality land in
the southern part of the province.11

Approximately 90 percent of the land

A view of grain elevators in Hensall, Ontario.
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added to the ALR has been in Northern
BC, with only a small percentage of
prime agricultural land added. Smith
observed that for “every one hectare of
prime land included into the ALR, three
hectares of prime was excluded.”11

While criticisms of the Agricultural Land
Commission exist, the BC Ministry of
Agriculture and the Agricultural Land
Commission believe that “without the
ALR, the extent and diversity of this
important economic sector would be at risk
and much of the agricultural lands that
exist today would likely have been lost to
encroaching urban development.”14

Summary of Farmland
Preservation Approaches 
in Canada
Farmland preservation in Canada has
primarily relied on policy-led systems,
with BC and Quebec distinguishing
themselves by having specific legislation.
This approach has been for the most
part successful. However, each farmland
preservation approach demonstrated
the challenges that come from trying to

preserve a resource that is constantly
under pressure from urban and non-
farm development.

While the approach to farmland
preservation may vary by province, all
approaches share a common belief that
it is in the public interest to protect
farmland. It is at this point that the
planner plays such a critical role. Food
security is one of the most important
public interests that can be recognized.
In this light, farmland preservation is not
only an issue at a national and provincial
scale, but also at the scale of individual
communities.And within communities it
points to the need to support and protect
the land base that supports all forms of
agriculture, ranging from farmers who
specifically produce for the local market
to those farmers who produce bulk
commodities and in the process feed
tens of millions of Canadians.

Wayne Caldwell is a Professor in Rural 
Planning at the University of Guelph. He has a 
career long affiliation with the County of Huron 
Department of Planning and Development. He is 
an active researcher in the area of farmland 
preservation, rural conflict resolution, governance 
of nutrient management and community-based 
approaches to environmental issues.Wayne is a 
founding member and past Chair of the Ontario 
Rural Council and is President of the Ontario 
Professional Planners Institute. He can be reached 
at: waynecaldwell@hurontel.on.ca 

Claire Dodds-Weir works as a land use 
planner with the County of Huron Department of 
Planning and Development. Claire completed her 
Masters at the School of Environmental Design 
and Rural Development, University of Guelph in 
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farm development in Ontario. Her ongoing work as
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Planning in Manitoba

Manitoba has been actively involved
in land use planning since it adopted

its first piece of planning legislation in
1916.Today, the ability of municipalities
to establish and enforce land use bylaws
in Manitoba is regulated under The
Planning Act.Apart from setting out 
the procedures for the adoption,
administration and enforcement of local
land use bylaws, the Act defines the
Provincial Land Use Policies Regulation
and its relationship to development
plans.The Provincial Land Use Policies,
first adopted in 1980 and currently
undergoing a review and update, are
used by municipalities as guidelines to
establish local land use policies, and by
the Province to ensure that provincial

interests in land use are upheld at the
local level. Once enacted, local
development plans replace the Provincial
Land Use Policies Regulation.

The Provincial Land Use Policies (PLUPs)
encompass development policies in
many broad policy areas, one of which
deals specifically with agriculture.This
policy outlines the Province’s interests
in maintaining agricultural land for
agricultural uses, and seeks to protect
agricultural operations from
encroachment and disturbance by
potentially incompatible uses. It directs
local governments to set aside areas
where agricultural land and operations
will be protected, and agricultural
opportunities will be encouraged.

Why Plan for Agriculture and
Livestock Operations?
Agriculture is the major industry and
use of land in rural Manitoba and is an
important part of the economy. It is the
largest resource-based industry in the
province. Crop production accounted
for the majority of farm cash receipts 
in 1990, but changes to the world grain
trade and other economic factors led 
to significant growth in the livestock
industry, particularly the pig industry.
By 2000, total pig production had grown
beyond 4.8 M pigs, and farm cash receipts
for the pig sector were $670 M, exceeding
every other agricultural commodity in
Manitoba.

While the growth of the livestock industry
was creating opportunities in rural
Manitoba, the question arose as to
whether Manitoba’s goals for sustainable
development were being met.
Municipalities differed vastly in the
regulations they had placed in their
bylaws in regard to livestock operations,
and there was little consistency across
the province. Producers were concerned

Planning for
Sustainable
Livestock and
Agricultural
Development
in Manitoba
by Sheri Grift

View of a large-scale pig operation.

Summary
The growth of Manitoba’s livestock industry since the
1990s has generated both opportunities and conflicts in
rural Manitoba. Following consultations with the public
regarding the sustainability of the livestock industry, the
government adopted a new Planning Act, which directs
municipalities to plan for livestock operations in their local
land use plans. Better land use planning for agriculture
and livestock requires that agricultural producers play an
active role in the planning process. It is anticipated that
this should foster sustainable land use and planning for
agriculture and reduce local conflict over the development
of individual livestock operations.

Résumé
La croissance de l’industrie des productions animales au
Manitoba depuis les années 1990 a généré à la fois des
occasions et des conflits dans la campagne manitobaine.
Après avoir mené des consultations auprès du public
concernant le caractère durable de l’industrie des productions
animales, le gouvernement a adopté une nouvelle Loi sur
l’aménagement du territoire, qui oblige les municipalités à
intégrer les productions animales dans leurs plans locaux
d’aménagement du territoire. Un meilleur aménagement
du territoire pour l’agriculture et l’élevage nécessitent la
participation active des producteurs au processus
d’aménagement. On s’attend à ce que cela puisse favoriser
un usage et u aménagement durables pour l’agriculture et
réduire les conflits locaux concernant la mise en valeur des
exploitations d’élevage.
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that municipalities were approving pig
barns subject to economically prohibitive
design or management requirements
that were not justified.At the same
time, residents expressed concerns
regarding the effect of intensive pig
operations on the environment, odour
and their health. Conflict between
agricultural and non-agricultural land
uses began to escalate.

In order to address these concerns, the
government of Manitoba announced the
inception of the Livestock Stewardship
Initiative in 2000. Following public
consultation, the Livestock Stewardship
Panel released a report entitled
“Sustainable Livestock Development in
Manitoba: Finding Common Ground”,1

which made a series of recommendations
for how livestock development should
be handled in Manitoba. Different levels
of government were to share the
overall responsibility for sustainability of
the industry by looking after specific
aspects regarding the environmental,
social and economic pillars. Essentially,
the environmental regulation of these
operations would be handled by the
Province so that any measures imposed
upon pig operations would be based on
environmental sustainability, and would
not require unjustified expenditures on
the part of producers. Municipalities could
address potential land use conflicts and
social issues through their development

plans, which would provide clarity to
both livestock producers and rural
residents as to the circumstances under
which livestock development would occur.

To implement this approach, the Province
announced and subsequently made
several changes to legislation, including
increased regulation of manure storage
facilities, manure application and confined

livestock areas under The Environment
Act, regulation and licensing of manure
applicators under The Pesticide and
Fertilizer Control Act, and regulations for
nutrient application to land under The
Water Protection Act. Manitoba also
adopted a new Planning Act, making land
use planning, and planning for livestock
operations, mandatory in Manitoba.

Ultimately, in 2006 the Province
requested that the Clean Environment
Commission (CEC) review the new
regulations in regard to pig production
and assess their effectiveness for managing
the pig industry in an environmentally
sustainable manner.2 In 2008, Manitoba
instituted a moratorium on pig operations
in the Red River Valley Special Management
Area and adjacent municipalities, and
although changes are being made to
some aspects of the livestock technical
review process as a result of the CEC
report, the municipal responsibilities for
planning for livestock remain unchanged.

The Planning Act
In effect since January 2006, this Act
requires all municipalities to adopt a
development plan with a livestock
operation policy. Basically, each municipality
is expected to designate – in its
development plan areas – where the
establishment or expansion of livestock
operations may be allowed, areas where
they may be allowed only up to a
specified maximum size, and areas
where they will be prohibited.

The livestock operation policy must also
set out the general standards for
separation distances between livestock
operations and residential or recreational
uses that will be established in the
zoning bylaw.Although these distances
must at least be equivalent to the
minimum distances as set out in
provincial regulation, municipalities can
set them higher.These distances are
intended to reduce the potential for
conflict between livestock operations
and other land uses. Under the Provincial
Land Use Policy for Agriculture, these
distances should be reasonable, and
applied reciprocally to non-agricultural
developments establishing adjacent to
livestock operations.

In addition, the Provincial Policy for
Agriculture sets out the rationale that
may be applied to restrict livestock
operations in agricultural areas.
Considerations for restricting livestock
development include proximity to
residential or recreational development
and to significant lakes, rivers or marshes,
and areas identified by the Province as
being subject to groundwater vulnerability
or severe flooding, or with soils with a
very low capability for agriculture.

The Planning Act sets out clear requirements
for public notification and provincial
review and input into larger livestock
operations, which must be a conditional
use, and places limitations on the types
of conditions that municipalities may
attach to approval of such operations.
Eligible municipal conditions include
requiring manure storage covers, shelter
belts and development agreements
dealing with timing of construction,
construction or maintenance of roads,
drains or landscaping. Local governments
cannot set conditions on the storage,
application, transportation or use of
manure as this is regulated by the Province.

By 2000, total pig production had grown beyond 4.8 M pigs, and farm cash receipts for the pig sector were $670 M,
exceeding every other agricultural commodity in Manitoba.
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On all conditional use applications for
any type of development, municipalities
have the right to reject the application,
and there is no appeal process under
The Act.Therefore, under the conditional
use process, municipalities have the final
decision as to whether a livestock
operation may proceed or expand.They
are expected to exercise their authority
within the framework of their development
plans, provincial and local separation
distance requirements, and relevant and
reasonable conditions.

Producer Involvement Important
In order to be sustainable, the agricultural
sector needs both a viable land base
and producers able to farm it. Planning
is a key to maintaining an agricultural
land base and minimizing conflicts
between agricultural and non-agricultural
uses that can restrict prospects for
producers. Producers are expected to
maintain the health of the land base and
other resources by using beneficial
management practices in their operations
and following all regulatory requirements.

By ensuring that developments in
agricultural areas are properly located
to reduce nuisances and pressures on
land, planning can also support the
sustainability of the agricultural sector
and provide the farm community with
economic opportunities for growth and
diversification.

The Government of Manitoba has
challenged municipalities to plan for
agricultural and livestock development
in their land use plans, and to set out
clear and fair policies for where this
type of activity will or will not be
considered.As a result, the process of
land use planning in Manitoba calls for
producer involvement. By improving
planning and consultation regarding
agriculture and livestock operations in
local land use plans, there is an
expectation that future developments
will support the goal of sustainable land
use, and local land use conflicts should
be reduced.

Sheri Grift, P.Ag., is a Land Use Specialist with 
Manitoba Agriculture, Food and Rural Initiatives 
and a member of the Planning for Agriculture and 
Food Network. She holds a Bachelor of Science in 
Agriculture and Master in Science degrees from 
the University of Manitoba. She can be reached at:
sheri.grift@gov.mb.ca
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FIGURE 1: POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN MAP WITH LIVESTOCK
OPERATION POLICY FOR A HYPOTHETICAL RURAL MUNICIPALITY
(Adapted from an earlier creation of Provincial Planning Services, Intergovernmental Affairs, Province of Manitoba).
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Introduction

Ontario has long recognized the
value in protecting its agricultural

resources for food production and has
been proactive in its approach to long-
term agricultural resource protection.
Through its policy-led planning system,
the Province sets the broad policy
direction, and municipalities implement
this policy direction through inclusion in
their official plans, zoning bylaws and
land use decisions.This article reviews
specific examples of provincial policies
put in place to support sustainable
communities while ensuring valuable
agricultural resources are protected.

Ontario’s Agricultural
Resources
Ontario’s agricultural resources are
significant in the national context. Over
50% of Canada’s Class 1 soils are in
Ontario; yet less than 10% of Ontario’s
land base is prime agricultural land
(Class 1-3 soils).These prime agricultural
lands are concentrated in southern
Ontario and are within the best climatic
areas in the country for growing crops.
These advantages make Ontario’s

by John Turvey and Barbara Konyi

FARMLAND PROTECTION
and SUSTAINABLE URBAN
COMMUNITIES in Ontario

Summary
This article was originally presented at the Post World Planners Congress Seminar
“Planning for Food” held in Vancouver in June 2006.The article provides a summary
of the many steps taken by Ontario to ensure valuable agricultural land is protected
over the long term.A strong policy base has been put in place through the Provincial
Policy Statement (PPS), Greenbelt Plan and the Greater Golden Horseshoe (GGH)
Growth Plan. By identifying lands to be permanently protected, the Greenbelt Plan
provides the highest level of policy protection for farmland under the greatest
pressure for urbanization.The Greenbelt Plan and the GGH Growth Plan build on 
the Provincial Policy Statement which provides a strong province-wide policy basis for
protecting Ontario’s agricultural resources and promoting sustainable urban communities.

Résumé
À l’origine, cet article a été présenté lors de l’atelier « Planifier l’alimentation » qui a
immédiatement suivi le Congrès mondial de l’urbanisme tenu à Vancouver en 2006.
L’article résume les nombreuses mesures prises par l’Ontario pour assurer la protection
à plus long terme des précieuses terres agricoles. Une base politique solide a été mise
en place avec la Déclaration de principes provinciale, le Plan de la ceinture de verdure
et le Plan de croissance de la région élargie du Golden Horseshoe. En identifiant les
terres à protéger de manière permanente, le Plan de la ceinture de verdure accorde
le niveau de protection le plus élevé des terres agricoles en présence de la plus forte
pression d’urbanisation. Le Plan de la ceinture verte et le Plan de croissance de la
région élargie du Golden Horseshoe prennent appui sur la Déclaration de principes
provinciale qui établit pour l’ensemble de la province un solide fondement politique 
en faveur de la protection des ressources agricoles et de la promotion des collectivités
urbaines durables.

Ontario has long recognized the value in protecting its agricultural resources for food production
and has been proactive in its approach to long-term agricultural resource protection.
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agricultural sector among the most
diverse in Canada. Fruit, vegetables, field
crops and livestock can readily be
grown and raised.The 2006 Census of
Agriculture reports there were
approximately 57,000 farms in Ontario
producing approximately nine billion
dollars in gross farm receipts, nearly
one-quarter of Canada’s gross farm
receipts.

Ontario’s agricultural resources and
industry face challenges from many
competing interests, the most significant
being urban growth. Much of the
province’s best agricultural lands are
located around large urban centres like
the Greater Golden Horseshoe
(Toronto, Hamilton, and Kitchener-
Waterloo), Ottawa, and London.The
2006 Census of Agriculture reports that
over the past 35 years more than two
million acres of total farm area in
Ontario have been lost, in part due to
urban development.This is also an issue
in the more rural areas where there is
ongoing demand for, and loss of land to,
estate residential development and
other non-agricultural land uses.

Provincial Policy Statement
(PPS)1

Recognizing the need to protect its
agricultural resource base, the Province
issued the Foodland Guidelines in 1978.
The Guidelines’ initial policy direction
remains largely unchanged and has
formed the basis of subsequent iterations
of provincial agricultural land use policies,
leading up to the current Provincial
Policy Statement (PPS).

The PPS, issued under the Planning Act,
addresses the Province’s interests in
land use planning consolidated in one
document. Municipalities are required to
“be consistent with” the PPS in their
planning documents and in making
decisions on land use planning applications.

The agricultural policies of the PPS
require municipalities to identify and
protect prime agricultural areas,
including specialty crop areas for the
long term. Specialty crop areas have the
highest priority for protection, followed
by areas of Class 1, 2 and 3 soils.

Within prime agricultural areas, all types,
sizes and intensities of agricultural uses
and normal farm practices are permitted
in accordance with provincial standards.

Lot creation is discouraged and is only
permitted for: agricultural uses and
agriculture-related uses, subject to
conditions; residences surplus to a
farming operation, subject to conditions,
and a prohibition on new residential
dwellings on the remnant parcel; and,
infrastructure, where these projects
cannot be accommodated through an
easement or rights-of-way.The creation
of new residential lots is strictly
prohibited. Other polices in the PPS
also address incompatible uses, nuisance
and odour complaints.

To further protect against the threats of
urbanization, the PPS prohibits urban
expansions and non-farm uses in specialty
crop areas, and sets out restrictions for
removing land from prime agricultural
areas for non-farm uses.

The Need for Farmland
Protection in the Greater
Golden Horseshoe
The Greater Golden Horseshoe (GGH)
covers 3.2 million hectares and
produces nearly 29% of Canada’s Gross
Domestic Product, yet is only 0.3% of
Canada’s land base.Approximately 17%
of Ontario’s prime agricultural lands are
located in this part of the province.
Today, the total farm area in the
municipalities that comprises the GGH
is an average of 10% to 20% less than it
was in 1976.

By 2031, 3.7 million more people are
expected to live in the GGH area.This
population increase will be driven
primarily by in-migration, as birth rates
continue to decline.To ensure the
pressures of urban development do not
compromise the quality of life, a balance
had to be made between meeting the
needs of growing communities, and
protecting agricultural and environmentally
sensitive lands.

Ontario put in place a comprehensive
approach to planning strategically for
growth while protecting agricultural and
environmental lands.This approach
includes two landscape scale land use
plans - the Greenbelt Plan and the
Growth Plan for the GGH.

Greenbelt Plan2

Ontario’s Greenbelt Plan, released in
February 2005, permanently protects
agricultural, environmentally sensitive
and rural-settlement lands within the
Golden Horseshoe. It protects more
than 728,000 hectares of land, of which
approximately 500,000 hectares is
farmland, representing approximately
8000 farms.These lands were identified
using a Land Evaluation and Area Review
(LEAR) study, which considered a number
of factors including soil capability, climate,
land fragmentation, infrastructure, and
productivity. Existing municipal official
plans and projected future growth
studies also significantly contributed to

The Greenbelt Plan supports long-term agricultural resource protection while promoting a variety of agricultural land uses,
such as this vineyard shown above.
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the identification process.These protected
lands include the tender fruit and grape
specialty crop areas of the Niagara
Peninsula and the entire Holland Marsh
specialty crop area.

