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ABSTRACT

As an alternative approach to production and distribution practic-
es, the facility was designed to challenge the way urban inhabitants 
interact with agriculture within the city landscape. The architectural 
component of urban agriculture is strongly lacking; various social, envi-
ronmental, and economic issues prevent growing practices from scal-
ing up within the city. The ever increasing volume of food transported 
into the city on a daily basis needs to be re-conceptualized and paired 
with an architectural approach that fosters year round growing prac-
tices. A new way of thinking about where and how to grow food, 
as well as an alternative to distributing food throughout the densely 
populated urban landscape is crucial. By introducing a highly produc-
tive growing facility into an area of the city which has high land values, 
placed in a central dense location without ideal conditions for grow-
ing, the design intends to present a new way of thinking about where 
and how to grow and move food throughout the city. The intent is 
to expose contemporary production practices, provide engagement 
with various growing techniques and make such a place accessible 
within a densely populated urban environment. 
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This thesis focuses on using architecture as a vehicle to alter the cur-
rent relationships urban inhabitants have with agriculture. 

8LI�GYVVIRX�VIPEXMSRWLMT�MW�SRI�SJ�HMWGSRRIGX���8LI�X[IRX]�½VWX�GIRXY-
ry city landscape has removed nearly all visible food production pro-
cesses (planting, harvesting, preparation, distribution), resulting in an 
absence of knowledge and awareness for the amount of energy and 
effort required to get food from a place of production to consump-
tion. The energy demands of the production of food are rendered 
nearly invisible to the average consumer. The transportation and dis-
tribution which occurs prior to produce arrival in markets is immense, 
with emissions and fossil fuel depletion occurring at every stage of a 
plant’s development.

8LI� FIRI½XW� EWWSGMEXIH�[MXL� I\TSWMRK�� TVSZMHMRK� IRKEKIQIRX� [MXL�
and easy access to agricultural production practices span far beyond 
the environmental discourse of the city. There is an abundance of “so-
GMEP�FIRI½XW�SJ�YVFER�EKVMGYPXYVI�[LMGL�VIEGL�FI]SRH�PSGEP�JSSH�QMPIW�
and food security and encompass youth economic development and 
education” (Veenhuizen,  2007).  The social, economic, and environ-
mental discourses of the city all have the potential to strengthen with 
XLI� MRXVSHYGXMSR�SJ�EKVMGYPXYVEP�TVSHYGXMSR�TVSGIWWIW��]IX�� XLI�I\MWX-
MRK�YVFER�PERHWGETI�LEW�KIRIVEXIH�WMKRM½GERX�FEVVMIVW��GLEPPIRKMRK�XLI�
wide spread implementation of urban agricultural practices.

All stages of the agricultural production process must emerge within 
the city landscape, as “food production, processing and consumption 
together constitute perhaps the most basic aspect of resilience for 
human communities” (Veenhuizen,  2007). 

INTRODUCTION 1.0ARCHITECTURE + AGRICULTURE + URBAN INHABITANTS 
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In order to answer the questions: how can architecture alter urban 
MRLEFMXERXW� GYVVIRX� VIPEXMSRWLMT�[MXL� EKVMGYPXYVI�� MX� MW� GVMXMGEP� XS� ½VWX�
attempt to understand the discourse of food in the contemporary 
city. The lack of agricultural practices and apparent processes of food 
production within cities has caused negatives affects on the body, 
earth and planetary survival. The disconnect between places of pro-
duction and consumption can be seen as one of the major issues of 
XLI�HIWMKR�SJ�XLI�GMX]��8LIWI�JYRGXMSRW�QYWX�SGGYV�MR�GPSWIV�TVS\MQMX]�
XS�SRI�ERSXLIV�MR�SVHIV�XS�KIRIVEXI�WMKRM½GERX�GLERKI�VIKEVHMRK�LS[�
XLI�)EVXL´W�VIWSYVGIW�EVI�GSRWYQIH��2YQIVSYW�FEVVMIVW�I\MWX�[LMGL�
prevent/challenge the inception of urban agricultural practices into 
the current built fabric of the city; therefore, it is essential to consid-
er alternative approaches to growing food within the city. Current 
partnering of agriculture and architecture within the city of Toronto 
require reconceptualizing; the hope is that the current paradigm to-
wards food in the architectural discourse will improve. 

