
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Copyright 

by 

Heather Elizabeth Dalrymple 

2009 

 

 



 

Back to the Garden: Promoting Sustainable Communities by 

Incorporating Community Gardens into City Planning Processes 

 

 

by 

Heather Elizabeth Dalrymple, A.A.; B.G.S. 

 

 

Report 

Presented to the Faculty of the Graduate School of  

The University of Texas at Austin 

in Partial Fulfillment  

of the Requirements 

for the Degree of  

 

Master of Science in Community and Regional Planning 

 

 

The University of Texas at Austin 

May 2009 



 

 

Back to the Garden: Promoting Sustainable Communities by 

Incorporating Community Gardens into City Planning Processes 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Approved by 
Supervising Committee: 
 

Michael Oden 

                                                                  Robert Paterson 

 



 

 

Dedication 

 

This report is dedicated to the family, friends, and educators who have supported me 

throughout my educational process. 

 



 v 

 

 

 

 

Acknowledgements 

 

I would like to thank Dr. David Gladstone for enrolling me in the social policy 

planning course that ultimately led to this career path and for his belief in my capabilities.  

I would also like to thank Dan Harper for helping me organize my diverse credits into a 

coherent degree plan.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

May 2009 



 vi 

Abstract 

 

Back to the Garden: Promoting Sustainable Communities by 

Incorporating Community Gardens into City Planning Processes 

 

 

 

 

Heather Elizabeth Dalrymple, M.S.C.R.P. 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2009 

 

Supervisor:  Michael Oden 

 
City leaders and residents are increasingly considering the need to address urban 

food provision.  Community gardens are one aspect of the urban food system that is 

seeing a resurgence of popularity and support.  Although not intended to replace market-

based food streams or the federal food safety net, these gardens can provide many 

benefits to their communities besides increased food security and access to fresh produce.  

They can encourage community development, especially in struggling areas, by serving 

as tools for addressing community issues.  Because they are effective uses of open space, 

cities should consider supporting the development of community gardens.  Along with a 

literature review to show the potential benefits of community gardens, this report uses 

case study research to show the adaptability of community gardens in meeting 

communities’ diverse needs.  Cleveland, Ohio and San Francisco, California were 

selected to show how community garden provision is addressed in two greatly differing 

cities.  They provide examples of how community gardens can succeed in many types of 

urban environments.  
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Chapter 1:  Introduction 

Between reports of outbreaks of food-borne illnesses, the burgeoning obesity 

epidemic, and concerns about the globalized food market’s environmental and nutritional 

impacts, food-related issues have exploded into mainstream consciousness in recent 

years.  Consumers in the United States are placing greater attention on the manner, 

location, and quality of food production, which is leading to changes in their 

consumption patterns.  The sharp increase in the market for organically grown foods 

provides an example of this change in consumer behavior.  A 2000 survey by the 

Hartman Group found that consumers gave the following reasons for selecting organics: 

health and nutrition (66 percent), taste (38 percent), environment (26 percent) and 

availability (16 percent).1  Consumer demand for organic vegetables, fruits and herbs 

continues to increase.2

Previously found mostly tucked away in “health food” stores, organic foods have 

begun to shift from being a niche market to being a more mainstream one: in 2000, for 

the first time, more organic food was purchased in conventional supermarkets than 

through any other venue.

    

3   Overall, U.S. sales of organic merchandise have grown from 

$1 billion in 1990 to an estimated $23 billion in 2008.4    Generally, since 1990, the 

organic food industry has seen a growth rate equal to or exceeding 20 percent a year.5

                                                 
1 Carolyn Dimitri and Catherine Greene. Recent Growth Patterns in the U.S. Organic Foods Market. 
Agriculture information bulletin, no. 777. Washington, DC: U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, Economic Research 
Service, Market and Trade Economics Division and Resource Economics Division, 2003, 6. 

   

Organic foods and beverages now represent almost 3 percent of all food and beverage 

http://purl.access.gpo.gov/GPO/LPS34758 (accessed April 15, 2009).  
2 Dimitri and Greene. Recent Growth Patterns, 5. 
3 Dimitri and Greene. Recent Growth Patterns, 1. 
4 Organic Trade Association. Industry Statistics and Projected Growth, 2008. 
http://www.ota.com/organic/mt/business.html (accessed April 16, 2009). 
5 Dimitri and Greene. Recent Growth Patterns, 2. 

http://purl.access.gpo.gov/GPO/LPS34758�
http://www.ota.com/organic/mt/business.html�
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sales in the United States.6  Demand for foods that are perceived to be healthful has also 

begun to shape restaurant food selections.  The National Restaurant Association’s 2007 

Restaurant Industry Forecast found that chefs ranked organic foods as third on a list of 

their top twenty items for 2007.7  This trend is being seen not only in fine dining 

establishments with upscale clienteles- casual and family dining venues also anticipate 

that organics will continue to represent an increasing proportion of their sales.8

Along with greater demand for organic food production, the United States has 

also seen a rise in the number of farmers markets and community supported agriculture 

(CSA) programs.  Farmers markets, which allow for direct marketing of locally grown 

farm products, had begun to disappear as modern supermarkets gained dominance.

    

9  By 

the 1970s, fewer than 100 remained in operation.10  Now, with changes in consumer food 

preferences, their numbers are sharply rebounding.  In August 2008, the USDA’s 

Agricultural Marketing Service reported that the number of farmers markets totaled 

4,685, representing a 6.8 percent increase since August 2006.  Under a CSA arrangement, 

consumers pay a farmer in advance for a portion of his or her anticipated costs for a 

season in exchange for a share of that season’s crops.  In doing so, they share the risk for 

crop failures along with the benefit of access to fresh, locally grown produce.11  This has 

also become a popular marketing method: in 2007, the USDA reported that 12,549 farms 

used CSA arrangements to market their products.12

                                                 
6 Organic Trade Association. Industry Statistics and Projected Growth. 
7 Organic Trade Association. Industry Statistics and Projected Growth. 
8 Organic Trade Association. Industry Statistics and Projected Growth. 
9 Thomas A. Lyson, Civic Agriculture: Reconnecting Farm, Food, and Community. Medford, Mass: Tufts 
University Press, 2004, 91.  
10 Lyson, Civic Agriculture, 91. 
11 Lyson, Civic Agriculture, 87-89. 

   

12 National Agricultural Library. “Survey and Statistics” under “What is Community Supported 
Agriculture?” U.S. Department of Agriculture. http://www.nal.usda.gov/afsic/pubs/csa/csa.shtml (accessed 
April 17, 2009). 

http://www.nal.usda.gov/afsic/pubs/csa/csa.shtml�
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This demand shift by some consumers away from energy-intensive, large-scale 

industrial agricultural production methods, which use large amounts of water and 

chemicals and have tremendous environmental impacts, toward smaller-scale growing 

methods that are perceived to be more healthful for both people and the environment 

represents a powerful new market force that must be recognized.  New language is 

beginning to emerge to describe this paradigm shift in agricultural thought.  Thomas 

Lyson, a Cornell University sociology professor uses the term “civic agriculture” to 

describe  

the emergence and growth of community-based agriculture and food production 
activities that not only meet consumer demands for fresh, safe, and locally 
produced foods but create jobs, encourage entrepreneurship, and strengthen 
community identity.  Civic agriculture brings together production and 
consumption activities within communities and offers consumers real alternatives 
to the commodities produced, processed, and marketed by large agribusiness 
firms.13

Lyson asserts that this civic agriculture, while unlikely to provide an economic challenge 

to the conventional food industry in the foreseeable future, does provide innovative 

options for growing, processing and distributing food in more socially, economically, and 

environmentally sustainable ways.

   

14

Even with the current economic woes and the often higher prices for organic 

foods, the demand for organic products appears to be an enduring trend.  Although 

expansion of the organic market has slowed significantly in recent months as the 

economy has worsened, it is still growing.

   

15  This is despite having many conventionally-

produced substitutes readily available- often at a lower price.16

                                                 
13 Lyson, Civic Agriculture, 2.  
14 Lyson, Civic Agriculture, 1. 

  The demand continues to 

15 Nigel Hunt and Brad Dorfman, “How Green is My Wallet? Organic Food Growth Slows,” Reuters, 
January 28, 2009.  http://www.reuters.com/article/environmentNews/idUSTRE50R01C20090128 (accessed 
April 16, 2009). 
16 Dimitri and Greene. Recent Growth Patterns, 9. 

http://www.reuters.com/article/environmentNews/idUSTRE50R01C20090128�
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increase at least in part because “green” consumers’ focus is not just on buying food, it is 

on purchasing a product that its buyers believe is better for them and better for the 

Earth.17

RESEARCH FOCUS/METHODOLOGY 

  Consumers committed to the health and environmental aspects of food 

production are less interested in getting the most food at the lowest price than in 

promoting the objectives of civic agriculture.   

This report will focus on analyzing one component of civic agriculture: the 

community garden.  As it will show, the health and economic benefits of participating in 

community gardening activities are numerous.  Community gardens can promote 

sustainability within a community and help to develop community capital.  They stabilize 

neighborhoods and make them more attractive to new residents.  In addition to providing 

nutritious food and physical exercise, gardens, through their stimulation of community 

development and empowerment, can spur general health promotion in their communities.  

Household-level food production frees up income that families can use for other needs, 

providing increased food security on one hand and increased economic security on the 

other.  Incorporating community gardens into urban settings has the potential to produce 

neighborhood and health benefits in excess of any measurable economic benefits 

resulting from the gardening activities. 

Although cities have turned to the use of large-scale gardening programs in times 

of hardship and crisis, many urban planners and city officials have tended to view cities 

in terms of housing, transportation, commercial services and industry, rather than 

agriculture.  Leaders of cities with limited available land for garden sites may also be 

reluctant to dedicate that land for that purpose as to do so would mean forgoing the 

revenue opportunities resulting from development.  Frequently, in many cities, 
                                                 
17 Hunt and Dorfman, “How Green is My Wallet?” 
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community gardens have historically suffered from a combination of political restraints 

including restrictive urban policies, laws and regulations regarding agriculture; 

uncertainty about property rights of land for the gardens; and a lack of support services to 

promote urban agricultural activities.   

Many city leaders and planners, however, are beginning to gather adequate 

knowledge about the importance of gardening activities to allow them to inform the 

public, as well as other policy makers, about the ability of community gardens to protect 

city ecology while promoting community and economic development.  Some 

communities are transforming that knowledge of those benefits into a series of support 

strategies for promoting sustainable agricultural initiatives.  This support may ultimately 

prove to be a double-edged sword by triggering new community challenges. If gardens 

are successful in promoting community development, especially in struggling inner-city 

neighborhoods, gentrification pressures may begin occurring producing new tensions in 

those neighborhoods as they become more desirable. 

Although much of the evidence for the benefits of community gardens is 

frequently anecdotal, it does lend itself to the consideration of several research questions.  

First, can community gardens make a significant contribution to the urban food system?  

Second, what benefits, in addition to agricultural production, do community gardens have 

to offer?  Third, are community gardens a feasible and worthwhile activity for cities to 

support and invest in?  Last, what local planning and policy interventions are most 

important to stimulate the growth of community gardens?   The first two questions will 

be answered through a literature review of national data and the historical record of 

community gardens.  The final questions will be addressed thorough two in-depth case 

studies. 
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This report begins by delving into defining what makes up a community garden 

and then takes a brief look at the history of municipal involvement in community 

gardening in the United States.   It moves into determining the components of community 

sustainability and community capital before showing that the health and economic 

benefits of participating in community gardening activities can be numerous and are 

likely to aid in promoting such sustainability and capital development.  It then explores 

the planning profession’s developing awareness of urban food issues and enumerates 

some of the available options in the planning toolkit for overcoming municipal barriers 

and constraints to community garden development.  The report concludes with a case 

study exploration of how two very different cities- Cleveland, Ohio and San Francisco, 

California- that are facing dissimilar challenges have both embraced community gardens 

and endorsed them as important components of their comprehensive planning process.    
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Chapter 2: Community Gardens in the United States 

DEFINING COMMUNITY GARDENS 

Defining exactly what constitutes a community garden can prove to be a 

challenging endeavor.  Instead of fitting neatly within the confines of a rigidly defined 

structure, community gardens possess the flexibility to take on an almost infinite array of 

diverse forms that are limited only by the creativity of their planners.  The American 

Community Gardening Association (ACGA), a nonprofit organization that dedicates 

itself to supporting all aspects of community food and ornamental gardening, urban 

forestry, preservation and management of open space, and integrated planning and 

management of developing urban and rural lands provides a very broad definition of what 

it considers a community garden to be.18  Basically, the ACGA states that community 

gardens can be found in urban, suburban, or rural locations at schools, hospitals or 

neighborhoods, and may consist of one community plot or many individual plots.19  They 

can grow flowers and/or vegetables while providing the added benefit of promoting 

community growth and development.20  Community gardens can also be composed of a 

series of plots dedicated to “urban agriculture” where produce is grown for a market.21

The exact physical form the garden takes is largely irrelevant.  As the Green 

Spaces Alliance of South Texas states: “No matter the appearance, it is the group of 

neighbors working together to create and maintain a space that makes it a community 

   

                                                 
18 American Community Garden Association, “Mission,” http://communitygarden.org/about-acga/ 
(accessed April 11, 2009). 
19 American Community Garden Association, “What is a Community Garden?” 
http://communitygarden.org/learn/what-is-a-community-garden/index.php (accessed April 11, 2009). 
20 American Community Garden Association, “What is a Community Garden?” 
21 American Community Garden Association, “What is a Community Garden?” 

http://communitygarden.org/about-acga/�
http://communitygarden.org/learn/what-is-a-community-garden/index.php�
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garden.”22  Through their combined efforts, those neighbors have the capability to 

produce gardens that beautify the urban environment while creating community focal 

points, serving as catalysts for neighborhood improvement, and reflecting the pride of the 

participants.23  In addition to being sources of considerable food production, community 

gardens also serve an important role as “third places” where people can meet, get to know 

each other, and develop their shared identity as neighborhood residents.24

As the next section of this report will show, government agencies have harnessed 

the power of these urban food production vehicles at different points in U. S. history to 

pull communities together in a shared effort to prevent food shortages during times of 

war or economic hardship.  Urban spaces, in addition to yards, that communities can and 

have used to produce significant amounts of food include parks, utility rights-of-way, 

roof tops, walls, fences, balconies, basements, and courtyards.

  

25

HISTORY OF GOVERNMENTAL INVOLVEMENT IN COMMUNITY GARDENING  

 

During the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, United States leaders at 

the local, state and federal levels turned their attention to planning for urban gardening 

programs in order to increase food production during times of crisis.  Such efforts, which 

were typically intended to be short-term in nature and to serve as a response to a discrete 

event, provided a direct, tangible and satisfying means for people to respond locally to a 

larger-scale social or economic turmoil.26

                                                 
22 Green Spaces Alliance of South Texas “What is a Community Garden?” 

  As a thorough and extensive exploration of the 

http://www.greenspacesalliance.org/community/gardens_program/ (accessed April 11, 2009). 
23 Troy D. Glover, “Social Capital in the Lived Experiences of Community Gardeners,” Leisure Sciences 
26, no. 2 (April-June 2004): 143. 
24 Glover, “Social Capital in the Lived Experiences,” 143. 
25 Anne Bellows, Katherine Brown and Jac Smit, “Health Benefits of Urban Agriculture,” Urban 
Agriculture Committee: North American Initiative of the Community Food Security Coalition, 
http://www.foodsecurity.org/UAHealthArticle.pdf (accessed April 11, 2009). 
26 Laura Lawson, City Bountiful: A Century of Community Gardening in America (Berkeley: University of 
California Press, 2005), 11. 

http://www.greenspacesalliance.org/community/gardens_program/�
http://www.foodsecurity.org/UAHealthArticle.pdf�
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history of governmental support of community gardening efforts is outside the scope of 

this paper, this section intends to introduce the reader to the major periods of 

governmental involvement in gardening programs and show that well-supported 

community garden programs, by increasing household-level food production, can make a 

significant contribution to the urban food system.  It will also show the beginning of city 

leaders’ recognition that community gardens have more to offer then simply increased 

agricultural production and are important activities for them to invest in. 

Vacant-lot Cultivation (1890-1930) 

The 1890’s, which were hard-hit by an economic panic, saw the first efforts to 

introduce gardens in urban communities through the creation of school gardens and 

vacant-lot cultivation associations.27  The city of Detroit’s vacant-lot garden program, 

often referred to as Pingree Potato Patches after Detroit’s mayor Hazen Pingree, was so 

successful in improving urban nutrition and providing opportunities for poor and largely 

immigrant residents to earn income through their own toil instead of relying on 

potentially demoralizing and very limited relief funds for support that it was emulated by 

a number of other industrial cities and later influenced the garden-relief programs that 

were created during the two world wars.28

These Pingree Potato Patches, which were funded by city council allocations as 

well as community donations of money and access to vacant land, proved to be a cost 

effective investment for the city: in their first year, a $3,600 investment yielded an 

estimated $14,000 worth of produce.

   

29

                                                 
27 Lawson, City Bountiful, 20-21. 
28 Lawson, City Bountiful, 21. 
29 Lawson, City Bountiful, 25. 

  Despite their success, vacant-lot cultivation 

programs nation-wide suffered from land tenure challenges that often prevented their 

continuation.  Once the economy began to improve, land owners increasingly chose to 
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use the garden sites for other purposes.30

Liberty Gardens of World War I (1917-1919) 

  The gardens seemed less important until the 

outbreak of World War I brought the possibility of food shortages into the national 

consciousness.  

During this war-time period, the federal government decided to involve citizens in 

a voluntary drive to increase food production by planting war or Liberty gardens instead 

of mandating programs for rationing food.31  The war garden campaign, asserts National 

War Garden Commission president Charles Lathrop Pack in his 1919 work The War 

Garden Victorious, was intended to serve a fourfold purpose by inspiring all residents of 

the United States to “plant war gardens in order to increase the supply of food without the 

use of land already cultivated, of labor already engaged in agricultural work, of time 

devoted to other necessary occupations, and of transportation facilities which were 

already inadequate to the demands made upon them.”32  Additionally, the food crisis in 

Europe resulting from the war forced people in the U.S. to consider the wisdom of 

relying on a food supply that was grown far from the place of consumption.33  One war 

pamphlet produced during this time estimated that if access to foodstuffs grown outside 

of its state boundaries was curtailed, four-fifths of the population of Massachusetts would 

starve.34

It was through the National War Garden Commission’s campaigns that the idea of 

the “city farmer” came into being; a fight was waged to eradicate vacant lots, which were 

referred to as “slacker lands;” and communities were encouraged to organize war garden 

 

                                                 
30 Lawson, City Bountiful, 39. 
31 Lawson, City Bountiful, 120. 
32 Charles L. Pack, The War Garden Victorious. (Philadelphia: J.B. Lippencott, 1919), under Chapter I, 
http://www.earthlypursuits.com/WarGarV/WarGardTitle.htm (accessed April 8, 2009).  
33 Lawson, City Bountiful, 119. 
34 Lawson, City Bountiful, 119. 

http://www.earthlypursuits.com/WarGarV/WarGardTitle.htm�
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associations.35

Illustration 1.  Examples of newspaper cartoons used to encourage gardening

  Newspaper cartoons, like the ones seen in Illustration 1, and political 

posters, like the one in Illustration 2, were frequently used to inspire patriotism and 

encourage residents to get behind gardening efforts.  

 

36

                                                 
35 Pack, War Garden Victorious, under Chapter I. 
36 Pack, War Garden Victorious, under Chapter XIX. 
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Illustration 2.  Government produced posters encouraged gardening37

Along with teaching people about the importance of putting all available land to 

use as gardens and recruiting them to do so voluntarily, the National War Garden 

Commission served as an information clearinghouse to provide instruction on gardening 

techniques and canning and drying methods so production could be maximized and fresh 

produce would not go to waste.

 

38  In addition to household gardens, war gardens were 

planted by members of community organizations, churches, schools, and businesses.39  

The railroads became involved by allowing their employees to plant gardens on vacant 

land along their right-of-ways and around station platforms.40

                                                 
37 Gardening Poster 

  As part of the fight against 

“slacker land,” gardeners were encouraged to plant right up to the sidewalks and porches 

of their homes as was done in the East Liberty, Ohio garden shown in Illustration 3. 

http://knol.google.com/k/pamela-price/the-american-victory-garden-past-
present/ywdp8x5jtr5l/2# (accessed April 12, 2009). 
38 Pack, War Garden Victorious, under Chapter I. 
39 Lawson, City Bountiful, 118. 
40 Pack, War Garden Victorious, under Chapter VII. 

 

http://knol.google.com/k/pamela-price/the-american-victory-garden-past-present/ywdp8x5jtr5l/2�
http://knol.google.com/k/pamela-price/the-american-victory-garden-past-present/ywdp8x5jtr5l/2�
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Illustration 3. The Liberty Garden campaign fought against “slacker land”41

The Liberty Garden program was generally considered successful in improving 

food production.  In 1917, with guidance from government agencies and volunteer 

organizations and influence from propaganda materials presented in the media, American 

households planted approximately 3.5 million gardens, produced $350 million worth of 

food, and canned 500 million quarts of fruits and vegetables.

 

42  By 1918, the program had 

improved and expanded so that approximately 5.3 million gardens were planted, $525 

million in food was produced, and 1.45 billion quarts of fruits and vegetables canned.43

                                                 
41 “No Slacker Land Here” 

  

In addition to growing much needed fruits and vegetables for the war effort, the National 

War Garden Commission’s Pack believed the garden program provided the added 

http://sidewalksprouts.files.wordpress.com/2008/04/no-slacker-land-here.jpg 
(accessed April 12, 2009). 
42 Lawson, City Bountiful, 118. 
43 Lawson, City Bountiful, 118. 

 

http://sidewalksprouts.files.wordpress.com/2008/04/no-slacker-land-here.jpg�
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benefits of increasing civic pride and community spirit; creating unity and promoting 

democracy by binding people together in a common endeavor; and beautifying the 

community.44

Relief Gardens of the Great Depression (1929-1939) 

  With the war’s end, governmental support for gardening programs began 

to die out until it was resurrected during the economic devastation seen during the Great 

Depression. 

As with the vacant-lot cultivation programs of the late nineteen century, relief 

gardens were intended to provide the unemployed with constructive outlets for their 

energies allowing them to maintain their self-respect while increasing their access to 

healthy and nutritious food.45  Initially, the garden projects of the Great Depression era 

were started by local groups and then over time gained municipal and state financial 

support as relief programs.46  Deemed appropriate local relief venues, the federal 

government provided funding and technical assistance to gardening projects while 

communities provided the local organization.47  Additionally, during this time, the Works 

Progress Administration (WPA) made city land available to unemployed and 

impoverished residents for gardening purposes.48  Again, a community gardening 

program was successful in increasing food production and access.  In 1934, the Federal 

Emergency Relief Administration (FERA) reported that approximately 1.8 million 

gardens planted on 328,456 acres in 43 states produced over $47 million of food at a cost 

of $5.5 million.49

                                                 
44 Pack, War Garden Victorious, under Chapter XI. 
45 Lawson, City Bountiful, 145. 
46 Lawson, City Bountiful, 145. 
47 Lawson, City Bountiful, 145. 
48 Donna Armstrong, “A Survey of Community Gardens in Upstate New York: Implications for Health 
Promotion and Community Development,” Health and Place 6 (2000): 319. 
49 Lawson, City Bountiful, 145. 

  This was substantial, as throughout the country, gardens were able to 

supply over 36 percent of the fresh fruits, canned fruit and vegetables used for poor 
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relief.50  In that year, garden projects under FERA represented 7.5 percent of an 

estimated 7,650 relief projects designed to produce goods.51  As with earlier gardening 

efforts, these relief gardens were believed to provide additional community benefits 

beyond the tangible outcome of increased food provision.  Harry Hopkins, a FERA 

worker, tapped into this belief in saying “when you get a man out of the house into the 

open, with a spade and rake and hoe, you lift him out of a bad mental state into which 

enforced idleness inevitably plunges him.  His improved mental attitude reacts favorably 

upon his health, and so does the increase of fruits and vegetables in his diet.”52

Despite the successes seen, this federal support of gardening programs did not 

last: in 1937, the federal government ended its financial support for gardening 

programs.

   

53  Land tenure also proved to be an issue for the garden sites.  As with the 

1890’s Potato Patches, with an improving economy, the borrowed land used for garden 

sites became too valuable not to use for development so the existing gardens were 

frequently unable to continue.54

Victory Gardens of World War II (1941-1945) 

  The concept of large-scale support of community 

gardens by government agencies largely lay fallow until the outbreak of World War II.    

Because of improved agricultural production techniques in the years since the end 

of World War I, governmental focus on food issues during the Second World War was 

less on addressing food scarcity than about “increasing efficiency through centralized 

planning, technological innovation and improved agricultural practices.”55

                                                 
50 Lawson, City Bountiful, 145. 
51 Lawson, City Bountiful, 159. 
52 Lawson, City Bountiful, 159. 
53 Lawson, City Bountiful, 160. 
54 Lawson, City Bountiful, 169. 
55 Lawson, City Bountiful, 171. 

  Community 

gardens, however, still had an important role to play in food provision as they became a 
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part of government policy.  At the end of 1941, with the onset of America’s involvement 

in World War II, the federal government, after initially hesitating, again became involved 

in promoting community gardens when it asked families to plant Victory Gardens to 

offset the shortage of fresh vegetables.56  The reservation came from a concern that 

small-scale urban agricultural activities would be inefficient and inexperienced gardeners 

would waste seed and fertilizer.57  Public demand for a gardening program on the level of 

that carried out during World War I, however, was intense.58

Ultimately, several federal agencies, including the Department of Agriculture, the 

Office of Civilian Defense, and the Office of Education, addressed community garden 

creation and funding, became involved in the effort to collectively inform all citizens 

about food issues, urged those same citizens to comply with national food policies, and 

promoted community activism.

   

59  Along with the mandate to grow Victory Gardens, 

people were encouraged to do their part in reducing the strain on the available food 

supply and improve efficiency of the food distribution system by heeding the other tenets 

of the Food Fights for Freedom campaign, whose four points are printed on the 

advertisement for Salada tea that can be seen in Illustration 4.60

                                                 
56 Lawson, City Bountiful, 170 
57 Lawson, City Bountiful, 170. 
58 Lawson, City Bountiful, 170.  
59 Lawson, City Bountiful, 172-175. 
60 Lawson, City Bountiful, 172-175. 
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Illustration 4. Tenets of the Food Fights for Freedom Campaign61

Even though the main focus was on increased efficiency within the commercial 

food production and distribution system, household-level food production was also 

considered important.  In its 1944 publication, Victory Gardens, the Commonwealth of 

Pennsylvania State Council of Defense explained that increased home vegetable 

production would indirectly help the war effort by reducing demand on both 

commercially produced vegetable supplies and the materials used in processing and 

canning them; easing the demands on the transportation industry by reducing the amount 

of commercially produced food product they would be required to deliver; lessoning the 

impact of labor shortages in the commercial food industry as a result of the war by 

 

                                                 
61 Food Fights for Freedom. 
http://library.duke.edu/digitalcollections/images/adaccess/W/W00/W0060/W0060-lrg.jpeg (accessed 
April 12, 2009). 

 

http://library.duke.edu/digitalcollections/images/adaccess/W/W00/W0060/W0060-lrg.jpeg�
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involving every member of the household in food production; and improving the 

nutritional attainment, vitality and morale of Americans.62  Promotional materials of the 

time, like the poster seen in Illustration 5, reinforced the idea that supporting the 

gardening program was one of a citizen’s patriotic responsibilities.   

 

Illustration 5. Example of a Victory Garden Poster63

As with earlier gardening programs, government officials recognized that the 

gardens were as much about health, recreation and morale as they were about food.

 

64

                                                 
62 Commonwealth of Pennsylvania State Council of Defense, Victory Gardens: Handbook of the Victory 
Garden Committee, April 1944, 

  To 

an even greater degree than was seen during the Liberty Garden era, garden proponents 

http://www.earthlypursuits.com/victorygardhandbook/VGHiv.htm 
(accessed April 9, 2009), 10. 
63 Artist unknown. “Office of War Information Poster, no. 34,” 1943. 
64 Lawson, City Bountiful, 170. 

http://www.earthlypursuits.com/victorygardhandbook/VGHiv.htm�
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emphasized the psychological benefits that could come from working in a garden.65  

Flower and ornamental gardens began to be encouraged for their therapeutic abilities in 

helping people, both civilian and former military, deal with their stress about the war or 

recover from injuries sustained during service.66  The gardens were frequently viewed as 

a democratizing experience as they brought together people from all walks of life in a 

shared experience.67  The gardening program was so successful that by 1943, the 

Department of Agriculture estimated that across the United States over 20 million 

Victory Gardens produced approximately 8 million tons of fruits and vegetables.68  This 

output represented about 40 percent of all vegetables produced in the United States 

during that time.69

                                                 
65 Lawson, City Bountiful, 186. 
66 Lawson, City Bountiful, 171. 
67 Lawson, City Bountiful, 189. 
68 Kameshwari Pothukuchi and Jerome L. Kaufman. “Placing the Food System on the 

   

The community garden programs detailed in this section, with the support of 

local, state, and federal government agencies, were successful in providing large amounts 

of locally produced and cost effective food during times of extreme hardship.  However, 

political officials and planning departments in the U.S. have generally not recognized the 

need to provide support to such programs in times of peace and prosperity.  Until 

recently, these leaders have largely failed to consider the urban food system at all. 

