
Session Report 
 
CULTIVATING INCLUSIVE CITIES: Multi-stakeholder Policy Making and 
Action Planning for Urban Agriculture and Food Security 
 
Networking event at the World Urban Forum III at Vancouver, Thursday, June 22nd, 
1:30 – 3:30  
 
Organized by the International Network of Resource Centres on Urban Agriculture 
and Food Security (RUAF Foundation) and the International Development Research 
Centre (IDRC) 
 
 
Key Highlights  
Over 150 participants from cities in the North and South discussed the importance of 
urban agriculture for social inclusion, poverty alleviation, food security, 
environmental management and shared experiences regarding the use of 
participatory and multi-stakeholder approach to policy formulation and action 
planning. Several contacts were established for continued exchange and cooperation.  
 
Estimated Number of Participants: 150  
 
Stakeholder representation on panel: urban farmer, RUAF project coordinator, 
NGO Director, researcher, municipal councilor, Minister of Housing Netherlands 
(Absent)  
 
Objective: to generate discussion and understanding of the role that multi-
stakeholder consultations and action play in developing better urban agriculture 
management and programming. 
 
Core issues identified in this event  
 
Urban Agriculture is an activity that touches on multiples sectors and themes and 
that has to be seen as a permanent trait of the urban socio-economic and ecological 
system. In terms of the WUF III themes, the panel primarily addressed the issue of 
poverty alleviation and social inclusion as well as how urban agriculture is a 
land and environmental management strategy.  
 
The multiple stakeholders represented on the panel stressed that urban agriculture 
has to be attended properly by the local authorities and serviced by local support 
organisations in order to enhance the benefits of urban agriculture (income, food, 
greening, recycling, etcetera) whilst reducing the associated risks (e.g. the risks 
related with irrigation with water from contaminated streams). A development 
oriented approach is needed, not just restrictive bylaws and regulations or a 
“tolerating” attitude towards urban agriculture.  
 
The panellists showed that a participatory and multi-actor approach to policy 
formulation, action planning and implementation regarding urban agriculture 
enhances substantially the social acceptability of such policies and the likelihood of 
success of the interventions, whilst contributing to good governance.    



Main points raised by the panellists and participants in relation to these 
issues 
  
Moderator Dinesh Mehta, officer in charge of Urban Development UN-HABITAT, noted 
the potential for urban poor to attain food security and income generation through 
agriculture. City authorities have to take into account social values as well when 
valueing urban agriculture and defining appropriate land uses. 
 
Henk de Zeeuw, Director, Resource Centre on Urban Agriculture and Forestry 
(RUAF), delivered a message on behalf of Sybilla Dekker, Minster of Housing, Spatial 
Planning and Environment of the Netherlands, cautioning against viewing rural and 
urban as separate entities, and urging a participatory approach to encourage 
adoption of political plans.  
 
De Zeeuw then presented the RUAF programme, noting that urban agriculture is an 
integral yet sometimes unrecognized part of cities, adding that it produces 15-20 
percent of the world s food. He said some cities resist the introduction of urban 
agriculture due to urban biases, perceived health risks, institutional mandates 
restricted by the conventional urban-rural divide and lack of organization of urban 
farmers (hence their voice is not heard). 
 
George Matovu, Municipal Partnership for East and Southern Africa (MDP-ESA), 
Zimbabwe, described the evolution of urban agriculture in his country, noting that 
although no law explicitly prohibits it, rigid regulatory frameworks and competition 
for land pose obstacles. He described how support for urban agriculture was 
achieved from the local government by positioning it as an integral part of the urban 
economy, instead of as a marginal activity. 
 
Raquel Barriga Velasco, Councilor, Villa Maria del Triunfo, Peru, described successes 
achieved through the introduction of urban agriculture to her impoverished 
municipality, including food security and greening of the city. She emphasized 
information dissemination and having urban agriculture institutionalized within the 
municipal government. 
 
Gayathri Devi, International Water Management Institute (IWMI), described the 
benefits of using wastewater in urban agriculture, including improved nutrition, 
drought resistance, and avoidance of agro-chemicals as well as associated risks, 
which include diarrhea and intestinal worm infections, and soil and groundwater 
contamination. She presented various ways of minimizing health and environmental 
risks associated with this practice. 
 