The Greenbelt Plan supports long-term
agricultural resource protection while
promoting a variety of agricultural land
uses.The Plan goes farther by prohibiting
urban expansions onto both specialty
crop and prime agricultural areas. Like
the PPS, it permits a full range of normal
farm practices and agriculture, agriculture-
related and secondary uses.

The Plan was designed to be implemented
through Ontario’s current land use
planning system and works in concert
with municipal official plans. It works in
conjunction with the Growth Plan for
the Greater Golden Horseshoe, and
integrates seamlessly with other
provincial land use plans (Oak Ridges
Moraine, Niagara Escarpment) and has
built in flexibility for more precise
application at the municipal level.

In August 2008, after public consultation,
the Ontario government announced a
set of criteria that would be used to
consider requests from counties, regions
and single-tier municipalities to expand
the Greenbelt.The proposed expansion
must embrace the Greenbelt purpose,

demonstrate a connection to one of the
Greenbelt systems (Natural Heritage,
Agricultural and Water Resource),
complement the GGH Growth Plan and
demonstrate that it would not undermine
provincial interests or the planning or
implementation of complementary
provincial initiatives. Requests to reduce
the size of the Greenbelt, or to remove
specific lands from the Greenbelt will
not be considered.

Growth Plan for the Greater
Golden Horseshoe (GGH)3

The Ontario government, as part of the
broader strategy to manage growth and
contain sprawl, released the GGH
Growth Plan in June 2006.The GGH
Growth Plan is a comprehensive 25-year
plan for managing growth in the region,
to develop more compact, complete
communities, with the right mix of
housing, jobs and community services.

The GGH Growth Plan focuses on
making better use of land, through tools
such as intensification targets, to reduce
development pressures on agricultural
areas and natural systems.The Plan also
contains specific rural area policies that
recognize the role of small towns and
villages as a focus point for growth in
rural and agricultural areas.

Conclusions
Ontario has taken many steps to ensure
valuable agricultural land is protected
over the long term.A strong policy base
has been put in place through the
Provincial Policy Statement, Greenbelt
Plan and the GGH Growth Plan.The
two Plans are also complemented by
recent changes to the Planning Act by
providing for additional development
control tools that can support their
implementation.

The Greenbelt Plan provides the highest
level of policy protection for farmland
under the greatest pressure for
urbanization.The Greenbelt Plan and
the GGH Growth Plan build on the
Provincial Policy Statement which
provides a strong province-wide policy
basis for protecting Ontario’s agricultural
resources and promoting sustainable
urban communities.

John Turvey is a Land Use Policy Specialist with 
the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural
Affairs. Barbara Konyi is the Manager of the 
Greater Golden Horseshoe – Greenbelt Section 
with the Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs and 
Housing. Both authors were presenters at the Post 
World Planners Congress Seminar “Planning for 
Food” held in Vancouver in June 2006. For any 
comments and/or queries regarding this article 
please contact John Turvey at:
john.turvey@ontario.ca

Ontario has taken many steps to ensure valuable agricultural land is protected over the long term.
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Introduction

British Columbia is the most urbanized
province in Canada1 and rates highly

for liveability.2 Metro Vancouver in
particular is a model of successful
growth management that has inspired
interest and imitation around the world.
Credit is due in large part to the
Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR).The
ALR includes the 4.7 million hectares
that is BC’s most suitable agricultural
land – only five percent of a mountainous,
rugged landscape.

The ALR plays a critical role in ensuring
the sustainability of all of BC, not just
urban centres and traditional farming
areas.3 It fosters sustainability by securing
lands necessary for food production and
agricultural businesses.The ALR is also
regarded as a de facto urban containment
boundary.4 By restricting the ability of
local governments to convert farmland
to other uses, the ALR encourages them
to adopt efficient forms of growth.

BC’s population is expected to grow by
1.3 million people by 2036, primarily
driven by in-migration to urban areas.5

Some communities are beginning to
exhaust their inventories of easily-
developed non-agricultural land. Land
use competition, already heated in some
parts of the province, will become far
more intense.As communities face
difficult decisions on how to accommodate
growth, current perceptions regarding
the role of the ALR will be challenged.
Is the ALR the only mechanism for
preserving agricultural land and containing
urban growth? 

What is the Agricultural Land Reserve?
The provincial government created the
ALR program in 1973, in response to
rapid urban growth that consumed up
to 6000 hectares of agricultural land
every year. Provincial government
orders-in-council froze development on
agricultural lands, that is, those lands
comprised primarily of soils having a

The Fourth Decade of the
Agricultural Land Reserve
by Gary Hall

Summary
British Columbia faces a challenging
scenario: urban centres whose growth
threatens the agricultural land on
which the sustainability of the
province depends.The provincial
government’s policy response to the
urbanization of agricultural land –
the Agricultural Land Reserve
designation – is effective. However,
preserving agricultural land for the
long term cannot rely solely on this
provincial initiative. Aggressive growth
management is also needed to curb
the conversion of agricultural lands to
meet growth demands.

Résumé
La Colombie-Britannique fait face à
une situation difficile : des centres
urbains dont la croissance menace 
les terres agricoles desquelles le
développement durable de la
province dépend. La réponse à
l’urbanisation des terres agricoles
mise de l’avant par le gouvernement
provincial – la désignation de réserve
de terre agricole – est efficace.
Toutefois, la préservation à long
terme des terres agricoles ne peut
dépendre entièrement de cette seule
mesure provinciale. Il faut aussi gérer
la croissance de manière rigoureuse
afin de freiner la conversion des
terres agricoles pour répondre à la
demande de croissance.

SECURING BRITISH COLUMBIA’S
AGRICULTURAL LAND THROUGH
EFFECTIVE GROWTH
MANAGEMENT:

Agricultural operation in the shadow of Mount Baker.
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Canada Land Inventory capability rating
of 1 to 5, with class 1 being capable of
growing the widest range of crops with
the fewest limitations. Between 1974
and 1976, the newly-created Provincial
Land Commission worked with local
governments to refine the boundaries
of what would become the ALR.

The ALR is a provincial land use
designation which takes precedence over,
but does not replace, local government
zoning bylaws.Agriculture is the primary
use allowed within the ALR, although a
number of compatible non-farm uses
are permitted. Land owners and tenants
are not compelled to actively farm
within the ALR but are prohibited from
engaging in non-farm uses and from
subdividing land unless approved by the
Commission.

The Commission, now the Agricultural
Land Commission, is an administrative
tribunal mandated under the Agricultural
Land Commission Act to preserve
agricultural land and to encourage
farming.The Commission’s six regional
panels, consisting of appointed members,
adjudicate applications to redesignate or
subdivide land within the ALR.

Sustainability:The ALR and 
Growth Management
The ALR and growth management
programs can play complementary roles
in ensuring the long-term sustainability

of British Columbia.The ALR protects
the agricultural land that can provide a
secure, local food source needed to
sustain a growing population. Growth
management that embraces these goals
contributes to sustainability by directing
growth away from agricultural land and
by encouraging compact and efficient
urban forms that are required to achieve
a range of community sustainability
objectives.

The ALR is a powerful, effective
mechanism for keeping urban uses out
of farm areas. For example, over the last
decade, only 0.8 percent6 of the ALR
within the Lower Fraser Valley has been
removed7 – approximately 1200 hectares,
including both agricultural land
determined to be essential for the well-
being of communities (such as lands to
accommodate infrastructure
development), and areas with poor
agricultural suitability.Across BC, the
ALR is also now larger overall than
when it was first designated.The increase
resulted from improved information on
the location and extent of suitable
agricultural land, leading to the inclusion
of land in the ALR, mostly in northern
areas of BC.

Other than the ALR, BC’s local
governments have been delegated almost
unfettered discretion8 over the use and
development of private land9 in the

province, necessitating intergovernmental
cooperation to define and achieve their
independent and shared sustainability
objectives.

The Commission works with local
governments, other agencies and
agricultural producers to improve the
long-term productivity and use of lands
within the ALR by mitigating urban/
agricultural conflicts and by securing
agricultural benefits such as improvements
to agricultural infrastructure – often as
conditions of approval for changes to
the ALR boundary.

When working with local governments,
the initial focus of the Commission is to
promote the adoption of official
community plan policies and designations,
as well as zoning bylaws, which reflect
the goals of preserving agricultural land
and encouraging farming.While their
bylaws must be consistent with the
Agricultural Land Commission Act and
decisions of the Commission, local
governments can apply to the
Commission to allow the non-farm use
or subdivision of land within the ALR or
to remove land from the ALR, to meet
the needs of the community that cannot
be addressed any other way.

Until recently, there have been few such
applications, generally less than three
percent of the total, as most communities
have been able to accommodate growth

British Columbia faces a challenging scenario: urban centres whose growth threatens the agricultural land on which the sustainability of the province depends.
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outside the ALR with relative ease. In
the past four and a half years,10 however,
a number of high-profile proposals to
exclude prime agricultural land for
urban uses have come before the
Commission.After 2004, when the
Fraser Valley Regional District adopted a
regional growth strategy illustrating
some potential to extend urban growth
boundaries into the ALR, Chilliwack,
Abbotsford, Mission and Hope all put
forward proposals for industrial
expansion, some of which are still a
topic of discussion in 2009.While most
of the proposals were refused, a surge
of pressure to redesignate ALR lands
may start building again as communities
exhaust vacant lands and readily available
infill and redevelopment opportunities.
The perception that there are no
alternatives to the conversion of
agricultural land to meet the demands
of a growing urban population may still
be gathering momentum within some
communities.

The Local Government Act calls on
communities to adopt policies for
“avoiding urban sprawl” and “maintaining
the integrity of a secure and productive
resource base, including the ALR”;11

however, not all local governments have
responded equally to the challenge of
adapting their growth management
practices to reduce or eliminate the
consumption of agricultural land. In the
absence of the ALR, not only would
agricultural land be lost directly to
urbanization, but active farming within
the urban shadow would be alienated by
the speculative purchase of farmland
and its removal from agricultural
production. Even where farming
continues on ALR lands within the
urban shadow, urban development
adjacent to active farms places pressure
on farmers to curtail normal farm
practices that nearby residents find
intrusive to the use and enjoyment of
their homes and properties.

Strong growth management protecting
the ALR begins with the recognition that
agriculture is an activity that benefits
and sustains the community at large, and
is carried out through strategies for
densification and infill in existing urban
areas as well as management of the
urban/agricultural edge. In the most

heavily populated areas of BC, however,
growth pressures cannot always be
accommodated equally (or as desired)
by each community.This is because
some communities have very limited
ability to accommodate growth due to
low inventories of non-ALR land and a
large amount of excellent capability
farmland. Minimizing growth pressures
on agricultural land in high growth
regions such as the Lower Fraser Valley
will require communities to collectively
consider other options through a
regional growth strategy process.This
process directs and allocates growth to
high capacity communities and away
from low capacity agricultural
communities.

Regional Growth Strategies
The primary tool for managing growth
on a regional scale within BC is the
regional growth strategy.A regional
growth strategy is “a local government
strategic plan to promote human
settlement that is social, economic and
environmentally healthy and that makes
efficient use of public facilities, land and
other resources.”12 The Local Government
Act sets out a consensus-based process
for creating regional growth strategies
which must consider a number of planning
and environmental issues.A key
component of regional growth strategies
is the allocation of growth among
member municipalities in accordance with
regional population and employment
projections.

Once a regional growth strategy is
completed, official community plans
must be updated within two years to
include a regional context statement
describing their relationship to the
regional growth strategy and how they
will be made compatible over time.

Regional growth strategies can provide
a means to preserve agricultural land by
directing growth to communities able to
accommodate it with the least impact
to agriculture. Nine of 29 regional
districts in BC have adopted or are
preparing regional growth strategies.
These regional districts encompass the
greatest concentrations of population,
as well as lands that generate 77 percent
of the farm revenue from products sold.

Despite opportunities within each
region to accommodate urban growth
with little or no impact on agricultural
land, regional growth strategies† have
not completely precluded requests by
individual municipalities for redesignation
of lands within the ALR. Even as Metro
Vancouver strives to finalize a new
regional growth strategy, escalating
pressure on the ALR is strong evidence
that more needs to be done to optimize
the preservation of agricultural land.
This can be accomplished through the
allocation of growth and by aligning the
actions of the municipality with the
intent of the regional growth strategy.

† Including the Livable Region Strategic Plan for the Greater Vancouver Regional District (now Metro Vancouver) and Choices for Our Future for the Fraser Valley Regional District.

Regional growth strategies can provide a means to preserve agricultural land by directing growth to communities able to
accommodate it with the least impact to agriculture.
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Successful Past, Difficult Future
At the outset of this article, the
question posed was whether the ALR is
the only mechanism for preserving
agricultural land and containing urban
growth.

That the ALR has been successful in
stemming the loss of agricultural land in
British Columbia is not in dispute.The
loss of agricultural land in high-growth
areas, once measured in thousands of
hectares per year, is now measured in
dozens. However, while the ALR is an
effective regulatory tool, it is no
substitute for well-planned regional
growth allocation and management of
development by local governments to
incorporate supportive agricultural land
use and farm practices measures.

As is often the case, the answer raises
other, equally critical questions for
policy makers and practitioners. How
can provincial and local governments get
the most out of the existing complement
of tools? Are other tools and approaches
needed to more effectively manage
growth and secure critical agricultural
lands in the face of intensified land use
competition?  

The long-term sustainability of BC
depends on these answers.

Gary Hall is a policy planner who advised the 
Agricultural Land Commission on strategic issues 
and land use policy between 1999 and 2008.
Prior to joining the Commission, Gary served as a 
community planner with the Ontario Ministry of 
Municipal Affairs. He can be reached at:
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Typically, the farm is replaced by the
subdivision.Yet some developments

have managed to incorporate the farm
into the subdivision.This design recognizes
that agricultural lands are, in many
circumstances, owned by farmers whose
retirement income is dependent on
selling land for development. It also
supports struggling food producers,
making operations more economically
viable and allows a transition towards
more environmentally sustainable
practices.

The rise in incorporating farms into
residential developments may reflect
growing concerns for food security, food
safety, and local food. Greater public
awareness of food issues is resulting in
pressures to provide more opportunities
for food production in urban and peri-
urban areas that go beyond community
gardens and allotments. Farm subdivisions,
which may combine opportunities for
residential development with community
and urban farms, horticultural education,
youth training, and larger plots for
urban-based market gardens, meet a
number of municipal needs simultaneously.
Large redevelopment proposals are
beginning to incorporate space for on-
site food production, as evidenced by
Southlands in BC.Wider public awareness
of food issues also means that developers
of exurban housing may view farmland
preservation as an amenity and sales
feature, alongside trails, woodlots and
ponds.

Summary
Despite the abundance of existing
policy mechanisms to protect
agricultural lands, there remains
significant room for innovation.
Agricultural land use categories and
zoning bylaws are too easily
overturned, and agricultural
conservation easements do not ensure
land will be farmed. Land trusts, which
hold agricultural easements, are one
of the most durable ways to maintain
food production, but lack purchasing
power to play a major structural role
in the land use system. More
permanent designations, such as
agricultural preserves or greenbelts,
protect agricultural lands, but at great
cost to farmers. However, unlike
farmland trusts which seek to
preserve the farm without the
development, farm subdivisions
provide a new form of mixed use
exurban development that includes
natural heritage preservation,
agricultural production and cluster
developments.

Résumé
Malgré l’abondance des mécanismes
de protection des terres agricoles, il y
a toujours place à l’innovation. Les
catégories d’utilisation et les
règlements de zonage régissant les
terres agricoles sont trop facilement
abrogés et les servitudes de
conservation agricole n’assurent pas
que les terres vont être cultivées. Les
fiducies foncières détenant des
servitudes agricoles représentent un
des moyens les plus durables pour
maintenir la production alimentaire,
mais elles ne disposent pas du
pouvoir d’achat suffisant pour jouer
un rôle structural important dans le
système d’utilisation des terres. Les
désignations à caractère plus
permanent, comme les réserves
agricoles ou les ceintures de verdure,
protègent les terres agricoles, mais à
un prix énorme pour les fermiers.
Toutefois, contrairement aux fiducies
foncières agricoles qui cherchent à
préserver la ferme sans la mettre en
valeur, les lotissements agricoles
procurent une nouvelle forme de
développement exurbain à utilisation
mixte qui comprend la préservation
du patrimoine naturel, la production
agricole et les ensembles résidentiels
groupés.

FARM SUBDIVISIONS:

Preserving Farmland and/or 
Exurban Amenity Space?
by Eric Gallant and Gerda R. Wekerle The rolling hills and bucolic vistas of Virginia attract new homeowners.

Photo credit: Martin LaBar
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Farmland Preservation and
Planning in Ontario
With enactment of the Greenbelt Act in
2005, the Places to Grow Act and the
Growth Plan for the Greater Golden
Horseshoe in 2006, Ontario’s agricultural
land use planning has seemingly taken a
significant step forward.These policy
documents create a regional structure
for directing population and employment
growth while protecting significant
amounts of agricultural land, and are
intended to help slow the advancement
of the urban edge of the Greater
Toronto Area (GTA) municipalities onto
agricultural and natural lands.

The framework laid out in these
documents, however, does not address a
number of underlying, persistent issues
facing farmers. In 2004, over 62 percent
of farm families reported higher off-farm
income than farm income,1 and more
than one-quarter of Ontario farms are
classified as low income, earning less
than $35,000 per year.2 The average age
of Ontario farmers is now 52.6, up from
50.7 in 2001.3 There are fewer small to
mid-size farms, with total farms in the
GTA decreasing 17 percent between
1996 and 2001, and an additional four
percent between 2001 and 2006.4
Farmers are relying on developers’ cash
offers for their retirement income,
known as “the last harvest”.As such,
farm subdivisions could act as a means
of providing much needed capitalization
while maintaining productive farmland.