Urban Agenda: The Role of Municipal Institutions in Food Systems Planning,” Agriculture and Human 
Values 16, no. 2 (June 1999): 216, 
http://www.springerlink.com.ezproxy.lib.utexas.edu/content/h7h924u505252477/fulltext.pdf (accessed 
April 9, 2009). 
69 Pothukuchi and Kaufman. “Placing the Food System.” 

http://www.springerlink.com.ezproxy.lib.utexas.edu/content/h7h924u505252477/fulltext.pdf�
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Chapter 3: The Need to Consider Urban Food Provision 

RECOGNIZING URBAN FOOD ISSUES 

Before community gardens can build even a fraction of the support they received 

during times of stress and hardship, city officials and planners first need to gain an 

increased understanding of the need for addressing urban food provision on an on-going 

basis.  Since the end of World War II, the western world has generally made little 

provision for urban food production, as the assumption has frequently been that urban 

people will purchase food instead of growing it themselves.70

• the charitable food assistance network consisting of food banks, food pantries, 

and soup kitchens and  

  The higher cost of urban 

land relative to rural land could also have influenced decisions to site agricultural 

activities outside of the urban core.  For those urban dwellers unable to access food 

through the mainstream, market-oriented food system, the supposition is that two other 

channels are in place to address their food needs:  

• the federal nutrition safety net which targets programs to poor children and adults, 

pregnant women, nursing mothers, and senior citizens.71

Kameshwari Pothukuchi, professor of urban planning at Wayne State University 

has found that these channels have contributed to adequate urban food access in 

numerous and significant ways but also possess significant limitations as to their 

effectiveness.  Tables 1 and 2 detail many of Pothukuchi’s findings about the limitations 

   

                                                 
70 Deelstra, Tjeerd and Herbert Girardet.  Urban Agriculture and Sustainable Cities, 47. 
http://www.trabajopopular.org.ar/material/Theme2.pdf (accessed April 11, 2009). 
71 Kameshwari Pothukuchi. “Community Food Assessment: A First Step in Planning for Community Food 
Security,” Journal of Planning Education and Research 23, no. 4 (2004): 357. 

http://www.trabajopopular.org.ar/material/Theme2.pdf�
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of the major food channels in addressing food need at both the household and community 

levels.  

Table 1. Individual or household level food issues created or unsolved by major food 
channels72

 

 

Issue 

Conventional  
Market Sector 

• Many cannot afford to pay 
• Many lack spatial or cultural access. 
• Many experience confusion about nutrition advice (and 

resulting ill health) as a result of industry influence on 
nutrition research, advice, and regulation; lose knowledge 
and skills due to dependence on processed and convenience 
foods. 

• Small farmers and processors suffer due to reduced local 
sourcing as a result of global concentration and vertical 
integration. 

Charitable/ 
Voluntary Sector 

• Creates “us-them” mentality among community residents. 
• Inefficient, inadequate for recipients. 
• Time, food quantity limits imposed on recipients. 
• Clients may not be able to maintain nutritious or culturally 

specific diets because of a reliance on donations. 
• Clients may not obtain fresh fruit, vegetables, dairy and meat 

because their perishable nature poses storage and distribution 
problems for food pantries. 

• Intractability of problem leads to burnout among volunteers 
and staff. 

Government  
Nutrition Sector 

• Many eligible families are not enrolled. 
• Many needy are not eligible due to restrictions. 
• Reduced benefits due to cutbacks on duration or amount of 

benefits. 
• Rigid bureaucratic rules may encourage cheating when 

families are temporarily better off. 
• Recipients may experience insults from staff and store 

clerks; indignity from welfare dependence. 
• Recipients spend much time, effort to gain benefits, resulting 

in inefficiencies. 

 

                                                 
72 Pothukuchi. “Community Food Assessment,” 359. 
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Table 2. Community level food issues created or unsolved by major food channels73

 

 

Issue 

Conventional  
Market Sector 

• Marketing imperatives trump community interests in 
nutrition, equity, or sustainability 

• Current food retail processes may create food deserts in 
some regions 

• Regions as a whole may lose out in competition among 
communities for stores, food industries. 

• Concentration poses risk of market failure due to loss of 
competition. 

• Negative equity, sustainability, health outcomes due to 
current practices. 

• Some spatial and/or ethnic communities worse off than 
others. 

Charitable/ 
Voluntary Sector 

• Charity may distract donors and recipients from advocacy 
for better social policies. 

• It may threaten entitlement benefits (when policy makers 
offer charity as a preferred response to social problems.) 

• Has not made an impact on the roots of the problem: poverty 
exclusion. 

• Food sources continue to be distant, environmentally 
unsustainable 

Government  
Nutrition Sector 

• Dependence on distant bureaucracies allows scant local 
adaptability or planning based on local assets and needs. 

• Food sources continue to be distant, concentrated, and 
unsustainable. 

• Has not changed root causes of the problem of hunger and 
food insecurity. 

Pothukuchi clearly challenges any assumptions that the current safety net is 

adequate to meet the need of those individuals unable to obtain adequate food supplies 

through the market sector.  Although discussion of the need to strengthen governmental 

and charitable food programs is beyond the scope of this paper, these two tables are used 

to show that there is significant unmet need within the current food provision system and 

to suggest that local food production could help in addressing a portion of this need.  

Further evaluation of these primary food channels raises additional concerns about the 

                                                 
73 Pothukuchi. “Community Food Assessment,” 359. 
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social and environmental impacts of such energy intensive food production, processing, 

and distribution methods that can often result in degradation of natural resources, 

increased production of greenhouse gases, habitat loss and exploitation of food 

workers.74

Over the years, there have been a few notable exceptions to this widespread 

exclusion of food planning from the urban setting.  One of those was Ebenezer Howard 

and his Garden City plan.  In recognizing the need to link food systems to planning and 

address issues of sustainability as part of day-to-day city planning practices, Ebenezer 

Howard’s late nineteenth-century Garden City concept proved visionary.

  Additionally, as Pothukuchi mentions, those persons unable to access food 

through the market sector may experience considerable shame associated with having to 

obtain food through the charitable system.  These concerns could also be addressed by 

local food production efforts.  

Officials affiliated with the earlier community garden programs recognized that 

providing people who desired it with the means to allow them to grow their own food 

would permit them to maintain their pride and sense of self-esteem in a way that they 

could not if they had been offered a handout.  Those officials also recognized the 

transportation and manpower inefficiencies that were associated with a food system that 

was not locally based and they realized how vulnerable their communities would be if 

their access to distant food sources was eliminated or reduced.  While understanding 

these truths during times of crisis, those same officials generally did not insist that their 

communities plan for sustainability and food security in the urban food system during 

more prosperous and peaceful times. 

75

                                                 
74 Pothukuchi. “Community Food Assessment,” 359-360. 
75 Pothukuchi and Kaufman. “Placing the Food System,” 214. 

  In developing 

the Garden City concept, detailed in his Garden Cites of To-morrow, Ebenezer Howard 
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hoped to create an ideal city linking the power and beauty of modern technology with 

enlightened ideas of economic and social justice.76  In his plan, Howard acknowledged 

that numerous aspects of the food system, or “the chain of activities connecting food 

production, processing, distribution, consumption, and waste management,” were integral 

to the efficient and healthful functioning of a city and must receive adequate planning and 

regulation in order to be effective.77

FACTORS BEHIND LOW VISIBILITY OF URBAN FOOD PLANNING 

  He then developed and described numerous 

strategies for carrying out his ideals.  

Kameshwari Pothukuchi and Jerome Kaufman, emeritus professor at the 

University of Wisconsin-Madison, have found five major factors that are significant to 

understanding why food system planning has come to have low visibility among both 

urban officials and city dwellers:  

• Because of the wide availability of restaurants and grocery stores, the food system 

is often taken for granted by urbanites and unless directly experienced by them, 

few notice problems related to food access, availability or affordability.  

• The historical development patterns of cities have led to defining some issues and 

problems as urban as opposed to rural or agricultural.  Food planning typically is 

not perceived of as an urban issue in the same way as crime, housing and 

transportation are considered to be.  

• Technology, including mechanized farming, refrigeration, and transportation has 

ensured that the loss of local farmland to development has largely gone unnoticed 

as food is always available even if no longer locally produced. 

                                                 
76 Robert Fishman, “Urban Utopias: Ebenezer Howard, Frank Lloyd Wright and Le Corbusier,” in 
Readings in Planning Theory 2nd ed. ed. Scott Campbell and Susan Feinstein (Malden: Blackwell 
Publishing, 2003), 21. 
77 Pothukuchi and Kaufman. “Placing the Food System,” 213-214. 
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• The presence of a persistent dichotomy in public policy separating urban and rural 

policy has led to a lack of attention to food issues by city officials.  Cities respond 

to initiatives by federal agencies that only rarely address food system issues while 

at the same time remaining largely unaffected by United States Department of 

Agriculture (USDA) policies pertaining to farming and agricultural issues.78

• The belief that the food system is driven primarily by the private market has led 

planners to assume that their role in addressing food issues is limited as their area 

of competence is largely confined to the provision of public goods.

 

79

Modern-day initiatives addressing urban food issues have typically been 

developed by non-profit organizations and/or individuals within communities instead of 

being systematically implemented through formal planning efforts carried out by 

government agencies.

 

80  This historical failure by urban officials to recognize the need to 

address food issues in their communities has been an interesting omission in the planning 

field’s body of knowledge.  In his 1943 article, A Theory of Human Motivation, 

psychologist Abraham Maslow explained that humans must attend to the basic 

components necessary for survival before attempting to address such higher order issues 

as esteem or self-actualization.81  This hierarchy of needs, usually presented in the format 

shown in Figure 1, takes a building block approach that begins by addressing 

physiological need or the basic elements (air, food, shelter and water) essential for human 

survival.82

                                                 
78 Pothukuchi and Kaufman. “Placing the Food System,” 213-214. 
79 Kameshwari Pothukuchi and Jerome L. Kaufman, “The Food System: A Stranger to the Planning Field,” 
Journal of the American Planning Association 66, no. 2 (Spring 2000): 116. 
80 Pothukuchi and Kaufman, “The Food System,” 116. 
81 Abraham H. Maslow, “A Theory of Human Motivation,” Psychological Review 50, no.4 (July 1943): 
370. 
82 Maslow, “Theory of Human Motivation,” 370-396. 

  Only after attaining this most fundamental level of need, can people then 
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concern themselves with addressing the next step up on the hierarchy, which is the need 

for personal safety and adequate shelter.83 

 

 

Figure 1. Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs84

                                                 
83 Maslow, “Theory of Human Motivation,” 370-396. 

 

Despite involving itself with regulating urban air, water, shelter and safety in 

order to enhance the livability of human settlements, the urban planning profession has 

until recently frequently failed to address one of Maslow’s most basic components- food. 

Because they have not grasped the importance of linkages between food and other 

community systems and have not been motivated by a severe crisis affecting global food 

supply or food access, such as during the world wars or the Great Depression, planners 

have often addressed the issue of urban food planning in a piecemeal fashion, if they have 

addressed it at all, instead of through a more comprehensive program emphasizing 

sustainability.   

84 Maslow’s Hierarchy http://changingminds.org/explanations/needs/maslow.htm (accessed April 12, 
2009). 

http://changingminds.org/explanations/needs/maslow.htm�
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MODERN PLANNERS TURN ATTENTION TO URBAN FOOD ISSUES  

The planning profession has recently begun placing a higher priority on 

addressing food system planning and started to utilize a more comprehensive systems-

based approach to doing so.  The American Planning Association (APA) first began 

devoting journal space to food planning issues in the Journal of Planning Education and 

Research in 2004 and in 2005 its national planning conference held a special track on 

food planning issues for the first time in the organization’s history.85

• Recognition that food system activities take up a significant amount of urban and 

regional land 

  In its 2007 Policy 

Guide on Community and Regional Food Planning, APA reports that planners’ newly 

heightened awareness of food system significance is due to an increased recognition of 

the following factors: 

• Awareness that planners can play a role to help reduce the rising incidence of 

hunger on the one hand, and obesity on the other 

• Understanding that the food system represents an important part of community 

and regional economics 

• Awareness that the food Americans eat takes a considerable amount of fossil fuel 

energy to produce, process, transport and dispose of 

• Understanding that farmland in metropolitan areas, and therefore the capacity to 

produce food for local and regional markets, is being lost at a strong pace 

• Understanding that pollution of ground and surface water, caused by the overuse 

of chemical fertilizers and pesticides in agriculture adversely affects drinking 

water supplies 

                                                 
85 American Planning Association, “Policy Guide on Community and Regional Food Planning,” (May 11, 
2007). http://www.planning.org/policy/guides/pdf/foodplanning.pdf  (accessed April 11, 2009). 

http://www.planning.org/policy/guides/pdf/foodplanning.pdf�
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• Awareness that access to healthy foods in low-income areas is an increasing 

problem for which urban agriculture can offer an important solution 

• Recognition that many benefits emerge from stronger community and regional 

food systems.86

Despite this raised awareness, state and federal guidelines for local food planning 

are still scant.

 

87  Policymakers need to tackle food system issues directly instead of 

remaining reliant on grassroots community organization to do so.  As Paula Jones, 

director of San Francisco Food Systems, a private-public partnership addressing food 

issues in San Francisco, says, “Government can bring in not only the policy but also the 

funding and technical expertise that it takes to drive large-scale, systemic changes.”88

LOOKING AT COMMUNITY FOOD SYSTEMS AND SUSTAINABILITY 

  

Hopefully, this newfound awareness of food planning and urban food issues will continue 

to result in municipalities making meaningful changes in how they consider and address 

urban food provision before being faced with a crisis to which they must respond. Of 

course, with the current economic situation, a time of crisis may again be upon us.  

In agricultural civilization’s early days, the Earth’s population was small, land 

was plentiful, and fields that became unproductive from mismanagement could be 

abandoned for others that were still fertile making the need to address agricultural 

sustainability less crucial than it would become in more recent times.89

                                                 
86 American Planning Association, “Policy Guide”  

  As the world 

continues to populate and urbanize at explosive rates, societies no longer have the option 

87 Deborah K. Rich, “Farming the City: Planners Start Thinking of How to Feed Us,” San Francisco 
Chronicle, March 22, 2008, http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-
bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2008/03/22/HOVNV78Q7.DTL&hw=Planners+start+thinking+of+how+to+feed+us&
sn=001&sc=1000 (accessed April 10, 2009). 
88 Rich, “Farming the City”  
89 Alan Wild, Soils, Land and Food: Managing the Land during the Twenty-first Century (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2003), 127. 

http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2008/03/22/HOVNV78Q7.DTL&hw=Planners+start+thinking+of+how+to+feed+us&sn=001&sc=1000�
http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2008/03/22/HOVNV78Q7.DTL&hw=Planners+start+thinking+of+how+to+feed+us&sn=001&sc=1000�
http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2008/03/22/HOVNV78Q7.DTL&hw=Planners+start+thinking+of+how+to+feed+us&sn=001&sc=1000�
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of exhausting resources and then moving to unspoiled areas after those resources become 

depleted.   

Because the 21st century planning profession must take into account the need to 

live within the limits of available resources, planners must study and analyze urban 

agglomerations and food issues through a sustainability lens since such agglomerations 

make more intensive use of finite resources.  Their findings should play a role in political 

decision making in the ensuing years of this century.90

Planning for Community Food Systems 

  Now that the APA has turned its 

focus to food issues, it is time for planners and city officials to forge ahead and 

implement guidance and support measures for communities to address these issues in a 

sustainable manner. 

One avenue for addressing at least some of the numerous challenges inherent in 

building urban sustainability in regards to food production is by planning for community 

food systems instead of remaining totally reliant on the current market-driven global food 

system.  A community food system, which may also be referred to as a local or regional 

food system or civic agriculture, is one “in which food production, processing, 

distribution and consumption are integrated to enhance the environmental, economic, 

social and nutritional health of a particular place.”91  The scale of reference may vary 

from a relatively small area such as a neighborhood to progressively larger areas such as 

towns, cities, counties, regions or bioregions.92

                                                 
90 Deelstra and Girardet.  Urban Agriculture and Sustainable Cities, 43. 

  The community food system focuses on 

four main aspects: 1) food security- individual and household food needs; 2) proximity- 

the distance between the various food system components; 3) self-reliance- the degree to 

91 Jennifer Wilkins and Marcia Eames-Sheavly. A Primer on Community Food Systems: Linking Food, 
Nutrition and Agriculture. http://foodsys.cce.cornell.edu/pdfs/Primer.pdf (accessed April 9, 2009). 
92 Wilkins and Eames-Sheavly. Primer on Community Food Systems. 

http://foodsys.cce.cornell.edu/pdfs/Primer.pdf�
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which communities can meet their own food needs; and 4) sustainability- the use of 

agricultural and food system practices that do not compromise the ability of future 

generations to meet their own food needs.93

The community food security model, founded upon central principles of 

prioritization of food needs of low-income people, skill development, urban greening, 

community building, and strengthening local food resources to meet local need, emerged 

from individuals’ concerns about current methods of food production and distribution.

 

94  

Intended to operate in tandem and supplement current food systems, it is a whole-systems 

approach that combines community food planning, community gardening, urban food 

production, direct marketing, strengthening food assistance, farmland protection, food 

retail strategies and community and economic development.95  Under this model, food is 

viewed as an individual or community right instead of as a commodity or an 

entitlement.96 By incorporating this model into their planning efforts, communities can 

regain some degree of control over their food supply, improve nutritional intake and 

supplement incomes.97

Implementation of a community food security model can help to alleviate 

problems seen with the three dominant food channels and enhance possibilities for 

community food planning.

   

98

                                                 
93 Wilkins and Eames-Sheavly. Primer on Community Food Systems. 

  The specific actions communities can take to improve food 

security are typically multidisciplinary in nature because of a focus on the recognized 

linkages among food system activities (production, processing and distribution) and 

94 Jane Rabinowicz. “Urban Food Security and the Potential for Urban Agriculture,” December 2002, 6. 
http://www.santropolroulant.org/images/Urban%20FS%20and%20Agriculture.pdf (accessed April 11, 
2009). 
95 Rabinowicz. “Urban Food Security,” 6.  
96 Marcia C. Campbell, “Building a Common Table: The Role for Planning in Community Food Systems,” 
Journal of Planning Education and Research 23, (2004): 346. 
http://jpe.sagepub.com/cgi/content/abstract/23/4/341 (accessed April 9, 2009). 
97 Rabinowicz. “Urban Food Security,” 7. 
98 Pothukuchi. “Community Food Assessment,” 357. 
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between food and community goals (health, economic vitality, neighborhood 

improvement, etc.).  These efforts, which represent local solutions to local manifestations 

of larger problems, may include teaching low-income households to create vegetable 

gardens to improve diets, creating community-based food businesses, developing 

community gardens in inner-city neighborhoods, and linking consumers with local 

farmers through farmers markets.99

The community food security model is not and cannot be expected to solve every 

ill emerging from the current global food system, grow all crops necessary for health, or 

replace federal entitlement programs aimed at poor residents.

     

100  This approach, however, 

aims to “increase community influence on these systems, to offer an integrated view of 

the links within the food system and between food and communities, and to provide more 

sustainable alternatives to current food streams.”101

• Supporting comprehensive food planning process at the community and regional 

levels;  

 

In its Policy Guide, the APA developed seven general policies for strengthening 

urban food systems, which seem to encompass many of the objectives of the community 

food systems model.  These policies include: 

• Supporting strengthening the local and regional economy by promoting local and 

regional food systems; 

• Supporting food systems that improve the health of the region’s residents; 

• Supporting food systems that are ecologically sustainable; 

• Supporting food systems that are equitable and just; 

                                                 
99 Pothukuchi. “Community Food Assessment,” 360. 
100 Pothukuchi. “Community Food Assessment,” 360. 
101 Pothukuchi. “Community Food Assessment,” 360. 
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• Supporting food systems that preserve and sustain diverse traditional food 

cultures of Native American and other ethnic minority communities; and 

• Supporting the development of state and federal legislation to facilitate 

community and regional food planning discussed in policies one through six 

above.102

Community gardens, together with a range of other local food production tools, 

are capable of advancing the APA’s goals for strengthening urban food systems.  As this 

report will show, by providing adequate support to community garden programs, city 

planners and urban officials have opportunities to aid in building community-level 

sustainability by reconnecting people to their food sources, increasing public and 

ecologic health, creating human capital, and promoting economic development.     

 

                                                 
102 American Planning Association, “Policy Guide”  
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Chapter 4: Community Gardens as Tools for Promoting Community-
Level Sustainability and Building Community Capital 

DEFINING COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY 

Before evaluating the degree to which activities, such as gardening, can contribute 

to modern-day community sustainability, one must first develop a working definition of 

the characteristics of a sustainable community.  Despite its ever-increasing popularity as 

a development term, sustainability has become a “catch-all” word without a standardized 

definition or a comprehensive set of activities associated with it thus it can mean many 

different things depending on the mindset of the person providing the definition.103  

Ultimately, sustainability must be considered as a social process where trade-offs and 

decisions must be balanced between the perceived needs of the present population and 

future generations and the avoidance of environmental harm.104  It is context dependent 

so the form that sustainability will take within a community is difficult if not impossible 

to measure in absolute terms.105

• Ecological integrity- being in harmony with natural systems by balancing system 

functions with resource thresholds, reducing and converting waste into non-

harmful and beneficial purposes, preserving valued physical and biological 

resources, and using environmental resources to fulfill human needs without 

reducing their ability to function over time. 

   

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has found that sustainable 

communities generally share the following four common characteristics: 

                                                 
103 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Characteristics of Sustainable Brownfields Projects: Task 1 
Report. Washington, DC: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Solid Waste and Emergency 
Response, 1998, 20. 
104 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Characteristics of Sustainable Brownfields Projects, 26. 
105 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Characteristics of Sustainable Brownfields Projects, 33. 
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• Economic security- which provides both employment and spending opportunities 

within the community and increases the amount of money retained within the 

community, by providing a variety of businesses that are environmentally sound, 

financially viable, and provide training, education and other forms of assistance to 

adjust to future needs. 

• Empowerment and responsibility- where people are empowered and take 

responsibility based on a shared vision, equal opportunity, and the ability to 

access expertise and knowledge for their own needs; and are able to affect the 

outcomes of processes that affect them.  

• Quality of life- a sustainable community recognizes and supports a sense of well-

being, a sense of place, a sense of self worth, a sense of safety, a sense of 

connection with nature, and the provision of goods and services which meet their 

needs both as they define them and as can be accommodated within the ecological 

integrity of natural systems.106

The EPA additionally asserts that, as an organic process, sustainable communities 

must be developed by the people who make up the community and implemented every 

day by those living and working in the community.

 

107

COMMUNITY CAPITAL’S BUILDING BLOCKS 

  By creating sustainable physical 

environments, community residents may additionally find that they have increased their 

community capital as well by increasing their human capital. 

In determining a community’s total wealth, public health theorist Trevor Hancock 

has proposed a model used by ecological economists which integrates four forms of 
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capital: human, natural, social and economic.108

• Human capital is composed of “healthy, well educated, skilled, innovative and 

creative people who are engaged in their communities and participate in 

governance.”

  Hancock discusses the composition of 

each of these interdependent types of capital in People, Partnerships and Human 

Progress: Building Community Capital and finds that 

109

• Ecological (Natural capital) is found in “high environmental quality, healthy 

ecosystems, sustainable resources and the conservation of habitat, wildlife and 

biodiversity.”  Historically, use of natural resources has served as a mechanism to 

allow communities to achieve higher levels of economic and social development 

and health attainment.

   

110

• Social capital, which has an informal social networks aspect and a formal social 

development programs component, serves to bind communities together.

 

111  

Strong social networks promote high levels of “social cohesion” and public 

participation in the governing process.  Investment in social development 

programs can provide more equitable access to basic health determinants such as 

“peace and safety, food, shelter, education, income and employment.”112

• Economic capital and the use of such capital is the means to which communities 

can reach many of their human and social goals.  Sufficient economic prosperity 

is essential for providing for people’s basic needs and having adequate 

infrastructure to do so.

  

113
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Hancock found that the World Bank, in a 1995 research report, estimated that 

“some 20% of the world’s total wealth was to be found in natural capital, another 20% in 

economic capital and the remaining 60% in a combination of social and human capital 

(they had trouble distinguishing and separating these two).”114  Because human and 

social capital is so prevalent, Hancock argues that the focus should be on human 

development as opposed to economic development as a way to create healthy 

communities.115

Hancock’s model takes an integrated approach that places human capital at the 

center, as shown in Figure 2, “since an increase in human capital (human development 

and the achievement of human potential) is seen as the result of (beneficial) 

environmental, social and economic development, and thus the product of an increase in 

these other three forms of capital.”

   

116

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   

Figure 2. Diagram of Four Capitals Model117
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Even though it has frequently been the case, increased economic capital should 

not come at the expense of any of the other forms of capital.118  This concept was 

expressed in a 1992 Canadian Public Health Association report which stated that “human 

development and the achievement of human potential requires a form of economic 

activity that is environmentally and socially sustainable in this and future generations.”119  

This simultaneous increase of all four forms of capital could be considered to be the 

creation of community capital.120

EVALUATING COMMUNITY GARDENS’ CONTRIBUTIONS TO SUSTAINABILITY AND 
COMMUNITY CAPITAL DEVELOPMENT 

   

The EPA’s four characteristics of sustainable communities and Trevor Hancock’s 

four capitals model make effective yardsticks for evaluating the potential of community 

gardens to generally build and promote community capital development and community-

level sustainability.  If past history provides any indication as to cost effectiveness, a well 

run gardening program could produce a significant return on a community’s monetary 

investment as well as provide an assortment of intangible benefits.  The degree to which 

individual community gardens will contribute to community sustainability, build 

community capital or be cost-effective will of course depend on the degree of investment 

and involvement by the members of a community and their leaders.   

Promoting Ecological Integrity/Building Natural Capital 

Probably one of the most obvious sustainability benefits that one thinks of when 

visualizing a community garden is in the area of promoting ecological integrity through 

preserving green space.  Along with this benefit, a strong community garden program 
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could have the added advantage of reducing, at least to a small degree, the ecological 

impacts of the currently unsustainable global food system.     

Providing green space 

The main criterion for evaluating ecological sustainability is the determination of 

ecosystem maintenance.  The EPA defines an ecosystem simply as “an interconnected 

community of living things, including humans, and the physical environment within 

which they interact.”121   Attaining ecological sustainability involves protecting, creating, 

and enhancing green spaces, in turn increasing the aesthetic and economic value of the 

urban landscape.122  Community gardens, by creating urban green space, provide 

community residents with access to natural processes, which is critical to their 

understanding of and appreciation for the ecosystem.123  Green space preservation is 

especially important in inner-city areas, which often have little or no established park 

land available to residents.124  Green space use, including gardens, parks, playgrounds, 

trails, habitat restoration, and/or open space provision, may ultimately provide 

communities with an asset of greater value than any measurable financial benefit that 

could result from development of that space.125

Reducing environmental impacts 

  

The potential environmental benefits to a community resulting from urban 

agricultural activities are numerous.  With locally based food production, the urban 

environment is the locus of both food production and consumption, instead of merely 

                                                 
121 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Characteristics of Sustainable Brownfields Projects, 43. 
122 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Characteristics of Sustainable Brownfields Projects, 45. 
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124 Rachel Surls and Yvonne Savio. Community Garden Start-up Guide, March 
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serving as an endpoint, so organic wastes can be better cycled.126  Fossil fuel emissions 

decrease because transporting and refrigerating food over long distances is no longer 

necessary.127  Currently, the average North American supermarket item has traveled 

1,400 miles before arriving on a store shelf so local production could significantly reduce 

the vehicles miles traveled for fresh produce along with the resultant greenhouse gas 

production.128  Additionally, locally-based food production can reduce packaging, 

mitigates storm-water runoff, increases oxygen production, and control the urban heat 

island effect through shade and transpiration.129

One frequently underutilized area for urban gardening, which could significantly 

impact greenhouse gas emissions, is rooftops, as they typically comprise at least 30 

percent of a city’s total land area.