El Hadji Oumar Sissokho, Provania, described Provania’’s efforts to develop urban 
agriculture in Dakar, Senegal, noting constraints such as water access and land use 
rights, and benefits such as training, composting, and strengthened farmers 
organizations. He identified the need for increased public engagement, capacity 
building, and inclusion of women in decision-making processes. 
 
Participants discussed: strategies to attain legal recognition of urban agriculture; 
benefits associated with decreased fossil fuel and pesticide use, and increased diet 
diversity; bio-filtration of wastewater prior to use for agriculture; the loss of 
agricultural land to urban sprawl; the logistics of urban subsistence food production; 
the role of urban agriculture in emergency relief and in refugee camps; how to 
develop pro-urban agriculture strategies related to land management; how roof top 



gardens present opportunities (particularly in the North). 

 
Results  
 
The presentations on the RUAF developed Multi-Stakeholder Policy and Action 
Planning process regarding urban agriculture generated a lot of interest and 
motivated participants from Municipalities, government organisations, research 
institutes, NGOs and CBO’s to reflect on the role urban agriculture may play in their 
own policies and programmes and/or the application of a multi-stakeholder 
approach. 
 
The participants were invited to share their experiences with each other and with the 
many local partners in the RUAF network through the Urban Agriculture Magazine 
(ruaf@etcnl.nl) or the RUAF website (www.ruaf.org). Possibilities for follow up exist 
in the context of the RUAF “Cities Farming for the Future” programme that is ongoing 
in 18 developing countries. 
  
During this session many participants established contacts and others did so at the 
McGill-RUAF booth at the Exhibition or after viewing the RUAF video on urban 
agriculture at the WUF-cinema (some 50 viewers). 
 
The recent RUAF publication “Cities farming for the Future”’ was distributed (hard 
copy and CD-rom). 
 
Pictures: See following posters that were displayed during the session 
 



Policy Dimensions of Urban Agriculture

Adapted from Cabannes and Dubbeling (2005) and Mougeot, Luc (2005). Agropolis. IDRC: Ottawa, Canada.
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agriculture is not so
much its location but
the fact that it is an
integral part of the
urban economic,

social and ecological
system and its impact
on major urban policy

issues.

Multi-
functional

urban agriculture

❖ Ecological agriculture and (agro-)forestry
❖ Urban greening;  improved urban 

micro-climate;  
❖ Combination with other functions: 

recreation, buffer zone, water 
storage, biodiversity management, 
environmental education

❖ Recycling of urban organic wastes 

Subsistence oriented
urban agriculture

❖ Mainly production for self consumption
❖ Improved nutrition 
❖ Savings on household  expenditures and

income from sales of surpluses
❖ Social inclusion

Market oriented
urban agriculture

❖ Mainly production for the market
❖ Income generation 
❖ Enterprise development (inputs, 

processing, marketing); value chain
❖ Local economic development

SOCIAL
(Inclusive City)

MDG 1, target 1-2

ECOLOGICAL 
(Environmental Healthy City)

MDG 7, target 9-11

ECONOMIC
(Productive City)

MDG 1, target 1

www.ruaf.org



Some Facts 
on Urban Agriculture 
Production 
and Economics 

In Shanghai, China, 60% of vegetables, more than half of pork
and poultry, and more than 90% of milk and eggs originate from
urban and peri-urban areas. The city administration manages
300,000 ha of land for food production. (Yi-Zhang and
Zhangen, 2000).

In Dar es Salaam, Tanzania, urban agriculture forms at least 
60% of the informal sector and is the second largest employer 
(20 percent of those employed) (personal communication with 
Mr. Manjani, UCLAS, 2001).

In Vancouver, Canada more than 40% of Vancouverites grow
food in yards, balconies, and community gardens and the city is
home to 1000 community garden plots at 22 active sites
(Cityfarmer, 2006)   

A study found that a 20 percent return on investment was
feasible in Brisbane, Australia, on a project that collects food
wastes from restaurants within one-half kilometer, feed the
wastes after pulverization to worms, and uses the worms and
liquid nutrient to raise vegetables and aquaculture crops
(hydroponics) on rooftops, to sell vegetables, herbs, fish and
crustaceans to the same restaurants (Wilson. G., 2002). 