Farm Subdivisions
Farm subdivisions have a number of
distinct forms, providing different models
for preserving agricultural land, growing
local food, or financing agricultural
operations. Some focus on open space
preservation and ecologically important
landscapes, including farmland. Others
are designed around a plethora of local
food initiatives.They are initiated by
developers, government and non-profits.
Recent US conservation subdivisions
protect agricultural land through
conservation easements or land donation.
In some cases, transfer of development
rights increases development density, or

mixed use zoning districts are designated.
Community and urban farms often
include a range of activities from farm
education centres and youth programs
to Community Supported Agriculture
and farmers’ markets.While planners

often advise against combining agriculture
and residential development due to
odours, pesticides and herbicides, some
farming operations have been successfully
combined with residential land uses.5,6,7

Prairie Crossing, connected to Chicago by
two commuter rail stations, is a 677 acre
conservation development that is part
of the 5000 acre Liberty Prairie Reserve.
It includes clustered homes on 20 percent
of the land, restored wetlands, prairie,
walking trails, 154 acres reserved for
organic farming with a family farm of 
40 acres, a three-acre demonstration
farm offering farm education for children
and youth, and a farmers’ market.
Adjacent owners view farm activities as
an amenity and one-quarter have
volunteered on the farm.5,7

In the Farmview community of Makefield,
Pennsylvania, 59 percent of farmland
was developed, conserving 213 acres of
which 145 acres is cropland categorized
as prime agricultural land of state-wide
importance. Donated by the developer,
Realen Homes, to the Lower Makefield
Farmland Preservation Corporation,8

this is a conservation organization
whose members include local farmers,
township residents, and an elected local
official liaison. Cropland is leased to
farmers in the community through
multi-year agreements, encouraging
adoption of traditional farming practices
and minimizing impact on residences
where yards are separated from farm
operations by a 75 foot deep hedgerow,
thickly planted with native trees and
shrubs.5,8,9

Qroe Farm Preservation Development,
a US developer, has created farm
subdivisions combining large housing
lots of up to two acres with shared
ownership of farmlands and greenbelts
in developments such as Pardon Hill in
Dartmouth, Massachusetts, Myers Farm
in Greenfield, Massachusetts, and
Bundoran Farm near Charlottesville,
Virginia.Through joint ownership and
willingness to pay a premium for extensive
common lands, more than 80 percent 
of the total acreage, farmlands and
ecologically important landscapes, are
preserved jointly by homeowners who
benefit aesthetically and financially from
their preservation. Residents purchase a
housing site of 0.5 to 2 acres, a portion
of the greenbelt and a portion of the

A family farm in Virginia. Photo credit: Ed Yourdon

Family farms are in decline.
Photo credit:Andrea Winkler
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farmland which is put into an agricultural
easement held by all land owners. If a
farmer sells a parcel for Qroe’s
development, the farmer may stay on as
farm manager while new homeowners
pay both farmland taxes and the farmer
for losses sustained due to crop failures,
market shifts and natural disasters.

Homeowners help ensure the farmer’s
economic viability as the capital cost of
the farm becomes their responsibility
rather than the farmer’s. Farm costs and
retirement income for the farmer are
covered and the farmer is compensated
for the entire value of the land, not only
lost development potential.10 The farmer
stays on the land, with a land loss of
only 20 percent. Pardon Hill has 60 acres
of farmland dedicated for crops such as
corn, hay and grapes, and for grazing
cattle, sheep and horses. Some of these
operations are run as businesses by
adjacent homeowners. Owners also
agree not to interfere with farm
operations, including noise and smells.

The developer of this model argues that
80%-90% of total land area in a farm
preserve development is permanently
preserved through a series of commonly
held, privately deeded interlocking
agricultural easements as farmland or
open space, including woodlands, fields,
and wetlands. Overturning or making
significant alterations to the agricultural
easements takes place only with near-
unanimous consent of all homeowners.
By making preservation the joint
responsibility of homeowners, it bypasses
the public domain which has limited
funding for preservation and changing
political priorities. It supplements the
work of charitable trusts which rely on
non-permanent conservation easements
or outright purchase with scarce funding.

Urban and Community Farms
In Ontario, urban farm projects have
recently gained prominence with the
Toronto and Region Conservation
Authority’s development of three urban
farms on its conservation land holdings.
A working farm was developed at the
Kortright environmental education centre
in Vaughan.The six-acre Black Creek
Urban Farm adjacent to Toronto’s built-up
Jane-Finch neighbourhood, is managed
by the City of Toronto, with primary
focus on training neighbourhood youth
in horticultural skills by producing

organic produce for sale. McVean Farm,
the oldest farm in Brampton and
designated a Category A heritage
resource, is located on conservation
lands with 37 acres leased to FarmStart,
an NGO dedicated to new farmer
training. It provides a New Farm Incubator
Program offering access to land, equipment,
business plans and technical training.
Parcels from half a hectare to four
hectares are made available to farm
entrepreneurs who run a Community
Supported Agriculture (CSA) operation,
raise seedlings, and grow vegetables for
farmers’ markets.The African Food Basket,
with its base in Toronto’s Jane-Finch
neighbourhood, has sub-leased five
acres to provide 22 youth with space
for horticultural training and food
production.Additionally, the long-
established and well-documented Land
Sakes community farm of 50 acres in a
Boston suburb combines a CSA, farmers’
market stand, farming education for
children, and an organic yard and lawn
care service.11

While greenfield developments may be
encouraged to preserve the farm
homestead, farmland is swallowed by
development. Southlands, located in
Tsawwassen BC, may become the first
Canadian example of a farm subdivision.
The 350 acre site is being planned to

accommodate 30% residential or mixed-
use land, 30% parks and open space, and
30% agricultural land.Active agricultural
uses are planned throughout the
community, progressing from large farms
on the outskirts to smaller farms on the
village periphery, and to community
gardens and window boxes scattered
throughout the most dense areas.
Southlands is also planned to include a
farmers’ market, culinary school and
agricultural university at its centre,
reinforcing the centrality of food to the
development.Agricultural lands will be
placed in a communally held land trust,
the details of which remain under
discussion.12

The Southlands property has been owned
for over 20 years by the Century Group,
a real estate development and management
company. During this period there have
been two separate development
applications for the site, one for 2000
homes and a private golf course, and
another for “1000 homes, a municipal
golf course and parkland.”13 The agricultural
community vision developed in 2006 by
Century Group and Smart Growth BC,
and subject to an extensive community
engagement and charette process,
resulted in a design for Southlands in the
form of a Post Charette Paper. Employing
the language of smart growth, sustainability

Southlands Agricultural Precinct, the nexus between the residential and 200 acre agricultural land, integrates a "high street"
with restaurants and farmers’ market.
Photo credit: Century Group and Duany Plater-Zyberk,Architects & Town Planners
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and local good, the paper forms the
basis for an Official Community Plan
amendment application now in front of
the local planning council.

Planning Questions
The US farm subdivision models offer
alternatives not yet tried for Canada’s
rapidly changing agricultural lands.
They challenge planners to consider
how land for food production might be
incorporated into greenfield development
plans. However, there are a number of
factors that need to be addressed in
translating these developments to the
Canadian context.

Farm subdivisions need to be planned as
separate and distinct from estate
developments or hobby farms.These are
created through severances and regarded
as the thin edge of the urban wedge,
fragmenting farmland and leading to land
use conflicts that render farms less
productive.Within the GTA, many
municipal Official Plans have policies
discouraging any further severance of
existing agricultural lands. Farm
subdivisions, however, must be carefully
planned to ensure limited site
fragmentation and to avoid both
fragmentation of, and land use conflicts
with, adjacent agricultural lands. Preserved
as part of a larger land preserve, as an
easement through a charitable land
trust, or as a communally held easement,
the productive farm is the central focus
of planning and design efforts from the
development’s inception.

Density and intensification targets must
also be addressed.The Growth Plan for
the Greater Golden Horseshoe mandates
overall densities of 50 people and jobs
per hectare in all Designated Greenfield

Areas (areas deemed suitable for
development lying outside a municipality’s
built-up area).As previous plans allowed
for densities far lower than those
mandated by The Growth Plan, many
Greenfield Areas are potentially faced
with densities that must exceed 50
people and jobs per hectare in order to
meet the overall target. Given open
space requirements, farm subdivisions in
Southern Ontario would require
unusually dense residential development
to meet these goals, potentially
generating opposition from existing
rural and exurban residents.

Proposals to place residential density in
rural areas must address infrastructure
requirements.Whether or not a
subdivision includes the conservation of
a functioning farm or the provision of a
local food amenity, extending municipal
water and sanitary sewer to an isolated
development would be costly, and may
constitute leapfrog development
contributing to urban sprawl. Denser
farm subdivisions would generally have
to be situated directly adjacent to
existing or pre-planned urban areas in
order to make efficient use of
infrastructure. Less dense subdivisions
might reasonably manage water and
sewer through private or communal
septic systems and well-drawn water.
The employment of green infrastructure,
low impact development and ecological
planning principles can soften the
impact of development and lessen
traditional infrastructure requirements.

Farm subdivision proponents argue that
these subdivisions preserve productive
farms, contribute to ecological
sustainability, meet rising demands for
local food production, and bring farmers

and consumers closer together.Yet
these projects often take the form of
rural and exurban estate developments
that appeal to a niche market of affluent
home buyers interested in conservation
and rural ambience. New home buyers
are assured that a farmbelt ensures the
preservation of an area’s rural character
and scenic qualities, and common lands
are marketed as a direct means to invest
in and benefit from conservation that
will produce significant added value to
individual properties from the open space.14

Market-based farm subdivisions challenge
the separation of residential and farm
uses by incorporating productive farms
into housing developments.Yet they raise
the question of how viable these farms
are, whether this is just a strategy to
gain subdivision approval, or a marketing
tool to sell low density exurban estate
housing developments. Planners must
consider whether farm subdivisions
represent a progressive model of
ecological and farmland preservation, or
whether they create yet another special
interest community offering amenities
paid for and enjoyed by exurban residents
– an exclusive but token market farm
offering access to locally grown organic
food and bucolic vistas of sheep grazing.
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Introduction

The connections between food and
planning go back to the early days

of the profession, when a number of
noted 20th century planners and
architects produced concept plans with
significant emphasis on urban food
production. Ebenezer Howard’s “Garden
Cities of Tomorrow” proposed a city
with five-sixths of the area devoted to
food production, achieved through
cultivation of generously sized
residential lots and an agricultural
greenbelt formed by allotment gardens
surrounding settlement areas. Other
concept plans that incorporated food
production include Le Corbusier’s
“Contemporary City” and Frank Lloyd
Wright’s “Living City”, while more
contemporary visions of urban
agriculture include vertical farms and
edible landscaping.

Urban agriculture (UA) refers to all
manner of urban and peri-urban food
production.This includes not only

community and allotment gardens, but
also rooftop gardens, city farms, and
market gardens. UA has experienced
waves of popularity, tending to make
strong appearances in cities during times
of crisis.Victory Gardens supported the
war effort, allotments grew in popularity
during times of recession, and guerrilla
gardeners reclaimed neglected
neighbourhoods.As peace and prosperity
returned, land used for UA was largely
replaced with other uses as land values
increased and urban areas experienced
rapid growth.Although UA has been
part of cities since the beginning of
urbanization, over time it has lost its
place as a legitimate urban land use and
is generally not featured in planning
policy or legislation.

Calls for Planners to Get
Involved in the Food System
In recent years, planners and food
advocates have attempted to get
planning professionals to recognize the
interconnection between food system

Planning for 
Urban Agriculture

Summary
This article discusses the connections
between food security and planning,
and suggests ways in which planners
can address food security issues by
creating a local planning system that
is supportive of urban agriculture.
Traditional planning tools are
examined to see how they can be
used to encourage and facilitate the
introduction of agriculture into urban
areas, and new and emerging
approaches are introduced.

Résumé
Cet article traite des rapports qui
relient la sécurité alimentaire et
l’urbanisme et propose des moyens
que les urbanistes peuvent s’attaquer
aux problèmes liés à la sécurité
alimentaire en créant un système
d’aménagement local soutenant
l’agriculture urbaine. Les outils
classiques d’aménagement du
territoire sont étudiés afin de voir
comment ils peuvent être utilisés
pour favoriser et faciliter l’intégration
de l’agriculture dans les zones
urbaines et enfin, de nouvelles
approches émergentes sont présentées.

by Janet Oswald 

Pictured here, the FarmStart facility in Brampton, Ontario.
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issues and planning concerns (Table 1).
Pothukuchi and Kaufman1 suggest five
ways in which planners can strengthen
the food system: 1) compile data on
community food systems; 2) analyze
connections between food and other
planning concerns; 3) assess the impact
of current planning on the local food
system; 4) integrate food security into
community goals; and 5) educate future
planners about food system issues.
Roberts2 contends that planners can use
UA as a planning tool to achieve
intensification goals, while Coburn3

suggests that planners can use it to
address spatial health problems.The
American Planning Association has
begun to formally advocate a link
between planning and food and recently
developed its own set of guidelines for
community and regional food planning.4

Urban Agriculture and 
Food Security

While there are numerous definitions of
food security, the “5As” definition7

encompasses many of the common
elements.According to this definition,
food security exists when food is:
available in sufficient supply; accessible
through efficient distribution; nutritionally
adequate and safe; produced and
obtained under acceptable conditions
(e.g., culturally and ecologically
sustainable); and when there are tools in
place to allow action to be taken towards
food security (agency). By considering
how well UA addresses these five goals,
it is possible to assess the contribution
it might make to advance food security.

Availability
Urban agriculture increases the supply
of fresh food to urban populations.

One concern, however, is that this
increased supply from urban producers
would compete with supply from rural
producers.This potential conflict could
be avoided if urban producers specialize
in producing goods less common in
rural agriculture. For example, waste
heat harnessed from the city could
make greenhouses more economical in
the city, where producers could
specialize in out of season produce
normally imported from elsewhere.

Accessibility
There is currently more demand for
alternative distribution programs, such
as food box programs, than can be met.8

Since urban production occurs on a
smaller scale, and by its nature might be
more flexible and adaptable, it may be
better suited to supplying such distribution
schemes. For example, MetroPed, a
Boston bicycle delivery service, works
with Community Shared/Supported
Agriculture (CSA) farms to deliver food
shares to Boston-area residents.

Adequacy
One concern with regard to nutrition
and food safety is that the urban
environment contains toxins with the
potential to contaminate soil and plants.
This is a very legitimate concern, albeit
one that could be mitigated through
good management and deliberate
planning.This is also an area that could
benefit from continued research and
development of best practices.

Acceptable
Rural farmers on larger acreages may
have too much invested in their current
production methods to justify
experimenting with new crops. Small-scale
urban production could be more amenable
to producing a variety of ethnic foods.
FarmStart is an organization doing just this.
With facilities in the province of Ontario
in the cities of Brampton and Guelph,
the organization offers programs for new
farmers that allow them to experiment
with different plants and helps them to
identify and evaluate emerging markets.

Agency
By recognizing UA as an important
urban land use, planners can begin to
create tools and policies that help to
integrate food production into the
urban fabric. Cities share many common
features, so it is possible for planners

TABLE 1: SUMMARY OF CONNECTIONS BETWEEN PLANNING 
AND FOOD SYSTEM CONCERNS

Planning Connection Food System 
Concerns Concerns

Land Use • Bow-wave effect,5 whereby most intensive Protecting land for
agricultural uses are replaced by least intensive food production
urban uses as the urban/rural boundary 
moves outwards. Incorporating food

• Directing growth and urban intensification production in urban areas

Housing • Providing affordable housing to all citizens Making healthy food
• People on low income are often faced with a accessible to people with 

choice between paying rent and buying food low incomes

Transportation • Decreasing congestion Conventional food system 
• Encouraging public transportation relies heavily on long
• Utilizing transit-oriented design distance travel, “food miles”

Environment • Pollution from fertilizers and pesticides Industrial agriculture is not
• Appropriating carrying capacity from other in harmony with ecological 

parts of the world through long distance trade6 systems

Economy • Boosting local economy (greater multipliers) Farmers are not making a
• Creating jobs, increasing sales, developing living wage and rural

new industry communities are in decline 
• Farm financial crisis 

Economic development can 
have a focus on food

Health • Increased demand for health infrastructure Food-related illness 
increasing due to 
contamination by pathogens
and toxic chemicals, and to 
malnutrition

Energy • Need to develop alternative energy sources The food system is too
and more efficient practices dependent on fossil fuel

Waste • Nutrients concentrate in urban areas and are Disruption to nutrient
Management flushed away; farmland is left nutrient deficient cycling and nutrient

• Urban municipalities often lack space and facilities balance leads to
to deal with waste unproductive soils

• Manure from livestock
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from different cities to share and adapt
best practices.

UA brings food production into closer
proximity with consumers; therefore, it
can address some of the problems of
the conventional food system and
advance sustainability if integrated into
urban land use planning.With the
support of land use planning, it may also
provide additional benefits in the form
of ecosystem services such as stabilizing
urban microclimates9 and increasing
urban biodiversity.

Biodiversity is closely tied to land use.
When UA is introduced to an urban
area, it can provide habitat and resources
for species that would otherwise not be
found in the area. For example,Toronto
Ontario's Fairmont Royal York Hotel
added three beehives to its intensive
14th floor rooftop garden in 2008, where
the bees now exist quite unnoticed by
the rest of the city while pollinating
plants around the downtown core. So
not only does UA provide opportunities
for increasing animal diversity, it also
helps maintain diversity of edible plants,
particularly heirloom varieties that are
typically not grown in the conventional
system.

Using the Current Planning
System to Promote Urban
Agriculture
Land use planning is about the allocation
of limited resources among alternative,
competing ends and planning for future
use. It can be very difficult to find space
for UA if land has not been allocated
specifically for such use. It is therefore
important that UA be given consideration
in planning processes (e.g., Official Plans
and master planning exercises). Other
planning factors such as bylaws, restrictive
covenants, vague policy, land use conflicts,
availability of land, and security of tenure
can also interfere with UA activities.

A recent study conducted for the City
of Kamloops, BC found that although
UA is increasingly being incorporated
into municipal planning policy, it is not
being implemented through bylaws.10

This suggests that UA is not a priority
land use. In many cases, references to
UA in municipal policy are vague and
open to differing interpretation and
dismissal. Official plans need to set
more specific goals for developing UA.