  Reducing the urban heat island effect is 

very important in creating a more livable urban environment.   

130  National Research Council of Canada studies have 

shown that if only 6 percent of Toronto’s rooftops (equivalent to 1 percent of its land 

area) were greened, its annual greenhouse gas emissions would be reduced by 2.18 

tons.131

                                                 
126 Rabinowicz. “Urban Food Security,” 9. 
127 Rabinowicz. “Urban Food Security,” 9. 
128 Rabinowicz. “Urban Food Security,” 5. 
129 Rabinowicz. “Urban Food Security,” 9. 

  In order to reduce environmental impacts through local food production, care 

would need to be taken to select plants that are suited to the local environment.  Choosing 

plants appropriate to the climates where they will be grown, especially in more arid 

regions, would be an important to consider so that reductions in fossil fuel emissions are 

not being traded for excessive demand on water supplies. 

130 Katherine H. Brown and Anne Carter, “Urban Agriculture and Community Food Security in the United 
States: Farming from the City Center to the Urban Fringe.” A Primer prepared by Community Food 
Security Coalition’s North American Urban Agriculture Committee, October 2003, 8 
http://www.foodsecurity.org/PrimerCFSCUAC.pdf (accessed April 11, 2009). 
131 Brown and Carter, “Urban Agriculture and Community Food,” 8. 
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Preserving biological resources    

Biodiversity is also an issue to keep in mind when considering the need for 

community gardens.  Currently, only nine companies, which are experimenting more and 

more with genetic modification, hold control over the entire global market for seeds.132 

United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization estimates suggest that 75 percent of 

the world’s agricultural diversity has already been lost.133  Many of the fruit and 

vegetable species found in supermarkets have been selected for their ability to withstand 

industrial growing methods and shipping practices instead of for having the best taste or 

nutritional quality.134  Because gardens provide habitats and gardeners tend to cultivate a 

wide variety of foods, increased urban biodiversity is encouraged.  Local food production 

can potentially promote food security and enhance environmental sustainability by 

encouraging crop diversity and having gardeners cultivate varieties best suited to local 

climate and soil conditions.135

Providing Economic Security/Building Economic Capital  

   

Under this measure, community gardens can enhance community-level 

sustainability by increasing household-level economic security through food growth; 

addressing the trend toward lack of competition in food provision by the major food 

streams; providing marketable job skills training; and increasing community self-reliance 

in the food supply.  In communities where social and human capital has been eroded by 

poverty, low educational attainment rates, high unemployment and linguistic isolation, 

the challenges and potentials to increase economic development are by nature 

multifaceted.    
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Increasing household-level food security 

The World Food Conference of 1974 defined food security as “the ability of a 

country to produce enough food to feed its population.”136  Since that conference, the 

definition has expanded to encompass more than merely having access to adequate levels 

of food to allow for survival.  The World Food Summit of 1996 established that a 

community has attained food security when within the community, “all people, at all 

times, have access to nutritious, safe and personally acceptable and culturally appropriate 

foods, produced in ways that are environmentally sound and socially just.”137

Under this later definition, food security is composed of two key components: 1) 

the production or availability of nutritionally adequate and safe food, and 2) the access or 

capacity to acquire nutritionally safe and adequate food.

    

138

• Income insecurity that prevents individuals or households from purchasing 

sufficient food or food with adequate nutritional content to assure food security. 

  Modern urban food insecurity 

is most often attributed to problems of distribution, with increasing gaps between the 

poor and rich within a community.  The following interconnected factors have 

contributed to the food security problem:  

• Spatial factors, such as residence in neighborhoods without easy access to 

affordable grocery stores, markets or other outlets.  

• Disproportionate income allocation to other areas of the budget, such as rent, 

leaving an insufficient amount of money to purchase food. 

• Isolation, loss of autonomy, or lack of a social network.139
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In 2000, the USDA released a report stating that 10 percent of all U.S. households, or a 

total of 31 million Americans including approximately 12 million children, were food 

insecure- of those, 5 million adults and 2.7 million children suffered from food insecurity 

so severe as to classify them as “hungry.”140  The groups most susceptible to food 

insecurity include those with incomes below the poverty line, inner-city residents, 

children, minority groups, single parents (especially women), people with disabilities, 

newly arrived immigrants, and the elderly.141

Another diet-related concern is how lack of access to nutritious food can impair 

children’s ability to learn, significantly impacting an area’s economy. Nutrition during 

pregnancy and the first two years of life has a strong influence over future mental 

capacity.

   

142  Hunger can limit children’s ability to concentrate in school and can keep 

adults from taking advantage of additional learning opportunities.143  Preschool and 

school age children who experience chronic hunger have higher levels of anxiety, 

depression, and behavior problems than children not experiencing hunger.144  Inadequate 

nutrition is associated with school and work absences, fatigue and problems with 

concentration and an increased incidence of infectious disease.145

                                                 
140 Pothukuchi. “Community Food Assessment,” 357. 
141 Rabinowicz. “Urban Food Security,” 3. 

  The relationship 

between hunger and learning can shape a nation’s economic growth by impacting human 

capital development.  Improved nutrition can lead to a better educated workforce with a 

higher level of talents and skill, or human capital.  High quality human capital is a critical 

142 World Hunger Series 2006: Hunger and Learning. Rome [Italy]: World Food Programme, 2006, 2. 
http://www.wfp.org/sites/default/files/World_Hunger_Series_2006_En_0.pdf (accessed April 12, 2009).  
143 World Hunger Series 2006: Hunger and Learning, 2. 
144 Brown and Carter, “Urban Agriculture and Community Food,” 5. 
145 Brown and Carter, “Urban Agriculture and Community Food,” 5. 
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factor in economic development because a productive workforce is more capable of 

generating high-value outputs.146

Having access to community gardens can aid community members in attaining 

food security.  Household-level food production frees up income that families can use for 

other needs, providing increased food security on one hand and increased economic 

security on the other.

   

147  A small plot of land can yield surprisingly large amounts of 

produce: a 10x10 meter garden located in a site with a 130 day temperate growing season 

can provide most of a household’s total yearly vegetable needs, including much of the 

nutritional requirements for vitamins A, C, B-complex, and iron.148  Community 

gardening, in addition to providing nutrient dense foods that supplement the cheap bulk 

foods that low-income people typically buy because of their filling nature, can contribute 

to the saving of significant household food dollars: every $1 invested in a community 

garden plot yields approximately $6 of vegetables.149

Addressing reduced competition in food provision 

   

The trend toward greater concentration and vertical integration in the global food 

system has given a few large multinational corporations enormous power and resources.  

The top five grocery firms currently account for 42 percent of national retail sales, up 

from 24 percent in 1997.150  This reduction of competition reflects a movement toward 

market failure in the U.S. food economy as the current urban food system reduces control 

of production and consumption by urban consumers.151
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is becoming increasingly removed from urban centers.152  Due to the scale of modern 

food production methods, the U.S. food system is largely unresponsive to individual and 

community needs.153  The food system also tends to do an inadequate job of addressing 

market gaps that affect vulnerable consumers, such as low income groups, and fragile 

environmental resources that are damaged by the current practices of agribusiness.154

Externalities are also mounting from current methods of food production.  Some 

of these externalities include increased energy costs from transporting food for long 

distances; reduced biodiversity; a higher level of food safety issues; an oversupply of 

nutritionally deficient heavily processed foods; environmental damage from conventional 

disposal of food waste and; water pollution due to runoff from excessive usage of 

chemical fertilizers to name a few.

 

155  Every member of society bears the costs of these 

externalities produced by the currently unsustainable food system.  Communities could 

see increased food security by decreasing their dependence on distant corporations and 

becoming more autonomous in food production.156

Providing job skills training 

    

Officials within inner-city communities, in order to expand opportunities for the 

urban poor, need to place more attention and resources on policies that enhance the 

creation of human capital especially in the field of job training and business 

development.157  One option is to allow for community gardeners to sell their surplus 

produce at farmers markets or to restaurants.158

                                                 
152 Rabinowicz. “Urban Food Security,” 5. 
153 Rabinowicz. “Urban Food Security,” 5. 
154 Jerome L. Kaufman. “Planning for the Local Food System in the United States,” in The New 
Dimensions of the European Landscape, ed. R.H.G. Jongman (New York: Springer, 2004), 50. 
155 Kaufman. “Planning for the Local Food System,” 50. 
156 Rabinowicz. “Urban Food Security,” 5. 
157 David Imbroscio, Reconstructing City Politics: Alternative Economic Development and Urban Regimes 
(Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications, 1997), 19. 
158 Brown and Carter, “Urban Agriculture and Community Food,” 9. 
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inner-city youths can develop leadership and job skills through the production and sales 

of garden crops and value-added products.159

God’s Vineyard Community Garden located near the former St. Thomas public 

housing development in New Orleans, Louisiana provides an example of a garden’s 

ability to offer residents of a marginalized community the opportunity to learn 

transferable and marketable skills.  The initial plan for the site, which was initiated by the 

Sixth Baptist Church in 1997, was to create a community garden providing food for the 

hungry in this impoverished neighborhood.

   

160   Approximately thirty neighborhood 

youths, who had watched the garden’s progress, began to become involved in the 

gardening process. God’s Vineyard provided those young men, who until that point had 

possessed little direction and few opportunities, with a life-changing new perspective.161  

The garden project expanded so rapidly that by 2000, the gardeners were able to start a 

food bank providing food for themselves, their families and neighborhood senior 

citizens.162

After receiving an $18,000 city grant (some of which was used to attend a 

conference on creating garden-based businesses) and obtaining USDA approval, the 

young men began producing and marketing St. Thomas Seven Pepper Hot Sauce, made 

from peppers grown on site.

   

163  Every aspect of production was carried out within the 

community, from growing the peppers, preparing the hot sauce, labeling and bottling the 

product, and selling it at the local farmers market.164
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  The proceeds from the hot sauce 
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sales were used to support God’s Vineyard and provide necessary clothing and supplies 

as well as the opportunity for college scholarships to the young men who worked in the 

garden.165  Along with much needed income, the garden participants learned important 

social and job skills from operating the business which will prove useful as they mature 

and move into the workforce.166

Increasing self-reliance 

 

Self-reliance is another factor of economic sustainability that needs to be 

considered.167  The aim of community food systems and community gardens is generally 

not to attempt to achieve total self-sufficiency, where all food is produced, processed, and 

consumed within a set boundary but to try to increase the degree of self-reliance within a 

community for its food supply.168  Although the United States produces a significant 

amount of its own food and prides itself on being the “breadbasket of the world,” food 

production has increasingly moved out of the country.169  Currently, over 40 percent of 

fresh fruit consumed in the United States comes from Mexico, Chile, Guatemala, Costa 

Rica and other countries.170 In 2006, the United States Department of Agriculture’s 

Foreign Agricultural Service reported that the value of food imported by the United 

States exceeded the value of food exported for the first time.171  In the post-9/11 world, 

remaining dependant on distant food sources as a primary food supply appears especially 

ill-advised.  War, conflict, and changing alliances with other nations could disrupt the 

United States’ ability to receive the food shipments upon which it has become reliant.172
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Empowerment and Responsibility/ Building Social and Human Capital    

For residents, especially in lower-income neighborhoods, community gardens can 

promote empowerment and engagement at both personal and neighborhood levels and aid 

in building human and social capital.  Through gardening activities, these residents may 

find a venue for correcting some of the inequalities addressed by David Imbroscio in his 

book Reconstructing City Politics and find a way of making the dominant political 

regime more inclusive.  In that work, Imbroscio asserts that citizens of central cities face 

fundamental challenges in attaining political equality.173

• the problem of privileged voices- where certain citizens, especially land-based 

business people occupy a special position in urban regimes, which are the 

governing alliances between local public officials and business interests. 

  He believes that this inequality 

stems from two main factors: 

• the problem of economic inequality- or the distributional effects of the current 

set of public policies adopted by central cities that tend to reinforce and extend an 

extreme level of material deprivation among certain citizens thus making it 

difficult to attain political equality.174

In the first instance, business interests are able to translate their success in 

garnering institutional economic power into achieving significant political power, which 

results in political inequality among the urban citizenry.

 

175
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  In the second case, which 

community gardening programs could provide greater assistance in remediating, political 

inequality is viewed as resulting from the failure of urban residents to attain economic 

success, leading to a cumulative development of disadvantage among the urban 
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underclass.176  As Imbroscio states, “a deep and incessant poverty brought on by chronic 

unemployment and acute educational deficiencies-along with behavioral patterns 

deviating from prevailing social norms and attitudinal problems of isolation and 

alienation- undercuts even minimal requirements for equal democratic citizenship.”177

Community empowerment  

   

One factor leading to the creation of the urban underclass and the stifling of equal 

democratic citizenship is social isolation, or the physical separation of the urban minority 

poor into ghetto neighborhoods apart from mainstream society’s people and 

institutions.178  Developing a sense of empowerment is especially important in these 

inner-city communities where economic and social justice is frequently lacking.179 

Members of low-income communities that are involved in creating gardens may gain a 

sense of personal empowerment and reduce their social isolation as they tap into the 

power of political activism and social justice as a result of the process of developing, 

constructing, and maintaining the garden.  A study by Donna Armstrong of gardens in 

upstate New York found that community gardens located in low-income neighborhoods 

were four times as likely as gardens in higher income areas to lead to other neighborhood 

issues being addressed as a result of increased organization by neighborhood members.180

By working with neighbors and gardening advocates, marginalized urban 

residents can access public policy, economic resources and social interaction in a way 

they might never have discovered without the garden.

  

181
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  Attending community 
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gardening meetings may introduce residents to non-profit groups and political leaders 

they might not have otherwise have had the occasion to meet.182   Residents who might 

never have viewed themselves as politically active may become so if changes in city 

policy threaten the existence of their gardens.183

Neighborhood engagement 

  Creation of a community garden may 

plant the seeds of social change which ultimately results in benefits for the entire 

neighborhood.   

As a Rutgers University graduate student, Jill Roper interviewed participants in 

the New Brunswick Community Gardening Program in New Jersey and found that the 

gardens significantly increased the frequency of interactions among the gardeners even in 

periods other than gardening season.184  These interactions “create a common ground on 

which neighbors, often isolated by walls or outlook, can build a shared feeling that they 

have power over their lives.”185  Because community gardens are dependant on a 

cohesive social network for organization and management, residents have an opportunity 

to build a sense of community which might otherwise have gone undeveloped.186  

Relationships may also develop across ethnic and racial lines as a result of gardening as 

people begin to ask other garden members about the foods being grown from other 

cultures and start sharing information.187  In areas where crime is an issue, this common 

ground built by gardening with neighbors can lead to increased security because people 

get to know each other and are more likely to get involved and report criminal activity.188
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Quality of life/ Building Social and Human Capital 

Community gardens have the capacity to improve quality of life by connecting 

people with nature; providing a sense of place; and improving public health. 

Connecting people with nature 

Researchers have made great strides in proving the importance of plants to the 

emotional well being of people. Stephen Kaplan, a University of Michigan psychologist, 

says such studies prove that “Nature is not just ‘nice’…it is a vital ingredient in healthy 

human functioning.189   Texas A&M researchers, Roger S. Ulrich and Russ Parsons, 

theorize that exposure to quieter, less chaotic plant environments (such as gardens) 

reduces stress in people who have become overwhelmed by the modern world’s noise, 

movement and visual complexity.190  They surmise that this innate attraction to plants 

could have roots in human evolutionary history: our ancestors learned to associate trees 

and plants with food and water.191

The act of simply looking at plants has the ability to reduce stress, fear and anger, 

as well as lower blood pressure and relieve muscle tension.

    

192  Mary Honeyman, a 

researcher at the University of Illinois, documented how people shown vegetated urban 

scenes tend to recover more quickly from stressful events than people exposed to urban 

scenes devoid of vegetation.193  From these studies, Honeyman drew an understated 

conclusion that “the introduction of green vegetation into the urban landscape may be of 

important psychological benefit to humans.”194
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Providing a sense of place 

The creation of green space plays a part in community improvement even if the 

exact degree of benefit proves difficult to quantify.  Mark Francis, a University of 

California at Davis professor and past board member of the ACGA, studied the 

community benefits and perceptions of parks and gardens.  Through his research, he 

found that community gardens, which residents have created and maintained, have 

“unique social and economic benefits” when compared to traditional park space.195  The 

community spaces allow residents to develop and control a part of their neighborhood in 

a way that traditional parks do not permit.196

By creating an attractive green space, community members are helping to create a 

community image that is perceived as positive by both residents and outsiders.

   

197  St. 

Louis, Missouri’s Whitmire Study, which was commissioned by Gateway Greening to 

examine the impact of community gardens on quality of life indicators, found a strong 

correlation between community garden development and the reversal of urban decline in 

neighborhoods.198  Particularly in disadvantaged neighborhoods, the creation of a 

community garden has a statistically significant positive impact on residential property 

values within 1,000 feet of the garden site.199

Improving public health 

 

Another major strength of gardening activities is in the area of improved public 

health.  The Texas Department of State Health Services (TDSHS) provides data on a 

                                                 
195 Malakoff, “What Good is Community Greening?” 19. 
196 Malakoff, “What Good is Community Greening?” 19. 
197 Malakoff, “What Good is Community Greening?” 19. 
198 Courtney Andrews, “Whitmire Community Garden Study,” April 23, 2003. 
http://pprc.umsl.edu/Slideshow/Gateway%20Greening%20community%20report(rev)/index.htm (accessed 
April 12, 2009). 
199 “Urban Garden Preservation in the City of Cleveland,” Earthwatch Ohio 1, no. 5 (June-July 2007: 5. 
http://www.earthwatchohio.org/pdf/junejuly2007.pdf (accessed April 9, 2009). 
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variety of health risk factors for the nation, state and major metropolitan areas in Texas.  

This data shows three particular areas of health risk that could be positively impacted by 

gardening: 1) fruit and vegetable intake, 2) physical activity level, and 3) obesity.200  

Even modest reductions in health risks could have a significant impact on improving our 

nation’s human capital.  An estimated 300,000 deaths per year may be attributable to 

obesity, one-third of cancer deaths are linked to diet; and just seven diet-related health 

conditions cost $80 billion annually in medical costs and productivity losses.201

a) Improving diet 

    

One food-related quality of life issue concerns the health costs arising from the 

poor dietary choices that consumers make in a context in which the vast majority (94% in 

1997) of food advertising dollars are spent promoting processed and convenience foods 

in contrast to fresh fruit, vegetables, and other nutritious choices.202  TDSHS data from 

2007 show that 75.4 percent of adults in the United States failed to eat five or more daily 

servings of fruits and vegetables.203  Dietary guidelines for good health, however, call for 

eating five to thirteen servings a day, depending on one's caloric intake.204   Fruits and 

vegetables provide key nutrients and fiber as part of a healthy diet and there is 

compelling evidence that a diet rich in such foods can lower the risk of heart disease and 

stroke.205

                                                 
200 Texas Department of State Health Services, “Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System Data Table 
Lookup, 2007” 

   

http://www.dshs.state.tx.us/chs/brfss/query/brfss_form.shtm (accessed April 12, 2009).  
201 Pothukuchi. “Community Food Assessment” 359-360. 
202 Pothukuchi. “Community Food Assessment” 359-360. 
203 Texas Department of State Health Services, “Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance,” under “Intake of 
Fruit and Vegetables is < 5 Times a Day.”   
204 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services and U.S. Department of Agriculture. Dietary 
Guidelines for Americans, 2005. 6th ed, Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, January 2005. 
http://www.health.gov/dietaryguidelines/dga2005/document/ (accessed April 12, 2009). 
205 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services and U.S. Department of Agriculture. Dietary 
Guidelines for Americans. 
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The health and economic benefits of urban agricultural activities are numerous.  

Studies have documented that people who grow fruit and vegetables are more likely to 

consume them when compared to control groups who did not garden.206  Locally grown 

organic food is often more nutritious and fresh than food that has been stored and 

transported over long distances.207  Studies have shown that a five to ten day lag between 

harvest and consumption can result in 30 to 50 percent reductions in some nutrients.208  

Fruits and vegetables that are shipped to grocery stores from distant states and countries 

can spend as long as seven to fourteen days in transit and have an almost 50 percent loss 

to spoilage.209

b) Increasing physical activity 

    

TDSHS data also show that 51.4 percent of adults nationwide do not meet the 

recommended levels of moderate or vigorous physical activity necessary for good 

health.210  According to the 2008 Physical Activity Guideline for Americans, the Centers 

for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) has found that to obtain important health 

benefits adults need to engage in two forms of exercise on a weekly basis: aerobic and 

muscle strengthening.211

                                                 
206 Dorothy Blair, Carol C. Giesecke, and Sandra Sherman.  “A Dietary, Social and Economic Evaluation 
of the Philadelphia Urban Garden Project,” Journal of Nutrition Education 23, no. 4 (July-August 1991): 
161-168. 
207 Rabinowicz. “Urban Food Security,” 8. 
208 Bellows, Brown and Smit, “Health Benefits of Urban Agriculture.”  
209 Brown and Carter, “Urban Agriculture and Community Food,” 4. 
210 Texas Department of State Health Services, “Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance,” under “Does not 
Meet Recommendations for Moderate or Vigorous Physical Activity.” 

  To receive health promoting benefits, the minimum 

recommendations are for adults to get at least 150 minutes of moderate-intensity aerobic 

activity every week coupled with two or more days of muscle-strengthening activities 

211 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, “How Much Physical Activity Do Adults Need?” 
December 17, 2008, http://www.cdc.gov/physicalactivity/everyone/guidelines/adults.html (accessed April 
11, 2009). 
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that work all major muscle groups.212   Adequate exercise levels may extend the lifespan 

by providing whole body benefits that include improved cardiovascular health, weight 

reduction, reduced osteoporosis risk, lower blood pressure, improved cholesterol levels, 

and better control of diabetes.213

Gardening is ranked as a moderate to heavy intensity exercise.  In studies, 

gardeners typically spent more time per week gardening (225 min) than persons who 

engaged in other types of physical activity such as walking (160 min) and bicycling (170 

min).

   

214  Gardening is also an activity that participants can continue into old age.215  

Heavy gardening, such as digging and shoveling, has the additional benefit of meeting 

CDC recommendations for muscle strengthening exercise.216

c) Addressing obesity  

  

The third area where community gardening could provide positive health benefits 

is in reducing the obesity level of participants.  TDSHS data show that 62.8 percent of 

adults nationwide are considered to be either overweight or obese as defined by having a 

body mass index of 25.0 or higher.217  Members of minority groups are at even greater 

risk for overweight and obesity.218

                                                 
212 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, “How Much Physical Activity”  
213 Carl J. Caspersen et al., “The Prevalence of Selected Physical Activities and their Relation with 
Coronary Heart Disease Risk Factors in Elderly Men: The Zutphen Study, 1985,” American Journal of 
Epidemiology 133, no. 11 (1991): 1078-1092. 
214 Caspersen et al., “Prevalence of Selected Physical Activities” 1078-1092. 
215 Caspersen et al., “Prevalence of Selected Physical Activities” 1078-1092. 
216 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, “How Much Physical Activity”  
217 Texas Department of State Health Services, “Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance,” under “Overweight 
& Obesity (BMI 25 or greater). 
218 Texas Department of State Health Services, “Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance,” under “Overweight 
& Obesity (BMI 25 or greater). 

  The office of the Surgeon General reports that 

overweight and obesity are associated with heart disease, certain types of cancer, type 2 

diabetes, stroke, arthritis, breathing problems, and psychological disorders, such as 
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depression.219  The burgeoning obesity epidemic may have significant economic as well 

as physical consequences.  In Texas alone, obesity is estimated to have cost businesses 

$3.3 billion in 2005 due to increased health care costs, absenteeism, decreased 

productivity, and disability.220  If obesity’s prevalence continues to rise at projected rates, 

it could cost Texas businesses $15.8 billion annually by 2025.221

• Overweight and obesity can come from an energy imbalance which involves 

eating too many calories and not getting enough physical activity.  

 

The Surgeon General has found a number of factors which contribute to obesity 

and whose influence can be reduced by prevention and treatment actions: 

• Body weight is influenced by genes, metabolism, behavior, environment, culture, 

and socioeconomic status.  

• Behavior and environment play a large role in causing people to be overweight 

and/or obese.222

Gardening allows participants to increase physical activity levels which can have positive 

benefits for weight loss and weight control.

 

223  Studies have shown that gardeners have a 

lower consumption of sweet foods and drinks than non-gardeners, which could contribute 

to weight reduction over time, especially since they tend to eat higher levels of fresh 

vegetables, which are generally low in calories.224

                                                 
219 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. “Overweight and Obesity: What You Can Do: Being 
Physically Active Can Help You Attain or Maintain a Healthy Weight.” 

     

http://www.surgeongeneral.gov/topics/obesity/calltoaction/fact_whatcanyoudo.htm (accessed April 12, 
2009). 
220 Combs, Susan. The Cost of Obesity: Squeezing Texas Employers. (March 2007), 1. 
http://www.window.state.tx.us/specialrpt/obesitycost/96-1248execsummary.pdf (accessed April 11, 2009). 
221 Combs, Cost of Obesity, 2. 
222 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. The Surgeon General’s Call to Action to Prevent and 
Decrease Overweight and Obesity. Rockville, MD: Public Health Service, 2001. 
http://www.surgeongeneral.gov/topics/obesity/calltoaction/CalltoAction.pdf (accessed April 12, 2009). 
223 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. “Overweight and Obesity.” 
224 Armstrong, “Survey of Community Gardens,” 319; Blair, Giesecke, and Sherman.  “Dietary, Social and 
Economic Evaluation,” 161-168. 
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Chapter 5: Supporting Community Garden Development 

PUBLIC SUPPORT FOR COMMUNITY GARDENS 

The time may be ripe for community gardening initiatives to take hold.  With 

participation in gardening programs being voluntary in nature, getting community buy-in 

would be essential for the gardens to be effective.  As the results of two recent Harris 

Polls reported in The New York Times would suggest, public interest in gardening and 

home food production appears to be present and on the rise.  The first poll, conducted in 

January 2009 for the National Gardening Association, indicated that Americans spent $1 

billion more on gardening in 2008 than in 2007 and that 27 million households grew 

vegetables in 2008, which was an increase of 2 million from 2007.225  The second poll, 

which was financed by Scotts Miracle-Gro and also conducted in January 2009, surveyed 

2,550 household about their 2009 gardening plans.  The results of that poll indicated that 

vegetable gardening will see a 20 percent increase over the previous year.226

This renewed interest in participating in gardening activities could be due to the 

public’s increased fears about the economy and job insecurity as well as concerns about 

food safety.

