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Where can we grow? 

A process to assess land suitable for urban agriculture. 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Good Afternoon. As a part of the graduate program in sustainable landscape planning and design at The Conway School, I worked with two classmates to help a city understand where they can grow food. The resulting report outlines a process to assess vacant lots and to determine their suitability for urban agriculture. 



Springfield, Massachusetts 

Albany, NY Boston, MA 

Hartford, CT 

SPRINGFIELD 

• Population 153,552 (US Census 2012) 

• 34.6% of residents below poverty level (ACS 2009) 

• 44.5% percent of households are food-insecure (FRAC 2010) 

 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Springfield, the third largest city in Massachusetts, faces challenges as in other legacy cities. Known as the “City of Homes,” Springfield was at its peak of prosperity at the turn of the 20th century. However, when the industries collapsed Springfield’s population declined and its housing and manufacturing stock plummeted. 



Vacancy – not just an eyesore. 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
As a result, vacant lots are now found throughout the city, but there is a movement trending towards seeing these vacant lots as an opportunity.



Urban Agriculture Committee (2010 after SFPC) 
 
➔ Advocate for policies that create opportunities and 

infrastructure for people to grow their own food 
 

➔ Identified vacant lots as an opportunity for urban 
agriculture 

 

Springfield Food Policy Council (2010) 
 

➔ Oversees public and private efforts to improve food 
security 

 
➔ Has diverse representation in membership - farmers, 

distributors, health care, residents, non-profit 
organizations, municipal departments 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The Springfield Food Policy Council was formed in 2010 to oversee public and private efforts to improve food security. Immediately following that, The Urban Agriculture Committee was formed to advocate for policies that create opportunities for people to grow their own food. The Urban Ag committee was our client for this project.  



How do we know where we can grow? 

Is the soil contaminated? 

Will the garden be accessible to the community? 

Which neighborhoods need a community garden? 

Is the site big enough? 

How can I access vacant land? 

Who will benefit? Is it the “right” site? 

Where is urban agriculture permitted? 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
To begin this assessment we acknowledged that there were a range of questions that needed to be answered. Working within the constraints of the school term and available data, we knew that some of these questions may remain unanswered.



Stakeholder Input 

Community Meeting, February 2014  

Presenter
Presentation Notes
So we consulted with experts to determine which questions should be prioritized. In addition to researching best practices and case studies across the country, we solicited information from those who are on the ground. Through this process of engaging the urban agriculture leaders we were able to define the scope of land assessment.



Scope of the Assessment 
Community Gardens 

Commercial Farms 

Community & Youth 
Farms 

Urban Orchards 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The scope included assessing land suitable for Community Gardens, Commercial Farms, Community & Youth Farms and Urban Orchards.



GIS Inventory & Assessment 

City-owned, 
structure-free, 
vacant lots 

In January 2014 
there were over 
500 vacant lots in 
Springfield. 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
In the next step of this assessment we used ArcMap to evaluate the 500 city-owned, structure free, vacant parcels. Privately owned lands were not considered in this study. We were grateful to have the opportunity to work with the City of Springfield Planning Department and the Pioneer Valley Planning Commission. Both of these planning organizations shared GIS datalayers with us that proved to be critical in this raster analysis.



Tiered Results 

➔Tier 1 criteria focus on the immediate and 
neighborhood conditions of the site. 
 
 

➔Tier 2 criteria also relate to neighborhood 
conditions for which mappable data was 
not available. 
 

 
➔Tier 3 criteria relate individual vacant lots 

to broad, city-wide considerations. 

GOOD 

BETTER 

BEST 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Each form of agriculture was evaluated using three levels or “tiers” of criteria. Tier 1 criteria focused on the immediate and neighborhood conditions of the site. Tier 2 criteria also related to neighborhood conditions for which mappable data was not available. Tier 3 criteria relate individual vacant lots to broad, city-wide considerations.Each tier was used to identify which parcels should be prioritized for urban agriculture. The criteria in each tier were chosen based on research and stakeholder input. The 3 Tiers generated results that can be thought of as good, better, best, highlighting those sites that emerged with the most positive attributes.