As Roberts notes “an official plan alive
to the opportunities food creates for
liveable communities would consider
designating community gardens and
bake ovens mandatory in all parks
where space is available.”2

While weak policy and implementation
fail to support UA, antiquated bylaws
that interfere with UA activities can
inhibit innovation and adoption.Take, for
example, the case of the Tall Gallery.
Located in a residential suburb of
Calgary,Alberta, the owners replaced
the suburban lawn with barley.When

the crop grew beyond 15 cm, the
owners were issued a notice from the
City stating they were in violation of a
bylaw regarding the height of yard
plantings. Reviewing and amending
bylaws to support UA is another way
planners can use the current planning
system to support local food
production (Table 2).

Taking It a Step Further
Even with more efficient use of existing
planning tools UA faces some challenges.
Access to land and security of tenure

TABLE 2: EXISTING PLANNING TOOLS AND HOW THEY MIGHT BE
EMPLOYED TO ADVANCE URBAN AGRICULTURE

MACRO-LEVEL EXAMPLES OF HOW TOOLS CAN BE USED 
PLANNING TOOLS TO ADVANCE UA

Official plans Policy statements that set out the goals and priorities 
that direct planning decisions. Policies regarding UA 
ensure that bylaws support the development of UA.

Other ad hoc plans (e.g., neighbourhood Developed on an as needed basis, can be used to 
plans, subject plans, secondary plans) incorporate UA goals into planning policy in a context-

based manner.

MID-LEVEL PLANNING TOOLS

Zoning bylaws Regulate the use, size, height, density and location of 
buildings. Could be used to ensure solar access.

Holding bylaws Allow municipalities to put a freeze on development until
certain conditions are met. Could be used to ensure 
brownfield sites are remediated, thus creating the 
potential for food production.

Permitting and licensing Allows municipalities to control particular uses and 
approve on a case-by-case basis, and ensure that the use 
is occurring in conformity with established standards and 
regulations. Could be used to ensure that UA is 
occurring in appropriate areas and meeting 
environmental standards.

MICRO-LEVEL PLANNING TOOLS

Temporary use bylaws Allow municipalities to zone land for a particular use for 
a limited amount of time. Could be used to trial UA in 
different urban areas.

Bonusing agreements Allow municipalities to make deals with developers for 
certain trade-offs. Could be used to encourage 
developers to set up community gardens in new 
developments.

Interim control bylaws Allow municipalities to limit permitted uses for the 
purpose of conducting review/study of land use options 
in a particular area. Could be used to halt development 
on vacant lands while studying their appropriateness 
for UA.

ECONOMIC TOOLS

Tax incentives and exemptions Supportive tax rates can be set for UA businesses and 
owners of land being used for UA.

Development charges Can be set at different rates to encourage development 
that provides opportunities for UA.
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will continue to be an issue in many cities
until UA is accepted as a necessary and
permanent feature of the urban landscape.
Cities could address these problems by
creating zoning categories specifically
for food production. Montreal, Quebec's
Permanent Agricultural Zones (PAZ) is
an example of this approach. Four percent
of the city’s lands are zoned under this
category and include an experimental
farm, agricultural park, ecomuseum and
arboretum.10 Although the PAZ does
not appear in the urban core, its
occurrence on the urban fringe keeps
speculators at bay and by its permanence,
“permits farmers to risk investment."11

Another example of giving permanence
to space for UA exists in the United
Kingdom where there is strong
legislation at the national level around
UA, or rather, allotment gardening.
Allotments are protected as green space
and planning policy does not allow for
building on allotments. Furthermore, the

Allotment Act, 1950, requires that local
authorities provide allotment space if
there is sufficient demand.

Conclusion
Urban agriculture has a long history in
cities and there is an abundance of
evidence suggesting it can help create a
sustainable food system while addressing
issues of food security.There are,
however, a number of barriers that
hinder this potential. Urban planners
have skills and tools that could be
adapted and applied to further the
development of UA, and could make the
city even more amenable to food
production with bolder policy and
creative implementation. Used together,
UA and urban planning could move the
agri-food system closer to reaching the
sustainability goal.

Food system problems are similar to
many of the other problems that planners
tackle.These problems cannot be clearly

defined and upon closer inspection are
seen to contain many different and
interacting issues. Urban agriculture will
not be a panacea for all the food system
ills; however, it offers many opportunities
and planners would do well to explore
its potential creatively while being
realistic about what it can accomplish.

Janet Oswald is completing a Master in 
Environmental Studies at York University. Her research
has focused on planning for urban agriculture and 
wind energy policy. She can be reached at:
janet.oswald@gmail.com

References and Notes
1. Potukuchi K, Kaufman JL.The food system:A stranger to the planning field. Journal of the American Planning Association 2000;66(2):113-24.
2. Roberts W.The way to a city’s heart is through its stomach: Putting food security on the urban planning menu.Toronto, ON:Toronto Food Policy Council; 2001. Retrieved online

February 2008: http://www.toronto.ca/health/tfpc_hs_report.pdf
3. Coburn J. Reconnecting with our roots:American urban planning and public health in the twenty-first century. Urban Affairs Review 2007;42(5):688-713.
4. American Planning Association. Policy guide on community and regional food planning; 2007. Retrieved online March 2008: www.planning.org/policyguides/food.htm?project=Print
5. Hart JF.The perimetropolitan bow wave. Geographical Review 1991;81(1):35-51.
6. Rees W. Pressing global limits:Trade as the appropriation of carrying capacity. In: Shrecker T, Dalgleish J, editors. Growth, trade and environmental values. London, Ontario:

Westminster Institute for Ethics and Human Values; 1994:29-56.
7. This definition was developed by the Centre for Studies in Food Security at Ryerson University: http://www.ryerson.ca/foodsecurity/
8. Toronto Food Policy Council. Food retail structure and food security; 1996. Retrieved online January 2008: www.toronto.ca/health/tfpc_food.pdf
9. Rosenzweig C, Solecki W, Parshll L, Gaffin S, Lynn B, Goldberg R et al. Mitigating New York City’s heat island with urban forestry, living roofs, and light surfaces; 2006. Sixth Symposium

on the Urban Environment,American Meteorological Society, January 2006,Atlanta, GA. Retrieved online March 2008: http://ams.confex.com/ams/pdfpapers/103341.pdf
10. True Consulting Group. Best practices in urban agriculture:A background report for the City of Kamloops to support development of an Urban Agriculture Strategy. Kamloops, BC:

City of Kamloops; 2007. Retrieved online, February 2008: http://www.fooddemocracy.org/docs/BestPractices_Urban%20Agriculture.pdf
11. McCallum C. Code, custom, or collaboration: Mechanisms of farmland protection in the GTA and near Montreal; 2001. GTA Forum on Agricultural Land Policy: Debating the

Alternatives, June 2001,Toronto, ON. Retrieved online March 2008: http://www.yorku.ca/gtaforum/presentations/GTA-McCallum-7-6-01.doc



39Summer/Été 2009

by Penny Kaill-Vinish

TORONTO’S GREEN ROOF
POLICY AND ROOFTOP

FOOD PRODUCTION

Summary
The creation of green roofs and rooftop gardens are becoming increasingly popular in Canadian cities.These practices reduce the city’s
environmental footprint, increase sustainability of urban areas and improve quality of life. At the same time, the many benefits of local
food production, particularly increased food security, are becoming more apparent. All these factors intersect in the recently approved
Toronto Green Roof Bylaw, which may provide opportunities to substantially increase rooftop food production initiatives. However, while
the City lists “opportunities for local food production” alongside other benefits of green roofs,1,2 references to food production are
noticeably absent in the specifics of the Bylaw.

This article highlights potential connections between green roof policy and rooftop food production, suggesting both can be encouraged.
It distinguishes between green roofs and rooftop gardening, discussing the potential benefits of each and linkages between the two.
It also reviews the new Toronto Green Roof Bylaw, some of its features that could be challenging to future rooftop food production, and
proposes changes to more easily allow rooftop gardening to be integrated into the policy.

Résumé
La création de toits verts et de terrasses-jardins est de plus en plus populaire dans les villes canadiennes. Ces aménagements
réduisent l’empreinte environnementale des villes, augmentent le caractère durable des zones urbaines et améliorent la qualité de vie
des citoyens. En même temps, les nombreux avantages de la production alimentaire locale et surtout, l’amélioration de la sécurité
alimentaire, deviennent plus apparents.Tous ces facteurs se recoupent dans le règlement sur les toits verts récemment adopté par la
ville de Toronto, qui devrait permettre d’accroître considérablement les projets de production alimentaire sur les toits. Si « occasions de
production alimentaire locale » figurent parmi les avantages potentiels des toits verts1,2, toute allusion à la production alimentaire brille
par son absence dans le libellé du règlement.

Cet article souligne les liens potentiels entre une politique de toits verts et la production alimentaire sur les toits, laissant entendre que
les deux devraient être encouragés. On fait la distinction entre les toits verts et les terrasses-jardins, énumérant les avantages potentiels
de chacun et les liens existant entre les deux. L’article examine également le nouveau règlement de Toronto sur les toits verts et certaines
de ses particularités qui pourraient faire obstacle à une éventuelle production alimentaire sur les toits, et propose des changements
visant à faciliter l’intégration des terrasses-jardins dans la politique.

There are numerous examples of successful productive rooftop gardens such as the container garden shown here.
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Green Roofs vs Rooftop
Gardens

The terms “rooftop gardening” and
“green roofs” are often confused,

with both used interchangeably to
describe everything from flower planters
on a roof terrace to an industrial building
covered with vegetation.“Rooftop
gardening” more accurately refers to an
urban agriculture practice than a particular
form or design, while “green roofs” are
a construction technique and sometimes
used as a specific kind of rooftop garden.

Green roofs are most commonly highly
technical roofing systems comprised of
layers for insulation, drainage and
vegetation, installed over a conventional
roof.3 Extensive green roofs are the
most common type, generally low
weight and lower cost, containing hardy,
drought-resistant plants requiring little
maintenance.They are usually not
intended to be readily accessible to
people. Intensive green roofs have a
deeper growing medium, are heavier
and more expensive, but allow for a
wider variety of plants, including food
crops and trees. Generally they are
meant to be accessible and require
more regular maintenance.

Green roofs have multiple environmental
benefits, including stormwater runoff
reductions of up to 50%-80%; significant
energy savings for building heating and
cooling; air filtration; urban heat island
effect reductions; roofing structure life
extension; and increased urban
biodiversity.3,4,5 These benefits have a
significant impact on a building’s energy
consumption and ecological footprint.
Intensive green roofs used for food
crops also provide the additional
environmental benefits that come from
local food production, such as reduced
fuel consumption for transport and
storage.

Rooftop gardens are typically defined as
any kind of growing taking place on a
building’s rooftop. Most often they are
not built into the roofing structure, but
are an addition to the building after
initial construction.As a form of urban
agriculture for a food security or market
production goal, the practice could more
precisely be referred to as “rooftop
food production”.

The methods by which rooftop gardening
are practiced are broad, and vary
depending on specific site characteristics.
There are numerous examples of
successful productive rooftop gardens
ranging from modified container
gardens, to raised beds built directly on
the roof, to intensive green roofs
created specifically for food production.6

Each form of rooftop food production
has its benefits and is suited to some
sites (and budgets) more than others.
A significant increase in rooftop food
production in any city would involve
multiple growing methods and designs.

Rooftop gardening is only one example
of urban agriculture, but has an important
place within a comprehensive urban
agriculture strategy, as it takes advantage
of underutilized urban spaces.To
significantly increase food production
within a city, considerable space must be
allotted to this activity; rooftops provide
this without interfering with other land
uses. Rooftop gardening can also help
alleviate waiting lists for community or
allotment plots; minimize issues of
contaminated soil at ground level;
reduce garden damage caused by pests
and vandalism; create accessible growing
spaces for those with reduced physical
mobility or small children; resolve land
tenure issues; and situate food
production about as close to the plate
as possible.

It is estimated that the current available
space for green roofs in Toronto is
approximately 5000 hectares, accounting
for 8% of the city’s total land area.4 (p 49)

To conservatively assume that only 25%
of this space is suitable for rooftop food
production due to technical considerations,
would still leave over 1000 hectares to
make a substantial contribution to local
food production initiatives. Further, this
does not take into account new
construction affected by the Green
Roof Bylaw.These buildings will be
constructed to support some amount
of green roof coverage and, potentially,
much of this future additional roof
space could also support productive
rooftop gardens.

Toronto Green Roof Bylaw
Toronto City Council approved the
Green Roof Bylaw in May 2009.The
details will be further refined in the
coming months, before the law comes

into effect in early 2010.7 After January 31,
2010, all new development will be required
to have a percentage of the building
covered by a green roof.This will apply
to construction with a gross floor area
(GFA) of 2000 m2 or more (and for
residential buildings at least 20 m in
height). Required coverage for smaller
buildings begins at 20%, and increases to
a maximum 60% as GFA increases to
20,000 m2 and above.This applies to all
residential, commercial and institutional
buildings, while industrial construction is
exempted until 2011, at which time
these buildings will be required to have
10% green roof coverage.8

This policy will increase green roof
coverage in Toronto and produce the
anticipated environmental benefits;
however, it may not generate the food
production opportunities hoped for by
urban agriculture advocates.There are
two main issues: the City’s green roof
standards may make it difficult to use
these spaces for food production; and
the green roof requirement, without
allowing for some specific exemptions,
may actually reduce future opportunities
for rooftop food production.

The Bylaw’s current Construction
Standard (which details the technical
parameters for green roofs in Toronto)
defines an acceptable green roof as
having a minimum of “a root repellent
system, a drainage system, a filtering
layer, a growing membrane and plants,
and shall be installed on a waterproof
membrane of an applicable Roof.”
Intensive green roofs of this type, deep
enough for substantial food production,
will likely be the most expensive way
for developers to meet the new
requirement, making it unlikely that
many will voluntarily choose this route.
Less expensive and less technical
productive green roofs would not be
permitted under this definition.

In addition, the specifications for plant
selection and coverage are fairly precise,
and may exclude some types of food
crops and planting arrangements. Earlier
drafts of the Construction Standard also
proposed vegetation height of no more
than 0.9 m,9 again restricting the range
of growing practices that could be
employed.The Standard is intended to
ensure installation of safe and high-quality
green roofs, but if food production is
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also a goal, these technical details must
be considered.

The major environmental goals of
Toronto’s green roof initiative are to
reduce stormwater runoff, heat island
effect, and energy consumption.7 To this
end, the suggested depth for the growing
medium is 100 mm, the minimum depth
likely to provide a 60% reduction in
runoff, which is the performance
standard aimed for in the Bylaw.10

However, this objective could also be
met by forms of rooftop gardening that
do not meet the specific requirements
set out by the City. It would be possible
to cover the minimum required roof
area with forms of food production
other than an intensive green roof, such
as containers, built beds or simplified
green roof systems consisting of minimal
layers. Coverage would be equivalent,
but the growing medium would likely be
much thicker.A large, productive,
container garden 150 mm – 200 mm
deep could potentially create the same
runoff reduction as a technical green
roof with shallower depth.

If requirements were focused on
performance standards rather than
system components, other rooftop
garden designs may be possible.This
option does not currently exist in the
policy and would require a variance
application or exemption from the
required green roof coverage – despite
potentially providing the same benefits,
with the additional benefit of increased
local food production. In addition, a
cash-in-lieu payment of $200/m2 is
required for granted exemptions.

A standard exemption process could be
developed for roofs used in food

production. It could be included with
the exemptions already allowed when
calculating Available Roof Space and
used to determine the required green
roof coverage.“[A]reas designated for
Renewable Energy devices” are
excluded, as are Private Terraces and
Outdoor Amenity Space in high-rise
residential buildings. Rooftop gardens
could be included in the Amenity Space
calculation, or given a separate standard
exemption when some performance
standard is met.

If intensive green roofs are the only
form of rooftop garden permitted,
developers may need further incentive
to choose this option, perhaps from a
direct financial incentive or grant from
the city, or from a campaign alerting
them to various options that could
compensate for additional costs. Roof
space could be leased to ground floor
restaurants of a mixed-use building for
growing their kitchen produce, thereby
reducing the cost of food supplies.11 An
aspiring urban farmer without access to
a plot or rooftop at home might also be
interested in this kind of arrangement.12

A rooftop plot offered with other
condo amenities could be an incentive
to potential buyers, particularly as
people are becoming more interested in
urban agriculture opportunities.13

Conclusion
It may seem overly ambitious to expect
any one piece of policy, such as the
Toronto Green Roof Bylaw, to address
too many concerns at the same time.
However, the greater concern is in not
recognizing and encouraging potential
gains from increased rooftop food
production.These initiatives should not

be hindered by inadvertently restrictive
policies.There are opportunities for the
city to reap the environmental benefits
of green roofs and increase urban food
production by using the same policy tools.

Future proliferation of green roofs in
Toronto could be a great step for urban
agriculture, if the new policy can be
used in an effective and flexible manner.
The definition of green roof could be
expanded, or exemptions for alternative
growing practices could be explicitly
added. Considerable attention is going
to be paid to Toronto’s rooftops in the
coming years and it would be sensible
to use them in the most advantageous
way possible. Some imagination and a
flexible vision of what urban rooftops
could look like in the future is what is
required.