   

227  As Cathy Slaughter, owner of Gabriel Valley Farms in Georgetown, 

Texas, says of these times, “People feel like they have little control over their lives.  By 

gardening and raising (some of) their own food, they feel they can control a small portion 

of their own lives.”228

                                                 
225 Anne Raver. “New This Year: the Tried and True,” New York Times, February 4, 2009, 

 

http://www.nytimes.com/2009/02/05/garden/05garden.html?pagewanted=1&_r=1&sq=gardening%20and%
20harris%20poll&st=cse&scp=5 (accessed March 31, 2009). 
226 Raver. “New This Year.” 
227 Renee Studebaker, “A Growth in Gardeners,” Austin American-Statesman, February 28, 2009. 
228 Studebaker, “A Growth in Gardeners,”  
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Even the new residents of the White House are getting on the gardening 

bandwagon.  First Lady Michelle Obama and fifth graders from Bancroft Elementary 

School broke ground in March 2009, for a 1,100 square foot vegetable garden containing 

55 varieties of vegetables on the White House grounds.229  The garden’s produce will be 

used in the First Family’s meals and will also go to an organization serving the 

homeless.230  It is the first such garden at the White House since Eleanor Roosevelt’s 

Victory Garden during World War II.  Mrs. Obama says that, with obesity and diabetes 

rates being of national concern, the most important role of the garden will be to educate 

children, their families, and their communities about improving dietary habits by eating 

healthful, locally grown food.231  For urban dwellers lacking backyards, she said that the 

country’s one million community gardens can play an important role in improving 

diets.232

MUNICIPAL SUPPORT FOR COMMUNITY GARDENS 

 

Municipal support for community garden programs has grown as well.  As the 

APA’s Policy Guide would indicate, planners and city managers are increasingly 

recognizing the need to address urban food system planning and beginning to garner 

adequate knowledge about the importance of urban agriculture.  This knowledge is 

allowing them to inform the public, as well as other policy makers, about the ability of 

community gardens to promote community-level sustainability, protect urban ecology, 

and build community capital.  Because urban officials have historically tended to view 

cities in terms of housing, transportation, commercial services and industry instead of 

food production, urban agriculture programs have frequently suffered from a combination 
                                                 
229 Marian Burros, “Obamas to Plant Vegetable Garden at White House,” New York Times, March 19, 
2009, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/03/20/dining/20garden.html (accessed March 21, 2009). 
230 Burros, “Obamas to Plant Vegetable Garden”  
231 Burros, “Obamas to Plant Vegetable Garden  
232 Burros, “Obamas to Plant Vegetable Garden  
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of political restraints including restrictive urban policies, laws and regulations regarding 

gardening activities; uncertainty about property rights of land for community gardens; 

and a lack of support services to promote community garden programs.233

Strategies for Supporting Urban Gardens  

   

Planners and policy makers need to transform their knowledge of the benefits of 

community gardens and urban food production into a series of support strategies for 

promoting gardening initiatives.234

• Providing facilitation and mediation services to community groups involved in 

food system discourses

  As gardening efforts are not intended to be one-size-

fits-all approaches to attaining community-level sustainability, the precise methods 

adopted would naturally be expected to vary according to different communities’ specific 

needs.  Specific actions that planners could take to encourage community gardens and 

community-based agricultural activities include: 

235

• Serving as advocates for food-based planning proposals developed through 

community dialogue

 

236

• Revising local land-use plans; removing regulatory barriers restricting community 

gardens and entrepreneurial urban agriculture; and adding community food 

security to comprehensive planning goals

 

237

• Amending zoning ordinances to include agricultural activities as permitted or 

conditional uses in both residential and nonresidential districts

 

238

• Incorporating community gardens into urban open-space management planning

 
239

                                                 
233 Deelstra and Girardet.  Urban Agriculture and Sustainable Cities, 58. 
234 Deelstra and Girardet.  Urban Agriculture and Sustainable Cities, 58. 
235 Campbell, “Building a Common Table,” 349. 
236 Campbell, “Building a Common Table,” 349. 
237 Campbell, “Building a Common Table,” 349. 
238 Campbell, “Building a Common Table,” 350. 
239 Campbell, “Building a Common Table,” 350. 
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• Incorporating community garden development into comprehensive land-use plans 

as a desired activity and designating garden sites as a specific use for vacant 

parcels240

• Making provision of adequate space for home and communal gardens mandatory 

in new residential and commercial developments

  

241

• Incentivizing private landowners and institutions, such as schools and hospitals, to 

allow for and encourage food production on vacant or underutilized land.

 

242

In July 2008, Public Health Law & Policy- Planning for Healthy Places (PHLP), a 

division of the Public Health Institute, which works to advance public health goals 

through policy change, reported that a number of communities were developing or had 

developed policies to encourage and support community gardening.  In its research, 

PHLP broke down garden promotion policies into seven categories: 1) General 

promotion of community gardens; 2) Specific promotion of community gardens; 3) Land 

acquisition; 4) Land tenure; 5) Management; 6) Quotas/Location; and 7) Equitable 

access.

  

243

General promotion of community gardens 

  Examples of actions that communities have taken to support community 

gardening efforts:  

• Berkeley, CA- Community gardens are part of the city’s General Plan policies 

and actions.  They are recognized and encouraged as high priority use of open 

                                                 
240 Campbell, “Building a Common Table,” 350. 
241 De Zeeuw, Henk, Marielle Dubbeling and Ann Waters-Bayer. “Integrating Agriculture into Urban 
Planning and Action: Some Options for Cities” (paper presented at the World Health Organization Annual 
Conference, Athens, Greece, 1998). 
242 De Zeeuw, Dubbeling and Waters-Bayer. “Integrating Agriculture into Urban Planning.” 
243 Public Health Law & Policy- Planning for Healthy Places. Land Use and Planning Policies to Support 
Community and Urban Gardening, 2008. http://www.urbantilth.org/site/wp-
content/uploads/2008/09/communitygardenpolicyinventory-2.pdf (accessed April 11, 2009). 
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space resources, particularly in higher density residential areas.  Actions include 

land purchases, long-term leases and other agreements.244

• Oakland, CA- Community gardening policy is in the Oakland General Plan.

 
245

• Portland, OR- Has a dedicated Sustainable Foods program in the City of 

Portland Office of Sustainability.

 

246

• Sacramento, CA- The Sacramento Strategic Plan explicitly recognizes the value 

of community gardens and supports municipal-nonprofit partnerships for 

implementation.

 

247

• San Francisco, CA- Plans to expand community garden opportunities throughout 

the City by encouraging a minimum of 100 community gardens to be 

established.

 

248

• Seattle, WA- Community Gardens are part of the Seattle Comprehensive Plan 

under the "Open Space" goals.

 

249

• Washington, DC- Community gardens are part of the Washington, DC 

Comprehensive Plan.

 

250

Specific promotion of community gardens 

 

• Cleveland, OH- established an Urban Garden District as part of the zoning code 

to ensure that urban garden areas are appropriately located and protected to meet 

needs for local food production, community health, community education, garden 

related job training, environmental enhancement, preservation of green space, and 

                                                 
244 Public Health Law & Policy. Land Use and Planning Policies. 
245 Public Health Law & Policy. Land Use and Planning Policies. 
246 Public Health Law & Policy. Land Use and Planning Policies. 
247 Public Health Law & Policy. Land Use and Planning Policies. 
248 Public Health Law & Policy. Land Use and Planning Policies. 
249 Public Health Law & Policy. Land Use and Planning Policies. 
250 Public Health Law & Policy. Land Use and Planning Policies. 
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community enjoyment on sites for which urban gardens represent the highest and 

best use for the community.251

• Oakland, CA- In its general plan, the city supports street closures for open space 

use in high-density residential areas. The city, supported by the Office of Parks 

and Recreation, will also fund the Community Garden Program and the School 

Garden Program.

 

252

• Providence, RI- Plans to build urban agriculture into city comprehensive plan, 

with focus on supporting economic development in addition to health.

  

253

• Sacramento, CA- Removed restrictive residential landscaping requirements to 

allow for diversified urban landscapes (annuals/perennials/ food gardens) in front 

yards.

 

254

• San Francisco, CA- dedicated tax funding to support gardens 

 

• Williamson County, TX- Recognizes the benefits of gardens in promoting 

physical activity and good nutrition.  The Williamson County Community Garden 

and Nutrition Program, which is part of the Williamson County and Cities Health 

District public health department, established community gardens and offers 

nutrition and cooking classes in order to help reduce diet-related health risks.255

Land acquisition 

   

• Boston, MA- has a zoning code with strong open space preservation language 

that explicitly includes preserving space for community gardens.256

                                                 
251 Public Health Law & Policy. Land Use and Planning Policies. 
252 Public Health Law & Policy. Land Use and Planning Policies. 
253 Public Health Law & Policy. Land Use and Planning Policies. 
254 Public Health Law & Policy. Land Use and Planning Policies. 
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• Chicago, IL- The City Council created a nonprofit intergovernmental entity, 

funded jointly with municipal and private funds "to own, lease, manage, or hold 

easements to small open spaces for development and maintenance by 

neighborhood groups”. The city also has the power to acquire tax delinquent 

parcels.257

• Madison, WI- City supports Community Action Coalition Garden Program 

(CAC) with CDBG funding to help with land acquisition/tenure. The 

Comprehensive Plan states that the city will "protect existing community gardens 

in the City and establish additional areas for new community gardens"

  

258

• Oakland, CA- The General Plan commits to zero net loss of open space in the 

city. Oakland aims to retain land-trust properties for open space, support open 

space acquisition and use of city-owned sites for open space.

  

259

Land tenure 

 

• Portland, OR- Community garden sites are protected in City Zoning Codes as 

part of Parks and Open Areas.260

• Seattle, WA- Community Gardens are protected from development within the 

"Open Space" goals of the general/comprehensive plan.

 

261

Management  

 

• New York, NY- Has a program within the City of New York Parks and 

Recreation Department to provide centralized management of community gardens 

and technical assistance.262
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• Portland, OR- Community gardens are managed by the City under its Open 

Space requirements.  The City partners with organizations, such as Friends of 

Portland Community Gardens, to jointly manage community garden sites.263

• Seattle, WA- Delegates community garden management and acquisition to 

Friends of P-Patch and the P-Patch Trust.

 

264

Quotas/Location 

 

• Madison, WI- The Comprehensive Plan has a stated goal of having one 

community garden for every 2,000 households in the city.265

• Seattle, WA- The Comprehensive Plan includes community gardens in 

evaluations of priority use of city surplus property. Seattle wants to co-locate 

community gardens with other City priority projects, such as affordable housing 

and public transit, and provide one community garden for every 2,500 houses.

 

266

Equitable access 

 

• Berkeley, CA- Under its General Plan, the city offers expansion/outreach to 

emphasize including low-income families or individuals, youth, elderly, 

physically challenged, and other special populations.267

• New York, NY- The City extends municipal liability protection to community 

gardeners rather than requiring garden organizations to pay for private insurance 

policies.  Any claims against the City resulting from injuries suffered in gardens 

are treated like claims arising from incidents on any other City land.

  

268
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• Seattle, WA- Under its Comprehensive Plan, the city offers expansion/outreach 

to emphasize low-income families or individuals, youth, elderly, physically 

challenged, and other special populations.269

These examples are intended to provide a snapshot of a few of the many examples of 

municipal efforts to promote and support community gardens.   

 

Potential Concerns with Garden Sites 

Although community gardens can provide many benefits to the communities that 

nurture them, cities need to keep a few concerns in mind as they plan for garden 

provision.   The first concern involves the need to address the natural tension that arises 

due to the competing desires of community residents’ demand for more open space 

(including garden sites) and the city’s need for the revenue that could be generated by 

maximizing land development.  One way to resolve this tension is by using conservation 

easements and land trusts to allow lands considered too environmentally vulnerable for 

development to be used for garden sites.270  Another solution would be to promote 

gardening on rooftops, along roadsides and on municipal property, such as was done with 

“slacker land” during World War I.  Because those sites rarely have other uses, they 

could be suitable to be designated for gardening purposes.271

Another significant concern, which could have liability issues for the city, 

involves the potential for site contamination and the resulting health risks to gardeners 

from having contact with contaminated soils or eating crops grown in those soils.  

Depending on prior land uses, sites could contain potentially toxic concentrations of 

 

                                                                                                                                                 
http://www.nycgovparks.org/sub_newsroom/press_releases/press_releases.php?id=19761%20 (accessed 
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heavy metals such as lead, cadmium, mercury, nickel, and copper.
272

  Lead 

contamination is of especial concern because it is so ubiquitous in the urban environment.   

The elevated concentrations often seen in today’s cities are the result of human activities 

that have historically included the use of exterior lead-based paint, industrial lead usage, 

and vehicular emissions from leaded gasoline.273  Because they are still developing, 

children are at the greatest risk from lead exposure.  In children, moderate exposure 

levels of 10 to 40µg/dL can result in neurological damage, reduced IQs and learning 

disabilities.274  This damage can manifest in deficiencies in speech and language 

processing, attention, and classroom performance.275

Site contamination can pose hazards to gardeners through two routes: 1) direct 

absorption of the contaminant through ingestion by breathing and swallowing; and 2) 

indirect consumption of the contaminant due to eating foods grown in contaminated 

soils.

  

276

                                                 
272 Bellows, Brown and Smit.  “Health Benefits of Urban Agriculture.” 

  Available strategies, suggested by Rutgers Cooperative Extension researchers, 

to reduce risk in sites that are known to be contaminated or where contamination is likely 

include: 1) using raised beds and container gardens as an alternative to planting directly 

into the soil; 2) reducing wind-born dust and the tracking of contaminated soils into 

homes by improving soil stability through planting crops, using mulch and maintaining 

moist soil; 3) cultivating fruiting plants, such as tomatoes, squash and peppers, instead of 

leafy vegetables and tubers because fruiting plants absorb heavy metals about ten times 

slower than leafy ones; 4) lowering soil acidity by adding compost and/or calcium to the 

soil in order to reduce the potential for metal uptake by the plants; and 5) growing 

273 Hamel, Stephanie, Joseph Heckman, and Stephanie Murphy. Lead Contaminated Soil: Minimizing 
Health Risks. Fact Sheet 336. Rutgers, the State University of New Jersey, Rutgers Cooperative Extension, 
August 2003.  http://njaes.rutgers.edu/pubs/download-free.asp?strPubID=FS336  (accessed April 24, 2009). 
274 Hamel, Heckman and Murphy. Lead Contaminated Soil. 
275 Hamel, Heckman and Murphy. Lead Contaminated Soil. 
276 Bellows, Brown and Smit.  “Health Benefits of Urban Agriculture.” 
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ornamental plants rather than edible crops.277  Phytoremediation, or the use of highly 

absorptive plants to take up the metals from the soil, is also an option for cleaning a site 

but it takes an extended period of time to work and leaves the problem of disposal of 

contaminated plants.278

                                                 
277 Hamel, Heckman and Murphy. Lead Contaminated Soil. 
278 Bellows, Brown and Smit.  “Health Benefits of Urban Agriculture.” 

 

The next three chapters will move away from the more theoretical discussion of 

the ways that community gardens can promote community-level sustainability and 

address urban food needs to take an in-depth look at efforts that two very different 

communities are making to improve community garden provision: 1) Cleveland, Ohio, 

which is noteworthy for its 2007 introduction of the nation’s first urban garden zoning; 

and 2) San Francisco, California, which uses dedicated property tax revenue to fund its 

community garden program and has a goal of increasing the number of available garden 

sites in a city where available land for gardens is scarce.  These case studies will provide 

specific examples of ways that two diverse cities are using community gardens to meet 

their planning objectives. 
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Chapter 6: Case Studies in Promoting Community Gardens 

CASE SELECTION 

The initial sections of this report have considered the degree to which community 

gardens have the potential to make significant contributions to the urban food system in 

terms of both agricultural production and additional community building benefits.  The 

evidence appears to support the assertion that community gardens are worthwhile 

activities for cities to become involved with.  The previous chapter looked at the planning 

and policy options that are available to support and develop an effective community 

garden program.  It provided brief examples of ways that this is being done nationwide.  

Now, through in-depth case studies, it is time to focus on what two cities, Cleveland, 

Ohio and San Francisco, California, are doing to promote community gardens. 

These cities were selected for closer examination because their sharp contrasts 

provide a clear picture of how community gardens are able to provide benefits in all types 

of urban environments.  As the following chapters will show, Cleveland is a city with a 

declining population.  Many of its residents are facing serious economic challenges, 

which are compounded by high unemployment rates and limited educational attainment.  

Land in Cleveland, however, is available in abundance.  Its leaders are using community 

gardens to improve the urban landscape by putting some of that vacant land into 

productive use as part of an effort to stem further neighborhood decline.  As a measure of 

the high value they place on community gardens, these leaders have created the nation’s 

first urban garden zoning in order to protect them.  

Compared to Cleveland, San Francisco has a more affluent, better educated 

population and is more economically prosperous.  This compact city, which has a much 

smaller pool of available land, does find itself struggling with high land and housing 
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costs due to this land scarcity.  These higher costs place economic pressures on some of 

San Francisco’s more vulnerable residents.  In San Francisco, community gardens are 

valued because of their food production and community building benefits.  In addition to 

city-led efforts to provide community gardens, residents are involved in grassroots efforts 

to increase the amount of community garden space.  Those residents showed their support 

for community gardens by dedicating tax revenue to their upkeep.  Using ideas that evoke 

the Liberty Gardens of World War I and the Victory Gardens of World War II, residents 

are currently trying to get more community gardens on public land and waging war on 

“slacker” land by planting gardens in locations such as roadway median strips. 

The case studies will show that despite facing many different challenges, both 

cities actively support community gardens and are using them as tools to accomplish 

many of the same health-promoting objectives.    They view these gardens as having the 

ability to promote community sustainability and build community capital.     

BASIC COMPARISONS OF CLEVELAND AND SAN FRANCISCO  

Before beginning an exploration of the ways these selected communities address 

community garden provision, looking at an overview of demographic comparisons may 

prove useful.  Unless otherwise noted, all data in this section comes from the U.S. Census 

Bureau’s American Community Survey, 2007.279

Population 

  It focuses on city level, not 

metropolitan level information. 

The U.S. Census Bureau’s 2007 population estimates show that Cleveland had 

395,000 residents while San Francisco had 765,000.  Cleveland’s population peaked in 

                                                 
279 U.S. Bureau of the Census. “American Community Survey.” under 2007 American Community Survey 
1-Year Estimates.” 
http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/DatasetMainPageServlet?_program=ACS&_submenuId=&_lang=en&_
ts= (accessed April 12, 2009). 

http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/DatasetMainPageServlet?_program=ACS&_submenuId=&_lang=en&_ts�
http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/DatasetMainPageServlet?_program=ACS&_submenuId=&_lang=en&_ts�
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1950 with 914,808 residents and has been steadily declining ever since.280  San Francisco 

on the other hand has begun experiencing population growth for the first time since 2000.  

Estimates for 2008 project a population increase to 808,976 residents.281

 

  As Figure 3 

shows, Cleveland has a younger population than San Francisco.  It reported that the 

median age of its population was 37 years while San Francisco reported a median of 40 

years.  At 96 percent, Cleveland had the greater percentage of native-born residents.  San 

Francisco’s native born population was much lower at 65 percent. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Age distribution of the two populations 

Race/Ethnicity 

As Figure 4 reveals, the two cities have very different racial and ethnic 

demographic profiles.  Cleveland has a much larger percentage of black residents while 

                                                 
280 Cleveland Land Lab at the Cleveland Urban Design Collaborative. Re-imagining a More Sustainable 
Cleveland: Citywide Strategies for Reuse of Vacant Land. (December 19, 2008), 2. 
http://www.cudc.kent.edu/shrink/ (accessed April 11, 2009). 
281 Tyche Hendricks. “Population Up in Every Bay Area County in 2008,” San Francisco Chronicle, 
March 19, 2009, http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2009/03/19/MN2U16IBT9.DTL 
(accessed March 31, 2009). 
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San Francisco has more Asian residents and a slightly higher percentage of Hispanics.  At 

45 percent, San Francisco has the greater percentage of people who speak a language 

other than English at home.  Only 11 percent of Cleveland’s population resides in 

households where another language is spoken. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 4. Race/ethnicity of the two populations 

Education 

As seen in Figure 5, Cleveland lags far behind San Francisco in levels of 

educational attainment.  With 26 percent of its population aged 25 or older failing to 

attain either a high school diploma or the equivalent, the area is clearly struggling in its 

efforts to build human capital.  Among the residents of San Francisco, on the other hand, 

almost half have attained a bachelor’s degree or higher level of education. 
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Figure 5. Levels of educational attainment 

Income Levels/Poverty 

San Francisco residents reported a much higher income level, with a median 

income of $68,023.  Cleveland’s median income was reported to be significantly lower at 

$28,512.  As seen in Figure 6, poverty rates were much higher in Cleveland than San 

Francisco: 30 percent of Cleveland’s residents live in poverty while only 11 percent of 

San Francisco’s residents do.   

Highest Level of Educational Attainment

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Less than high school

Diploma or equivalent

Some college

Associate's Degree

Bachelor's degree or higher

E
du

ca
tio

n

Percentage of Population Age 25 or 
Older

Cleveland

San Francisco

 



 72 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 6. Poverty levels 

This higher poverty rate could be reflective of Cleveland’s lower rate of 

educational attainment as well as a much higher unemployment rate among its civilian 

population.  In 2007, Cleveland reported that 15.8 percent of its civilian labor force was 

unemployed.  In contrast, during the same year, San Francisco reported a 4.9 percent 

unemployment rate among its civilian labor force.  In these troubled economic times, the 

unemployment rate has likely continued to increase.  Cleveland also reported having a 

higher percentage of disabled people than did San Francisco. Twenty-three percent of 

Cleveland residents reported having a disability in 2007, as compared to 14 percent of 

San Francisco residents.  Depending on the type of disability experienced, it could also 

potentially impact the employability of affected residents. 
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a factor of ten.  The median value of owner occupied units in Cleveland was only 

$89,700 as compared to San Francisco, where the median value of owner-occupied 

housing units was $830,700.  As Table 3 shows, this difference in housing costs resulted 

in San Francisco residents with mortgages having median monthly housing costs that 

were almost three times higher than the median costs in Cleveland.   

Table 3. Median Monthly Housing Costs (in dollars) 

 For Mortgaged 
Owners 

For Non-mortgaged 
owners 

For renters 

Cleveland 1,054 394 613 
San Francisco 3,161 480 1,192 

The gulf was not as wide when comparing rental costs.  Cleveland’s median rent 

was $613 per month while San Francisco’s median rent was $1,192.   This factor could 

explain, as seen in Table 4, why about 10 percent more San Francisco residents than 

Cleveland residents rent their housing instead of purchasing it.   

Table 4. Owner versus Renter Occupied Housing Units (as % of occupied housing units) 

 Owner-occupied  
housing 

Renter-occupied  
housing 

Cleveland 47 53 
San Francisco 38 62 

The higher housing costs could also influence the decision-making of San 

Francisco residents in regards to type of housing they select since, as seen in Table 5, 

approximately 20 percent more of San Francisco’s residents live in multi-family housing 

instead of stand-alone housing when compared to Cleveland. 

Table 5. Types of Housing (as % of total housing units) 

 Single-unit 
structures 

Multi-unit  
structures 

Mobile  
homes 

Vacancy 
rate  

Cleveland 53 46 Less than 0.5 23 
San Francisco 34 66 Less than 0.5 10 



 74 

Despite a housing vacancy rate in Cleveland that was more than double that in 

San Francisco, rates of geographic mobility were pretty comparable between the two 

cities.  In Cleveland, 81 percent of residents over the age of one year were living in the 

same residence one year earlier; in San Francisco, 85 percent of residents were living in 

the same dwelling.  As Figure 7 shows, residents in both cities appear to be struggling 

under a heavy housing burden where they are paying more than the HUD recommended 

maximum of 30 percent of their household income on housing costs.  The residents most 

at risk for a housing burden are renters and owners with mortgages.   

Figure 7. Percentage of residents with a housing burden 

Access to automobiles 

In Cleveland, 25 percent of households did not have access to a car, truck, or van 

for private use, while in San Francisco, 30 percent lacked access to a private automobile.  

Occupants with a Housing Burden

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Ow ners w ith mortgage

Ow ners w ithout mortgage

Renters

Ty
pe

 o
f O

cc
up

an
t

Percent paying 30% or more of income for 
housing

Cleveland

San Francisco

 



 75 

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS 

Numerous residents in Cleveland and San Francisco are facing challenges that 

could potentially limit their opportunities to reside in sustainable communities and 

maximize their development of community capital.  Both cities have large minority 

populations with San Francisco also having a large immigrant population. In Cleveland, 

residents struggle with high levels of poverty coupled with lower levels of educational 

attainment and high unemployment.  Although the employment situation and poverty rate 

are not as severe in San Francisco as in Cleveland, for those experiencing either, their 

options are more limited.    A significant percentage of homeowners with mortgages 

along with renters in both cities are facing a high housing burden.  This makes them more 

vulnerable to the threat of food insecurity as they spend a disproportionate amount of 

income on housing in an effort to avoid homelessness.   

Along with the housing burden, struggling residents in both cities are likely to 

face multiple additional challenges to food security.  As mentioned earlier, the groups 

most susceptible to food insecurity include those with incomes below the poverty line, 

inner-city residents, children, minority groups, single parents (especially women), people 

with disabilities, newly arrived immigrants, and the elderly.  Depending on access to 

public transportation, residents of Cleveland and San Francisco, about a quarter of whom 

lack access to personal automobiles, may also face mobility issues in getting to stores that 

offer a healthful selection of foods.   

Despite being very different cities, both Cleveland and San Francisco are looking 

to community gardens to serve as one component for helping their communities address 

at least some of the many challenges facing them.  The remainder of this report will look 
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at the strategies each city has selected to strengthen and expand their community garden 

programs. 
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Chapter 7: Community Gardens in Cleveland, Ohio 

Cleveland, shown in the map in Illustration 6, is located in northeastern Ohio on 

the southern shore of Lake Erie.   It has faced much hardship in recent decades. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Illustration 6.  Map showing location of Cleveland, Ohio282

Between 1950 and 1990, Cleveland lost nearly half of its population and more 

than half of its manufacturing jobs (historically the top job-producing sector).

 

283  This 

population loss, coupled with urban sprawl, has created numerous problems for the city 

including vacant property, unemployment and contaminated land.284

                                                 
282 Maps.com, “Ohio Political Map” 

  Presently, there are 

approximately 3,300 acres of vacant land within the city limits and an estimated 15,000 

http://www.maps.com/ref_map.aspx?nav=RM&cid=680,692,782,1221&pid=12255 (accessed April 12, 
2009). 
283 Cleveland City Planning Commission. Connecting Cleveland 2020 Citywide Plan Summary, (July 
2007), 2.  http://planning.city.cleveland.oh.us/cwp/CWPSummary.pdf (accessed April 11, 2009). 
284 Cleveland City Planning Commission. Connecting Cleveland 2020, 2 

 

http://www.maps.com/ref_map.aspx?nav=RM&cid=680,692,782,1221&pid=12255�
http://planning.city.cleveland.oh.us/cwp/CWPSummary.pdf�
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vacant buildings.285  Illustration 7 provides a clear graphic representation of the extensive 

amount of vacant land present in Cleveland and shows its intense concentration in certain 

areas.  City officials feel that the reuse of this vacant land, which is largely devoid of 

significant vegetation, is crucial to making Cleveland a “green city on a blue lake.”286

Illustration 7. Land vacancy and vegetation levels in Cleveland

   

287

Despite seeing some success in the area of urban revitalization, the Connecting 

Cleveland 2020 Citywide Plan makes clear that many of Cleveland’s residents and 

neighborhoods have continued to struggle.

 

288  That plan states that in both 2004 and 

2006, Cleveland was named the poorest large city in the nation.289

                                                 
285 Cleveland Land Lab. Re-imagining a More Sustainable Cleveland, 2. 
286 Cleveland Land Lab. Re-imagining a More Sustainable Cleveland, 2. 
287 Cleveland Land Lab. Re-imagining a More Sustainable Cleveland, 14. 

  In 34 out of 36 

288 City Planning Commission- City of Cleveland. Connecting Cleveland 2020 Citywide Plan- Opportunity 
& Equity, by Norman Krumholtz. 1. http://planning.city.cleveland.oh.us/cwp/chapterspdf/opp.pdf (accessed 
April 11, 2009). 
289 City Planning Commission- City of Cleveland. Connecting Cleveland 2020 Citywide Plan, 1.  

 

http://planning.city.cleveland.oh.us/cwp/chapterspdf/opp.pdf�
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Cleveland neighborhoods, 25 percent or more of households received food stamps or 

other food assistance.290  The economic disparity between residents in Cleveland’s urban 

core and residents of suburban Cuyahoga County is wide: in 1999, the typical Cleveland 

household was reported to earn only two-thirds of the income of the typical inner-ring 

suburban household.291  Given current regional patterns of housing and transportation, 

Cleveland’s planners believe it is likely that the central city will continue to serve as 

home to some of the nation’s poorest citizens for the foreseeable future.292  In a city 

where fast food is 4.5 times more accessible than larger-scale supermarkets, the 

Cleveland City Council believes that it is imperative that the City and the County work 

together to ensure food security so “that all residents have access to an adequate supply 

of nutritious, affordable, locally-grown and culturally appropriate foods.”293

Although the planners realize that a major focus of the Connecting Cleveland 

2020 Citywide Plan involves making the city “a more competitive place for those who 

have many choices in where to live and work and visit,” they also recognize that they 

have an equal or even greater responsibility to provide choices for those with more 

limited options as a result of poverty, inadequate education, discrimination, health 

conditions, or other issues.

 

294

                                                 
290 Cleveland City Council. Councilman Cimperman Sponsors Legislation Supporting the Food Policy 
Coalition’s Efforts to Spur the Local Food Economy. October 13, 2008.  

  This belief in the need to support the powerless was 

articulated in the 1975 Cleveland Policy Planning Report, which stated that “in the 

context of limited resources, the Cleveland City Planning Commission will give priority 

attention to the task of promoting a wider range of choices for those Cleveland residents 

http://www.clevelandcitycouncil.org/Home/News/October132008/tabid/572/Default.aspx (accessed April 
11, 2009). 
291 City Planning Commission- City of Cleveland. Connecting Cleveland 2020 Citywide Plan, 1.  
292 City Planning Commission- City of Cleveland. Connecting Cleveland 2020 Citywide Plan, 1.  
293 Cleveland City Council. Councilman Cimperman Sponsors Legislation.  Statistic on accessibility of fast 
food is from a Cuyahoga County Planning Commission assessment conducted in 2008 
294 City Planning Commission- City of Cleveland. Connecting Cleveland 2020 Citywide Plan, 1.  

http://www.clevelandcitycouncil.org/Home/News/October132008/tabid/572/Default.aspx�
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with few, if any, choices.”295  With that consideration in mind, the Opportunity & Equity 

section of the Connecting Cleveland 2020 Citywide Plan addresses issues of affordable 

housing, land banking, regional inequality, income, along with urban gardens and food in 

order “to provide greater opportunity and equity for all Clevelanders, particularly those 

who remain near the socioeconomic bottom of the community.”296

The comprehensive plan specifically addresses community garden provision 

under its Recreation goal by stating that land will be reserved “for both temporary and 

permanent use as community gardens in every neighborhood throughout the City.”