Assumptions 

 All sites that met the Tier 1 criteria may be suitable for 
urban agriculture. 
 

 If not identified as hazardous, soils are suitable for 
agriculture. 
 

 City water can be accessed from every site and is suitable 
to use to grow food. 
 

 Adequate sun is available. 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We acknowledged that there were several assumptions in our process. The first was that all sites that met the Tier 1 criteria may be suitable for urban agriculture. We also assumed that unless it was identified as having a hazardous release, the soil was suitable (or raised beds could be built.) We assumed that a water hookup was available (though we understood it may be costly). And finally, we assumed adequate sun is available.



Ground Truthing 

 Street width 
 

 Vehicular traffic  
 

 Fencing  
 

 Surrounding buildings and existing vegetation  
 

 Soil should be tested or use raised beds 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Ground-truthing was the final step in this process which required visiting the site to verify the accuracy of the remote assessment. We recommended that ground-truthing visits should include assessing the following conditions:Street width. Is ample street parking available? Can delivery trucks navigate the streets?Vehicular traffic. Do current traffic patterns indicate congestion? Is the site visible by passing vehiclesFencing. Is fencing needed for protection from pests, if not already present?Surrounding buildings and existing vegetation. Is significant shade cast on the site?



Raster Analysis 

 Datalayers obtained 
 

 Polygons created 
 

 Merge to Springfield boundary 
 

 Convert to Raster 
 

 Reclassify 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Each form of urban agriculture required slightly different criteria, but the process of analyzing the criteria, was the same for each. Binary layers were created in which each layer had only two values: either it DID or it DID NOT meet the criteria and a corresponding score was assigned. For layers that originated as polygons, we merged them with the Springfield boundary, then converted to raster, then reclassified to assign the appropriate score. Some layers were already in raster form. In those situations, we specified the breaks and reclassified.Once all of the necessary layers were created, they were added together using the Raster Calculator tool in the Map Algebra toolbox.  The returns generated showed which cells had the highest scores; those areas were designated as priorities for the type of urban agriculture assessed. 



Criteria for Community Gardens 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
All characteristics were assigned a score and then each set of criteria were added together. The higher the score, the more positive characteristics the site contained.These were the criteria used for Community Gardens. But for all forms assessed, Tier 1a criteria were specific to the site and included; physical characteristics, such as size, slope, and impervious surfaces; environmental constraints such as wetlands, priority habitats, and flood zones; and legal constraints, such as zoning and ownership. Only sites that received the highest possible Tier 1a score were considered further. Therefore, all sites that emerged under Tier 1a results were identified as appropriate for urban agriculture.



Criteria for Community Gardens 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Tier 1b criteria dealt with the relationships between a parcel and its broader neighborhood context. As the relationships between the neighborhood context and a specific type of urban agriculture vary, so do the criteria. For this reason, the four types of urban agriculture evaluated in this study have different criteria. The range of Tier 1b criteria included proximity to centers of community (schools, health centers, community centers, places of worship, food pantries), proximity to other gardens, proximity to markets (farmers markets, mobile markets, grocery stores), vacancy of adjacent parcel, and whether the parcel is a corner lot, all of which are desirable.



Tier 1 = 27 parcels 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
27 sites emerged after completing the Tier 1a and 1b analysis for Community Gardens. 



Criteria for Community Gardens 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Like Tier 1b criteria, Tier 2 criteria related the parcel to the broader neighborhood context. However the method of evaluation differed due to the lack of readily available data. Therefore, Tier 2 analysis was completed by manually looking at the relationship of the parcels to sidewalk location and renter density for the types of urban agriculture to which these criteria apply. Sites with sidewalk access were considered desirable as they would be accessible on foot. Renter density was examined because where a high percentage of residents rent their homes, they may lack access to growing space. Therefore, residents in those areas may benefit from a community garden.



Tier 2 = 6 parcels 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
 After the Tier 2 analysis was completed we were left with 6 parcels.