Penny Kaill-Vinish is a Master’s student in the 
Planning Program at the Faculty of Environmental 
Studies,York University. Her research focuses on 
food planning and urban agriculture. She can be 
reached by e-mail at: penny.kaillvinish@gmail.com
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What is Food Security?
“Food security exists when all people, at all times, have physical
and economic access to sufficient, safe and nutritious food to
meet their dietary needs and food preferences for an active and
healthy lifestyle.”
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations; 19961

Food security means that a consistent, safe, sufficient
supply of food is available for all people within a

population (which may be defined locally or globally).
Within this basic definition are multiple components that
speak to the way in which foodstuffs are grown, harvested,
and transported. For example, economics is an important
factor, where ideally the production, harvesting, and
distribution of foodstuffs is affordable and cost-effective.
Social issues, including the rights of workers, and the
protection of human dignity and equality, are also critical
sub-components of food security. Environmental impacts
are also significant.The impact of growing and harvesting
foodstuffs on water supplies, soil quality, wildlife, and
sensitive ecosystems can be considerable.2

Achieving food security also means addressing a host of
issues, including locality and accessibility; this requires that
foodstuffs be grown in close proximity to population
centres to reduce the reliance on food transportation.
Increasingly,“grow local, eat local” is an important theme in
improving food security.This becomes even more urgent as
individuals and governments recognize the precariousness
of the current food distribution system.3 An increasing
reliance on large-scale farming concentrates food production
into a small number of industrialized farms, and consumers
are progressively more separated from their food supply.
At the same time, people are recognizing that there are

Summary
A strong link between university students and food is nothing
new.What is new is the link between university students and food
security. Food security is a broad topic that concerns more than
just an immediately accessible food supply but also the quality
and quantity of locally produced sustainable food sources.

Across Canada, university students are initiating projects and
working with community groups to find new ways to grow locally,
share regionally, and bring ideas of sustainability and consequence
to food supplies. Universities themselves are finding new ways to
incorporate food security into campus life as an academic focus.
They have developed new academic programs, sited research
institutes, and facilitated on-campus demonstration projects.These
projects exhibit student-generated ideas and spur excitement to
offer practical resources for every local community.These efforts
encourage a shift in roles for growers and consumers living within
the urban environment.

This article outlines a new approach undertaken at Vancouver
Island University that employs grassroots methods to address
food security and strengthen ties between the campus and the
surrounding community.

Résumé
Le lien intense qui relie les étudiants universitaires et la nourriture
n’est pas nouveau. Par contre, ce qui est nouveau, c’est le lien 
qui est apparu entre les étudiants universitaires et la sécurité
alimentaire. La sécurité alimentaire est un vaste sujet qui englobe
non seulement l’accès immédiat aux vivres, mais aussi la qualité
et la quantité de sources alimentaires durables exploitées
localement.

Dans les universités du pays tout entier, les étudiants lancent des
projets et travaillent de concert avec des groupes communautaires
afin de trouver des moyens de cultiver localement, de partager
régionalement et d’intégrer aux disponibilités alimentaires les
principes de durabilité et de conséquence. Les universités elles-
mêmes trouvent le moyen d’incorporer la sécurité alimentaire
dans la vie universitaire en créant des programmes d’études.
Elles ont ainsi créé de nouveaux programmes, mis sur pied des
instituts de recherche et facilité la mise en œuvre de projets
pilote sur le campus. Ces projets mettent en montre des idées
venant des étudiants et stimulent l’intérêt d’offrir des ressources
pratiques pour toutes les collectivités locales. Ces efforts favorisent
la transition des rôles des producteurs et des consommateurs qui
vivent dans le milieu urbain.

Cet article décrit une nouvelle approche mise de l’avant par
l’Université de l’Île de Vancouver qui fait appel à des méthodes
s’adressant à la base pour composer avec la sécurité alimentaire
et resserrer les liens qui unissent le campus et la collectivité
environnante.

by Christine LoScerbo and Pamela Shaw 

Food Security
on Campus

Photo credit: John Gardiner
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economic, social, and environmental
costs attached to transporting basic
foodstuffs over long distances.A new
awareness of these costs is shifting the
focus of discussions from worldwide
product accessibility to what makes
sense on a local, sustainable level.

The University’s Role
Universities combine multiple academic
perspectives with avenues for funding
and research, thereby offering
opportunities for the study of food
security.They can serve as an epicentre
of progressive thought, surrounded by
students interested in contributing to
the world around them.As well, many
universities are more fully integrating
into surrounding communities, changing

their role to one of active learning and
practical implementation.

Ryerson University was among the first
institutions to effectively incorporate
food security at a post-secondary level.
In 1994, Ryerson founded the Centre

for Studies in Food Security (CSFS)4 to
“promote food security through research,
dissemination, education, community
action and professional practice.”
Lakehead University offers the Food
Security Research and Service Exchange
Network:A Community Service
Learning (CSL) Initiative, which engages
both the community and faculty in credit
opportunities to develop community-
based research projects related to food

security. Other institutions support
community gardens and farmers’ markets.

At Vancouver Island University (VIU), a
campus of more than 18,000 full and
part time learners located in Nanaimo,
British Columbia, a small group of
committed students has been working
to bring urban agriculture to the
campus.A “start small” approach has
raised consciousness about food
security to the campus, and extending
to the greater community.

Vancouver Island University
Vancouver Island used to support an
abundance of local food production;
areas of good soil, ample rainfall and a
favourable climate allowed for the
development of fruit and vegetable
crops, small scale livestock operations,
and a few larger scale industrial farms.
However, changes to consumer habits
(favouring non-local product lines), cost
efficiencies found with large-scale
Mainland operations, and issues associated
with product handling have shifted the
majority of food production away from
the Island.Today, Island operations
produce only about 5% of the total food
its population consumes.

The issue of food security has been a
driving factor for many VIU students. In
2007, a group of students negotiated
with the University’s administration to
obtain a small plot of land adjacent to
the University Library for a community
garden.The community – including
students from Discovery Community
College, the Otesha Bike Project, and
Earth Masters – came out in force to
assist with construction of a shed and
installation of the garden. New groups
have joined in later years, such as
GoBeyond, Mudgirls, Urban Homestead,
and Green Drinks. Local farmers and
Nanaimo residents have also been active
participants.

In their proposal to the University, the
students indicated that this plot would
provide an opportunity to establish a
learning environment for students and
community members of all ages, with
the goal of increasing the knowledge
level of all participants on how to grow
and harvest food.This has certainly
proven to be true.The first phase
consisted of sowing a few seeds and
hand watering, a laborious task that led

From left to right, members of the Solutions organization at Vancouver Island University, Daryl Amos, Craig Hawtin, Janet
Willingham, Stephen Levesque, Christine LoScerbo, Kristy Durst, Michael Carpenter, Kris Vieux, and Caitee Akins.
Photo credit:Andrew Marchand

The creation of the Food Forest at Vancouver Island University with students Keri Bowering, Adrian Houle, Anthony James
and Colton Vandermolen. Photo credit: Jessica Duncan
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to further development of a recycled
PVC water line dug by volunteers
armed with pickaxes and shovels.The
first crops included strawberries, winter
greens, herbs, broccoli and cabbage.The
produce is intended for eventual use by
the University’s Culinary Arts Institute
and cafeteria, among others, but
currently the plots are for individual
users. For most of the participants, the
goods produced are a happy benefit to
working in the garden, with the main
purpose being the positive, successful
connection between the campus and
the community.

The campus community garden is
approximately 3000 square feet, divided
into individual plots and areas.While
some expected that vandalism and theft
would be a problem, the greatest threat
is the rabbits that enjoy all the garden
has to offer. Ideally, the garden will
remain unfenced and become a future
site for other community involvement
like impromptu art installations.The
space is being transformed into one
where the connection to nature is easily
accessible. It includes an outdoor

classroom, rainwater catchment system,
and a permaculture food forest for the
harvesting of indigenous species like
mushrooms and huckleberries.The garden
project aims to display the prolific
abundance possible within the urban
environment, and the sustainable methods

of establishing such a system based on
local resources and progressive solutions.

Dozens of community members,
attracted through newspaper releases,
radio shorts, group e-mail, student’s
Solutions web site (solutions.viu.ca) and
word of mouth, regularly participate in
garden activities and assist the students
in constructing raised garden beds and a
tool shed, all with recycled and local
materials.The local community has also
been active in the ongoing “Food Film
Forums”, consisting of free movie nights
and discussion groups. In addition, the
campus group recently held a day-long
Sustainability Fair that included speakers
and demonstrations on food security.
Finally, with collaboration between local
food enthusiasts, faculty, students, university
facilities and the wider community, the
small on-campus initiative has grown to
promote participation in the local
community farmers’ market, extend
urban farming onto other land parcels
in the Nanaimo area, and educate and
support local initiatives.

Eventually, the produce (excluding
personal plots) will be available to
anyone, with excess produce gleaned
and donated to local food banks and
shelters.The coming year may also see
the expansion from a garden plot to an
urban farm with the introduction of
chickens on campus.As for lessons
learned, the largest was: start small – the
amount of produce that can be developed
in a small area is amazing!  As well, a

Community Garden designed by Stephen Levesque, Janet Willingham and Emily Balzer, students at Vancouver Island University.
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great deal of flexibility was required in
setting timelines, collaborating with
numerous groups and individuals, and
setting out volunteer expectations.
Celebrations at each step in the process
and adherence to a shared vision also
assisted in making the launching of the
campus community garden a success. 

Ideally, this garden project will be another
solid link between the campus and
surrounding community, providing a
means of increasing social cohesion
among students and people in the
university area. Students continue to
refine the project through ongoing
outreach to the greater community and
relevant interest groups, including
growers, food processors, distributors,
advertisers, wholesalers, transporters,
retailers, consumers, and governments;
and to encourage the development of
more supportive local government
policies and bylaws affecting food
security within cities. 

Gardens provide a place for the entire
community to feel a sense of ownership
and accomplishment, acting to reduce
our impacts on our natural environment.
This has inspired more VIU students and
employees to expand on what our campus
can provide, exemplifying a place where
the entire community can feel a sense
of ownership and accomplishment, while
reducing impacts on our natural
environment. 

Conclusion
The production and distribution of food
is seldom considered by most urbanites.
Unless citrus fruit becomes unavailable
in December, or squash in May, food
security has little impact on the
consciousness of most Canadian urban
populations. The urban environment has
allowed us to detach ourselves from the
origins of our surrounding necessities.
However, transportation, water systems,
and waste management all factor into
the total energy that provides us with
our modern conveniences, particularly
food. Steps are being taken to re-localize
our resources and resourcing, and the
work of this small campus group at
Vancouver Island University is one
attempt to remedy the disconnect
between agriculture and urban life.

Christine LoScerbo is studying urban planning
within the Geography Department at Vancouver 
Island University, working to establish urban 
examples of agriculture and integrated energy 
systems. She is an active natural builder and 
gardener, with a current focus on transportation 
alternatives to existing infrastructure. She can be 
reached at: viusolutionsnetwork@gmail.com

Pamela Shaw is a professor in the Geography 
Department at Vancouver Island University with 
research interests in the place of the public good 
in the retail landscape, urban agriculture, and 
estuarine recovery. Published in 2008, her book 
“A Field Guide to Communication” is available 
through Oxford University Press. She can be 
reached at: Pam.Shaw@viu.ca
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“ALTERNATIVE”
Food Outlets and
Their Relevance to
Policy and Planning
Decisions

Summary
With their potential to promote
healthy food environments, alternative
food outlets – as well as their
location, promotion and accessibility –
are likely to be important considerations
for governments at the community
level. However, certain local policies
and planning practices may
inadvertently affect their establishment
and viability.These policies and
actions should be assessed and
realigned with efforts to improve the
availability and accessibility of healthy
food, and the various economic and
environmental concerns that affect
the health of communities.This article
addresses alternative food outlets as
an important source of healthy food
followed by a brief examination of an
approach to track policy progress
relating to a specific food environment.
The relevance of this approach to
healthy food access and the community
food environment will be discussed.

Résumé
Le potentiel en faveur de contextes
alimentaires sains des points de vente
non traditionnels – de même que leur
emplacement, leur promotion et leur
accessibilité – est sans doute une
considération importante pour les
gouvernements au niveau
communautaire.Toutefois, certaines
politiques et pratiques d’aménagement
locales risquent de nuire
involontairement à leur établissement
et leur viabilité. Ces politiques et les
mesures connexes devraient être
évaluées et harmonisées aux efforts
visant l’amélioration et l’accessibilité
des aliments sains et les divers
éléments économiques et
environnementaux qui touchent la
santé des collectivités. Cet article
s’intéresse aux points de vente non
traditionnels comme source
importante d’aliments sains et
propose l’examen d’une approche
permettant de suivre l’évolution des
politiques relativement à un contexte
alimentaire précis. La pertinence de
cette approche pour l’accès à des
aliments sains et le contexte
alimentaire communautaire sont
également abordés.

by Jessica Wegener
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“Alternative” Food Outlets

The rise in obesity and diet-related
diseases has led to a stronger

research focus on associations between
environmental factors and individuals’
dietary behaviours and food choices.
Macro-environmental influences such as
policies and practices associated with
food, agriculture, land use, and
transportation at global, national and
local levels determine the types of food
products that are supplied to various
physical environments or settings where
individuals eat or acquire food.1 In urban
communities, these settings include
conventional retail food stores such as
supermarkets, grocery stores and
convenience stores, but also include
emerging alternative food outlets such
as farmers’ markets, produce stands, and
farm specialty shops.Alternative food
outlets are notable in that, unlike many
conventional food sources, they make
available and promote healthy foods and
restrict the sale of foods intended for
occasional or limited consumption
(highly processed convenience foods).

Access to Healthy Food
From a public health and policy
perspective, various forms of alternative
food outlets are being regarded with
interest, particularly for their potential
to promote healthy dietary patterns and
facilitate access to healthy food.2,3 Studies
show that neighbourhood residents
with better access to supermarkets,
particularly those offering greater variety
and food value relative to convenience
stores, tend to have healthier diets.4,5,6

However, site location decisions made
by large supermarket chain operators
are often influenced by municipal
property taxes and revenue potential.7

This has led to a growing trend of
establishing supermarket stores outside
of city centres (i.e., in areas with lower
taxes) and near middle- to high-income
suburban areas.These trends, which
affect the closure of small, independent
food stores in urban centres in favour
of large chain stores in suburban
neighbourhoods, have been linked to
the creation of “food deserts” or urban
districts with little or no access to
foods needed to maintain a healthy diet.7

While multi-national food corporations
have an important role to play in these
movements, it is probable that municipal

policy and planning practices may impact
opportunities for healthy food access
and availability, particularly for people
living in the downtown core or lower-
income neighbourhoods.As such, access
to healthy food may be adversely
affected by the community planning
process if the establishment of
neighbourhood grocery stores and
other health-promoting food outlets is
restricted by zoning regulations.

Assessing the “Alternative”
Food Store Environment
Alongside supermarkets, alternative
food outlets are an important source of
health-promoting foods.While they
encourage a healthier lifestyle, an
investigation into appropriate locations
and zoning designations to enable the
establishment and expansion of these
outlets could make an important
contribution to improving the availability
and accessibility of health-promoting
foods within the larger food store
environment. Local economic support
and policy and planning considerations
that encourage the establishment of
farmers’ markets, mobile produce
stands or farm specialty shops in
harder-to-serve urban areas and low-
income areas could help to overcome
the economic and physical access
barriers faced by some individuals and
groups. Further investment and support
from local and regional governments
could also help to strengthen the local
food economy, particularly when the
process involves participation from local
producers, independent retailers and
consumers who, for health, environmental
and ecological reasons, are committed
to buying locally.

Yet in order to understand how best to
facilitate access to healthy food and
inform policy and planning decisions, an
appropriate assessment of the various
policies and practices affecting the
establishment of alternative food outlets
is needed.The following section examines
a system to identify and track policy
progress and discusses its relevance to
the community food store environment.

Monitoring Policy “Progress”
within the Community Food
Store Environment
With rising obesity rates among children
and pressures from various lobby
groups, United States policy officials
began to formulate and implement
healthy school food and nutrition
policies to improve the dietary patterns
of school children.This included
development of a unique state policy
classification system “School Nutrition-
Environment State Policy Classification
System” (SNESPCS) that addresses 11
areas related to the school food
environment.8 Its objective is to monitor
and classify state policies that have the
potential to affect school food
environments through identified policy
areas,9 as well as provide an initial
baseline for ongoing policy evaluation.
Classification and policy monitoring are
achieved through an ordinal ranking
system used to score policy mandates in
each of the policy areas.

Of interest is how this type of policy
monitoring and classification system
could be used to better understand the
potential impact of policies and planning
practices related to the community food
store environment. Drawing on the

An example of an alternative food outlet is this busy farmers' market. Photo credit: Deborah Jensen
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general concept of the SNESPCS, an
ordinal scoring system could be
developed and used to assess policy
mandates across aspects of the community
food environment that affect access to
healthy food.These might include, but
are not limited to, local policies and
regulations relating to food production
and distribution, agriculture, land use,
transport, zoning, industry, and local
economic development.With alternative
food outlets emerging as an area of
interest, the development of such a
system could offer a way to draw
attention to current policies and
practices that may affect the viability of
alternative food outlets. It could also
assist policy makers and public health
officials in tracking policy progress in
the promotion of healthy food
environments and improvements in
residents’ access to healthy food.

As consumers’ concerns for the
environment, local food systems, health
and human rights increase, local
governments may be more inclined to
move toward policy solutions that offer
multiple benefits to communities.
Recognizing that alternative food outlets
have the potential to improve population
health, the environment and local
economic development, policy and
planning decisions in support of their
establishment, promotion and accessibility
may be an effective policy solution
within reach.Thus, it may be timely to
establish a baseline measure of the
various aspects of the community food
environment before most changes are
expected to occur.

Relevance to Policy and
Planning Decisions
An initial step toward implementing a
monitoring system is to establish a
panel of experts and key informants to

help identify policies and planning
practices that affect the establishment,
promotion and accessibility of alternative
food outlets. Specifically, local growers/
producers, regional food entrepreneurs,
public health professionals, food policy
advocates, urban and regional planners,
and other community representatives
can offer multi-sectoral perspectives
related to opportunities and challenges
of healthy food access. For example,
they may identify that farm specialty
shops or farmers’ markets established in
highly walkable and otherwise accessible
community locations may not be feasible
if property taxes are too high and act as
a barrier for small producers or
processors.However, amending community
policies to encourage property tax
reductions or reduced rent in city-
owned retail space may offer financial
incentives resulting in improved access
to healthy food, promotion of local food
economies, support for regional farmers,
reduced greenhouse gas emissions, and
increased consumer spending in nearby
stores and restaurants.Thus, while this
system lends itself to identifying policy
measures related to the community
food environment, it also provides a way
to establish cross-sectoral priorities and
common goals which can benefit the
greater community.