   

297  

Community garden provision also indirectly addresses the Sustainability goal of that plan 

as well since the gardens could be considered a component of sustainable neighborhoods, 

which are defined as “‘full life-cycle neighborhoods’ that provide housing and services 

for residents of all ages and incomes, with a healthful living environment and convenient 

access to jobs, shopping and recreation.”298

Addressing community gardening is not something that is new to Cleveland’s 

officials and planners, who have a 30-year history of supporting both gardens and local 

food growing by providing land and resources.

 

299  Existing gardens have been heavily 

utilized by Cleveland’s residents, some of whom are seen in Illustration 8.  In 2006, 

approximately 3,500 participants grew over $1.4 million dollars worth of produce from 

163 community gardens in the city.300  An additional three large urban gardens, operated 

by the Cleveland Botanical Garden, were used to provide jobs and income to area 

youth.301

                                                 
295 City Planning Commission- City of Cleveland. Connecting Cleveland 2020 Citywide Plan, 1.  
296 City Planning Commission- City of Cleveland. Connecting Cleveland 2020 Citywide Plan, 1-5. 
297 City Planning Commission- City of Cleveland. Connecting Cleveland 2020 Citywide Plan, 5-6. 
298 City Planning Commission- City of Cleveland. Connecting Cleveland 2020 Citywide Plan, 8. 
299 City Planning Commission- City of Cleveland. Connecting Cleveland 2020 Citywide Plan, 5. 
300 City Planning Commission- City of Cleveland. Connecting Cleveland 2020 Citywide Plan, 5. 
301 City Planning Commission- City of Cleveland. Connecting Cleveland 2020 Citywide Plan, 5. 

  City planners want to widen and strengthen the urban garden program and 
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protect existing gardens that face threats from development.  In the Connecting Cleveland 

2020 Citywide Plan, they explain that this is because studies have shown that community 

gardens help with:  

• Crime reduction  

• Increased property values, especially on properties located within 1,000 feet of 

the garden  

• Economic development by providing local food at fair cost and creating jobs and 

income 

• Health benefits in the form of decreased levels of obesity and diabetes  

• Food security by helping people access fresh food, stretch food budgets, sell foods 

at farmers markets, and donate surplus food to neighbors or food pantries.302

The planners see gardens as places that allow people to grow nutritious food, 

develop important skills and build stronger communities and healthier environments by 

converting vacant land into productive, attractive and inviting spaces and offering 

children and adults a physically and mentally healthy place to engage in outdoor 

recreation.

  

303  Because it produces only about 2 percent of what it consumes,304 

increasing local food production could also help Cleveland to keep some of its share of 

the $9 billion that is spent on food annually in northeast Ohio in the local coffers instead 

of flowing out to distant corporations.305

                                                 
302 City Planning Commission- City of Cleveland. Connecting Cleveland 2020 Citywide Plan, 5. 
303 City Planning Commission- City of Cleveland. Connecting Cleveland 2020 Citywide Plan, 5. 

  Along with health promotion and community 

development, the City of Cleveland recognizes that efforts to build a stronger local food 

304 Dan Harkins, “City Chickens: Get Ready for the Rural Revolution,” Cleveland Scene 15, no. 84, 
http://www.clevescene.com/stories/15/84/city-chicken (accessed April 10, 2009). 
305 Cleveland City Council. Councilman Cimperman Sponsors Legislation.   

http://www.clevescene.com/stories/15/84/city-chicken�
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supply are important in terms of regional self-reliance, emergency preparedness, food 

safety and local economic growth.306

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Illustration 8. Community gardeners in Cleveland307

Creation of urban garden zoning 

 

In 2007, to protect and preserve Cleveland’s urban garden lands (some of which 

date back to Victory Garden times), which were always vulnerable to redevelopment 

threats, the Cleveland Planning Commission approved the adoption of Chapter 33, Urban 

Garden District, as a new section of the zoning code.
308

                                                 
306 Cleveland City Council. Councilman Cimperman Sponsors Legislation.   

  The language of this code is as 

follows: 

307 Ohio State University Extension. Image of gardeners  http://urbanprograms.osu.edu/urban-
impacts/gardening/community-gardens-reap-rewards (accessed April 12, 2009). 
308 City Planning Commission- City of Cleveland. Connecting Cleveland 2020 Citywide Plan, 5. 

 

http://urbanprograms.osu.edu/urban-impacts/gardening/community-gardens-reap-rewards�
http://urbanprograms.osu.edu/urban-impacts/gardening/community-gardens-reap-rewards�


 83 

PART THREE — ZONING CODE309

336.01     Urban Garden District 

The “Urban Garden District” is hereby established as part of the Zoning Code to 

ensure that urban garden areas are appropriately located and protected to meet needs for 

local food production, community health, community education, garden-related job 

training, environmental enhancement, preservation of green space, and community 

enjoyment on sites for which urban gardens represent the highest and best use for the 

community.  

(Ord. No. 208-07. Passed 3-5-07, eff. 3-9-07) 

 

Title VII — Zoning Code Chapter 336 — Urban Garden District 

336.02     Definitions 

(a) “Community garden” means an area of land managed and maintained by a 

group of individuals to grow and harvest food crops and/or non-food, ornamental crops, 

such as flowers, for personal or group use, consumption or donation. Community gardens 

may be divided into separate plots for cultivation by one or more individuals or may be 

farmed collectively by members of the group and may include common areas maintained 

and used by group members. 

(b) “Market garden” means an area of land managed and maintained by an 

individual or group of individuals to grow and harvest food crops and/or non-food, 

ornamental crops, such as flowers, to be sold for profit. 

(c) “Greenhouse” means a building made of glass, plastic, or fiberglass in which 

plants are cultivated. 

                                                 
309 City of Cleveland, Part Three Zoning Code Title VII Zoning Code Chapter 336- Urban Garden District  
(FindLaw 2008). http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/clevelandcodes/cco_part3_336.html   (accessed April 12, 
2009). 

http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/clevelandcodes/cco_part3_336.html�
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(d) “Hoophouse” means a structure made of PVC piping or other material covered 

with translucent plastic, constructed in a “half-round” or “hoop” shape. 

(e) “Coldframe” means an unheated outdoor structure consisting of a wooden or 

concrete frame and a top of glass or clear plastic, used for protecting seedlings and plants 

from the cold.  

(Ord. No. 208-07. Passed 3-5-07, eff. 3-9-07) 

336.03     Permitted Main Uses 

Only the following main uses shall be permitted in an Urban Garden District: 

(a) community gardens which may have occasional sales of items grown at the 

site; 

(b) market gardens, including the sale of crops produced on the site.  

(Ord. No. 208-07. Passed 3-5-07, eff. 3-9-07) 

336.04     Permitted Accessory Uses 

Only the following accessory uses and structures shall be permitted in an Urban 

Garden District: 

(a) greenhouses, hoophouses, cold-frames, and similar structures used to extend 

the growing season; 

(b) open space associated with and intended for use as garden areas; 

(c) signs limited to identification, information and directional signs, including 

sponsorship information where the sponsorship information is clearly secondary to other 

permitted information on any particular sign, in conformance with the regulations of 

Section 336.05; 

(d) benches, bike racks, raised/accessible planting beds, compost bins, picnic 

tables, seasonal farm stands, fences, garden art, rain barrel systems, chicken coops, 

beehives, and children's play areas; 
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(e) buildings, limited to tool sheds, shade pavilions, barns, rest-room facilities 

with composting toilets, and planting preparation houses, in conformance with the 

regulations of Section 336.05; 

(f) off-street parking and walkways, in conformance with the regulations of 

Section 336.05.  

(Ord. No. 208-07. Passed 3-5-07, eff. 3-9-07) 

336.05     Supplemental Regulations 

Uses and structures in an Urban Garden District shall be developed and 

maintained in accordance with the following regulations. 

(a) Location. Buildings shall be set back from property lines of a Residential 

District a minimum distance of five (5) feet. 

(b) Height. No building or other structure shall be greater than twenty-five (25) 

feet in height. 

(c) Building Coverage. The combined area of all buildings, excluding 

greenhouses and hoophouses, shall not exceed fifteen percent (15%) of the garden site lot 

area. 

(d) Parking and Walkways. Off-street parking shall be permitted only for those 

garden sites exceeding 15,000 square feet in lot area. Such parking shall be limited in size 

to ten percent (10%) of the garden site lot area and shall be either unpaved or surfaced 

with gravel or similar loose material or shall be paved with pervious paving material. 

Walkways shall be unpaved except as necessary to meet the needs of individuals with 

disabilities. 

(e) Signs. Signs shall not exceed four (4) square feet in area per side and shall not 

exceed six (6) feet in height. 
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(f) Seasonal Farm Stands. Seasonal farm stands shall be removed from the 

premises or stored inside a building on the premises during that time of the year when the 

garden is not open for public use. 

(g) Fences. Fences shall not exceed six (6) feet in height, shall be at least fifty 

percent (50%) open if they are taller than four (4) feet, and shall be constructed of wood, 

chain link, or ornamental metal. For any garden that is 15,000 square feet in area or 

greater and is in a location that is subject to design review and approval by the City 

Planning Commission or Landmarks Commission, no fence shall be installed without 

review by the City Planning Director, on behalf of the Commission, who may confer with 

a neighborhood design review committee. If one exists, so that best efforts are taken to 

ensure that the fence is compatible in appearance and placement with the character of 

nearby properties.  

(Ord. No. 208-07. Passed 3-5-07, eff. 3-9-07) 

Creation of this urban garden district, which was pioneered by Councilman Joe 

Cimperman of Ward 13,310 appears to have made Cleveland the first city in the nation to 

create a zoning district specifically designed to reserve land for community gardens.311

if the city is a church, its sacraments are zoning.  If we want to declare something 
as sacred, you zone it to preserve it.  They (urban gardens) really have a 

  

The first four sites to receive urban garden zone designation are located in Ward 13 at 1) 

the west side of West 45th Street south of Wales Court; 2) the west side of West 114th 

Street north of Castle Avenue and south of Mentor Avenue; 3) the west side of Marquette 

Street south of St. Clair Avenue; and 4) the southwest corner of West 38th Street and 

Franklin Boulevard.  About the importance of implementing this urban garden zoning, 

Cimperman said 

                                                 
310 Cleveland City Council. Councilman Cimperman Sponsors Legislation.   
311 City Planning Commission- City of Cleveland. Connecting Cleveland 2020 Citywide Plan, 5. 
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community cohesion that’s extraordinary.  Communities that have them get along 
better, are safer and have less racial tension.312

The zoning may be encouraging garden participation: in 2007, the Summer Sprout 

program reported that it helped 4,000 gardeners tend about 200 community gardens that 

yielded more than $2 million in produce, which was a strong increase from the previous 

year.

 

313  In an email correspondence with the author on April 3, 2009, Morgan Taggart of 

the Ohio State University Extension’s Community Gardening Program said that since the 

adoption of the zoning, 6 parcels have received urban garden designation and an 

additional 15 parcels are in the works for spring and summer 2009.  In Taggart’s view, a 

major limitation of this legislation is that in Cleveland, zoning changes require approval 

from the city council member from the ward where the proposed change will occur.314  If 

a particular council member is not interested in increasing levels of urban garden zoning 

in his or her ward, it may not be a strategy that would be incorporated into planning 

decisions.315

Despite any limitations to its implementation, the urban garden zoning strategy 

has garnered adequate support to allow for the inclusion of some urban livestock along 

with plants.  As part of a comprehensive effort to increase access to fresh, healthy and 

affordable food in Cuyahoga County and to leverage local dollars to support a growing 

regional food network, the Cleveland City Council, after working with stakeholders to 

balance the interests of city departments, neighbors and urban farmers, passed an 

ordinance in February 2009 expanding the urban garden zoning to make it easier for 

    

                                                 
312 Ken Prendergast, “Garden Idea Grows. Plan would Protect Land,” West Side Sun News, February 8, 
2007, http://www.urbanohio.com/forum2/index.php/topic,11907.0.html (accessed March 31, 2009). 
313 Harkins, “City Chickens”  
314 Morgan Taggart, email message to author, April 3, 2009. 
315 Morgan Taggart, email message to author, April 3, 2009. 

http://www.urbanohio.com/forum2/index.php/topic,11907.0.html�
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Cleveland’s residents to keep chickens and bees.316  Before the ordinance was passed, 

approximately 10 contiguous lots or one acre were needed to accommodate the zoning 

code’s required 100 foot setbacks from nearby residences and streets.317  Now, after 

obtaining a license from the Cleveland Department of Public Health, residents will be 

allowed to keep six hens, ducks, or rabbits and two beehives on an average residential 

lot.318  The City’s hope is that some of this small scale commercial production can have 

an impact on household food economies by providing fresh food at lower cost and can 

contribute to the local food economy by keeping a percentage of the approximately $43.2 

million spent on eggs and $7.6 million spent on honey each year at home in Cuyahoga 

County.319

Community Gardens as Strategies for Reuse of Vacant Land 

  

Increasing the number of community gardens also aids the City in advancing the 

goals and strategies for vacant land reuse laid out in Re-Imagining a More Sustainable 

Cleveland: Citywide Strategies for Reuse of Vacant Land, which was adopted by the 

Cleveland City Planning Commission on December 19, 2008.  This report explains that 

Cleveland can view its excess amount of vacant land as an opportunity to: 

• Advance a larger, comprehensive sustainability strategy for the city, 

• Benefit low-income and underemployed residents, 

• Enhance the quality of neighborhood life, 

• Create prosperity in the city, and  

                                                 
316 Morgan Taggart, “Cleveland Passes New Law Allowing Residents to Keep Bees and Chickens,” 
Community Garden Newsletter-by the Community Gardening Program of Ohio State University Extension, 
Cuyahoga County, 6 http://cuyahoga.osu.edu/horticulture/communitygardening/document.2009-01-
09.6222145159 (accessed March 31, 2009). 
317 Taggart, “Cleveland Passes New Law,” 6. 
318 Taggart, “Cleveland Passes New Law,” 6. 
319 Taggart, “Cleveland Passes New Law,” 6. 

http://cuyahoga.osu.edu/horticulture/communitygardening/document.2009-01-09.6222145159�
http://cuyahoga.osu.edu/horticulture/communitygardening/document.2009-01-09.6222145159�
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• Help address climate change.320

The Planning Commission sees the current lack of strong market demand coupled 

with an abundance of vacant land and a reduced population as an unprecedented chance 

for the City to improve its green space network and natural systems by setting aside land 

for recreation, agriculture, green infrastructure and other non-traditional land uses.

 

321  

Doing so will benefit current residents and help to attract new residents and 

development.322  In striking a balance between current and future demands for new 

development and the conservation of key sites, Cleveland “can reinvent itself as a more 

productive, sustainable, and ecologically sound city.”323

• Provide permanent support for local food production. Prioritize agricultural land 

uses in the city through the creation of a new land use category for urban 

agriculture to aid in long-term planning and land security for urban farmers and 

community gardeners; revise Urban Garden District zoning classification as 

appropriate 

 

In Re-Imagining a More Sustainable Cleveland, the Planning Commission makes 

the following policy recommendations to support urban gardening and farming: 

• Establish a goal that every Cleveland resident will be within a minimum ½-mile 

radius of a community garden or market garden (ideally within a ¼-mile). This 

will increase local food security, reinforce neighborhood relationships, beautify 

vacant lots, and promote local entrepreneurship 

• Integrate permanent garden space in model block/neighborhood planning 

                                                 
320 Cleveland Land Lab. Re-imagining a More Sustainable Cleveland, 1. 
321 Cleveland Land Lab. Re-imagining a More Sustainable Cleveland, 3. 
322 Cleveland Land Lab. Re-imagining a More Sustainable Cleveland, 3. 
323 Cleveland Land Lab. Re-imagining a More Sustainable Cleveland, 3. 
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• Establish strategies for controlling use and new models for holding land (i.e. re-

zone to urban garden district, transfer ownership of land to community land trust, 

long term land leasing with ability to fence and secure) 

• Develop policies and practices within the Cleveland Water Department that 

streamline farmers and gardeners access to water. Establish water rates that 

incentivize and promote agricultural uses 

• Explore new ways of bringing water to sites including maximizing the use of 

rainwater runoff from adjacent building roofs, leaving water lines to properties 

after demolition of buildings, etc. 

• Explore potential for a municipal composting facility and community composting 

projects.324

The focus is on vacant properties in areas of the city outside the Core Development Areas 

(which are shown in red in Illustration 9) as those areas have been designated priority 

development areas in the Connecting Cleveland 2020 Citywide Plan.

 

325   

 

 

                                                 
324 Cleveland Land Lab. Re-imagining a More Sustainable Cleveland, 32. 
325 Cleveland Land Lab. Re-imagining a More Sustainable Cleveland, 3. 
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Illustration 9. Connecting Cleveland 2020 Citywide Plan core development areas326

In this plan, community gardens are viewed as one of many holding strategies for 

land with weak development potential within the foreseeable future (greater than 5 years) 

rather than a permanent preservation strategy.

 

327  The objective would ultimately be to 

return the vacant land to a use that is consistent with the overall goals articulated in the 

comprehensive plan.328  This is not to say that community garden use is viewed as 

unimportant.  Under this plan, community gardens are classed as Productive Landscapes 

and viewed as tools to aid residents in getting access to affordable locally-grown produce 

in a city rife with food deserts.329

                                                 
326 Cleveland Land Lab. Re-imagining a More Sustainable Cleveland, 4. 
327 Cleveland Land Lab. Re-imagining a More Sustainable Cleveland, 9. 
328 Cleveland Land Lab. Re-imagining a More Sustainable Cleveland, 9. 
329 Cleveland Land Lab. Re-imagining a More Sustainable Cleveland, 26. 
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In order to ensure adequate access, the City believes that establishing a target of 

having one community garden within ¼ to ½ of a mile of every city resident would be 

ideal.330  It places a priority on establishing gardens in neighborhoods with residential 

density of greater than 20 households per acre; and in areas identified as food deserts in 

the Cuyahoga County Planning Commission’s recent (2008) mapping of food 

availability.331

• Be level and of approximately 4,000 square feet 

  To ensure that sites are appropriate for community garden usage, they 

would need to meet the following criteria: 

• Have large trees or buildings on the north side of the plot 

• Receive 8 hours of full sun each day 

• Be close to a fire hydrant for watering (on the same side of the street) 

• Be free of surface material (i.e. asphalt or gravel) 

• Have lead levels of less than 400-500 ppm (estimated total lead) 

• Be in a residential neighborhood 

• Have community support/local partner and eight to ten gardeners per garden 

• Have limited development potential.332

Starting a community garden could be more expensive than beginning gardeners 

might anticipate.  In its Community Garden Start-Up Guide, the University of California 

Cooperative Extension recommends that gardens have the following basic elements: at 

least 15 plots to assign to gardeners; a simple irrigation system with one hose bib or 

faucet for every four plots; an 8-foot fence with a drive-through gate; a structure for 

storing tools, supplies and materials; a shared composting area; a bench or picnic table; 

 

                                                 
330 Cleveland Land Lab. Re-imagining a More Sustainable Cleveland, 26. 
331 Cleveland Land Lab. Re-imagining a More Sustainable Cleveland, 26. 
332 Cleveland Land Lab. Re-imagining a More Sustainable Cleveland, 26. 
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and a sign with the garden’s name sponsors and contact information.333  Start-up costs for 

a garden with just these basic elements can easily cost between $2,500 and $5,000.334   As 

about half of Cleveland community gardeners earn less than $19,000 per year,335 this 

could be financially out of reach for many of the residents that the City hopes to have 

start gardens.  To help offset costs, community gardens that are registered with Summer 

Sprout, a collaborative between OSU Extension and the city of Cleveland’s Division of 

Neighborhood Services Department of Community Development, are eligible to receive 

the following goods and services free of charge through block grant funds: vegetable 

seeds and plant starts, garden fertilizer and leaf humus, soil-preparation services such as 

plowing and roto-tilling, and assistance in getting fire hydrant permits and watering 

equipment.336  Other funding for community gardens comes from local foundations, the 

local health department and individuals.337

Under the Re-Imagining a More Sustainable Cleveland plan, the Planning 

Commission envisions agriculture in Cleveland extending beyond community gardens to 

include market gardens where produce is grown for sale.

 

338  Considered both a 

preservation strategy and a holding strategy option, commercial agriculture is viewed as a 

potential economic development strategy for areas of the city with larger degrees of 

vacant land.339

• Be of at least one acre 

  Commercial agriculture sites would need to meet the following criteria: 

• Have large trees or buildings on the north side of the plot 

                                                 
333 Surls and Savio. Community Garden Start-up Guide, 4. 
334 Surls and Savio. Community Garden Start-up Guide, 5. 
335 “Urban Garden Preservation in the City of Cleveland,” 5. 
336 Roxanne Washington, “Winter is the Time to Start Preparing for a Community Garden,” Plain Dealer, 
December 23, 2008. http://www.cleveland.com/insideout/index.ssf/2008/12/post_4.html (accessed March 
31, 2009). 
337 Morgan Taggart, email message to author, April 3, 2009. 
338 Cleveland Land Lab. Re-imagining a More Sustainable Cleveland, 26. 
339 Cleveland Land Lab. Re-imagining a More Sustainable Cleveland, 26. 

http://www.cleveland.com/insideout/index.ssf/2008/12/post_4.html�
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• Receive 8 hours of full sun each day 

• Have access to water for irrigation 

• Have soil tests to assess potential contamination based on location and previous 

use, including lead levels of less than 400-500 ppm (estimated total lead) 

• Be proximate to other urban agriculture sites to facilitate combined efforts in 

distribution and marketing and sharing of resources such as tools, water lines and 

water access, composting, small livestock, etc. 

• Have adequate due diligence, through soil sampling and other environmental 

investigation activities to assess potential contamination. 

• Have limited development potential (long-term use).340

As shown in Illustration 10, these market gardens would be designed to fit within the 

existing neighborhood structure. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Illustration 10. Sketch showing example of market garden341

                                                 
340 Cleveland Land Lab. Re-imagining a More Sustainable Cleveland, 26. 
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Contamination Concerns when Dealing with Brownfield Sites 

The EPA defines brownfields as “abandoned, idled or under-used industrial and 

commercial facilities where expansion or redevelopment is complicated by real or 

perceived environmental contamination.”342

Illustration 11. Many properties in Cleveland have environmental contaminants

  As Illustration 11 shows, with likely 

contaminated sites dotted in red, this threat of environmental contamination at potential 

garden sites is a very valid concern with Cleveland’s industrial background. 

 

343

                                                                                                                                                 
341 Kent State University’s Urban Design Collaborative. Pattern Book: Vacant Land Strategies, by Terry 
Schwarz, Paul Vernon, Gauri Torgalkar, David Jurca and Joe Stanley, September 2008, 15. 

 

http://www.cudc.kent.edu/shrink/Images/patternbookFINAL_lo-res.pdf (accessed April 14, 2009). 
342 Alexandra Heinegg et al., Brownfield Remediation: Solutions for Urban Agriculture, December 2002, 
7-8.  http://mse-research.mcgill.ca/envr401_2002/brownfields/report.pdf (accessed April 11, 2009). 
343 Cleveland Land Lab. Re-imagining a More Sustainable Cleveland, 25. 
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Plants grown in such soil could take up contaminants to such a degree that human 

health would be negatively impacted by consumption of garden produce.344  Identifying 

contaminants present at a site may prove difficult for gardeners who lack information 

about prior land uses and clean up would likely be cost prohibitive.345  Although 

substantial information exists about appropriate remediation for large, highly 

contaminated sites, less is known about clean-up of small, lesser contaminated sites such 

as would be found with a community garden.346  Brownfield remediation efforts 

generally focus on real estate development with a potential for return on the frequently 

expensive investment in clean-up.347  Urban gardens, which typically generate minimal 

or no revenues, do not fit neatly into this economic development based framework.348

The City says that without state or federal financing, clean up costs are likely to 

be prohibitive for potential garden sites since development demand for the sites being 

considered for gardening is limited or non-existent.

   

349  In Re-Imagining a More 

Sustainable Cleveland, it discusses experimenting with using bioremediation, 

phytoremediation, and mycoremediation in some sites to remove contamination but 

explains that these techniques are most typically used in industrial and municipal 

landfills, agricultural fields, wood treating sites, military bases, fuel storage tank farms, 

gas stations, army ammunition plants, sewage treatment plants, and mining sites.350  Their 

use in residential areas is much less common.351

                                                 
344 Heinegg et al., Brownfield Remediation, 3. 
345 Heinegg et al., Brownfield Remediation, 7. 
346 Heinegg et al., Brownfield Remediation, 10. 
347 Heinegg et al., Brownfield Remediation, 10. 
348 Heinegg et al., Brownfield Remediation, 10.   
349 Cleveland Land Lab. Re-imagining a More Sustainable Cleveland, 24. 
350 Cleveland Land Lab. Re-imagining a More Sustainable Cleveland, 24. 
351 Cleveland Land Lab. Re-imagining a More Sustainable Cleveland, 24. 
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The concern about lead levels at garden sites is also significant since Cleveland 

has the largest number of lead-poisoned children (26 percent in 2006) in the nation as 

identified by testing.352  Although the situation is improving, Figure 8, from 2004, shows 

areas, which encompass most of the city, where elevated lead levels remain of major 

concern. 

 

Figure 8. Showing percentages of elevated lead levels among tested children (2004) 

The areas in red had greater than 30 percent of tested children showing elevated 

lead levels; orange areas had 20 to 29.9 percent of tested children showing elevated blood 

                                                 
352 Environmental Health Watch.  “Childhood Lead Poisoning” under “Lead Poisoning in Cleveland and 
Cuyahoga County- Dramatic Declines, Continuing Crisis,” http://www.ehw.org/Lead/LEAD_home3.htm 
(accessed April 11, 2009). 

http://www.ehw.org/Lead/LEAD_home3.htm�
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lead levels; and yellow areas had 12 to 19.9 percent of tested children showing elevated 

lead levels. Lead poisoning, which is primarily a disease of poverty, can severely 

diminish the life chances of those affected by it.353

                                                 
353 Environmental Health Watch.  “Childhood Lead Poisoning.”  

  The large number of lead poisoned 

children in Cleveland could help to explain its having a higher rate of disabled residents.   



 99 

Chapter 8: Community Gardens in San Francisco, California 

San Francisco, seen on the map in Illustration 12, is located in the western part of 

California near the Pacific Ocean. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Illustration 12. Map Showing Location of San Francisco, California354

Although facing very different concerns than Cleveland, the City of San Francisco 

also appreciates community gardens and considers them “a valuable use of open space in 

dense urban areas.”

 

355

                                                 
354 Maps.com “California Political Map” 

  The City of San Francisco defines a community garden as a site 

operated and maintained by committed volunteers where: 

http://www.maps.com/ref_map.aspx?nav=RM&cid=680,692,751,1065&pid=11952 (accessed April 12, 
2009). 
355 San Francisco Planning Department. San Francisco General Plan: Recreation & Open Space Element, 
1996, Policy 2.12. http://www.sfgov.org/site/planning_index.asp?id=41414 (accessed April 12, 2009). 

 

http://www.maps.com/ref_map.aspx?nav=RM&cid=680,692,751,1065&pid=11952�
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• A publicly owned parcel of land is used for growing ornamentals and/or produce 

for non-commercial use through individual or shared plots, and 

• Demonstration gardening or other instructional programming may be offered, and 

• Shared tools and common expenses are covered through the collection of 

membership fees and/or donations.356

Bees are also allowed to be kept at community garden sites provided that the garden 

members are in consensus and they post warning signs stating that bees are present.

 

357

In San Francisco, community gardens can be found on private property, 

undeveloped street right of ways and underused (vacant) public property, public 

parkland, and rooftops.