By analyzing food’s relationship with various discourses central to a 
modern, urban city within the western world, strategies and tactics 
[MPP�IQIVKI�[LMGL�[MPP�MR¾YIRGI�XLI�ETTVSEGL�XEOIR�XS[EVHW�XLI�HI-
sign response. Understanding the relationships between food and the 
social, environmental, economic discourses of the city will aid in alter-
ing the current relationship urban inhabitants have with agriculture. 
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1.1
“As animals of nature and creatures of social comfort, our life in cities 
HITVMZIW�YW�SJ�XLI�IZSPYXMSREV]�MRWXMRGX�ERH�FIRI½GMEP�XVEMX�XLEX�[SVO-
ing together on the land can offer. Away from the very nature that 
WYTTPMIW�YW�[MXL�JSSH��ERH�XLI�VIPE\MRK�EQFVSWME�SJ�REXYVEP�HMWXVEGXMSRW��
we seem only to tend to survival in the city” (Leung, 2013). 

Basic survival is dependent on the provisions of shelter, food and cloth-
ing; yet, the modern, western world has produced cities which are 
highly segregated from places of production of such primitive needs. 
With technological advancements priorities have shifted from merely 
WYVZMZMRK�XS�XLEX�SJ�MRGVIEWMRK�TVS½X��TS[IV�ERH�TVSHYGXMSR��-R�VIGIRX�
times the “homo urbanus has ... delegated his quality of life to tech-
nology and consumerism, degrading the once more prominent role 
SJ�REXYVI²��+MP������
��2EXYVI��ERH�WTIGM½GEPP]� JSSH�W]WXIQW�VIUYMVI�
greater prominence and should be placed more centrally within the 
discourse of the modern city. Considering, “there is nothing in human 
life and culture that is not touched in someway by food” (McAdam, 
2012), it is evident that there is reason for concern. 

The current urban condition has resulted from man’s desire to ‘satisfy 
his comfort’. As a result, “cities actively harm the physical environment 
and thereby make the entire region less able to sustain life” (Blassin-
game, 1998). Outsourcing is common practice and urban inhabitants 
have become highly unaware of the origin of most food they consume, 
clothes they wear, or materials within which they reside. Nowadays, 
it is far easier for mankind to purchase necessities, than to attempt 
to produce them. The entire concept of ‘basic human needs’ has be-
come highly distorted and subject to global location. The technolog-
ical dependency of the western world has made it nearly impossible 
XS�GSRWMHIV�I\TIVMIRGMRK�PMJI�[LMPI�VIGIMZMRK�SRP]�FEWMG�LYQER�RIIHW��
As society evolves, there must be some notion of returning focus to 
the natural environment.

FOOD AND URBAN INHABITANTS
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Introducing natural systems into the urban environment contributes 
to improving urbanite’s overall quality of life. All aspects of life are im-
TVSZIH��EW�±MX�TVSZMHIW�IRZMVSRQIRXEP�WIVZMGIW�WYGL�EW�XLI�TYVM½GEXMSR�
of air and water, and limits noise pollution” (Gil, 2013). In addition to 
environmental improvements, the inception of nature into the city 
“encourages social interaction among neighbors, and can increase 
both physical and mental health, enriching urban life with emotions 
and meaning” (Gil, 2013). Growing food in the city must demand 
greater attention, as such practices satisfy requirements of sustaining 
life on the planet. Everyone is subject to basic human needs, and it is 
an unfortunate reality that urban inhabitants are becoming increasing-
ly disconnected from the process associated with getting food from a 
place of production to consumption. 

 By introducing food production to the urban public realm and 
interior architectural spaces, great improvements and transformations 
will occur. The various processes of food production are noted for 
being “a key dimension in place-making, the strengthening of bonds 
between residents and the landscape that sustain them” (Veenhuizen,  
2007). Its much more than just fuel for the body, it can be fuel for 
the community, used to strengthen relationship between members, as 
well as urban inhabitants connection to the environment.

Figure 01: Torontonians vegetable consumption

*MKYVI�����'SRWYQTXMSR�'PEWWM½GEXMSR
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Assumed consumption is that Torontonians consume vegetable comparable to the national average. 