Future Implications
The World Health Organization10 states
the most promising strategies for creating
population-wide improvements in healthy
eating are environmental and policy
interventions.With rising health care
costs associated with obesity and diet-
related disease, there is pressure on
governments and policy makers to
consider the health impacts of their
policy and planning decisions.10 Local
governments can promote health by

ensuring neighbourhoods have sources
of healthy foods, such as supermarkets
and grocery stores located within
walking distance of residences and
places of work. Similarly, community
food environments can be designed to
facilitate and support access to healthy
local and regional food through farm
specialty shops, farmers’ markets, mobile
produce stands or purchased through
farm linkage programs.

Local level institutions, including city
councils, can play key roles in supporting
alternative food outlets through granting
licenses, negotiating with producers, and
publicizing events.11 For this reason,
cross-sectoral collaboration will be
instrumental in ensuring the success and
viability of alternative food outlets in
communities. In addition, while there is
not really a typical alternative food
customer, it is important not to “dismiss”
certain groups of consumers as being
uninterested.12 Thus, policy and community
planning considerations to ensure equal
access to all forms of alternative food
outlets and activities in communities will
be needed.
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As concern for the ecological
sustainability of human civilization

rises, it is becoming increasingly
understood that both our forms of
settlement and methods of sustenance
are functionally incompatible with a
planet of limited natural resources.
Cities exhibit decisively “linear” resource
metabolisms, distinguished by their large
appetite for resource inputs and
excessive production of waste outputs.
Food, fresh water, energy, and other
resource demands are pumped into
cities, consumed, and swiftly dispensed
as sewage or rubbish that the natural
world cannot effectively process.
Likewise, the high-yield farming methods
that support our immense population
are characterized by their insatiable
consumption of freshwater, fossil fuel
energy, and land.

A glimpse of humanity’s predictable
future indicates that the way cities and
agriculture devour the Earth’s precious
natural capital will only worsen with the
passage of time.The projected addition
of 2.25 billion people to the global
population by 2050 and another 3 billion
by the end of the century forces us to
consider what our world will be like
with nearly twice as many consumers.1,2

Considering our current population is
effectively degrading the biosphere’s
stability, the only way we can avoid a
global ecological catastrophe or wide-
spread resource shortage is to massively
increase the efficiency with which our
cities and agriculture utilize natural
resources. It is with this in mind that the
concept of vertical farming has emerged.

Vertical Farming
Coined by Columbia University professor
Dickson Despommier,“vertical farm”
refers to use of the vertical spatial
dimension for food production, in
contrast to the land-intensive horizontal
sprawl that reflects conventional
agriculture.Technically, vertical farming is
the practice of soil-less/controlled
environment agriculture (S/CEA) within
the high-density confines of multi-storey
buildings.As the name suggests, S/CEA
consists of plant cultivation in contained
environments where light, temperature,
water, and nutrition can be finitely
controlled.This high-tech form of
horticulture, until recently, was solely
utilized for plant study by universities
and space agencies due to its high cost.
In the past decade, however, improve-
ments to associated technologies
(particularly grow lights) and increasing
awareness of the benefits of S/CEA, have
enabled it to expand into large-scale
operations. Cornell University introduced
the first commercial scale S/CEA facility
in 1999, producing some 1,245 heads of
high-quality lettuce per day.3

To appreciate the benefits of growing food
indoors, consider the incompatibilities
of human food production and the
natural world.Agriculture, whether
industrial or organic, is structured to
maximize the production of biomass
(i.e. food), while natural ecosystems are
structured to maximize systemic stability.
These conflicting goals ensure the success
of one facilitates the failure of the other.
Droughts, unseasonable temperature
fluctuations, and pest infestations greatly
impede food production worldwide,
forcing billions to be spent on pest
management chemicals and genetic
modification of plant species.At the
same time, high rates of deforestation,
desertification, soil erosion, and soil
salinization are principally due to
expansion of farming, while the decline
of freshwater ecosystems is largely the
result of agricultural fertilizers, pesticides,
herbicides, and antibiotics leaching into
the water cycle.4,5

By moving crop growth indoors where
temperature, light, water, and nutrient
availability can be finitely controlled, the
limitations of natural ecosystems are
alleviated – enabling the creation of
each plant’s ideal growing conditions
year-round. Crops grow quicker, larger,
and with many more harvests per year
than external conditions permit; all
without the use of fossil fuel derived
pesticides or fertilizers.The yield
equivalent of Cornell’s S/CEA facility is
390 tons of lettuce per acre per year,
nearly nine times more productive than
the typical California lettuce farm’s yield
of 45 tons.6 What is more, many
agronomists have provided strong
evidence indicating the nutritive value of
S/CEA crops equals or surpasses that of
field grown crops.7-10 A final testament
to the benefits of S/CEA involves the
scourge of crop diseases.When
conventional farms lose crops to invasive
pathogens, farmers must generally wait

by Gordon Graff

A GREENER REVOLUTION: 
An Argument for Vertical Farming

Summary
The concept of vertical farming has
emerged from the realm of science
fiction to that of an increasingly
plausible form of agriculture.This
article explores the potential benefits
of vertical farming to urban and
agriculture resource metabolism, with
the aim of furthering discussion on
long-term human sustainability.

Résumé
Le concept de culture verticale a pris
naissance dans le monde de la
science-fiction pour ensuite devenir
une forme d’agriculture tout à fait
plausible dans la réalité. Cet article
explore les avantages potentiels de la
culture verticale pour le métabolisme
des ressources urbaines et agricoles,
dans le but de poursuivre la discussion
sur la durabilité humaine à long terme.
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until the next growing year to return
fields to productivity. Since vertical
farms do not rely on natural growing
cycles they could conceivably remove
the diseased crop, clean the system, and
resow their growing medium within the
same day.

Resource Efficiency
The most compelling argument in favour
of vertical farming is the astonishing
resource efficiency it offers. Consider
the use of water in agriculture.The intake
of water by conventional farms must
account for the process of transpiration,
wherein water is released during
photosynthesis and evaporated into the
atmosphere.Though the rate of
transpiration differs for each plant
species, agricultural crops tend to
release between 200 kg to 1000 kg of
water for every 1 kg of dry biomass
produced by the plant.11 Additional
water loss occurs from evaporation
directly from the soil and surface runoff
– both of which are aggravated by the
absence of natural weeds and grasses
that would otherwise allow water
retention.5 Such inefficiency has resulted
in an agricultural system dependant on
unsustainable doses of freshwater,
leading to depletion of aquifers, rivers,
and lakes.12,13 As of 2002, an astonishing
72% of all human water consumption
was for the purposes of agriculture,
primarily crop irrigation.14

When crop growth occurs within the
contained environment of a vertical farm,
all evaporated water can be collected by
dehumidifiers and recycled back into
the system.As a result, the only water
to leave a vertical farm’s circulation is
that contained within the biomass of
the saleable produce. Considering only
water losses from transpiration, a
vertical farm would theoretically
consume between 200 and 1000 times
less water than a conventional farm to
produce the same quantity of food.

The land use efficiency of conventional
agriculture is equally inadequate.A 2005
United Nations study revealed that 39%
of the Earth’s land surface is dedicated
to agriculture (12% cropland, 27%
pasture), while just 29% remains as
forest or grassland habitat. Discounting
the remaining 32% of land that consists
of mountains, deserts, ice, and other
land that cannot support vegetation,

humans have already consumed
approximately 3/5ths of the landmass
that could possibly sustain agriculture.
Of the land that remains, much of it is
too steep, wet, dry or lacking in essential
soil nutrients for high-yield agriculture
to flourish.15

Vertical farming addresses the land
efficiency of agriculture in three key ways.
The first, and most visually apparent, is
the farm’s use of vertically stacked floors,
each of which increases the area for
crop production without increasing the
farm’s consumption of land. Next, the
lightweight hydroponic system permits
plants to grow on vertically-oriented
growing trellises, or within multiple stacks
of flat growing beds. On average, this high-
density configuration triples the growing
area available per floor of a building.
Lastly, a vertical farm’s aforementioned
ability to perpetually generate the ideal
growing conditions for each plant, while
protecting crops from harmful pests and
weather-related disturbances, ensures
more harvests and higher yields per
acre than conventional systems.

As an illustrative example, consider the
proposed SkyFarm design for downtown

Toronto. Conceived in January 2006, it
was intended to demonstrate how
vertical farms could dramatically increase
the volume of food production within
urban areas while reducing the ecological
footprint of our cities.The building’s 
60 storeys contain some 2.7 million ft2

of floor space, with a growing area of
nearly 9.5 million ft2.With the efficiencies
provided by the enclosed environment,
the condensed growing area and the
stacked floor plates, SkyFarm can produce
as much food on its 1.32 hectare site as
would normally require 547 hectares of
continuous arable land – well over twice
the area of Toronto Island. If configured
to produce a balanced diet, this volume
of food could theoretically support
40,000 people indefinitely.

Considerations
It must be mentioned that the vertical
farming concept is not without its
problems. One point of detraction
involves a vertical farm’s energy load.
While conventional agriculture benefits
from free energy provided by the sun,
the high-density configuration of a
vertical farm does not allow direct
sunlight to reach the majority of the

Concept rendering for the proposed SkyFarm in downtown Toronto. Diagram courtesy of Gordon Graff
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plants.Artificial lighting is required,
thereby leading to a significantly higher
energy demand for the farm’s operation.
In addition, since only a portion of the
agricultural crop is edible, remaining
stems, roots, and leaves present a major
new source of waste for urban centres
to deal with.

Through a common technological process,
however, the energy deficiencies and
surplus biowaste can be mutually
corrected.Anaerobic (methane) digestion
is a process that involves the accelerated
biodegradation of organic material and
subsequent capture of released methane
– the main component of natural gas.
Once collected, the methane could be
used to power electric generators that
provide clean, renewable energy to the
farm.According to calculations provided
by graduate students from Columbia
University, the methane production of a
vertical farm could accommodate just
over half of its total energy needs.16

Short of satisfying the farm’s energy
requirements, an outside source of
organic waste is required; fortunately,
cities have excessive amounts of biowaste
to offer in the form of sewage and organic
waste collection.

Urban Symbiosis
The prospect of sustaining a vertical
farm’s energy needs with a city’s abundant
biological waste could prove revolutionary
to urban resource efficiency, encouraging
cities to mimic the “cyclical” metabolism
of natural ecosystems. In perfect contrast
to the consumption of food products
and production of sewage and organic
wastes that urban life necessitates, a
vertical farm would serve as a “consumer”
of organic waste and a “producer” of
the food cities require. Such a relationship
would introduce greater heterogeneity
in the metabolic signature of cities,
allowing the waste produced by some
buildings to become the material
nourishment of others.

Managing this “urban symbiosis” would
largely fall within the domain of city
planners.Aided by the principles of
industrial ecology and ecosystem
management, planners could establish a
detailed understanding of the resource
metabolism of urban “holarchies” (i.e.,
neighbourhood scale, city-wide scale,
regional scale).This could prompt bylaw
amendments that would encourage the

type of complementary resource
relationships vertical farms offer,
ultimately steering urban metabolism
from a linear to cyclical system.

Conclusion
Despite the prospective benefits of
vertical farming, there are still many
who express aversion to high-tech
agriculture that is segregated from the
natural world.This is not without good
cause, since geoponic farming has been
one of the few technological constants
of our civilization.Yet when confronting
the grim realities of contemporary food
production, cultural sentimentality
should be outweighed by more
fundamental concerns. If we hope to
ease the global pressure to convert still

more of the Earth’s natural ecosystems
into farmland, or have any chance of
feeding the incoming billions to our
population, it is imperative we adopt a
more efficient form of agriculture.
Vertical farming’s ability to satisfy this
requirement, while at the same time
promote locally grown organic produce
in the heart of urban centres, makes it a
model of food production worth careful
consideration.

Gordon Graff is a graduate student of 
architecture at the University of Waterloo with a 
background in urban planning. He has been 
published in a variety of architectural periodicals,
daily newspapers, and television programs, and 
lectured for Sustainable Building Canada. He can 
be reached through the web site www.agro-
arcology.com or by e-mail at: gordgraff@gmail.com
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Introduction

For thousands of years the Inuit of
northern Canada have lived and

thrived in an environment best
characterized by variability and change.
Responding to the presence or scarcity
of key subsistence resources, the Inuit
have learned to adapt their land use
patterns, stewardship practices, and
harvesting strategies in response to the
ever-changing Arctic environment.
Increasingly, however, Inuit communities
are facing significant challenges in
accessing traditional food sources. Some
of these challenges include reduction
and loss of Arctic sea ice, alterations in
wildlife migration routes, and introduction
of environmental pollutants and
contaminants into the Arctic food chain.

While food insecurity is undeniably tied
to environmental change, maintaining
access to reliable and nutritious food
sources is also influenced by the social
and political system in which Inuit food
procurement occurs. For example, Inuit
access to traditional foods has become
increasingly challenged by high costs
associated with subsistence harvesting
(i.e., fuel and equipment needs), limited
wage earning opportunities, changing
dietary preferences among Inuit youth,
and, as Theriault (2008) argues, the
dispossession of Inuit sovereignty to
define their own policies and strategies
for the production, distribution, and
consumption of sustainable and healthy
food sources.1 Collectively, these
environmental, social, and political
conditions make it increasingly difficult
for many Inuit households to secure a
sufficient quantity of traditional foods to
meet their most basic dietary needs.
While commercial foods have become
more readily available in northern
communities, costs are often prohibitive
and the nutritional quality is far inferior
to the traditional foods that have long
been procured locally.

Like other Inuit regions in Canada,2 food
insecurity in Nunatsiavut, Labrador is of
considerable concern. Despite traditional
foods representing at least half of the
total dietary intake of 79 percent of all
Nunatsiavut households,3 28 percent of
Nunatsiavut households experience
occasional food shortages and as much
as seven percent undergo frequent food
shortfalls.4 It is in response to these
conditions that the Nunatsiavut
Government is implementing a
community-based research and
monitoring program capable of tracking
household food production over time.
This article describes the research and
monitoring program being implemented
by the Nunatsiavut Government.
Included are preliminary results from a
comprehensive traditional food harvest
study conducted in 2006-2007, which
are compared to harvest figures derived
from the 1970s from the same
communities.Taken together they
suggest considerable continuity in Inuit
harvesting over time.

Background
On December 1, 2005, the Labrador
Inuit concluded a nearly 30-year political
struggle to establish the Inuit homeland
of Nunatsiavut. Meaning “Our Beautiful
Land”, Nunatsiavut is home to
approximately 2160 Inuit who reside in
the five coastal communities of Nain,
Hopedale, Postville, Makkovik and Rigolet.
With an additional 1800 residing outside
the settlement area, the total Nunatsiavut
Inuit population is approximately 4000,
representing four percent of the total
Canadian Inuit population.5

As a regional government in the Province
of Newfoundland and Labrador, the
Nunatsiavut Government has responsibility
for protecting and preserving Inuit
culture, administering health and social
services, and regional planning of the

Monitoring FOOD SECURITY
inNunatsiavut, Labrador

by David C. Natcher, Larry Felt, Andrea Procter and the Nunatsiavut Government

Summary
This paper describes the research
and monitoring program implemented
by the Nunatsiavut Government to
respond to mounting community
concerns over food insecurity.Through
the use of Inuit Domestic Harvest
Levels (IDHL), or the amount of
traditional foods and resources
required to satisfy individual consumptive
needs, the Nunatsiavut Government
has put into place a process to
effectively monitor changes in
household food production (harvesting,
sharing and consuming), implement
informed and responsive food security
policy, and ultimately mitigate future
conditions of food insecurity in the
Nunatsiavut region of northern
Labrador.

Résumé
Cet exposé décrit le programme de
recherche et de surveillance mis en
œuvre par le gouvernement du
Nunatsiavut en réaction aux
inquiétudes soulevées par la collectivité
concernant l’insécurité alimentaire.
Grâce aux niveaux de récolte de
sources alimentaires et de ressources
traditionnelles Inuit (Inuit Domestic
Harvest Levels) estimés pour répondre
aux besoins de consommation
personnelle, le gouvernement du
Nunatsiavut a mis en place un
processus permettant de contrôler les
changements de production
alimentaire des ménages (récolte,
partage et consommation),
d’appliquer une politique de sécurité
alimentaire éclairée et adaptée et
finalement, d’atténuer les conditions
futures d’insécurité alimentaire dans
la région du Nunatsiavut du nord 
du Labrador.
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Labrador Inuit Settlement Area (LISA),
comprised of a 72,500 km2 land base
and 48,690 km2 coastal zone. Regional
planning is underway, directed by a four-
member planning authority (jointly
appointed by the Provincial and
Nunatsiavut Governments). Once
complete, the regional land use plan will
apply to all lands, waters and resources
in the LISA.Within the regional plan,
Inuit harvest rights are to receive
priority over other competing or
conflicting land uses. Inuit harvesting
rights include the right to harvest fish,
wildlife, and plants at all times of the
year to satisfy nutritional, cultural and
ceremonial needs. Collectively these
uses have been defined as Inuit
Domestic Harvest Levels (IDHL) and
represent the sum of all non-commercial
uses of plants, fish and wildlife used by
the Nunatsiavut Inuit.

As a new regional government,
Nunatsiavut recognized the need, yet
inability to determine and monitor
IDHL.This information was considered
necessary not only to inform regional
land use planning but also to respond to
community concerns that traditional
food sources were no longer able to
satisfy nutritional needs of Inuit
households.Therefore, to quantify
current IDHL, the Nunatsiavut
Government commissioned research
that would begin to identify the IDHL
for more than 170 different resources
and wildlife species. In partnership with
the lead authors, a research program
was initiated in the spring of 2006.
Based on consultations with community
representatives and the Nunatsiavut Lands
and Natural Resources Department, it
was decided that research conducted in
year one would focus exclusively on the
harvest, use, and distribution of Atlantic
salmon, char, caribou, and several
species of waterfowl, including Canada
Geese, Black Ducks, Common Eider,
Surf Scoter, Black Scoter, and White
Wing Scoter.