   

358  In addition to providing opportunities for recreation and 

exercise for those who work in them, gardens are believed to improve quality of life in 

the city by revitalizing neighborhoods, stimulating social interaction and neighborhood 

cooperation, and providing visual interest to the general public.359  Currently, San 

Francisco has approximately fifty-two community gardens360 or about one garden per 

15,000 residents.  Forty of those gardens are on City-owned property, which is a 

significant increase from 1986, when the City owned only twelve garden sites.361

                                                 
356 City of San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. Community Garden Policies, July 1, 2006, 
4.

  Table 

7, from the San Francisco Garden Resource Organization (SFGRO), shows the 

distribution community gardens in San Francisco and an estimate as to the availability of 

garden plots. 

http://www.parks.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/recpark/CommunityGardens/POLICY%20DOCUMENT%
20adopted%20REVISED(1).pdf (accessed April 11, 2009). 
357 City of San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. Community Garden Policies, 16. 
358 San Francisco Planning Department. San Francisco General Plan,” Policy 2.12.  
359 San Francisco Planning Department. San Francisco General Plan,” Policy 2.12.  
360 San Francisco Department of Public Health. Healthy Development Measurement Tool. 
http://www.thehdmt.org/indicator.php?indicator_id=34 (accessed April 11, 2009). 
361 City of San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. Community Garden Policies, 3. 

http://www.parks.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/recpark/CommunityGardens/POLICY%20DOCUMENT%20adopted%20REVISED(1).pdf�
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Table 7. Community Gardens in San Francisco362

 

 

District Neighborhood Garden Owner Availability 
1 Richmond Argonne Community Garden San Francisco 

Unified School 
District 

Short waiting 
list  

  Golden Gate Senior 
Community Garden  

Recreation and 
Park Dept 

Plots available 

2 Marina Fort Mason Community 
Garden 

Golden Gate 
National 
Recreation 
Association 

Plots available 

3 Nob Hill Hooker Alley Community 
Garden 

Dept Public 
Works 

Very long 
waiting 
list (2-3 years) 

 North Beach Michelangelo Playground 
Community Garden  

Recreation and 
Park Dept 

Long waiting 
list 

 Telegraph Hill  Telegraph Hill Neighborhood 
Center Community Garden 

Unknown ------------ 

4 Sunset Sunset Community Garden San Francisco 
Unified School 
District 

No plots 
available 

5 Hayes Valley Koshland Park Community 
Learning Garden(KPCLG) 

Recreation and 
Park Dept 

Plots available  

  Page Street Community 
Garden  

Recreation and 
Park Dept 

Waiting list 

  Rose/Page Community Garden Recreation and 
Park Dept 

------------ 

 Western 
Addition 

New Liberation Community 
Garden  

Private ------------ 

6 Mission Kidpower Park Community 
Garden  

Recreation and 
Park Dept 

------------ 

 SOMA Howard Langton Community Recreation and ------------ 

                                                 
362 San Francisco Garden Resource Organization (SFGRO). San Francisco Community  
Gardens. http://www.sfgro.org/sfgardens.php (accessed April 12, 2009). 

http://www.sfgro.org/sfgardens.php�
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Garden  Park Dept 
  Howard Street Community 

Garden  
Tenderloin 
Neighborhood 
Commission 

Not open to the 
general public 

  Mission Creek Community 
Garden  

SF Port 
Authority 

Approx. 3-4 
year wait 

  Victoria Manalo Draves 
Community Garden  

Recreation and 
Park Dept 

------------ 

 Tenderloin Central YMCA Rooftop 
Community Garden 

Private ------------ 

7 7th Avenue Garden for the Environment  Public Utilities 
Commission 

No plots 
available  
Demonstration 
garden only 

  White Crane Springs 
Community Garden  

Dept Public 
Works 

Short waiting 
list  

8 Corona 
Heights 

Corona Heights Community 
Garden 

Recreation and 
Park Dept 

No plots 
available 

 Diamond 
Heights 

Crags Court Community 
Garden  

Recreation and 
Park Dept 

Plots available  

 Duboce 
Triangle 

Noe Beaver Community 
Garden  

Recreation and 
Park Dept 

No plots 
available  

 Eureka Valley Corwin Street Community 
Garden  

Recreation and 
Park Dept 

No plots 
available  

 Glen Park Arlington Community Garden  Dept Public 
Works 

Long waiting 
list  

 Noe Valley Clipper Street Community 
Garden 

Dept Public 
Works 

Short waiting 
list  

9 Bernal 
Heights  

Alemany RMC Garden  San Francisco 
Housing 
Authority 

Plots available  

  Bernal Heights Community 
Garden 

Recreation and 
Park Dept 

Waiting list  

  Good Prospect Community 
Garden  

Dept Public 
Works 

Very long 
waiting list  

  Miller Memorial 
Grove/Dogpatch Community 
Garden  

Recreation and 
Park Dept 

Short waiting 
list  

  Ogden Terrace Community 
Garden  

Dept Public 
Works 

------------ 

  Park Street Community 
Garden  

Dept Public 
Works 

------------ 

  Saint Mary’s Urban Youth 
Farm 

Recreation and 
Park Dept 

No plots 
available-  
demonstration 
garden 

  Wolfe Lane Community 
Garden  

Dept Public 
Works 

------------ 
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 Mission Alioto Mini Park Community 
Garden  

Recreation and 
Park Dept 

Short waiting 
list  

  All in Common Community 
Garden  

Private ------------ 

  Dearborn Community Garden To Be 
Determined 

Very long 
waiting list  

  Potrero Del Sol Community 
Garden 

Recreation and 
Park Dept 

------------ 

  Treat Commons Community 
Garden at Parque Ninos 
Unidos 

Recreation and 
Park Dept 

Shared plots 
available/ 
waiting list for 
private plots 

10 Bayview 
Hunter’s 
Point 

Adam Rogers Community 
Garden  

Recreation and 
Park Dept 

------------ 

  Candlestick Point Community 
Garden 

California State 
Parks 

Short waiting 
list  

  Double Rock Community 
Garden 

Alice Griffth 
Housing 
Development 

Plots available 
to Alice Griffth 
Housing 
Development 
residents 

 Potrero Hill  25th & DeHaro Community 
Garden  

Private A few plots 
available- 
neighborhood 
residents 
preferred 

  Arkansas Friendship 
Community Garden 

Dept Public 
Works 

Waiting list  

  Connecticut Friendship 
Community Garden 

Dept Public 
Works 

Short waiting 
list  

  Potrero Hill Community 
Garden  

Recreation and 
Park Dept 

Waiting list-
about 2 ½ to  
3 years. 

 Visitacion 
Valley 

McLaren Park Community 
Garden  

Recreation and 
Park Dept 

Waiting list  

  Visitacion Valley Greenway 
Community Garden 

Public Utilities 
Commission 

No plots 
available  

11 Excelsior Crocker Amazon Community 
Garden  

Recreation and 
Park Dept 

Plots 
Available  

  La Grande Community Garden Recreation and 
Park Dept 

------------ 

 OMI Brooks Park Community 
Garden  

Recreation and 
Park Dept 

------------ 

 Outer Mission Lessing/Sears Mini Park 
Community Garden 

Recreation and 
Park Dept 

------------ 
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Planning for Community Gardens and Sustainability 

The City’s recognition of the importance of community gardens to the health and 

well-being of its residents and their communities is clearly articulated in both the San 

Francisco General Plan and the Sustainability Plan.  These plans both set forth goals for 

protecting and supporting community gardens. 

The General Plan 

The General Plan’s Recreation and Open Space element calls for the expansion 

of community garden opportunities throughout the City and sets a goal of having 100 

community gardens.363  It directs City Departments to fully cooperate with neighborhood 

organizations and non-profits to establish, maintain and administer community gardens 

throughout the City.364  In order to maximize the opportunity for San Franciscans to use, 

enjoy, and benefit from community gardens, the General Plan calls for the City to 

investigate available opportunities to preserve existing gardens.365

The Sustainability Plan 

 

In the Food and Agriculture section of the Sustainability Plan for San Francisco, 

SF Environment, which is a department of the City and County of San Francisco, 

explains the critical importance of considering food issues when addressing 

sustainability, even in majorly urbanized areas.366

                                                 
363 San Francisco Planning Department. San Francisco General Plan,” Policy 2.12.  
364 San Francisco Planning Department. San Francisco General Plan,” Policy 2.12.  
365 San Francisco Planning Department. San Francisco General Plan,” Policy 2.12.  

  That plan explains the impact that a 

locally-based, organically-grown food supply can have on energy expenditures, regional 

water quality, wildlife preservation, regional land use, public health, and food security 

366 SF Environment. Sustainability Plan for San Francisco: Food and Agriculture. October 1996. 
http://www.sfenvironment.org/downloads/library/spsifood.pdf (accessed April 12, 2009). 

http://www.sfenvironment.org/downloads/library/spsifood.pdf�
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and presents a series of strategies to encourage sustainable agriculture practices.367

Table 6. Sustainability strategies related to community gardens

  The 

strategies pertaining to community gardens are seen in Table 6 below. 

368

Goals 

 

Long-term objectives 
to reach 
sustainability 

Objectives for the year 
2001  
(5-year plan) 

Actions 

5. To maximize 
food and 
agricultural 
production 
within the City 
itself. 

5-A. Community and 
rooftop gardens exist 
in every neighborhood 
and business district, 
allowing sufficient 
access for all residents 

5-A-1. The number of 
community, school and 
residential edible-garden 
training projects has 
doubled 

5-A-1-a. Develop a 
collaborative school 
gardening program 
between the school 
district and non-profit 
organizations and/or 
volunteers who 
provide training and 
on-going supervision. 
 
5-A-1-b. Establish 
demonstration 
farms on available 
land in San Francisco, 
such as Treasure 
Island, the Presidio, 
and any other public 
land (with sensitivity 
to the needs of native 
plants and wildlife) 

 5-B. All new publicly-
funded construction 
has rooftop and/or 
ground-level 
gardening space. 
5-C. All new private 
multi-unit residential 
construction has 
gardening space. 

5-C-1. All new housing 
projects have a dedicated 
amount of edible-garden 
space. 

5-C-1-a. Modify city 
regulations to require 
green spaces in 
housing projects. 

 5-G. All vacant land 
has become utilized 
for appropriate 
ecological purposes, 
including food 
production, wildlife 
and native plant 

5-G-1. 50% of all vacant 
land not appropriate for 
biodiversity refuge has 
become utilized for 
productive purposes. 

5-G-1-a. Identify and 
make available for 
edible gardens 
appropriate vacant 
space (temporary or 
permanent). 
5-G-1-b. Identify and 

                                                 
367 SF Environment. Sustainability Plan for San Francisco. 
368 SF Environment. Sustainability Plan for San Francisco. 
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habitat, or Christmas- 
tree or other forestry 
products farms 

catalogue all public 
vacant properties for 
ecological purposes, 
including greenhouse 
and food producing 
activities. 
5-G-1-c. Donate 
vacant land to non-
profit organizations for 
gardening projects. 
(Suggested for 
corporations) 
5-G-1-d. Amend the 
City Charter to allow 
for the discounted sale 
of unused or other city 
properties to non-
profit organizations for 
community based 
food-related projects 

Goal 5-G, with its objective of having all vacant land utilized for ecological purposes, 

brings the World War I Liberty Gardens to mind with their fight against slacker land.  All 

of the listed goals and objectives reflect the City’s desire to emphasize sustainability and 

promote public well-being. 

Community Garden Management  

Since summer 2004, when a 10-year arrangement with the local non-profit San 

Francisco League of Urban Gardeners (SLUG) ended, the City and County of San 

Francisco, through its Recreation and Park Department, has taken a more direct 

managerial role of its community garden program.369  The Community Garden Program 

is funded through the Park, Recreation and Open Space Fund, which is an annual 

allocation of property taxes towards the enhancement of park and recreational services 

and facilities.370

                                                 
369 City of San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. Community Garden Policies, 3. 
370 City of San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. Community Garden Policies, 19. 

  In 2000, the public approved dedicating $150,000 per year of the Open 
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Space Fund for a period of thirty years to community gardens.371   These funds may be 

applied to properties under jurisdiction or management of the Recreation and Park 

Department.372  They have been used to replace compost bins and planter beds, construct 

new tool sheds and fences, and for program management associated costs.373  Any 

amount that goes unspent for community gardens at the end of the fiscal year is carried 

forward to the next year.374  Funding may also be available through additional Open 

Space Fund monies and other public funds and private sources for community gardens 

that are linked to other capital improvements.375  The Recreation and Park Department, in 

addition to managing community gardens on park property, also has an interagency 

agreement to manage garden sites that are under the jurisdiction of other City agencies, 

including the Department of Public Works and the Public Utilities Commission.376

In order to develop an overall policy and standards for the City’s gardens, the 

Community Gardens Policy Committee, comprised of stakeholders representing local 

community gardens, Garden for the Environment, SFGRO, the Parks, Recreation and 

Open Space Advisory Committee (PROSAC) and City agencies, was formed in January 

2005.

 

377  The outcome of that committee was the development of Community Garden 

Policies, which was adopted in April 2006.  The intent of these policies is to continue to 

encourage equal opportunity for public access to all gardens by providing a uniform 

framework for essential garden elements while also maintaining adequate flexibility to 

allow for individualization at each garden site.378

                                                 
371 City of San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. Community Garden Policies, 19. 
372 City of San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. Community Garden Policies, 19. 
373 City of San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. Community Garden Policies, 19. 
374 City of San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. Community Garden Policies, 19. 
375 City of San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. Community Garden Policies, 19. 
376 City of San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. Community Garden Policies, 19. 
377 City of San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. Community Garden Policies, 3. 
378 City of San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. Community Garden Policies, 3. 
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These policies explain the requirements for site design such as the expectation 

that plots are to be of a consistent size and to be of adequate number to maximize their 

availability.379  Wheelchair accessible plots are to be designed according to accessibility 

codes and are exempt from the standardized plot size requirements because of their 

unique design requirements.380  Because the community gardens are open to the public 

and are on City land, all new construction and renovations of pathways must comply with 

Title 24 of the California Building Code and the Americans with Disabilities Act 

(ADA).381  The policies also explain what the City will do to support the gardens, such as 

provide water at no charge to the gardeners, as well as what the gardeners will do to 

maintain the site.382  It also clearly defines the organizational structure of the gardens and 

the roles/responsibilities of the Garden Coordinator.383

Issues of Equitable Access 

 

As Figure 9 and Table 8, both from 2007, make obvious, existing gardens are not 

evenly distributed throughout the city.384  Even though a few gardens have been added, 

numerous residents lack easy access to a community garden within a reasonable distance 

from their homes.  It should be noted however that proximity to a garden does not 

represent a guarantee of access.  Multiple factors, including perceived neighborhood 

safety, available hours of access to the garden site, financial/time constraints, physical 

disability, and lengthy waiting lists could result in limited access.385

                                                 
379 City of San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. Community Garden Policies, 5. 
380 City of San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. Community Garden Policies, 5. 
381 City of San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. Community Garden Policies, 6. 
382 City of San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. Community Garden Policies, 5. 
383 City of San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. Community Garden Policies, 10. 
384 San Francisco Department of Public Health. Healthy Development Measurement Tool.  
385 San Francisco Department of Public Health. Healthy Development Measurement Tool.  

  Absence of a 

waiting list at a particular garden site may also not indicate a lack of desire by resident 

for a community garden plot since demand can be influenced by various other factors 
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such as cost for participation or lack of publicity about the garden’s existence and 

awareness about who is allowed to use it.386

Figure 9. Proportion of households with ¼ mile access to a community garden

 

387

 

 

 

 

 

 
                                                 
386 San Francisco Department of Public Health. Healthy Development Measurement Tool.  
387 San Francisco Department of Public Health. Healthy Development Measurement Tool.  
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Table 8. Percentage of households with ¼ mile access to a community garden (2007)388

Neighborhood 

 

Percent 
 w/access 

Neighborhood Percent  
w/ access 

City of San Francisco 25 Noe Valley 17 
Bayview 11 North Beach 61 

Bernal Heights 75 Ocean View 17 
Castro/Upper Market 48 Outer Mission 9 

Chinatown 22 Outer Richmond 3 
Crocker Amazon 18 Outer Sunset 2 
Diamond Heights 100 Pacific Heights 0 

Downtown/Civic Center 41 Parkside 0 
Excelsior 21 Potrero Hill 64 

Financial District 0 Presidio 0 
Glen Park 61 Presidio Heights 0 

Golden Gate Park 0 Russian Hill 18 
Haight Ashbury 0 Seacliff 0 
Inner Richmond 10 South of Market 38 

Inner Sunset 10 Treasure Island/YBI 0 
Lakeshore 0 Twin Peaks 28 

Marina 22 Visitacion Valley 36 
Mission 60 West of Twin Peaks 0 

Nob Hill 35 Western Addition 27 

In the Recreation and Open Space Element of the San Francisco General Plan, 

the planners address the challenges of meeting the demand for recreation and open space 

resources in the City.  The San Francisco Recreation and Park Department owns and 

manages over 3,300 acres of open space.389  Because of existing development patterns 

and high population density in a compact city of 28,918 acres, San Francisco struggles to 

provide adequate open space to its residents.390  Additionally, high land costs have 

resulted in an unequal distribution of open space recreation sites throughout the city.391

                                                 
388 San Francisco Department of Public Health. Healthy Development Measurement Tool.  
389 San Francisco Planning Department. San Francisco General Plan,” Policy 2.1. 
390 San Francisco Planning Department. San Francisco General Plan,” Policy 2.1. 
391 San Francisco Planning Department. San Francisco General Plan.,”  

  

Many of the City’s senior citizens as well as a large number of children live in downtown 
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areas and neighborhoods with few recreational facilities.392  Similarly, a large number of 

low-income residents are concentrated in high density districts with little access to public 

or private open space.393  These groups tend to be the ones with limited mobility making 

it harder for them to access open space resources outside of their neighborhoods.394  In its 

planning, the City wants to increase available open space levels as much as possible.395

Having geographic proximity to an open space resource increases the likelihood 

that neighborhood residents will utilize that resource.

 

396  The City believes that its 

distributional inequality of open space resources merits correction when neighborhoods 

lacking parks and recreation facilities demonstrate a relatively high need for such 

facilities.397  Almost half of all households in San Francisco have reported a need for 

more community gardens and 1 in 5 households asserted that community gardens were 

among the most important recreation facilities offered by the City.398  The Recreation and 

Park Department’s Recreation Assessment Report, which was released in September 

2004, found that 47 percent of San Francisco’s households indicated that they have a 

“need” for more community gardens as compared to more tennis courts (38%), recreation 

centers (37%), children’s playgrounds (32%), and dog play areas (26%).399  Walking and 

biking trails (76%) and pools (52%) were the only choices receiving higher rankings.400

                                                 
392 San Francisco Planning Department. San Francisco General Plan.,” 
393 San Francisco Planning Department. San Francisco General Plan.,” 
394 San Francisco Planning Department. San Francisco General Plan.,”  
395 San Francisco Planning Department. San Francisco General Plan.,” Policy 2.1. 
396San Francisco Department of Public Health. Healthy Development Measurement Tool.  
397 San Francisco Planning Department. San Francisco General Plan.,”  
398 City of San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. Community Garden Policies, 3. 
399 City of San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. Community Garden Policies, 3. 
400 City of San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. Community Garden Policies, 3. 

  

That same report found that households ranked community gardens as one of the top five 

“most important” facilities from among 21 categories, which included “other” and “none 
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chosen.”401  Along with community gardens (21%), residents selected walking and biking 

trails (55%), pools (27%), indoor exercise and fitness facilities (22%), and 

running/walking tracks (22%) as being among the most important facilities.402  The 

Recreation and Park Department believes these results reflect the increasing need for 

adult recreation opportunities.403  It feels that regardless of cultural, social, and economic 

background, among other activities, community gardens have the unique ability to appeal 

to both youth and adults: youth for education and park stewardship and adults for 

nutritional and recreational fulfillment.404

Victory Gardens 

   

One avenue for urban food production that some San Francisco residents would 

like to see reinstituted is the World War II era Victory Gardens and their practice of using 

public lands for gardens.  Victory Garden 2008+ is a pilot project to support the transition 

of backyard, front yard, window boxes, rooftops and unused land into organic food 

production areas.405

                                                 
401 City of San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. Community Garden Policies, 3. 
402 City of San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. Community Garden Policies, 3. 
403 City of San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. Community Garden Policies, 3. 
404 City of San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. Community Garden Policies, 3. 

  This project was the brainchild of San Francisco-based artist and 

designer Amy Franceschini, who partnered with the City of San Francisco’s Department 

of the Environment, Garden for the Environment and Slow Food Nation to plant the 

initial Victory Gardens and to develop and operate a citywide Victory Garden program in 

San Francisco.  Instead of focusing on increasing wartime food production, Victory 

Garden 2008+ looks to creating a community of local food producers and promoting 

urban sustainability by increasing local food security and reducing the ecological impacts 

405 Victory Gardens 2008+, “A Local Network of Home Gardens = A Community of Food Producers!” 
under “About.” http://www.sfvictorygardens.org/about.html (accessed April 12, 2009). 

http://www.sfvictorygardens.org/about.html�
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resulting from reliance on globally produced foods.406  San Francisco was an active 

participant in the World War II era Victory Gardens, with over 250 garden plots in 

Golden Gate Park alone.407  Organizers of the modern day Victory Garden movement 

feel that this time around, instead of supporting the nation as it went to war, the gardens 

are a way for citizens to respond to the social and ecological crises coming from the 

“challenge of creating more self reliant, ecologically sound, and socially just urban 

human habitat.”408

In the summer of 2008, in partnership with Slow Food Nation, the group planted 

the City Hall Victory Garden.

   

409  The Department of the Environment provided $60,000 

of funding for the project, which included planting one-third of an acre in the plaza 

outside of San Francisco’s City Hall.410  The temporary garden, on an original Victory 

Garden site, was up from July through December 2008.411  A wide variety of heritage 

organic vegetables produced over 1,000 pounds of vegetables that through a partnership 

with the San Francisco Food Bank were donated to those with limited access to healthy 

organic produce.412

 

  The images in Illustration 13 show both the original Victory Garden 

in front of City Hall in 1943 and the modern day incarnation. 

 

                                                 
406 Victory Gardens 2008+, “A Local Network of Home Gardens = A Community of Food Producers!” 
under “History.” http://www.sfvictorygardens.org/history.html 
407 Victory Gardens 2008+, “About.” 
408 Victory Gardens 2008+, “About.” 
409 Victory Gardens 2008+, “About.” 
410 Mary MacVean, “San Francisco’s Victory Gardens Project Grows a Community,” Los Angeles Times, 
January 10, 2009,  http://www.latimes.com/features/home/la-hm-victoryside10-2009jan10,0,4985503.story 
(accessed March 31,2009). 
411 “Slow Food Nation Victory Garden,” Slow Food Nation. http://slowfoodnation.org/2008-event/the-
main-%20%20event/victory-garden/ (Accessed April 12, 2009). 
412 “Slow Food Nation Victory Garden.”  

http://www.sfvictorygardens.org/history.html�
http://www.latimes.com/features/home/la-hm-victoryside10-2009jan10,0,4985503.story�
http://slowfoodnation.org/2008-event/the-main-%20%20event/victory-garden/�
http://slowfoodnation.org/2008-event/the-main-%20%20event/victory-garden/�
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Illustration 13. City Hall Victory Garden- Then and Now
413

Job Training/Rehabilitation 

 

A prison garden may not be what people think of when envisioning a community 

garden, but the garden at the county jail in San Francisco seems to fit the ACGA’s 

somewhat loose definition.  The garden is on public land and gardening activities are 

performed by a community of dedicated albeit incarcerated volunteers.  The Garden 

Project, which runs the jail’s gardening program, is devoted to efforts focused on 

                                                 
413 Top image: 1943,  http://www.sfvictorygardens.org/history.html (accessed April 12, 2009).  
Bottom image:  Scott Chernis, 2008,  http://features.csmonitor.com/gardening/2008/08/06/in-san-
francisco-replacing-lawn-with-lettuce/ (accessed April 12, 2009). 

 

http://www.sfvictorygardens.org/history.html�
http://features.csmonitor.com/gardening/2008/08/06/in-san-francisco-replacing-lawn-with-lettuce/�
http://features.csmonitor.com/gardening/2008/08/06/in-san-francisco-replacing-lawn-with-lettuce/�
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building community capital and increasing community sustainability. Along with job 

skills training and a sense of connection to the Earth, this garden offers the possibility for 

rehabilitation to offenders and at-risk youth.   

As a result of reading Steinbeck’s Grapes of Wrath, lawyer and jail counselor 

Catherine Sneed, who founded the project, had an epiphany that people needed a 

connection to the land in order to feel hopeful and that such a connection was missing at 

the county jail in San Francisco.414  Because of this new understanding of land’s 

importance to the mental health of people, Sneed, along with San Francisco Sheriff 

Michael Hennessy, founded The Horticulture Project at the San Francisco County Jail in 

1982, which allowed interested inmates to garden at the site of the former jail farm.415  In 

1992, the program was renamed The Garden Project.416

Recognizing that issues such as poverty, homelessness, lack of employment, lack 

of job skills and alcohol and drug addiction were impacting recidivism rates once 

offenders were released, Sneed and Hennessey expanded the program into its current 

format, which includes an Earth Stewards program for at-risk youth.

   

417

                                                 
414 Lisa Van Cleef, “Gardening Conquers All: How to Cut Your Jail Recidivism Rates by Half,” San 
Francisco Chronicle, December 18, 2002, 

  With a motto of 

“We don’t just grow plants, we grow people too,” the Garden Project model for 

community change takes “an integrated, community-wide, systemic response to crime, 

high rates of recidivism, and unemployment which links crime and poverty with 

stewardship of the environment and the community” and makes it a mission to “provide 

job training and support to former offenders through counseling and assistance in 

http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-
bin/article.cgi?file=%2Fgate%2Farchive%2F2002%2F12%2F18%2Fgreeng.DTL (accessed March 31, 
2009). 
415 Garden Project, “Frequently Asked Questions,” http://www.gardenproject.org/faq.htm (accessed April 
12, 2009). 
416 Garden Project, “Frequently Asked Questions.” 
417 Garden Project, “Frequently Asked Questions.” 

http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?file=%2Fgate%2Farchive%2F2002%2F12%2F18%2Fgreeng.DTL�
http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?file=%2Fgate%2Farchive%2F2002%2F12%2F18%2Fgreeng.DTL�
http://www.gardenproject.org/faq.htm�
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continuing education, while also impacting the communities from which they came.”418  

It has two tracks: one for current inmates and one for the recently released.419   Along 

with lessons on the importance of plants in their lives, both inmates and former inmates 

are offered structure and support through counseling, education assistance and job 

training in gardening in order to give them the tools they need to remain out of jail.420

The Garden Project is a partnership of public and private organizations including 

the San Francisco Sheriff’s Department, the San Francisco Police Department, the 

California Department of Forestry as well as more than 25 community organizations.

   

421  

The farm is located on 12 acres at the San Francisco County Jail, which is owned by the 

City and County of San Francisco.422  The project’s second garden is in Hunters Point.423 

Garden Project apprentices work in an intensive program to learn horticulture skills and 

grow organic vegetables that feed senior citizens and needy families in San Francisco.424   

The apprentices also work to support neighborhood greening projects by cultivating 

plants for schools, establishing and maintaining gardens at police stations and housing 

developments and supporting community clean-up efforts.425

The project does employ a farm manager and supervisors from outside of the 

program but program participants are able to learn about all facets of the gardening 

operation.

   

426

                                                 
418 Garden Project, “The Garden Project,” 

  Under the direction of the manager and supervisors, participants perform 

the daily tasks necessary to maintain the farm, the ornamental nursery, and the California 

http://www.gardenproject.org/thegardenproject.htm (accessed 
April 12, 2009). 
419 Lisa Van Cleef, “Gardening Conquers All”  
420 Garden Project, “Frequently Asked Questions.” 
421 Garden Project, “The Garden Project.”  
422 Garden Project, “Frequently Asked Questions.” 
423 Lisa Van Cleef, “Gardening Conquers All” 
424 Garden Project, “The Garden Project.”  
425 Garden Project, “The Garden Project.”  
426 Garden Project, “Frequently Asked Questions.” 

http://www.gardenproject.org/thegardenproject.htm�
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Native Plant Nursery as well as make food deliveries to partner agencies for donation to 

needy senior citizens and to youth centers.427  The Earth Stewards work on projects 

assigned by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, which is both partner and 

contractor, and they maintain the native plant nursery.428  For their efforts, the workers, 

who usually remain with the program for at least a year, are paid a little more than double 

the minimum wage and provided with medical and dental benefits.429  After finishing the 

program, some workers start their own landscaping businesses, enter the construction 

field, or become employed by the Department of Public Works.430

The program’s effectiveness is such that the United States Department of 

Agriculture has called it “one of the most innovative and successful community-based 

crime prevention programs in the country.”