Fresh vegetable consumption (‘06)

227 lb. / person / yr

Could Toronto Provide 10% of its fresh vegetable requirements from within 
its own boundaries? _ Rod MacRae

Consumption Measures

Daily calorie supply
Meat consumption (kg / yr)
Living space (sq.m)
People / household
Home energy use gigajoules / yr. 
Home energy use in kilowatt-hours / yr. 
Motor vehicle ownership
Motor vehicle travel (km / yr.)
Air travel (km / yr.)
'EVFSR�HMS\MHI�IQMWWMSRW��XSRW���]V�
�
0MJI�I\TIGXERG]��]VW�


Fair Earth-Share:
1 planet

2,424
20
8
5

8.4
2,300
0.004
582
125
2
66

World Average:
1.5 planets

2,809
40
10
4

12.6
3,500
0.1

2,600
564
4
67

High Consumption
3 planets

CANADA

3,383
100
34
3

33.5
9,300
0.5

6,600
2,943

14
79

per person

Getting to one-planet living
Jennie Moore, William Rees

Toronto Population (‘11)

2 615 060 people

City of Toronto Fresh vegetable consumption: 

593 618 620 lb. / year \ =

Figure 01: Torontonians vegetable consumption

*MKYVI�����'SRWYQTXMSR�'PEWWM½GEXMSR



6

-R�UYIWXMSRMRK�[LEX�JEGXSVW�LEZI�XLI�KVIEXIWX�MR¾YIRGI�SZIV�XLI�[SVPH´W�
GYVVIRX�WXEXI��MX�MW�FIPMIZIH�XLEX�±XLI�VSSX�TVSFPIQ�MW�XLI�GPMQEXMG�I\-
plosion in numbers of the human species” (Blassingame, 1998). The 
population growth demands an unprecedented volume of resources 
[MXLMR�E�GSR½RIH�EVIE��8LI�QMKVEXSV]�TEXXIVRW�SJ�XLMW�VIGIRX�FSSQ�
has been centered around urban areas and this shift from the rural 
to urban landscape has generated new conditions of concern for the 
21st century. More people are living closer together, within cities; yet, 
the resources being consumed are traveling ever increasing distances 
to get from a place of production to consumption. 

Food production and consumption have become two, isolated func-
tions occurring at monumental distances apart from one another. This 
has given rise to the issue that the contemporary urban landscape is 
changing and requires additional functions to occur within the con-
½RIW�SJ�XLI�GMX]��-X�MW�ER�YRJSVXYREXI�VIEPMX]�XLEX�±XSHE]��JSV�QSWX�GMXM^IRW�
of larger developed metropolises that link is invisible. The energy-hun-
gry infrastructure associated with remote food production, transport 
and display is equally invisible” (Viljoen, Bohn, 2008). Out of sight, out 
of mind is no longer an acceptable state of being. 

The local situation is such that “nearly 90% of Canada’s population 
growth is concentrated in large metropolitan areas” (MacRae, 2010). 
With an ever increasing trend of population growth within and sur-
rounding cities, it is evident that current practices regarding where 
food is produced, how it is distributed and where it is consumed will 
have to change. It is unfortunate that “so many aspects of our ev-
eryday lives are dependent on nature, yet remain removed from it ... 
nature can nurture in ways that space cannot” (Leung, 2013). The ben-
I½XW�EWWSGMEXIH�[MXL�REXYVEP�W]WXIQW�EVI�RSX�FIMRK�VIEPM^IH�XS�XLIMV�JYPP�
potential. Lackluster green space in the city and the whole notion of 
natural systems and agriculture in the city requires re-visioning as we 
enter the 21st century. 

Many forces are acting against implementation of agricultural practic-
es within the city; however, by resisting such adoption cities become 
vulnerable to such future concerns as fuel price increases and volatil-
ity, threats of food supply and health concerns of industrialized farm 
practices. (Veenhuizen,  2007). 