The reason for choosing these species
was twofold. First, these species
represent key subsistence resources for
the Inuit and with the exception of
certain marine mammals serve as the
primary subsistence food for Inuit
households. Second, as part of the co-
management relationship the Nunatsiavut
Government now has with the federal

and provincial governments for the
administration of fish and wildlife,
decisions will soon be made concerning
the annual allowable harvest of caribou
and waterfowl.As a result, there was
considerable urgency to identify the
current level of Inuit domestic use for
these species.

Equally important was the need to build
local research capacity through the
training of Inuit community researchers.
This training was seen as critical for
ensuring the transfer of analytical skills
necessary for the Nunatsiavut
Government to continue the research
program and thus able to monitor any
changes in IDHL over time.Together
with staff from Nunatsiavut Lands and
Natural Resources Department, a training
module was delivered to 10 community
researchers (two from each Nunatsiavut
community) and several members of
Nunatsiavut’s contingent of conservation
officers responsible for a variety of
information gathering and enforcement
activities in the name of the Inuit
government.Training included important
components of the research process,
including survey design, interview methods,
data entry, analysis, management, and
report writing.Through the training
effort, a cadre of community-based
researchers has been established that
can be utilized for extending the
research to other key IDHL species, as
well as to undertake a wide range of
other important research activities.

Upon completion of the training,
community researchers administered
surveys to 665 Nunatsiavut households,
representing 80 percent of all
households in Nain, Postville, Hopedale,
Makkovik, and Rigolet. In addition to
harvest totals for the selected wild
species, a number of household
demographic variables were identified,
including number and age of household
members participating in harvesting
activities, total time allocation devoted
by household members to harvesting
traditional foods, barriers that may
prevent household members from
participating in harvesting activities, and
patterns and amounts of traditional
foods shared between Inuit households.
Interviewees were also asked to
compare the present year’s harvest to
previous years and to note any
perceived trends in wildlife populations.

Based on the information collected, the
total harvest was calculated at the
regional, community and household
levels, total edible food weights were
estimated, and exchange rate values
were determined for commercial store-
bought equivalents.

Wild Food Harvesting 
in Nunatsiavut
Today, as in the past, the Nunatsiavut Inuit
annually harvest, process, distribute, and
consume considerable volumes of
traditional foods. Collectively, these
activities comprise an essential
component of the Inuit culture and
economy. Keeping in mind that the
study results only consider caribou,
salmon, char, and waterfowl, research
reveals that fishing and hunting remain
integral to the economies of most
Nunatsiavut households. Household
harvest surveys indicate that a total of
111,603 kilograms (245,700 pounds) of
caribou, salmon, char and waterfowl are
harvested and consumed annually.This
equates to 52 kilograms (115 pounds)
per individual per year; again, it is worth
emphasizing that this volume does not
include the many other species
harvested by Inuit households during
the course of the year, such as marine
mammals, small game, freshwater fish,
plants and berries.

Traditional foods provide the most
economical and nutritional food source
available to Nunatsiavut households. For
example, the survey indicated Nunatsiavut
households harvested a total of 1344
caribou during the 2006-2007 period.
This harvest equates to more than
76,000 kilograms (167,551 pounds) of
edible meat or 35 kilograms (78 pounds)
of caribou for every Nunatsiavut man,
woman and child. If this volume was
translated into dollars, total caribou
harvest would have a local exchange
value of $721,661.This means that for a
family of four, $1,326 would need to be
spent on store-bought meat substitutes.
For the community of Rigolet, whose
residents have a median annual earning
of just over $10,000,6 this likely is an
expense most households could not
easily absorb.When calculating such
costs, one must also consider the
associated deleterious health consequences
of eating less nutritious imported foods
and of the more sedentary lifestyle
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resulting from not participating in
harvesting activities. It is safe to assume
that, when considered together, the
total benefit associated with caribou
harvesting far exceeds the monetary
value alone.

Last, and no less important, are the
benefits that accrue beyond nutrition
and exercise. For the Inuit, harvesting of
traditional foods extends beyond merely
a specialized mode of production,7 but
rather includes the transmission of
social norms and cultural values. In this
way, participation in subsistence
activities is fundamental to maintaining
the social and economic continuity of
Nunatsiavut communities.

When comparing the 2006-2007 caribou
harvest with data derived by Usher (1980)8

for the 1970s, a striking continuity
emerges (see Table 1). In fact, the 1979
and 2007 mean harvest of caribou is
nearly identical, 0.62 in 2007 compared
to 0.59 in 1979.Although not presented
here, comparisons for the two time
periods for other species suggest a
similar pattern.Thus, it seems clear that
despite profound social and economic
change experienced by the Inuit over the
past three decades, they have nonetheless
retained an intimate connection to land
and sea through hunting, fishing, and
gathering of resources. Despite predictions
of their economic transformation, the
use of traditional foods remains integral
to the health and well-being of most
Nunatsiavut households.

Conclusion
Concerns over food insecurity have led
the Nunatsiavut Government to undertake
research to identify some of the key
environmental and social variables
influencing the availability, accessibility,
and quality of traditional food resources.
Central to their efforts is the process 
of determining Inuit Domestic Harvest
Levels in order to monitor changes in
household food production over time,
implement informed and responsive
food security policy, and ultimately
mitigate future conditions of food
insecurity in the Land Claims area.
By positioning food security as a top
governmental priority, Nunatsiavut
leaders hope to retain, if not expand
their use of foods in order to improve
the health, culture and economy of the
Labrador Inuit.

Dr. David Natcher serves as the Director of 
the Indigenous Land Management Institute and is 
an Associate Member in the Department of 
Geography and Planning at the University of 
Saskatchewan. Dr. Larry Felt is a Professor in 
the Department of Sociology at Memorial 
University. Andrea Procter is a Doctoral 
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The Nunatsiavut Government is the Inuit Regional 
Government in Labrador. For any comments and/or
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Dr. Natcher at: dan130@mail.usask.ca
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Year Nunatsiavut Total Total Mean Annual Replacement Costs10
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(56.70 kg\animal)9 Per capita
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Urban planners in North America and
around the world are increasingly

called upon to plan for regional food
security.1 This requires a radical shift in
theory and practice so that urban
planning is not strictly “urban” but both
rural and urban, transforming both city
and countryside. Ebenezer Howard’s
Garden City proposal held out the
promise for urban growth that combined
town and country,2 while Daniel Burnham’s
City Beautiful left out the countryside in
favour of beautifying the city.3 In practice,
however, neither addressed food
production, distribution or quality as
questions for urban planning. Howard
believed the garden city would have 
“a zone of country of its own” and
agricultural production was external to
town life even if it was adjacent.

Present day movements such as Smart
Growth, New Urbanism, and green
building practices seek to scientifically
manage urban systems and improve
food choices for consumers, but they
generally assume the separation of
urban life from the natural world and
food production, failing to make a clear
connection between food systems,
sustainability, environment, and public
health.There are limits to which existing
urban areas can become food secure
without a major rethinking of the role
of cities and city planning. Regional food
security should not become a specialized
area within planning – the current trend
– but essential to all planning.

This preliminary exploration suggests
the basis for the needed shift in thinking
may be found, not in mainstream planning
theory, but in the critical works of Jane
Jacobs, among others. Jacobs both
criticized mainstream modern town
planning as anti-urban, and suggested
the earliest human settlements were
places that integrated food production
and consumption, becoming insecure
when agriculture was moved to the
countryside. Based on a paper presented
at the 2008 Canadian Institute of
Planners Conference in Winnipeg, this
article is intended to challenge planners
to rethink basic principles before rushing
into food planning.

The Anti-Urban and Anti-Rural
Biases of Modern Urban Planning
The 20th century saw revolutionary
change in the history of human
settlements. Hans Blumenfeld was
among the first to take note that since
the start of the century an entirely new
form of human settlement had emerged
– the modern metropolis.4 Larger and
more complex than the industrial cities
and towns that preceded, the internal
makeup of the metropolis was entirely
new, a complex division of land
corresponding to an increasingly
complex division of labour.This new
settlement emerged across the world
and by the end of the 20th century
accounted for as much as 20% of the
world’s population.5,6

Blumenfeld stated that the modern
metropolis is:

“…no longer the ‘city’ as that
institution has been understood in
the past, but on the other hand it is
certainly not ‘country’ either.”4 (p 64)

Although not necessarily obvious at the
time, it appears the metropolis was
developing without any traces of
countryside, with both city and

by Tom Angotti

Urban Planning for
FOOD SECURITY:
ReinventingCity 
and Countryside with
Jane Jacobs

Summary
As urban planners attempt to deal
with regional food security and scale
up existing efforts to integrate food
production in urban living, they will
need to challenge both the theory
and practice of urban planning since
the industrial revolution, and the
approach to agriculture since the
Green Revolution. Curiously,
metropolitan planning tends to be
both anti-urban and anti-rural, while
efforts to integrate urban and rural
are based on the fallacy that the city
is the problem and city planning is
the solution. More productive
alternatives may be found in the
works of Jane Jacobs, including her
critique of urban planning and analysis
of agriculture’s central role in the
early evolution of cities.

Résumé
Alors que les urbanistes tentent de
composer avec la sécurité alimentaire
régionale et d’amplifier les efforts
déployés pour intégrer la production
alimentaire à la vie urbaine, ils vont
devoir remettre en question tant 
la théorie que la pratique de
l’aménagement urbain ayant cours
depuis la révolution industrielle, et
l’approche de l’agriculture depuis la
Révolution verte. Curieusement, la
planification métropolitaine a
tendance à être à la fois anti-urbaine
et anti-rurale, tandis que les efforts
d’intégration du milieu urbain et du
milieu rural se fondent sur le précepte
erroné voulant que la ville soit le
problème et que l’aménagement
urbain représente la solution. On peut
trouver des avenues plus productives
dans les travaux de Jane Jacobs, y
compris sa critique de la planification
urbaine et son analyse du rôle clé de
l’agriculture dans la première partie
de l’évolution des villes.
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countryside becoming thoroughly
industrialized at the same time.Thanks
to the Green Revolution, metropolitan
regions, particularly in the more
economically developed parts of the
world, now contain very little of the
main economic activity that once
characterized the countryside – food
production.The vast majority of the
world’s food supply now originates in
rural areas, independently of local urban
markets, and increasingly part of the
global marketplace. Rural areas in
industrialized nations no longer have a
significant population dedicated to food
production (e.g., less than 2% in Canada
live on farms). In sum, the “countryside”
that both Blumenfeld and Howard
referred to is disappearing.

Despite this metropolitan transformation,
city planners in the 20th century devoted
much thought and energy to bringing
the countryside back to the city, and the
city to the countryside. Followers of
Daniel Burnham and the City Beautiful
movement sought to correct what was
seen as the negative aspects of dense
urban development by introducing
aesthetically pleasing public open spaces.
Advocates of the Garden City movement
sought to deconcentrate industrial cities
and create urban spaces surrounded by
countryside. However, Jane Jacobs
discussed the anti-urban bias in both
these efforts, instead pointing out the
progressive aspects of the modern
metropolis, density and all.

As Peter Hall noted, planners react to
urban ills of the past instead of dealing
with prospects for the future.7 Both the
City Beautiful and Garden City proposals
were anti-urban attempts to address the
ills of older industrial cities by injecting
doses of a lost countryside - not efforts
to shape the modern metropolis to
meet future needs. Given the limited
adoption of these models on any

significant scale, especially outside of
Europe, it appears they had little effect
in shaping global metropolitan growth.
Indeed, the North American model of
sprawled development, driven by private
markets and auto dependence, seems to
be the most emulated in the world, with
one of its salient characteristics the
elimination of farmland and rural life
from urban regions.The sprawl model,
however, is no less anti-urban, favouring
isolated private homes and residential and
commercial enclaves over public space.

Philosophies such as City Beautiful and
Garden City that underlined so much of
20th century urban planning did little in
practice to promote rural, agricultural
life as a central element in the modern
metropolis. In the early 20th century,
particularly during the Great Depression,
urban parks and gardens in developed
countries were seen as potential sources
of food production (as they were in
World War II), but for the most part
they served limited aesthetic and social
welfare goals. In developing countries,
urban agriculture is seen by planning
elites as a survival strategy for poor
people, to be eventually eliminated with
the alleviation of poverty.

Urban planning today that focuses on
managing and improving growth tends
to reproduce the alienation of urban
dwellers from the production and
reproduction of basic elements needed
to sustain a healthy life and environment.
The challenge to 21st century urban
planning will be to develop new paradigms
for the integration of city and countryside
within the context of new metropolitan
and regional realities.This will require
new theories and practices that attempt
to learn from more economically and
environmentally sustainable forms of
agricultural production of the past while
inventing new economic, social and
political approaches to urban land.These
theories and practices are emerging
from insurgent urban and rural social
movements across the urbanized world,
including critics of both market-driven
urbanization and the Green Revolution.8,9

The Urban/Metropolitan Fallacy
and the Rural Fallacy
Anti-urban philosophies underlie the
mostly unsuccessful efforts to stop
urbanization and deconcentrate urban
population, ranging from massive

government-sponsored urban
redevelopment schemes to wholesale
urban genocide such as that practiced
by Cambodia’s Khmer Rouge regime. If
the dramatic growth of the metropolis
across the globe is part of the problem,
then slowing or stopping urbanization,
or reversing the process, would be part
of the solution.

Elsewhere, I have argued against the
notion that urban growth by itself is the
problem.6,10 The underlying assumption
of this anti-urban bias is an urban fallacy
that sees serious economic and social
problems as caused by the city and not
the system of social relations that
govern social formations.11

But the answer to anti-urban bias is not
an unqualified endorsement of high-
density settlement patterns as the
antidote to sprawl, global warming and
environmental pollution.There is a
powerful drift among modern urban
planners towards the promotion of
manufactured high-density cities in which
nature and agriculture are displayed as
museum pieces – urban hothouses and
zoos. Even when planning is able to save
some peri-urban farms, they tend to be
detached from urban life. Sometimes
under the mantra of Smart Growth,
long-term sustainability plans such as
New York City’s PlaNYC2030 do not
even address food security and instead
promote “transit-oriented development”
as a model that would effectively
rationalize megaprojects over transit
hubs without improving transit, reducing
auto dependence, or improving the
urban environment and public health.12,13

Underlying the trend towards an even
greater divorce of city and countryside
is a long-standing rural fallacy which works
hand in glove with the urban fallacy.This
is the notion that rural life has always
been backward, independent of city life,
and thus alien and unnecessary. In her
Death and Life of Great American Cities,14

Jane Jacobs took issue with the anti-
urban philosophies undergirding modern
city planning, including those of Burnham,
Howard and Mumford. Perhaps less well
known, however, is her argument against
the myth that cities arose and developed
mainly because of a surplus in agriculture.
Jacobs argued that human settlements
were created because they served as a
nexus for human labour.Agriculture,

Urban planning today that focuses
on managing and improving
growth tends to reproduce 

the alienation of urban dwellers
from the production and

reproduction of basic elements
needed to sustain a healthy life 

and environment.
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argues Jacobs, was an innately urban
activity and was only later banished to
the countryside as a rural occupation:

“At the time [the Neolithic Age,
when the earliest known human
settlements appeared] the city work
of growing grain and raising
domesticated animals developed,
there would, of course, have been no
such thing as rural agriculture nor
would there have been agricultural
villages or settlements of any sort
specializing in agriculture. In cities,
agriculture would have been only a
part of economies much more
comprehensive, with intensively
pursued commerce and industries.
The rural world would have been a
hunting and gathering world, sparsely
dotted by small and simple hunting
settlements.”15

Even if we accept the notion that an
agricultural surplus came before urban
settlement, we can nonetheless
appreciate that there was a long period
in urban history extending from the
earliest human settlements up until the
industrial revolution when cities
depended for their food supply on
production that was within the borders
or at the immediate periphery of
urbanized areas (local food, and mostly
organic).The lack of large-scale industrial
processing technology, refrigeration, and
long-distance freight infrastructure made
reliance on local production obligatory;

and local food security was entirely
bound up with human security, as
centuries of war and famine demonstrate.

Both the urban and rural fallacies benefit
from and contribute to a narrow, dualistic
view of the world prevalent in modern
urban planning.This view emerged as
modern capitalist economic development
broke the more organic connections
between city and countryside; instead of
challenging that rupture, urban planning
has treated it as inevitable and eternal.
City and countryside are seen as
separate and the city is either the
problem or the solution; the countryside
is backward and its “development” or
isolation at the periphery is the solution.
These prejudices are further reinforced
by the physical determinism prevalent in
modern urban planning, because
improvements to the physical environment
of cities, not social and economic
change, are presumed to solve social
problems or improve the quality of life.
The critique of physical determinism
was another important element in the
work of Jane Jacobs as well as that of
Paul Davidoff.16

In sum, urban planners who are called
upon to address issues of food security
should first examine the basic assumptions
of planning from a critical perspective.
The works of Jane Jacobs (a noted
urban gardener as well as critic) can help
point the way.

Tom Angotti is Professor of Urban Affairs and 

Planning at Hunter College, City University of New 

York, and author of New York For Sale: Community 

Planning Confronts Global Real Estate (MIT Press;

2008). He is the Land Use columnist for 

www.gothamgazette.com, co-edits Progressive 

Planning Magazine, and is a member of the 

Editorial Advisory Board of Local Environment.

He can be reached at: tangotti@hunter.cuny.edu   
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Next time you gas up your vehicle,
think of this: there’s only so much

oil in the world.After that, we’re screwed.

That sums up James Howard Kunstler’s
book, The Long Emergency.As oil supplies
dwindle and prices rise, the world’s
economy will teeter. In Western countries,
middle-class families will give up their
second, and eventually first car. Oil-
dependent industries will fail. Food
production, dependent on oil for
everything from tractor fuel to fertilizer
and long-haul trucking, will shrink and
people will turn to local farms, if there
are any nearby not paved over.Wars will
be fought over the remaining oil; think of
the current Iraq War as the opening round.
We will enter the “Long Emergency”.