 

431

The Garden Project is a tremendously effective crime-prevention program.  It not 
only helps individuals rebuild their lives, but recidivism studies we’ve conducted 
also show that while 55 percent of our prisoners are rearrested within a year, those 
who go through the Garden Project have a recidivism rate of 24 percent, and 
that’s after two years.

  According to Sheriff Hennessy, 

432

Lest the public believe the program enrolls only first time offenders who were 

unlikely to get into trouble again, Hennessy says that the people involved in the Garden 

Project are not new to the criminal justice system but are “frequent fliers” or people who 

have been in and out of jail many times, usually for drug-related crimes.

 

433

                                                 
427 Garden Project, “Frequently Asked Questions.” 
428 Garden Project, “Frequently Asked Questions.” 
429 Lisa Van Cleef, “Gardening Conquers All”  
430 Lisa Van Cleef, “Gardening Conquers All”  
431 Garden Project, “The Garden Project.”  
432 Lisa Van Cleef, “Gardening Conquers All”  
433 Lisa Van Cleef, “Gardening Conquers All” 
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Community Revitalization   

In 2008, the Bayview neighborhood, in southeastern San Francisco, got a new 

community garden, the Latona Garden, which is one of the area local food projects 

supported by health-related public and private funding.434  It is part of the Quesada 

Gardens Initiative, a resident-led effort to build more community gardening spaces 

around Palou Avenue and Third Street.435

 

   The site, shown in Illustration 14, appears to 

utilize space unlikely to be used for other purposes.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Illustration 14. Construction of Latona Community Garden436

                                                 
434 Matthew Green, “Community Gardens Sprout in S.F.’s Bayview,” San Francisco Chronicle, 

 

http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2008/05/31/HO2810BHH1.DTL (accessed April 10, 
2009). 
435 Green, “Community Gardens Sprout”  
436 Rhonda Winter, April 5, 2008. Latona Community Garden. 
http://www.flickr.com/photos/rhondawinter/2390967519/in/set-72157605163796598/ (accessed April 26, 
2009) 

 

http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2008/05/31/HO2810BHH1.DTL�
http://www.flickr.com/photos/rhondawinter/2390967519/in/set-72157605163796598/�
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The Initiative’s flagship garden, which is located around the corner from Latona, 

was created in 2002, when two neighborhood residents cleared out trash and then planted 

the 600 square foot median strip running the length of the street.437  The Quesada 

Gardens, shown in Illustrations 15 and 16, went in an area that had been dealing with 

high levels of drug dealing, prostitution, trash dumping and theft.438

Illustration 15. Scene from the Quesada Community Garden

 

 

439

                                                 
437 Green, “Community Gardens Sprout” 
438 Green, “Community Gardens Sprout”  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

439 Paul Chinn, ca 2006, San Francisco Chronicle. http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-
bin/object/article?f=/c/a/2006/07/18/BAGTVK0N8B1.DTL&o=0 (accessed April 12, 2009). 

 

http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/object/article?f=/c/a/2006/07/18/BAGTVK0N8B1.DTL&o=0�
http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/object/article?f=/c/a/2006/07/18/BAGTVK0N8B1.DTL&o=0�
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Illustration 16. Quesada Garden utilizes median strip for garden space440

Before the new gardens were developed, fresh produce had become a rarity in the 

neighborhood.

  

441  The area had become a food desert: of two available neighborhood 

grocery stores, residents complained that neither carried adequate levels of nutritional 

food.442  A study conducted by the Southeast Food Access group, which is a coalition of 

agencies and groups working to make healthy food more available in the Bayview, 

Hunters Point and Visitacion Valley neighborhoods, found that residents had to go 

outside the district to spend millions of dollars annually for groceries.443

                                                 
440 Liz Hafalia, ca 2004, San Francisco Chronicle. 

   

http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-
bin/object/article?f=/c/a/2004/09/15/MNG088P5B21.DTL&o=0 (accessed April 12, 2000). 
441 Green, “Community Gardens Sprout”  
442 Green, “Community Gardens Sprout” 
443 Green, “Community Gardens Sprout”  

 

http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/object/article?f=/c/a/2004/09/15/MNG088P5B21.DTL&o=0�
http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/object/article?f=/c/a/2004/09/15/MNG088P5B21.DTL&o=0�
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Neighborhood residents’ health has suffered as well.  A 2004 San Francisco 

Health Department assessment found that the Bayview neighborhood had the highest rate 

in the city of walk-in hospitalizations for adults with uncontrolled diabetes and 

congestive heart failure, as well as a disproportionate share of deaths from hypertension 

and heart disease.444  The area’s asthma rate is also reported to be very high.445

The gardeners are hoping to draw some of that food money back into the 

community by making fresh produce available again.  A 2007 food survey of Bayview 

residents by the Quesada Initiative found that 94 percent of 562 residents interviewed 

would strongly support having new food options in the district and that freshness ranked 

over affordability as the most important factor in deciding where to shop.

 

446  More than 

50 percent of residents expressed a preference for natural food that were grown without 

pesticides and would like to see a co-op market open in the area.447

We are building "community," connecting across our differences, and 
strengthening local systems in the Bayview Hunters Point Neighborhood of San 
Francisco through strategies that have emerged from the grassroots: community 
and backyard gardens, public art projects, events, and more. We are 100% 
resident-led, and believe that communities should be allowed to define 
themselves. We also believe that we all have a responsibility to be involved in the 
life of the street where we live.  There is nothing more valuable than informal 
groups and social networks, especially in challenging times.

 

On its blog, the Quesada Gardens Initiative presents a lofty statement describing 

itself and its mission: 

448

Frequently lauded as a success story of grassroots urban improvement, the 

Quesada Garden has definitely made a positive impact on the neighborhood.  Residents 

 

                                                 
444 Green, “Community Gardens Sprout”  
445 Green, “Community Gardens Sprout”  
446 Green, “Community Gardens Sprout”  
447 Green, “Community Gardens Sprout”  
448 “Quesada Gardens Initiative,” Quesada is What Community Looks Like Blog, 
http://quesadagardens.org/ (accessed April 11, 2009).  

http://quesadagardens.org/�
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have formed a bond and spend time together in for community events such as barbeques 

and movie nights.449

Rather than rely on the police or the mayor’s office, residents got together and, 
with scant initial funding, created their own sustainable change. Our alternative 
has been to take responsibility for our own block.  It works and can be done 
anywhere.

  Jeffrey Betcher, a Quesada Avenue resident and gardener, says that 

450

Environmental Justice 

 

In the Sustainability Plan for San Francisco, SF Environment takes a close look 

at environmental justice when considering sustainability and questions whether one can 

exist without the other.451  It recognizes that poor communities and communities of color 

have historically borne a disproportionate share of the burden of environmental pollution.  

Areas such as the largely minority Bayview-Hunters Point neighborhood, where the 

Quesada Gardens are located, have recorded higher levels of ambient pollutants when 

compared to more affluent neighborhoods.452

San Francisco is also the home of several cutting-edge community-based 
programs that embody the goals and implementation actions of environmental 
justice.  These include an innovative greening and gardening job-training program 
through the Sheriff’s Department for correctional inmates, and a series of 
community gardens and greening projects that are designed from a community 
perspective and that provide local jobs and job training.

   

Along with challenges to environmental justice, the Sustainability Plan also 

details some success stories to be found in San Francisco and those successes include 

gardening programs.  The report states that 

453

In 2008, in recognition of community garden programs’ abilities to address 

environmental justice issues in promoting food security, improving air quality, and 

   

                                                 
449 Green, “Community Gardens Sprout”  
450 Green, “Community Gardens Sprout”  
451 SF Environment. Sustainability Plan for San Francisco. 
452 SF Environment. Sustainability Plan for San Francisco.  
453 SF Environment. Sustainability Plan for San Francisco. 
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reducing energy consumption, the Environmental Justice Program of SF Environment 

selected the Quesada Gardens Initiative to receive a $100,000 grant to be spread over two 

years, with $45,000 being allocated in the first year and $55,000 in the second.454  The 

Initiative, in partnership with the University of San Francisco, will build on its existing 

community-based garden projects in the Bayview neighborhood by developing and 

conducting the “Bayview Backyard Gardens” program to address energy, environmental 

and public health concerns.455  The grant funds will be used to install modular backyard 

gardens in order to increase production of locally grown healthy food and encourage 

physical activity.456

Table 9. Percentage of Adults in San Francisco with BMI > 30 (2005)

 

Promoting activities to encourage a healthy diet and greater levels of physical 

activity, especially among minority residents, are very important public health 

considerations in the City.  Although San Francisco’s prevalence of obesity is below state 

and national levels, disparities exist, as seen in Table 9, when data are broken out by race 

and ethnicity.  Latinos and African Americans experience obesity at twice the rate of 

white San Franciscans. 

457

 

 

Percentage of Adults (18 and older) reporting  
a BMI of 30.0 or higher 

All Residents 14.8 
Latino 27.0 
African American 34.2 
White 13.1 

                                                 
454 SF Environment, Environmental Justice Program Funding Recommendations for Grant Awards (2008-
2010), April 29, 2008. http://sfenvironment.org/downloads/library/es00808coeapprovalejgrants.pdf 
(accessed April 11, 2009). 
455 SF Environment, Environmental Justice Program Funding. 
456 SF Environment, Environmental Justice Program Funding. 
457 San Francisco DPH Community Health Promotion and Prevention.  Obesity Fact Sheet, January 
2008.http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/shapeupsf/research_data/SFDPH%20DRAFT%20Obesity%2
0Fact%20Sheet.pdf (accessed April 12, 2009). 
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In addition to the health impacts on the individuals experiencing obesity, 

increased levels of obesity could have serious economic repercussions to the state.  In 

2005, the California Department of Health Services estimated that the annual cost of 

obesity in the state was $6.4 billion.458

Diabetes rates are another public health area where racial disparities are seen.  

According to the National Center for Chronic Disease Prevention and Health Promotion, 

African Americans in California were more likely to report a diagnosis of diabetes than 

whites (15.3 percent versus 6.0 percent) and were twice as likely to die from diabetes 

complications (42.3 per 100,000 versus 20.6 per 100,000).

  As mentioned, eating a diet rich in fresh fruits 

and vegetables and getting regular exercise can strongly reduce a person’s chances of 

suffering from obesity. 

459  In San Francisco, 12.4 

percent of African Americans participating in the 2001 California Health Inventory 

Survey (CHIS) reported that they had been diagnosed with diabetes, compared to 3.0 

percent of whites and 3.0 percent of Asians.460  The gap in diabetes rates appears to be 

rising since data pooled from the 2003 and the 2005 CHIS indicated that 16.0 percent of 

African Americans had been diagnosed with diabetes as compared to 3.3 percent of 

whites.461

Again, as with obesity, this is not an inexpensive problem.  The American 

Diabetes Association reports that one out of every ten health care dollars spent in the 

United States goes to treat diabetes and its complications.

 

462

                                                 
458 San Francisco DPH Community Health Promotion and Prevention.  Obesity Fact Sheet. 

  Estimates from the Juvenile 

Diabetes Research Foundation International indicated that diabetes cost the state of 

459 San Francisco DPH Community Health Promotion and Prevention. Diabetes Fact Sheet, January 
2008.http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/shapeupsf/research_data/SFDPH%20DRAFT%20Diabetes%
20Fact%20Sheet.pdf (accessed April 11, 2009). 
460 San Francisco DPH Community Health Promotion and Prevention. Diabetes Fact Sheet. 
461 San Francisco DPH Community Health Promotion and Prevention. Diabetes Fact Sheet. 
462 San Francisco DPH Community Health Promotion and Prevention. Diabetes Fact Sheet. 

http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/shapeupsf/research_data/SFDPH%20DRAFT%20Diabetes%20Fact%20Sheet.pdf�
http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/shapeupsf/research_data/SFDPH%20DRAFT%20Diabetes%20Fact%20Sheet.pdf�
http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/shapeupsf/research_data/SFDPH%20DRAFT%20Diabetes%20Fact%20Sheet.pdf�


 125 

California about $20.4 billion in direct and indirect costs in 2004.463  In 2005, San 

Francisco General Hospital reported that it spent approximately $25 million treating 

patients who presented with diabetes as their primary condition.464

In its 2009 Strategic Plan, Shape Up San Francisco (Shape Up SF), whose motto 

is “creating environments that make it easy to eat well and move more” presents 

strategies designed to address the root causes of chronic diseases and address the health 

disparities associated with the development of chronic disease.

 

465  It does this by focusing 

on two key factors: physical activity and nutrition.466  Before asking people to change 

their lifestyles to incorporate more healthy behavior, Shape Up SF realizes that it must 

first consider how people’s behaviors are shaped by their social, physical and political 

environments.467

• To reduce chronic disease and disparities among San Franciscans using culturally 

and age-appropriate strategies 

  Its program has four primary goals: 

• To create environments that support healthy eating and active living in San 

Francisco 

• To provide fun, motivating and accessible opportunities for people who live, 

learn, work and play in San Francisco to get physically active and  

• To encourage everyone to use the resources available in San Francisco to get 

active and eat healthfully.468

                                                 
463 San Francisco DPH Community Health Promotion and Prevention. Diabetes Fact Sheet. 
464 San Francisco DPH Community Health Promotion and Prevention. Diabetes Fact Sheet. 
465 Shape Up San Francisco, 2009 Strategic Plan, November 13, 2008, 7.  

  

http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/shapeupsf/research_data/2009_StrategicPlan_FINAL.pdf 
(accessed April 12, 2009). 
466 Shape Up San Francisco, 2009 Strategic Plan, 9. 
467 Shape Up San Francisco, 2009 Strategic Plan, 7. 
468 Shape Up San Francisco, 2009 Strategic Plan, 9. 
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It recognizes that the neighborhoods where people live can have a significant 

impact on their health.  Lower income neighborhoods frequently have more fast food 

restaurants and liquor stores; fewer full service markets selling a wide range of healthy 

produce; a lack of open space; limited public transportation options; and high rates of 

violent crime.469  Unsurprisingly, these neighborhoods also tend to have higher rates of 

chronic diseases.  This intersection between health and neighborhoods is what Shape Up 

SF is trying to address.470  Safe and aesthetically pleasing neighborhoods naturally 

promote higher levels of outdoor activity, which in turn increases levels of connectedness 

among neighborhood residents.471

The Quesada Gardens Initiative’s community gardens are named as one of the 

success stories when reflecting on the progress Shape Up SF has made toward meeting 

the goals for the priorities set during its 2006 creation.

 

472  Because of their strong 

fostering of community connectedness, coupled with their fresh produce and exercise 

opportunities, the gardens helped the organization to meet the goal for having areas that 

promote an overall community aesthetic and atmosphere of safety in order to encourage 

outdoor physical activity and recreation.473  Increasing access to community gardens also 

figures into the goals of the 2009 Strategic Plan.  Under an overall goal for 

neighborhoods, where all San Francisco neighborhoods will have increased opportunities 

for physical activity and access to healthy food, is a desired outcome of an increase in 

accessible quality foods, full service markets, local vendors, and community gardens to 

all neighborhoods.474

                                                 
469 Shape Up San Francisco, 2009 Strategic Plan, 19. 
470 Shape Up San Francisco, 2009 Strategic Plan, 19. 
471 Shape Up San Francisco, 2009 Strategic Plan, 19. 
472 Shape Up San Francisco, 2009 Strategic Plan, 10. 
473 Shape Up San Francisco, 2009 Strategic Plan, 10. 
474 Shape Up San Francisco, 2009 Strategic Plan, 19. 
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Hopefully, with its great support for community gardens and its recognition of the 

benefits that come from them, the City of San Francisco will take measures to make land 

for them more accessible to more residents as it continues to develop its new open space 

plan: Open Space San Francisco 2100. 
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Chapter 9: Conclusion 

Increased consumer demand for locally grown fresh produce, coupled with 

concerns about dietary health impacts and food safety, are producing a decided shift in 

the ways that urban residents and leaders think about food.  This trend has continued and 

strengthened over the last decade.  It has resulted in the creation of new niche markets for 

local food growers through the revitalization of farmers markets and the increase in 

popularity of CSA arrangements.  The desire for locally produced food that has been 

grown using more sustainable methods has also generated a resurgence of interest in the 

creation of community garden programs.  Many city residents and city officials have 

become interested in promoting these gardens because of the benefits they can provide to 

their communities.  

This report has considered four major questions.  First, can community gardens 

make a significant contribution to the urban food system?  Second, what benefits, in 

addition to agricultural production, do community gardens have to offer?  Third, are 

community gardens a feasible and worthwhile activity for cities to support and invest in?  

Last, what local planning and policy interventions are most important to stimulate the 

growth of community gardens?  The methods selected to answer them included a 

literature review of national sources and in-depth case study research focused on 

Cleveland, Ohio and San Francisco, California.        

The initial section of this report, which looked at the historical record of large-

scale community garden programs, such as was seen during the Great Depression and the 

World Wars, lends evidence to the assertion that community gardens, provided they have 

adequate support from city officials and the community, have the potential to make 

significant contributions to the urban food system.  During those times of financial 
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upheaval and war, local gardening efforts were able to increase household-level food 

security by substantially supplementing the existing food supply.  Estimates suggest that 

they provided up to 40 percent of the nation’s need for fresh produce in a cost effective 

manner.  That continues to hold true today. Even relatively small garden sites can yield 

adequate amounts of produce to meet most of a household’s annual vegetable needs.  

Gardening is still a cost effective route to accessing healthy produce: current estimates 

suggest that every $1 invested in a community garden yields approximately $6 in 

vegetables.  Community gardens should not be expected to replace major food streams or 

the federal and charitable food safety nets for low income persons but they could 

supplement them by providing communities with another option for addressing ways to 

provide affordable fresh foods and alleviate issues of food insecurity.  

The literature review provided extensive evidence to support the further assertion 

that community gardens have more to offer to the urban landscape than simply increased 

food production and food security.  A well run gardening program has the potential to 

produce a significant return on a community’s monetary investment as well as provide an 

assortment of intangible benefits that include ecological preservation, connection with 

nature, improved public health, reduced environmental impacts, and neighborhood 

empowerment. Developing a sense of empowerment is especially important in inner-city 

communities where economic and social justice is frequently lacking.  Creation of 

community gardens, particularly in disadvantaged neighborhoods, has also been shown to 

have a statistically significant positive impact on nearby residential property values. 

 Because they have the potential to provide a wide range of benefits delivered in a 

cost effective manner, community gardens are feasible and worthwhile activities for cities 

to become involved with and support.  By providing job skills training and business 

development opportunities, officials in economically disadvantaged areas can use 
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community gardens to promote economic development and improve the quality of human 

capital.  One option is to allow community gardeners to sell their surplus produce at 

farmers markets or to area restaurants.  City leaders can also support garden programs 

where inner-city youths develop marketable leadership and job skills through the 

production and sale of garden crops and value-added products.  Along with developing a 

connection to nature, operating garden-based businesses could allow participants to learn 

important social, job and marketing skills that would be transferrable to other 

employment sectors. 

City leaders, however, should be careful not to expect community gardens to be a 

panacea for resolving all of the issues facing a particular community.  The degree to 

which individual community gardens will contribute to community sustainability, build 

community capital or be cost-effective will of course depend on the degree of investment 

and involvement by the members and leaders of the communities.   In areas where social 

and human capitals have been eroded by poverty, low educational attainment rates, high 

unemployment and linguistic isolation, these entrenched challenges require a 

multifaceted approach beyond the scope of a single garden.    

The case study analysis provided insight into the types of local planning and 

policy interventions that are most important to stimulate the growth of community 

gardens. An important consideration to remember is that gardening efforts are not 

intended to serve as one-size-fits-all approaches to attaining community-level 

sustainability.  The strategies incorporated by different communities would be expected 

to vary in order to meet each individual community’s specific needs.  The selected case 

studies have shown how two cities, which face very different challenges, have utilized 

community gardens in ways intended to generate desirable social and environmental 

benefits for their communities and their residents.   
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Significantly, both cities have extensively addressed community garden provision 

in their comprehensive planning processes.  Cleveland has taken a more top-down 

approach to garden provision as city leaders and garden advocates have pushed to 

improve the green infrastructure and obtain the benefits provided by community gardens.  

San Francisco, while providing political support and funding opportunities, has taken a 

more bottom-up grassroots approach where individuals with visions for a healthier 

community have managed to initiate community garden programs that are making 

differences to their neighborhoods.  Both approaches are seeing results. 

In a country where urban food provision has historically not been addressed in 

depth, Cleveland, Ohio, which is facing so many challenges, proves to be heavily 

invested in sustainability planning.  As Paul Alsenas, director of the Cuyahoga County 

Planning Commission says about the effort underway to make Cleveland the “green city 

on a blue lake” 

What I'm absolutely inspired by is the degree to which the individual dots are 
being illuminated and tied together, not just with public policy but actual projects 
and the way we're advancing the food system as a way of dealing with the food 
deserts.  Land use. Economic development. Green space. Quality of life. 
Community building. It's all tied to this wonderful new movement now.475

If the smartgrowth-based plan to set aside land for recreation, agriculture, green 

infrastructure, and other non-traditional land uses while directing development into 

designated areas works as the Planning Commission intends, it will have the result of 

elevating the troubled local economy.  If all goes well, being able to see formerly 

abandoned, contaminated and blighted properties transformed into green space will 

 

Cleveland appears to be making a serious effort to reinvent itself by focusing on 

sustainability and the improvement of community capital.  It is taking the type of big 

picture comprehensive approach that is necessary to bring about system-wide changes. 

                                                 
475 Harkins, “City Chickens”  
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energize the public and inspire the confidence necessary for increased and continued 

economic investment in the community.  If demand for land should increase 

substantially, having the designated urban garden zoning in place will help to protect the 

community gardens from future development pressures.  This helps to address the issue 

of land tenure that frequently arises with community garden sites.  

This is not to say that the gardening process will be trouble free.  In getting 

gardens up and running, all community gardeners face numerous challenges that range 

from difficulties in finding and establishing a site; to funding the gardening effort; to 

maintaining peace among garden participants.  With such extensive contamination in this 

heavily industrial city, Cleveland’s gardeners face the reality that soil contamination will 

likely be present, possibly at levels that would make the land unacceptable for 

agricultural use.  In defining criteria for appropriate community garden sites, the City 

considers public health and safety by eliminating sites with high lead levels from 

consideration.  It does not specifically address other contaminants or suggest the use of 

strategies such as raised beds and planter boxes to avoid potential contamination.   

Those are affordable methods that provide a barrier to protect both plants and 

people from soil contamination if gardeners are unable to implement remediation 

technologies to clean the soil to safe levels or if the nature or degree of soil contamination 

remains unknown.  Even if the soil at a garden site is clean or can be cleaned to a 

sufficient degree to allow for in-ground beds, community garden developers may want to 

install at least a few raised beds, at a height that would allow wheelchair users to safely 

reach the plants from their chairs, such as is required in San Francisco, to allow for 

equitable access by making gardens more accessible to handicapped and elderly 

residents.  This attention to accessibility could provide some wheelchair bound gardeners 

with their first opportunity to raise plants without requiring assistance to tend them.   
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Accessibility could also prove to be a consideration with the market farms.  The 

Re-Imagining a More Sustainable Cleveland plan does not address the manner in which 

urban farms will be distributed throughout the city.  The community gardens are intended 

to be no more than ½ mile from every resident but the plan did not make such a statement 

with the larger scale operations.  With Cleveland’s high levels of poverty and lack of 

access to personal transportation, it would be good if the City ensured that they were sited 

near where people with interest in participating lived or at least were make accessible 

through public transit.  Proximity to a garden site increases the likelihood that people will 

become involved with it. 

With Cleveland taking such a systemic approach to promoting a sustainable 

regional food system and increasing green space usage of land, it will be interesting to 

see how this plays out over the next few years.  Hopefully, as the economic situation 

improves nationwide, it will realize the increased economic reinvestment that it is hoping 

for.  In a city where so many residents are at risk for various dietary related health 

conditions, support for community gardens has the capability to increase levels of food 

security for garden participants and their families.  Cities facing similar challenges to 

Cleveland, with disinvestment and declining population, coupled with the need to create 

human capital would do well to follow Cleveland’s example and consider investing 

strongly in community gardens.   

San Francisco also provides an effective example of a community that is using 

gardens to address issues of community sustainability.  Because it faces different 

challenges than Cleveland, it is taking different approaches to address community garden 

provision.  With a growing population, high land prices and little vacant land, San 

Francisco struggles with the tension between providing adequate amounts of open space 

and maximizing city revenues through development.  Along with the use of conservation 
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easements and land trusts to provide garden sites, growing cities such as San Francisco 

can resolve that tension by emulating the Liberty Gardens and waging war on “slacker 

land.” Options for garden sites include rooftops, underutilized public land and rights of 

way as well as small or oddly shaped areas that are unlikely to have development 

potential.  This approach was used effectively with the initiative to construct a modern 

day Victory Garden on the grounds in front of the San Francisco City Hall and with the 

Quesada Garden’s use of a median strip for a garden site. 

Although hampered by the lack of availability of affordable land, the City of San 

Francisco has done quite a lot to support garden development in its planning processes.  

Many of its plans emphasize the need for environmental health, sustainability and 

environmental justice and consider community gardens as an appropriate tool for meeting 

those needs.  Existing ordinances assist with developing gardens on city-owned property 

and a funding stream has been guaranteed in order to support them.  Garden policies and 

management are clearly delineated.  This can help to alleviate neighborhood concerns 

that a community garden will be allowed to turn into an eyesore due to lack of oversight.  

The City additionally provides funding and support for innovative individual and 

community initiatives to develop community gardens.  

The people of San Francisco, who are strongly “green” oriented, have voiced their 

desire for more community gardens and have supported a measure to ensure that the 

existing ones have financial support.  Many gardens are thriving because of dedicated 

groups of community gardeners.  Strong people with a vision for how to improve their 

surroundings are making a difference is the lives of others such as is the case with the 

garden at the city jail.  In some neighborhoods, gardens have promoted large degrees of 

cohesion among the residents and a strong sense of community.  With available land so 

scarce, residents have shown great initiative in reclaiming “slacker land” such as the 
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median strip where Quesada Garden is located.  Because of a community garden, a 

formerly blighted area is becoming a source of neighborhood pride.  Of course, 

neighborhood revitalization, such as that resulting from successful community garden 

programs, also brings a risk of gentrification that could force out longtime residents.  

Cities need to have affordable housing strategies in place to address those gentrification 

pressures. 

Federal, state and local governments, although unlikely to provide the massive 

support for gardening programs that was seen during the Great Depression and during 

wartime, should recognize the importance of urban food provision and take a 

comprehensive approach to allowing for and supporting urban gardens as both of the case 

study cities have done.  As the case studies and literature review have shown, community 

gardens have a demonstrated track record in contributing to community sustainability and 

they could produce cost effective returns on their investments for municipalities. 

    

 



 136 

Bibliography 

 

Agricultural Marketing Service. “Number of Farmers Markets Continues to Rise in U.S.” 
U.S. Department of Agriculture Program Announcement, September 19, 2008. 
http://www.ams.usda.gov/AMSv1.0/getfile?dDocName=STELPRDC5072472&a
cct=frmrdirmkt (accessed April 17, 2009). 

American Community Garden Association, “Mission,” 
http://communitygarden.org/about-acga/ (accessed April 11, 2009). 

American Community Garden Association, “What is a Community Garden?” 
http://communitygarden.org/learn/what-is-a-community-garden/index.php 
(accessed April 11, 2009). 

American Planning Association, “Policy Guide on Community and Regional Food 
Planning,” (May 11, 2007). 
http://www.planning.org/policy/guides/pdf/foodplanning.pdf (accessed April 11, 
2009). 

Andrews, Courtney, “Whitmire Community Garden Study,” April 23, 2003. 
http://pprc.umsl.edu/Slideshow/Gateway%20Greening%20community%20report(
rev)/index.htm (accessed April 12, 2009). 

Armstrong, Donna. “A Survey of Community Gardens in Upstate New York: 
Implications for Health Promotion and Community Development,” Health and 
Place 6: (2000): 319-327. 

Bellows, Anne, Katherine Brown and Jac Smit, “Health Benefits of Urban Agriculture,” 
Urban Agriculture Committee: North American Initiative of the Community Food 
Security Coalition, http://www.foodsecurity.org/UAHealthArticle.pdf (accessed 
April 11, 2009). 

Blair, Dorothy, Carol C Giesecke, and Sandra Sherman. “A Dietary, Social and 
Economic Evaluation of the Philadelphia Urban Garden Project,” Journal of 
Nutrition Education 23, no. 4 (July-August 1991): 161-168. 

Brown, K., “Daily Offerings: Delectable’s Contribution to Those in Need,” Delectable: 
New Orleans Area Food Magazine, July/August 2005. 