In Kenya urban agriculture provides the highest self-
employment earnings in small-scale enterprises and the third
highest earnings in all of Kenya (Foeken and Mwangi, 2000). 

In Hanoi, Vietnam it is estimated that 80% of fresh vegetables,
50% of pork, poultry and fresh water fish and 40% of eggs,
originate from urban and peri-urban areas. An economic and
ecological system of using waste-water and solid waste is well
established including exchanges amongst livestock, vegetables
and fish (GTZ, 2000)  

In Havana, Cuba, 64% of the rice, 58% of the consumption of
vegetables, 39% of non-citrus fruits, 13% of tubers and 6% of
the eggs are produced in urban and peri-urban areas (Nugent,
2000).

In La Paz, Bolivia, on a total of 2950 ha of urban and peri-urban
land, more than 30% of the consumption of “easily perishable
crops” (vegetables) is grown (Kreinecker, 2000). 

On Java home gardens provide for 18% of the caloric
consumption and 14% of proteins of the urban population and
a total of 10% of the vegetables, 16% of fruits and 2% of the rice
is produced in urban or peri-urban areas (Ning Purnomohadi,
2000).

Amsterdam, the Netherlands counts 6000 allotment gardens
cultivated by 7200 households, with a surface amounting up to
300 ha of urban land (Wilbers, 2005)

In Beijing, there are currently about 100,000-200,000 migrants
employed in urban agriculture. Urban and peri-urban
agriculture supports an annual growth rate of 4.7% on the gross
output value agriculture industry during 1995-2003. The annual
income per capita for peri-urban farmers doubled in that
period, reaching 800 US dollar in 2003. 

Urban Farmers in Accra, Ghana, live above the national poverty
line with a monthly income of 40-50 US$ (Danso et al, 2002).

In Hyderabad, it was found that households that produce
vegetables saved 20% of their total food expenditures by
retaining part of the produce for household consumption
(Buechler and Devi, 2003). Further, para grass production 
and sale contributes about an estimated annual income of 
US$ 4.5 Million to the local economy of Hyderabad (IRDAS,
2005).

The Lurigancho-Chosica district, located some 13 km from
Metropolitan Lima, Peru, supplies 25% of Lima’s vegetable
produce (IPES, 2005)

In Rosario, Argentina, over 6000 families are directly involved 
in urban agriculture generating a monthly income between 
40 – 150 US dollars (CEPAR, 2006).

In Bulawayo, Zimbabwe, around 50% of the households
engage in urban agriculture to provide food and pay for school
fees, medication and clothing (MDP 2005).

In Dakar, Senegal, 10% of the total food consumption is
provided by urban agriculture and 65 – 70% of the poultry in
the country is raised in the city. (Mbaye & Moustier, 2000). 

www.ruaf.org



ADVANTAGES:
❖ brings together all relevant

stakeholders and integrates diverse
viewpoints of local government,
researchers, farmer organisations,
NGO’s and private sector

❖ improves the quality of analysis
and decision making

❖ stimulates public-private
partnerships 

❖ mobilises and pools scarce
financial and human resources

❖ enhances the social acceptability of
the policies and interventions 

❖ enhances the probability of success
of the interventions

Multi-Stakeholder Planning on 
Urban Agriculture: Lessons Learnt

Integration in
institutional

programmes and
budgets

Exploratory
study and

stakeholder
inventory

Creating
a broader

institutional
framework and
commitment

Establishment of
Multi-Stakeholder

Forum on
urban agriculture

Key actors
establish
a team

Formulation of
strategic action

plan

Participatory
design and co
financing of

projects

(Re)formulation
of policies and
regulations on

urban agriculture

Monitoring
and

evaluation

FACTORS FOR SUCCESS:
❖ a committed and capable facilitating team 
❖ some start up funding
❖ transparency of the process
❖ good communication
❖ building mutual understanding as a basis

for dialogue and negotiation 
❖ continuous building of individual and

institutional commitments of the
stakeholders

❖ realistic and results based planning
❖ clear division of labour
❖ monitoring of progress and results
❖ co financing
❖ building on available resources
❖ early implementation
❖ learning from experiences
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