Disquieting? Yes. But it’s thoroughly argued.
Kunstler (www.kunstler.com) is the
author of The Geography of Nowhere and
Home from Nowhere, books that pointed
out the unsustainable nature of suburban
development. In this book, he reiterates
that suburbia is “the greatest misallocation
of resources in ... history.”  

After reviewing oil geology, the history
of oil discovery, and all things made
possible by it, the author discusses
global oil peak, the time at which we
hit the halfway point of available usable
oil. He estimates that, before humans
started using oil, there were roughly
three trillion barrels of conventional
liquid oil on Earth.We’ve burned about
one trillion barrels – the stuff that was
easiest to get at. Now we’re tapping
more difficult sources (e.g., the Athabasca
oil sands near Fort McMurray,Alberta,
and the subsea fields in the North
Atlantic off Newfoundland).Worldwide,
the peak for oil discovery was in 1964,
and the peak for oil production will come
soon, if it hasn’t already. However, the
peak won’t be recognized, except in
hindsight.

After the peak, we begin a steady slide
down, yet global consumption of oil 
will continue to rise, spurred by
industrialization in the developing
economies of China, India, and other
countries, and accompanied by the
continued explosive growth in world
population.Will we learn to conserve
what we have? Given present habits,
Kunstler is not optimistic. He examines
natural gas, coal, tar sands, shale oils,
ethanol, nuclear fission, solar, wind, hydro,
tidal power, and methane hydrates and,
one by one, bursts optimistic balloons
for each source of energy.

Instead of finding a new fuel to run
suburbia, a far more sane and intelligent
response might be for Americans to live
in traditional walkable communities
served by public transit. ...We’ve poured
so much money into suburbia ... that we
cannot now allow ourselves to imagine
giving it up.

The age of fossil fuels has created
significant air pollution, leading to global
climate change for which we are hardly

prepared.The effects of climate change
on agriculture, extreme weather, and
animal and plant habitats are forecast to
be significant.

Kunstler extrapolates what life may be
like during the Long Emergency – which
will last decades, maybe centuries. He
believes society will shift from suburbs
and big cities to smaller cities and
towns surrounded by farmland. In his
corner of New York State, he looks at
old farmland, now reverted to meadows
and woods, and foresees a time when
people will start farming the land again.

There is an ugly social underside to this
future of scarcity. Society may become
more fractured, less egalitarian. Land will
be a source of wealth, and those who
control land will rule. Kunstler tackles
some unpleasant realities of contemporary
society, including racism, violence, and
religious and political fundamentalism,
and how these may play out during the
Long Emergency.

Lawlessness may make the continuation
of life in the dysfunctional shell of
suburbia extra-difficult.The national chain
stores will be dead.The supermarkets will
not be operating. None of the accustomed
large-scale systems we depend on for
daily life will be operating as they did, if
at all.

The book is a wake-up call for all of
society.We must recognize our addiction
to oil and do something about it.While
Kunstler is over the top in places, and
too dismissive of alternate sources of
energy, his message is consistent: things
will get bad as the oil runs out.

Ken O’Brien, MCIP, a planner for the City of 
St. John’s, Newfoundland and Labrador, is involved 
in land use policy and rezonings, heritage planning,
and neighbourhood plans for the George Street 
entertainment district and Quidi Vidi Village.
A graduate of Memorial University of 
Newfoundland, he studied planning at Queen’s 
University, Kingston, Ontario. He can be reached 
at: kobrien@stjohns.ca

THE LONG EMERGENCY: 
SURVIVING THE CONVERGING CATASTROPHES

OF THE TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY
By James Howard Kunstler

New York:Atlantic Monthly Press; 2005: 307 pp.

Reviewed by Ken O’Brien
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Energy production, manufacturing and transportation have
long been on the planning profession’s sustainability radar.

These resource intensive activities have been the focus of
legislative reform and have come under intense scrutiny in an
attempt to address the challenges of climate change and urban
sustainability, likely because they have tangible impacts that can
be connected to specific actions.When we strip mine the
earth for tar sands or burn fossil fuels to power our
automobiles, we actually see the impact of our actions; the
bare, deforested surface of the Earth or the cloud of emissions
drifting out of tailpipes. Reminders such as these are critically
important in helping draw attention to humanities' unsustainable
practices, as we are unlikely to acknowledge and alter our
behaviours if we are unaware of their impacts.

Unfortunately, many seemingly harmless human activities are
far removed from the negative externalities they produce,
meaning they receive less of society’s already limited attention
span. However, as the sustainability movement makes deeper
roots in Canada and the world, our “out of sight, out of mind”
activities are being brought into the limelight via documentaries,
academic research and other popular media outlets, forcing a
sense of awareness around the consequences of our actions.
Food systems, a subject area largely ignored by planners of the
past, is having its veil lifted, revealing a disturbing and profoundly
complicated truth.

The truth about food systems is spreading quickly, forcing
cities and planners to face frightening realities. If we wish to
secure safe, healthy and sustainable food systems for future
generations, no longer can we nourish ourselves without first
considering the implications of our food’s production,
distribution and consumption. Sustainability is impossible if we
do not correct the faults of our current system, which has our
food travelling an average of 4023 km from field to plate,
according to Samara Brock, a Social Planner with the City of
Vancouver’s Food Policy group.

The growing awareness surrounding food issues is in part thanks
to the rise of the sustainability movement, which has helped
create public awareness about society’s negative impacts.
Popular literature such as,“The Omnivores Dilemma” and “Fast
Food Nation”, have both helped to highlight the risks and costs
associated with large-scale, industrial food production, forcing
readers to confront their own food consumption patterns.
Additionally, gestures such as First Lady, Michelle Obama
planting a new vegetable garden on the South lawn of the
White House helps in attracting public attention to the
importance of agriculture and food security.1

In the depths of the obesity epidemic, North Americans are
finally waking up to the realities about the way our food is
produced.The increased awareness has led to a dramatic
increase in the number of community supported agriculture
projects and farmers' markets found in American cities, hitting

a new height in 2007.The proliferation of organic food in
grocery stores, the rise of free trade coffee, as well as the
Slow Food movement also contribute to the growing awareness
that the consumption of food is one of the most resource
demanding activities within a typical household.2

At a recent Planning Institute of BC “Plan Talk” entitled “The
Urban Food Renaissance”, I had the opportunity to hear from
several panelists working diligently to advance the sustainable
food practices of cities. Mark Bomford, Program Coordinator
at the Centre for Sustainable Food Systems at UBC provided
some very interesting facts on Vancouver’s current food
predicament.

1. The total area of the City of Vancouver = 114.67 km2

2. The total potentially arable land in Vancouver including
public and private space = 43.78 km2

3. Total public lands identified in 2006 as having urban
agricultural capability = 0.81 km2

4. BC Ministry of Agriculture and Lands’ estimated land area
required to meet Vancouver’s dietary needs = 2890.21 km2

These numbers help to illustrate the degree to which cities
are reliant on imports to maintain urban food systems. Even
Vancouver, an area known for its high quality of life, compact
form and agricultural land reserve (in the surrounding region),
relies almost entirely on external sources to provide its urban
residents with food.The shocking visuals Mr. Bomford used in
his presentation made me realize that my own food choices
may be largely counter-productive to achieving a sustainable
lifestyle. His astounding analysis also reinforces the importance
of rural preservation and urban infilling.

Unfortunately, agricultural preservation is not necessarily
enough to ensure we develop sustainable food systems. Mark
Allison, a Senior Policy Planner and Plan Talk panelist, pointed
out that his home municipality of Surrey is 1/3 contained
within Metro Vancouver’s Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR).
However, only 67% of Surrey’s ALR is in productive farm use,
with 10% of the land not being used at all. Instead, much of
the valuable farmland is used for hobby farming and golf
courses.This left me wondering what planners could do to
encourage arable farmland to be used for sustainable farming
practices. One interesting policy suggestion was to tax vacant
arable land at a higher rate than farmland, effectively
encouraging fertile farmland to be used for its “best use”.

Putting more of our productive farmland to use is an important
task, as the future of Canadian cities will be characterized by a
growing demand for food. Combined with declining fossil fuel
availability, increased transportation costs and pressure to
grow outwards, the planners of tomorrow will face significant
hurdles when attempting to transform current food systems
into sustainable food systems.Thankfully, the panelists at Plan
Talk provided some important direction for planners who
want to begin the transition.

Food for Thought
by Adam Cooper

T H E L E A R N I N G C U R V E
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What can planners do?

1. Understand the food system
2. Protect food-producing lands
3. Support a regional food economy
4. Integrate a forward-thinking food system into all aspects of

urban development

These steps alone are not going to solve the food sustainability
dilemma. However, they will help to ensure that planners are
well aware of the impacts associated with their cities' actions;
the first step in acknowledging and altering our behaviours for
a more sustainable tomorrow.

Adam Cooper, born and raised in Windsor Ontario, completed an honours 
degree in Geography (Urban Development) from the University of Western Ontario,
a degree in Urban Planning from Ryerson’s School of Urban and Regional 
Planning, and is currently working on a Masters in Planning at the University of 
British Columbia. He can be reached at: ascooper@interchange.ubc.ca
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La production énergétique, les industries manufacturières et
les transports sont dans le collimateur de durabilité des

urbanistes depuis longtemps. Ces activités consommatrices de
ressources sont au cœur d’efforts de réforme législative et
d’examens en profondeur destinés à s’attaquer aux changements
climatiques et au problème de la durabilité urbaine, sans doute
parce qu’elles ont des conséquences tangibles qui peuvent
être liées à des actions précises. Lorsqu’on exploite le sol
pour en extraire des sables bitumineux ou qu’on brûle des
combustibles fossiles pour propulser nos automobiles, nous
voyons l’effet de nos actions, que ce soit la surface déboisée
ou le nuage d’émissions émanant du pot d’échappement. Des
rappels comme ceux-là sont extrêmement importants pour
attirer l’attention sur les pratiques insoutenables de l’humanité,
car nous ne risquons pas de reconnaître nos comportements
et encore moins de les modifier si nous ne réalisons pas leurs
répercussions.

Malheureusement, plusieurs activités humaines néfastes sont
loin des externalités négatives qu’elles provoquent, ce qui
signifie qu’elles reçoivent une part encore plus restreinte de
l’attention déjà limitée de la société.Toutefois, à mesure que le
mouvement en faveur de la durabilité prend racine au Canada
et ailleurs dans le monde, les conséquences de nos activités
sont mises en lumière de plus en plus souvent par la voie des
documentaires, de la recherche universitaire et par d’autres
médias populaires, forçant l’émergence d’une certaine prise de
conscience à propos des conséquences de nos actions. Les
circuits alimentaires, sujet qui a été largement ignoré par les
urbanistes par le passé, sont maintenant mis au jour, révélant
une vérité troublante et profondément complexe.

La vérité sur les circuits alimentaires se propage rapidement,
forçant les villes et les urbanistes à faire face à d’effroyables
réalités. Si nous voulons assurer la salubrité et la sécurité des
circuits alimentaires pour les prochaines générations, Nous ne
pourrons plus nous alimenter sans d’abord songer aux
répercussions de notre mode de production, de distribution et
de consommation alimentaires. La durabilité est impossible si
nous ne corrigeons par les failles qui minent le système actuel,
qui fait parcourir à nos aliments une moyenne de 4 023 km du
champ à l’assiette, selon Samara Brock, planificatrice sociale au
sein du groupe de Politique alimentaire de la Ville de Vancouver.

La sensibilisation grandissante concernant l’alimentation résulte
en partie de la montée du mouvement pour la durabilité, qui a
contribué à la prise de conscience du public au sujet des
répercussions négatives engendrées par la société. Des ouvrages
populaires comme « Le dilemme de l’omnivore » (The Omnivores
Dilemma en version originale) et « Le pays de la malbouffe »
(Fast Food Nation en version originale) ont permis d’illustrer
les risques et les coûts associés à la production alimentaire
industrielle à grande échelle, forçant le lecteur à se pencher sur
ses propres habitudes de consommation alimentaire. De plus,
des gestes comme celui de la Première dame des États-Unis,

Michelle Obama, qui a aménagé un potager sur la pelouse sud
de la Maison-Blanche, contribuent à attirer l’attention du public
sur l’importance de l’agriculture et de la sécurité alimentaire1.

Confrontés à une véritable épidémie d’obésité, les Nord-
Américains ont fini par se pencher sur la façon dont nos aliments
sont produits. Cette prise de conscience a mené à une croissance
radicale du nombre de projets agricoles communautaires et de
marchés en plein air dans les villes américaines, atteignant un
nouveau sommet en 2007. La prolifération des aliments
organiques dans les marchés d’alimentation, la montée du café
équitable ainsi que le mouvement d’écogastronomie (Slow
Food) ont aussi contribué à faire comprendre à la population
que la consommation alimentaire était une des activités les
plus exigeantes en ressources du foyer moyen2.

Lors d’un récent événement intitulé Plan Talk – Urban Food
Renaissance organisé par le Planning Institute of British Columbia
qui abordait la question de l’alimentation en milieu urbain, j’ai
eu l’occasion d’entendre plusieurs panélistes qui se consacrent
à l’avancement des pratiques alimentaires durables dans les villes.
Mark Bomford, coordonnateur de programme au Centre for
Sustainable Food Systems à l’Université de Colombie-Britannique,
a fourni des données fort intéressantes sur la situation
alimentaire actuelle à Vancouver.

1. La superficie totale de la Ville de Vancouver est de 114,67 km2.
2. La superficie totale des terres arables à Vancouver est de

43,78 km2, en incluant à la fois les terres publiques et les
terres privées.

3. Selon un inventaire dressé en 2006, les terres publiques ayant
une capacité agricole urbaine totalisent à peine 0,81 km2.

4. Le ministère de l’Agriculture et des Terres de Colombie-
Britannique estime la superficie cultivée voulue pour répondre
aux besoins alimentaires de Vancouver à 2 890,21 km2.

Ces chiffres aident à comprendre à quel point les villes se
fient à l’importation pour assurer le maintien des circuits
alimentaires urbains. Même Vancouver, une région réputée
pour sa qualité de vie élevée, son développement compact et
ses réserves de terres agricoles (dans la région environnante)
dépend presque entièrement sur des sources externes pour
nourrir ses résidents urbains. Les éléments visuels bouleversants
que Mark Bomford a utilisés pendant sa présentation m’ont
fait réaliser à quel point mes propres choix alimentaires
étaient malavisés à l’égard d’un mode de vie durable. Son
analyse stupéfiante a également renforcé l’importance de la
préservation des terres rurales et du remplissage urbain.

Malheureusement, la conservation agricole ne suffira sans doute
pas à l’élaboration de circuits alimentaires durables. Mark Allison,
conseiller en planification de politiques de la Ville de Surrey et
panéliste à l’événement cité ci-dessus, a souligné que le tiers
de la municipalité de Surrey faisait partie de la réserve des
terres agricoles de la région métropolitaine de Vancouver

Alimenter le débat
par Adam Cooper
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(Metro Vancouver’s Agricultural Land Reserve ou ALR).Toutefois,
seulement 67 % des terres agricoles de Surrey servent à la
production agricole tandis que 10 % de ces terres ne sont pas
utilisés du tout. Une grande part de ces terres précieuses
accueille des exploitations agricoles de plaisance et des
terrains de golf. Cela m’a amené à me demander ce que les
urbanistes pourraient faire pour favoriser l’utilisation des
terres arables à des fins agricoles durables. Une suggestion
intéressante qui a été formulée était de taxer les terres
arables vacantes à un taux plus élevé que les terres agricoles
exploitées, encourageant ainsi l’utilisation à bon escient de ces
terres fertiles.

Il importe de d’utiliser une plus grande part des terres arables
à bon escient, surtout compte tenu de la demande alimentaire
croissante qui va caractériser les villes canadiennes. Il suffit
d’ajouter au portrait la baisse de la disponibilité des combustibles
fossiles, la hausse des coûts de transport et la pression du
développement vers la périphérie, les urbanistes de demain
vont faire face à des obstacles de taille pour transformer les
circuits alimentaires actuels en circuits durables. Heureusement,
les membres du panel de l’événement Plan Talk ont proposé
des pistes importantes pour les urbanistes qui veulent
amorcer la transition.

Qu’est-ce que les urbanistes peuvent faire?

1. Comprendre le circuit alimentaire.
2. Protéger les terres productrices de denrées alimentaires.
3. Soutenir une économie alimentaire régionale.
4. Intégrer un circuit alimentaire avant-gardiste dans toutes les

facettes de la planification urbaine.

Ces mesures ne suffiront pas à résoudre le dilemme de la
durabilité alimentaire.Toutefois, elles vont contribuer à faire en
sorte que les urbanistes soient conscients des répercussions
découlant des actions de leurs municipalités, la première étape
pour reconnaître et modifier notre comportement afin
d’assurer un lendemain plus durable.

Adam Cooper est originaire de Windsor (Ontario). Il a obtenu un baccalauréat
spécialisé en géographie (développement urbain) de l’Université Western Ontario,
un diplôme en aménagement urbain de l’École d’urbanisme et d’aménagement 
régional de l’Université Ryerson et il travaille présentement à l’obtention d’une 
maîtrise en urbanisme à l’Université de Colombie-Britannique. Il peut être rejoint 
à l’adresse : ascooper@interchange.ubc.ca.

Références
1. Pollan M. « A food revolution in the making of Victory Gardens to White House Lawn »; le 20 avril 2009.Accessible à l’adresse : http://www.onearth.org/node/1061
2. Vringer K, Blok K. « The direct and indirect energy requirements of households in the Netherlands ». Energy Policy 1995;23(10):893-910.



Mark Seasons, PhD, FCIP, RPP
Chair, Plan Canada Editorial Board
School of Planning 
University of Waterloo
200 University Avenue West
Waterloo, Ontario N2L 3G1
E-mail: mseasons@uwaterloo.ca




	Cover
	TOC
	Hudema
	Jensen
	CIP.News
	Kaufman
	Caldwell&Dodds-Weir
	Grift
	Turvey&Konyi
	Hall
	Gallant&Wekerle
	Oswald
	Kaill-Vinish
	LoScerbo&Shaw
	Wegener
	Graff
	Natcher.EtAl.
	Angotti
	O'Brien
	Cooper