Criteria for Community Gardens 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Tier 3 criteria candidate parcels were evaluated against a series of map overlays including environmental justice, food deserts, regional impervious surface, proximity to existing open spaces, and tree cover. No parcels are excluded in the Tier 3 analysis. Instead these social and environmental components are a factor in highlighting sites that should be prioritized. The Tier 3 analysis is a tool used in this process to determine which sites are best suited to be ground-truthed.



Tier 3 – Environmental Justice  

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This map shows the EJ populations in Springfield with the 6 parcels from Tier 2 shown in yellow. Community gardens can improve access and affordability of healthy and fresh food, rehabilitate soils and provide green-space. Planting gardens on these sites may help to address inequalities in environmental health.



Tier 3 – Food Deserts 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This map shows the Food Desert areas in Springfield with the 6 parcels from Tier 2 shown in blue. Food deserts were included in the Tier 3 Criteria because community gardens could benefit the residents with limited vehicle access in these neighborhoods.



Tier 3 – Parks and Open Space 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This map shows the Parks and Open Spaces in Springfield with the 6 parcels from Tier 2 shown in blue. Similar to parks, community gardens can provide an outdoor recreational space, therefore preference should be given to those sites that are in areas where open space is limited.



Community Garden Results 
Tiers Parcels 

Tier 1a 39 

Tier 1b 27 

Tier 2 6 

Tier 3 3 

GROUND TRUTHING OBSERVATIONS 
 
 sits on a narrow two-way road 
 existing split-rail fence surrounds the property 
 lot “cleaned and greened” 
  some tree debris on the property will need to be cleared 
 good solar access 
 trees and scrub to the east of the property 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
An initial examination of these sites using GoogleEarth showed one site was partially wooded. After a site visit to all three parcels, one site emerged as the site with the highest priority for community gardens.The following observations were made during ground-truthing at this site:• sits on a narrow two-way road• existing split-rail fence surrounds the property• lot “cleaned and greened”• some tree debris on the property will need to be cleared• good solar access• trees and scrub to the east of the propertyThe same process was completed for Commercial Farms, Community and Youth Farms, and Urban Orchards.



Urban Agriculture Committee: 
Strategic Planning 

Short Term Goals: 
 

➔ Prioritize a robust community garden network 
 
➔ Expand the capacity of Gardening the Community 
 

Long Term Goals: 
 
➔ Land Tenure 

 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
How is this planning report being used? The Urban Ag committee is using this report to develop a strategic plan for the future of their policy and advocacy work. They believe that it’s critical to prioritize the community garden network. Part of that work will include finding affordable ways to have water at all sites.Expand the capacity of GTC – a non-profit that focusing on farming, anti-racism and youth development – they are long term leading urban ag entity.Land Tenure – Looking into ways to develop a Land Trust that would hold lands.



Currently in Springfield 

Community Gardening Ordinance (2012) 
 

➔ Encourages citizen engagement in urban agriculture, 
 
➔ Acknowledges the benefits of urban agriculture, and 

 
➔ Permits people to petition to temporarily use vacant 

lots for urban agriculture. 
 
Hen Ordinance 
 

➔ Will be introduced into the discussion this year 
 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The Com Garden Ordinance (2012) allows residents to request to use a vacant lot as a community garden. Current zoning does not support hens, but the Urban Ag committee hopes to introduce a proposal this year.



Defining Success 
Municipal Support 
 

Passing additional ordinances to ease implementation 
 
Water access 

 
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 
 

Awarded grant dollars for infrastructure 
 

Private sector support 
 

Currently a missing component 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
How does the SFPC and the Urban Ag Committee define success? Municipal SupportCommunity Development Block GrantPrivate Sector SupportWith Food in the City, my former classmates and I aimed to offer a model of how landscape designers and planners can work hand-in-hand with communities to develop achievable and sustainable urban agriculture plans.



FOOD IN THE CITY 

Marie Macchiarolo 
marie.macchiarolo@gmail.com 

 
The Conway School of Landscape Design 

www.csld.edu 
332 South Deerfield Road 

Conway, MA 01341 
 

Find the full report on ISSUU 
http://issuu.com/conwaydesign 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
I look forward to your questions and comments. Thank you.

http://www.csld.edu
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