Brown, Katherine H. and Anne Carter, “Urban Agriculture and Community Food 
Security in the United States: Farming from the City Center to the Urban Fringe.” 

http://www.ams.usda.gov/AMSv1.0/getfile?dDocName=STELPRDC5072472&acct=frmrdirmkt�
http://www.ams.usda.gov/AMSv1.0/getfile?dDocName=STELPRDC5072472&acct=frmrdirmkt�
http://communitygarden.org/about-acga/�
http://communitygarden.org/learn/what-is-a-community-garden/index.php�
http://www.planning.org/policy/guides/pdf/foodplanning.pdf�
http://pprc.umsl.edu/Slideshow/Gateway%20Greening%20community%20report(rev)/index.htm�
http://pprc.umsl.edu/Slideshow/Gateway%20Greening%20community%20report(rev)/index.htm�
http://www.foodsecurity.org/UAHealthArticle.pdf�


 137 

A Primer prepared by Community Food Security Coalition’s North American 
Urban Agriculture Committee, October 2003, 
http://www.foodsecurity.org/PrimerCFSCUAC.pdf (accessed April 11, 2009). 

Campbell, Marcia C. “Building a Common Table: The Role for Planning in Community 
Food Systems,” Journal of Planning Education and Research 23 (2004): 341-355. 
http://jpe.sagepub.com.ezproxy.lib.utexas.edu/cgi/reprint/23/4/341 (accessed 
April 9, 2009). 

Caspersen, Carl J., Bennie P. M. Bloemberg, Wim H. M. Saris, Robert K. Merritt, and 
Daan Kromhout. “The Prevalence of Selected Physical Activities and their 
Relation with Coronary Heart Disease Risk Factors in Elderly Men: The Zutphen 
Study, 1985,” American Journal of Epidemiology 133, no. 11 (1991): 1078-1092. 

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, “How Much Physical Activity Do Adults 
Need?” December 17, 2008, 
http://www.cdc.gov/physicalactivity/everyone/guidelines/adults.html (accessed 
April 11, 2009). 

City of Cleveland, Part Three Zoning Code Title VII Zoning Code Chapter 336- Urban 
Garden District  (FindLaw 2008). 
http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/clevelandcodes/cco_part3_336.html   (accessed 
April 12, 2009). 

City of San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. Community Garden Policies, 
July 1, 2006, 
http://www.parks.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/recpark/CommunityGardens/POLI
CY%20DOCUMENT%20adopted%20REVISED(1).pdf (accessed April 11, 
2009). 

City Planning Commission- City of Cleveland. Connecting Cleveland 2020 Citywide 
Plan- Opportunity & Equity, by Norman Krumholtz. 
http://planning.city.cleveland.oh.us/cwp/chapterspdf/opp.pdf (accessed April 11, 
2009). 

Cleveland City Council. Councilman Cimperman Sponsors Legislation Supporting the 
Food Policy Coalition’s Efforts to Spur the Local Food Economy. October 13, 
2008. 
http://www.clevelandcitycouncil.org/Home/News/October132008/tabid/572/Defa
ult.aspx  (accessed April 11, 2009). 

Cleveland City Planning Commission. Connecting Cleveland 2020 Citywide Plan 
Summary, July 2007.  http://planning.city.cleveland.oh.us/cwp/CWPSummary.pdf 
(accessed April 11, 2009). 

http://www.foodsecurity.org/PrimerCFSCUAC.pdf�
http://jpe.sagepub.com.ezproxy.lib.utexas.edu/cgi/reprint/23/4/341�
http://www.cdc.gov/physicalactivity/everyone/guidelines/adults.html�
http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/clevelandcodes/cco_part3_336.html�
http://www.parks.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/recpark/CommunityGardens/POLICY%20DOCUMENT%20adopted%20REVISED(1).pdf�
http://www.parks.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/recpark/CommunityGardens/POLICY%20DOCUMENT%20adopted%20REVISED(1).pdf�
http://planning.city.cleveland.oh.us/cwp/chapterspdf/opp.pdf�
http://www.clevelandcitycouncil.org/Home/News/October132008/tabid/572/Default.aspx�
http://www.clevelandcitycouncil.org/Home/News/October132008/tabid/572/Default.aspx�
http://planning.city.cleveland.oh.us/cwp/CWPSummary.pdf�


 138 

Cleveland Land Lab at the Cleveland Urban Design Collaborative. Re-imagining a More 
Sustainable Cleveland: Citywide Strategies for Reuse of Vacant Land. December 
19, 2008, http://www.cudc.kent.edu/shrink/ (accessed April 11, 2009). 

Combs, Susan. The Cost of Obesity: Squeezing Texas Employers. (March 2007). 
http://www.window.state.tx.us/specialrpt/obesitycost/96-1248execsummary.pdf 
(accessed April 11, 2009). 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania State Council of Defense. Victory Gardens: Handbook 
of the Victory Garden Committee, (April 1944) 
http://www.earthlypursuits.com/victorygardhandbook/VGHcvr.jpg (accessed 
April 9, 2009). 

Deelstra, Tjeerd and Herbert Girardet. Urban Agriculture and Sustainable Cities. 
http://www.trabajopopular.org.ar/material/Theme2.pdf (accessed April 11, 2009). 

De Zeeuw, Henk, Marielle Dubbeling and Ann Waters-Bayer. “Integrating Agriculture 
into Urban Planning and Action: Some Options for Cities” (paper presented at the 
World Health Organization Annual Conference, Athens, Greece, 1998). 

Dimitri, Carolyn, and Catherine Greene. Recent Growth Patterns in the U.S. Organic 
Foods Market. Agriculture information bulletin, no. 777. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Dept. of Agriculture, Economic Research Service, Market and Trade Economics 
Division and Resource Economics Division, 2003. 
http://purl.access.gpo.gov/GPO/LPS34758 (accessed April 15, 2009).  

Environmental Health Watch.  “Childhood Lead Poisoning” under “Lead Poisoning in 
Cleveland and Cuyahoga County- Dramatic Declines, Continuing Crisis,” 
http://www.ehw.org/Lead/LEAD_home3.htm (accessed April 11, 2009). 

Fishman, Robert. “Urban Utopias: Ebenezer Howard, Frank Lloyd Wright and Le 
Corbusier.” In Readings in Planning Theory 2nd ed., edited by Scott Campbell and 
Susan Feinstein, 21-60. Malden: Blackwell Publishing, 2003.  

Garden Project, “Frequently Asked Questions,” http://www.gardenproject.org/faq.htm 
(accessed April 12, 2009). 

------ “The Garden Project” http://www.gardenproject.org/thegardenproject.htm 
(accessed April 12, 2009). 

Glover, Troy D. “Social Capital in the Lived Experiences of Community Gardeners,” 
Leisure Sciences 26, no. 2 (April-June 2004): 143-162. 

Green Spaces Alliance of South Texas “What is a Community Garden?” 
http://www.greenspacesalliance.org/community/gardens_program/ (accessed 
April 11, 2009). 

http://www.cudc.kent.edu/shrink/�
http://www.window.state.tx.us/specialrpt/obesitycost/96-1248execsummary.pdf�
http://www.earthlypursuits.com/victorygardhandbook/VGHcvr.jpg�
http://www.trabajopopular.org.ar/material/Theme2.pdf�
http://purl.access.gpo.gov/GPO/LPS34758�
http://www.ehw.org/Lead/LEAD_home3.htm�
http://www.gardenproject.org/faq.htm�
http://www.gardenproject.org/thegardenproject.htm�
http://www.greenspacesalliance.org/community/gardens_program/�


 139 

Hamel, Stephanie, Joseph Heckman, and Stephanie Murphy. Lead Contaminated Soil: 
Minimizing Health Risks. Fact Sheet 336. Rutgers, the State University of New 
Jersey, Rutgers Cooperative Extension, August 2003.  
http://njaes.rutgers.edu/pubs/download-free.asp?strPubID=FS336  (accessed April 
24, 2009). 

Hancock, Trevor. “People, Partnerships and Human Progress: Building Community 
Capital,” Health Promotion International 16, no. 3 (2001): 275-280. 

Heinegg, Alexandra, Patricia Maragos, Edmond Mason, Jane Rabinowicz, Gloria 
Straccini and Heather Walsh. Brownfield Remediation: Solutions for Urban 
Agriculture, December 2002.  http://mse-
research.mcgill.ca/envr401_2002/brownfields/report.pdf (accessed April 11, 
2009). 

Imbroscio, David. Reconstructing City Politics: Alternative Economic Development and 
Urban Regimes. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications, 1997. 

Kaufman, Jerome L. “Planning for the Local Food System in the United States.” In The 
New Dimensions of the European Landscape, edited by R.H.G. Jongman, 39-57. 
New York: Springer, 2004.  

Kent State University’s Urban Design Collaborative. Pattern Book: Vacant Land 
Strategies, by Terry Schwarz, Paul Vernon, Gauri Torgalkar, David Jurca and Joe 
Stanley, September 2008. 
http://www.cudc.kent.edu/shrink/Images/patternbookFINAL_lo-res.pdf (accessed 
April 14, 2009). 

Lawson, Laura. City Bountiful: A Century of Community Gardening in America. 
Berkeley: University of California Press, 2005. 

Lyson, Thomas A. Civic Agriculture: Reconnecting Farm, Food, and Community. 
Medford, Mass: Tufts University Press, 2004.  

Malakoff, David, “What Good is Community Greening?” ACGA Community Greening 
Review, 2004-2005 Special Edition, 16-20 
http://www.communitygarden.org/docs/learn/articles/WhatGoodisCommunityGre
ening.pdf (accessed April 10, 2009). 

Maslow, Abraham H. “A Theory of Human Motivation,” Psychological Review 50, no. 4 
(July 1943): 370-396. http://p9003-
sfx.lib.utexas.edu.ezproxy.lib.utexas.edu/sfx_local?sid=google&auinit=AH&aula
st=Maslow&atitle=A+dynamic+theory+of+human+motivation&title=Psychologi
cal+review&volume=50&issue=4&date=1943&spage=370&issn=0033-295X  
(accessed April 9, 2009). 

http://njaes.rutgers.edu/pubs/download-free.asp?strPubID=FS336�
http://mse-research.mcgill.ca/envr401_2002/brownfields/report.pdf�
http://mse-research.mcgill.ca/envr401_2002/brownfields/report.pdf�
http://www.cudc.kent.edu/shrink/Images/patternbookFINAL_lo-res.pdf�
http://www.communitygarden.org/docs/learn/articles/WhatGoodisCommunityGreening.pdf�
http://www.communitygarden.org/docs/learn/articles/WhatGoodisCommunityGreening.pdf�
http://p9003-sfx.lib.utexas.edu.ezproxy.lib.utexas.edu/sfx_local?sid=google&auinit=AH&aulast=Maslow&atitle=A+dynamic+theory+of+human+motivation&title=Psychological+review&volume=50&issue=4&date=1943&spage=370&issn=0033-295X�
http://p9003-sfx.lib.utexas.edu.ezproxy.lib.utexas.edu/sfx_local?sid=google&auinit=AH&aulast=Maslow&atitle=A+dynamic+theory+of+human+motivation&title=Psychological+review&volume=50&issue=4&date=1943&spage=370&issn=0033-295X�
http://p9003-sfx.lib.utexas.edu.ezproxy.lib.utexas.edu/sfx_local?sid=google&auinit=AH&aulast=Maslow&atitle=A+dynamic+theory+of+human+motivation&title=Psychological+review&volume=50&issue=4&date=1943&spage=370&issn=0033-295X�
http://p9003-sfx.lib.utexas.edu.ezproxy.lib.utexas.edu/sfx_local?sid=google&auinit=AH&aulast=Maslow&atitle=A+dynamic+theory+of+human+motivation&title=Psychological+review&volume=50&issue=4&date=1943&spage=370&issn=0033-295X�


 140 

National Agricultural Library. “Survey and Statistics” under “What is Community 
Supported Agriculture?” U.S. Department of Agriculture. 
http://www.nal.usda.gov/afsic/pubs/csa/csa.shtml (accessed April 17, 2009). 

New York City Department of Parks and Recreation. City Drops Liability Insurance 
Requirements for Community Gardeners. March 23, 2006. 
http://www.nycgovparks.org/sub_newsroom/press_releases/press_releases.php?id
=19761%20 (accessed April 11, 2009). 

Organic Trade Association. Industry Statistics and Projected Growth, 2008. 
http://www.ota.com/organic/mt/business.html (accessed April 16, 2009). 

Pack, Charles L. The War Garden Victorious. Philadelphia: J.B. Lippencott, 1919. 
http://www.earthlypursuits.com/WarGarV/WarGardTitle.htm (accessed April 8, 
2009). 

Pothukuchi, Kameshwari. “Community Food Assessment: A First Step in Planning for 
Community Food Security,” Journal of Planning Education and Research, 23, no. 
4 (2004): 356-377. 

Pothukuchi, Kameshwari and Jerome L. Kaufman. “The Food System: A Stranger to the 
Planning Field,” Journal of the American Planning Association 66, no. 2 (Spring 
2000): 113-124. 

------. “Placing the Food System on the Urban Agenda: The Role of Municipal 
Institutions in Food Systems Planning,” Agriculture and Human Values 16, no. 2 
(June 1999): 213-224. 
http://www.springerlink.com.ezproxy.lib.utexas.edu/content/h7h924u505252477/f
ulltext.pdf (accessed April 9, 2009). 

Public Health Law & Policy- Planning for Healthy Places. Land Use and Planning 
Policies to Support Community and Urban Gardening, 2008. 
http://www.urbantilth.org/site/wp-
content/uploads/2008/09/communitygardenpolicyinventory-2.pdf (accessed April 
11, 2009). 

San Francisco Department of Public Health. Healthy Development Measurement Tool. 
http://www.thehdmt.org/indicator.php?indicator_id=34 (accessed April 11, 2009). 

San Francisco DPH Community Health Promotion and Prevention. Diabetes Fact Sheet, 
January 2008. 
http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/shapeupsf/research_data/SFDPH%20DR
AFT%20Diabetes%20Fact%20Sheet.pdf (accessed April 11, 2009). 

San Francisco DPH Community Health Promotion and Prevention.  Obesity Fact Sheet, 
January 2008.  

http://www.nal.usda.gov/afsic/pubs/csa/csa.shtml�
http://www.nycgovparks.org/sub_newsroom/press_releases/press_releases.php?id=19761%20�
http://www.nycgovparks.org/sub_newsroom/press_releases/press_releases.php?id=19761%20�
http://www.ota.com/organic/mt/business.html�
http://www.earthlypursuits.com/WarGarV/WarGardTitle.htm�
http://www.springerlink.com.ezproxy.lib.utexas.edu/content/h7h924u505252477/fulltext.pdf�
http://www.springerlink.com.ezproxy.lib.utexas.edu/content/h7h924u505252477/fulltext.pdf�
http://www.urbantilth.org/site/wp-content/uploads/2008/09/communitygardenpolicyinventory-2.pdf�
http://www.urbantilth.org/site/wp-content/uploads/2008/09/communitygardenpolicyinventory-2.pdf�
http://www.thehdmt.org/indicator.php?indicator_id=34�
http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/shapeupsf/research_data/SFDPH%20DRAFT%20Diabetes%20Fact%20Sheet.pdf�
http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/shapeupsf/research_data/SFDPH%20DRAFT%20Diabetes%20Fact%20Sheet.pdf�


 141 

http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/shapeupsf/research_data/SFDPH%20DR
AFT%20Obesity%20Fact%20Sheet.pdf (accessed April 12, 2009). 

San Francisco Garden Resource Organization (SFGRO). San Francisco 
CommunityGardens. http://www.sfgro.org/sfgardens.php (accessed April 12, 
2009). 

San Francisco Planning Department. San Francisco General Plan: Recreation & Open 
Space Element, 1996.  http://www.sfgov.org/site/planning_index.asp?id=41414 
(accessed April 12, 2009). 

SF Environment, Environmental Justice Program Funding Recommendations for Grant 
Awards (2008-2010), April 29, 2008. 
http://sfenvironment.org/downloads/library/es00808coeapprovalejgrants.pdf 
(accessed April 11, 2009). 

SF Environment, Sustainability Plan for San Francisco: Food and Agriculture. October 
1996. http://www.sfenvironment.org/downloads/library/spsifood.pdf (accessed 
April 12, 2009). 

Shape Up San Francisco, 2009 Strategic Plan, November 13, 2008. 
http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/shapeupsf/research_data/2009_StrategicP
lan_FINAL.pdf (accessed April 12, 2009). 

Short, Anne, Julie Guthman, and Samuel Raskin. “Food Deserts, Oases or Mirages?: 
Small Markets and Community Food Security in the San Francisco Bay Area,” 
Journal of Planning Education and Research 26 (2007): 352-364. 

“Quesada Gardens Initiative,” Quesada is What Community Looks Like blog, 
http://quesadagardens.org/ (accessed April 11, 2009).  

Rabinowicz, Jane. “Urban Food Security and the Potential for Urban Agriculture,” 
December 2002. 
http://www.santropolroulant.org/images/Urban%20FS%20and%20Agriculture.pd
f (accessed April 11, 2009). 

Surls, Rachel and Yvonne Savio. Community Garden Start-up Guide, March 2001. 
http://celosangeles.ucdavis.edu/garden/articles/pdf/startup_guide.pdf (accessed 
April 12, 2009). 

Texas Department of State Health Services, “Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System 
Data Table Lookup, 2007” 
http://www.dshs.state.tx.us/chs/brfss/query/brfss_form.shtm (accessed April 12, 
2009). 

http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/shapeupsf/research_data/SFDPH%20DRAFT%20Obesity%20Fact%20Sheet.pdf�
http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/shapeupsf/research_data/SFDPH%20DRAFT%20Obesity%20Fact%20Sheet.pdf�
http://www.sfgro.org/sfgardens.php�
http://www.sfgov.org/site/planning_index.asp?id=41414�
http://sfenvironment.org/downloads/library/es00808coeapprovalejgrants.pdf�
http://www.sfenvironment.org/downloads/library/spsifood.pdf�
http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/shapeupsf/research_data/2009_StrategicPlan_FINAL.pdf�
http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/shapeupsf/research_data/2009_StrategicPlan_FINAL.pdf�
http://quesadagardens.org/�
http://www.santropolroulant.org/images/Urban%20FS%20and%20Agriculture.pdf�
http://www.santropolroulant.org/images/Urban%20FS%20and%20Agriculture.pdf�
http://celosangeles.ucdavis.edu/garden/articles/startup_guide.html�
http://www.dshs.state.tx.us/chs/brfss/query/brfss_form.shtm�


 142 

“Urban Garden Preservation in the City of Cleveland,” Earthwatch Ohio 1, no. 5 (June-
July 2007): 5. http://www.earthwatchohio.org/pdf/junejuly2007.pdf (accessed 
April 9, 2009). 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. “American Community Survey.” 
http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/DatasetMainPageServlet?_program=ACS&_s
ubmenuId=&_lang=en&_ts= (accessed April 12, 2009). 

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. “Overweight and Obesity: What You 
Can Do: Being Physically Active Can Help You Attain or Maintain a Healthy 
Weight.” 
http://www.surgeongeneral.gov/topics/obesity/calltoaction/fact_whatcanyoudo.ht
m (accessed April 12, 2009). 

------  The Surgeon General’s Call to Action to Prevent and Decrease Overweight and 
Obesity. Rockville, MD: Public Health Service, 2001. 
http://www.surgeongeneral.gov/topics/obesity/calltoaction/CalltoAction.pdf 
(accessed April 12, 2009). 

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services and U.S. Department of Agriculture. 
Dietary Guidelines for Americans, 2005. 6th ed, Washington, DC: U.S. 
Government Printing Office, January 2005. 
http://www.health.gov/dietaryguidelines/dga2005/document/ (accessed April 12, 
2009). 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Characteristics of Sustainable Brownfields 
Projects: Task 1 Report. Washington, DC: U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response, 1998.  

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Creating Greenspace at EPA’s Brownfields 
Pilots,” http://epa.gov/brownfields/pdf/ss_green.pdf (accessed April 12, 2009).  

Victory Gardens 2008+, “A Local Network of Home Gardens = A Community of Food 
Producers!” http://www.sfvictorygardens.org/about.html (accessed April 12, 
2009). 

Wild, Alan. Soils, Land and Food: Managing the Land during the Twenty-first Century. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003. 

Wilkins, Jennifer and Marcia Eames-Sheavly. A Primer on Community Food Systems: 
Linking Food, Nutrition and Agriculture. 
http://foodsys.cce.cornell.edu/pdfs/Primer.pdf (accessed April 9, 2009). 

Williamson County & Cities Health District. “Williamson County Community Gardening 
and Nutrition Program-About Us.” http://www.wcgardens.org/about.htm 
(accessed April 9, 2009). 

http://www.earthwatchohio.org/pdf/junejuly2007.pdf�
http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/DatasetMainPageServlet?_program=ACS&_submenuId=&_lang=en&_ts�
http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/DatasetMainPageServlet?_program=ACS&_submenuId=&_lang=en&_ts�
http://www.surgeongeneral.gov/topics/obesity/calltoaction/fact_whatcanyoudo.htm�
http://www.surgeongeneral.gov/topics/obesity/calltoaction/fact_whatcanyoudo.htm�
http://www.surgeongeneral.gov/topics/obesity/calltoaction/CalltoAction.pdf�
http://www.health.gov/dietaryguidelines/dga2005/document/�
http://epa.gov/brownfields/pdf/ss_green.pdf�
http://www.sfvictorygardens.org/about.html�
http://foodsys.cce.cornell.edu/pdfs/Primer.pdf�
http://www.wcgardens.org/about.htm�


 143 

World Hunger Series 2006: Hunger and Learning. Rome [Italy]: World Food 
Programme, 2006. 
http://www.wfp.org/sites/default/files/World_Hunger_Series_2006_En_0.pdf 
(accessed April 12, 2009).  

http://www.wfp.org/sites/default/files/World_Hunger_Series_2006_En_0.pdf�


 144 

Vita 

 

Heather Elizabeth Dalrymple was born in Louisiana on November 9, 1969 to Rita 

Slaughter Dalrymple and Kenneth Alan Dalrymple.  She was raised on a small farm in 

Pearl River, Louisiana, where gardening was a major component of her life.  After 

graduating from Slidell High School in 1987, she attended Hendrix College in Conway, 

Arkansas until 1989.  Upon return to New Orleans, Louisiana, she was employed by 

Importícos, a small French Quarter gallery specializing in the sale of Indonesian and 

Mexican imports, where she remained until 2003.  In 2001, she graduated from Delgado 

Community College with an Associate of Arts degree in Educational Interpreting for the 

Deaf.  In 2003, she graduated from the University of New Orleans with a Bachelor of 

General Studies degree.  The emphasis of this interdisciplinary degree was on urban 

planning, American history and special education.  After acceptance into Teach Greater 

New Orleans, an accelerated certification program, she began teaching social studies and 

literacy to behaviorally disordered junior high students in the New Orleans Public 

Schools.  In 2004, she began the Masters in Urban and Regional Planning program at the 

University of New Orleans and began work with the New Orleans Public Library.  In 

2005, just ahead of Hurricane Katrina, she relocated to Austin, Texas to pursue a Masters 

of Science in Community and Regional Planning with a specialization in Environmental 

and Natural Resources Planning at the University of Texas at Austin.  While a student at 

UT, she spent a memorable summer in a study abroad program in Berlin, Germany.  

From 2006 until 2007, she was employed by the Austin Independent School District as a 

planning intern in the Office of Planning and Community Relations.  She has served in a 



 145 

volunteer capacity with the UNO Homeless Task force and served as a facilitator with the 

Pontilly neighborhood visioning meeting for rebuilding after Hurricane Katrina.  She is 

currently employed by the City of Austin public library and was recently invited to 

become a member of the Circulation Review Committee.  

 

 

 

Permanent address: 1616 W 6th St Apt 421 Austin, Texas 78703 

This report was typed by the author. 

 

 
 

 
 


	List of Tables
	List of Figures
	List of Illustrations
	Chapter 1:  Introduction
	Research Focus/Methodology

	Chapter 2: Community Gardens in the United States
	Defining Community Gardens
	History of Governmental Involvement in Community Gardening
	Vacant-lot Cultivation (1890-1930)
	Liberty Gardens of World War I (1917-1919)
	Illustration 1.  Examples of newspaper cartoons used to encourage gardening35F
	Illustration 2.  Government produced posters encouraged gardening36F
	Illustration 3. The Liberty Garden campaign fought against “slacker land”40F

	Relief Gardens of the Great Depression (1929-1939)
	Victory Gardens of World War II (1941-1945)
	Illustration 4. Tenets of the Food Fights for Freedom Campaign60F
	Illustration 5. Example of a Victory Garden Poster62F



	Chapter 3: The Need to Consider Urban Food Provision
	Recognizing Urban Food Issues
	Table 1. Individual or household level food issues created or unsolved by major food channels71F
	Table 2. Community level food issues created or unsolved by major food channels72F

	Factors behind Low Visibility of Urban Food Planning
	Figure 1. Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs83F

	Modern Planners Turn Attention to Urban Food Issues
	Looking at Community Food Systems and Sustainability
	Planning for Community Food Systems


	Chapter 4: Community Gardens as Tools for Promoting Community-Level Sustainability and Building Community Capital
	Defining Community Sustainability
	Community Capital’s Building Blocks
	Figure 2. Diagram of Four Capitals Model116F

	Evaluating Community Gardens’ Contributions to Sustainability and Community Capital Development
	Promoting Ecological Integrity/Building Natural Capital
	Providing green space
	Reducing environmental impacts
	Preserving biological resources

	Providing Economic Security/Building Economic Capital
	Increasing household-level food security
	Addressing reduced competition in food provision
	Providing job skills training
	Increasing self-reliance

	Empowerment and Responsibility/ Building Social and Human Capital
	Community empowerment
	Neighborhood engagement

	Quality of life/ Building Social and Human Capital
	Connecting people with nature
	Providing a sense of place
	Improving public health
	a) Improving diet
	b) Increasing physical activity
	c) Addressing obesity



	Chapter 5: Supporting Community Garden Development
	Public Support for Community Gardens
	Municipal Support for Community Gardens
	Strategies for Supporting Urban Gardens
	General promotion of community gardens
	Specific promotion of community gardens
	Land acquisition
	Land tenure
	Management
	Quotas/Location
	Equitable access

	Potential Concerns with Garden Sites


	Chapter 6: Case Studies in Promoting Community Gardens
	Case Selection
	Basic Comparisons of Cleveland and San Francisco
	Population
	Figure 3. Age distribution of the two populations

	Race/Ethnicity
	Figure 4. Race/ethnicity of the two populations

	Education
	Figure 5. Levels of educational attainment

	Income Levels/Poverty
	Figure 6. Poverty levels

	Housing
	Table 3. Median Monthly Housing Costs (in dollars)
	Table 4. Owner versus Renter Occupied Housing Units (as % of occupied housing units)
	Table 5. Types of Housing (as % of total housing units)
	Figure 7. Percentage of residents with a housing burden


	Access to automobiles

	Comparative Analysis

	Chapter 7: Community Gardens in Cleveland, Ohio
	Illustration 6.  Map showing location of Cleveland, Ohio281F
	Illustration 7. Land vacancy and vegetation levels in Cleveland286F
	Illustration 8. Community gardeners in Cleveland306F
	Creation of urban garden zoning
	Community Gardens as Strategies for Reuse of Vacant Land
	Illustration 9. Connecting Cleveland 2020 Citywide Plan core development areas325F
	Illustration 10. Sketch showing example of market garden340F

	Contamination Concerns when Dealing with Brownfield Sites
	Illustration 11. Many properties in Cleveland have environmental contaminants342F
	Figure 8. Showing percentages of elevated lead levels among tested children (2004)


	Chapter 8: Community Gardens in San Francisco, California
	Illustration 12. Map Showing Location of San Francisco, California353F
	Table 7. Community Gardens in San Francisco361F
	Planning for Community Gardens and Sustainability
	The General Plan
	The Sustainability Plan
	Table 6. Sustainability strategies related to community gardens367F


	Community Garden Management
	Issues of Equitable Access
	Figure 9. Proportion of households with ¼ mile access to a community garden386F
	Table 8. Percentage of households with ¼ mile access to a community garden (2007)387F

	Victory Gardens
	Illustration 13. City Hall Victory Garden- Then and Now412F

	Job Training/Rehabilitation
	Community Revitalization
	Illustration 14. Construction of Latona Community Garden435F
	Illustration 15. Scene from the Quesada Community Garden438F
	Illustration 16. Quesada Garden utilizes median strip for garden space439F

	Environmental Justice
	Table 9. Percentage of Adults in San Francisco with BMI > 30 (2005)456F


	Chapter 9: Conclusion
	Bibliography
	Vita