FOOD AND THE CITY 
CONCENTRATED DEVELOPMENT AND FOOD CONSUMPTION 
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Figure 04: Urban - Rural Population of the world 1950 - 2030

*MKYVI�����1IKE�VIKMSR�SJ�8SVSRXS��I\MWXMRK�WTVE[P�GSRHMXMSR
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Food has played a large role in shaping the current city; however, “here 
MR�'EREHE�[I�QE]� WXVYKKPI� XS�½RH� VSSQ� MR�SYV�RI[JERKPIH�YVFER�
lives for an old world concept like [agriculture] - particularly one that 
requires constant care and attention in a lifestyle that is riddled with 
distractions and competing interests” (McAdam, 2012). Agriculture 
WXVYKKPIW�XS�½RH�E�TPEGI�[MXLMR�XLI�WGLIHYPIW�SJ�FYW]�YVFER� MRLEFM-
tants, as well as within the physical space of the city. Many barriers can 
FI�MHIRXM½IH�[LMGL�PMQMX�XLI�[MHIWTVIEH�ETTPMGEXMSR�SJ�YVFER�EKVMGYP-
ture activities within the city of Toronto. Table 1.0 has a compiled list 
SJ�MWWYIW�MHIRXM½IH�F]�PSGEP�YVFER�EKVMGYPXYVEP�I\TIVXW�[LMGL�MHIRXMJ]�
issues urban growers must face when implementing new urban agri-
cultural initiatives, both on rooftops and the ground. 

A number of categories have been generated which encapsulate all 
of the issues to be considered when implementing urban agricultural 
growing practices. The challenges cover issues in the realms of struc-
tural, functional and aesthetic, all issues within the capacity of the archi-
tectural discourse. In moving forward, it is critical to determine if tra-
ditional means of agriculture are desired. Considering what approach 
will yield most success, productive places enclosed within architectural 
spaces appear to eliminate a number of barriers. Having to mitigate all 
SJ�XLI�MHIRXM½IH�JSVGIW�EGXMRK�EKEMRWX�YVFER�EKVMGYPXYVEP�MRGITXMSR��XLI�
approach to scaling up should look “to reshape what and how food 
MW�KVS[R��QSZIH�ERH�GSRWYQIH²��0ERK������
��%KVMGYPXYVI�MW�E�WMKRM½-
cantly old practice, and given the capabilities of current technology, 
there is much potential for such to be adopted into the agricultural 
discourse and urban landscape. Pairing agriculture with architecture 
LEW�XLI�TSXIRXMEP�XS�½X�XLI�YRTVIHMGXEFMPMX]�SJ�XLI�REXYVEP�IRZMVSRQIRX�
[MXLMR�XLI�VMKMH�GSR½RIW�SJ�XLI�WXVYGXYVIH��YVFER�PERHWGETI��&VMRKMRK�
XLI�JYRGXMSR�SJ�TVSHYGXMSR�GPSWIV�XS�E�TPEGI�SJ�GSRWYQTXMSR�VIHI½RIW�
the presence of food within the 21st century built fabric. 

FOOD AND THE BUILT FABRIC 
BARRIERS OF IMPLEMENTATION 
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Food has a dominant presence in the architectural discourse. Nearly 
all typologies are designed with spaces which will foster food prepa-
ration tasks, as well as spaces for consumption. Places such as kitchen/
dining areas, restaurants, grocery stores and the Ontario Food Termi-
nal all have taken a similar approach regarding how the object of food 
¾S[W�JVSQ�E�TPEGI�SJ�TVSHYGXMSR�XS�GSRWYQTXMSR��8LI�PMRO�FIX[IIR�
XLI�X[S�JYRGXMSRW�MW�ZMXEP��±GMXMIW�ERH�EKVMGYPXYVI�EVI�MRI\XVMGEFP]�PMROIH��
but today, for most citizens of larger developed metropolises that link 
is invisible” (Viljoen, Bohn, 2008). This invisibility is the result of a front 
of house / back of house approach which essentially conceals the 
processes of food’s transformation from the public. Mainly for sani-
tary reasons, restaurants and grocery stores employ a system where 
produce is delivered and contained until requested or needed. The 
Ontario food terminal employs a completely different tactic, although 
yielding similar results, completely prohibits people from entering the 
property. Millions of pounds of food pass through this space each day 
and the public, even if desired, are not able enter this place. Such ac-
tions completely support the idea that our food processes are com-
pletely removed from the public eye. It is crucial for the public to 
become aware of all processes required to get food to a proper state 
for consumption. Figure 03 highlights how urban inhabitants current 
relationship with agricultural practices are focused on traveling to / 
from the market and personal storage, and are oblivious to earlier 
stages of food production. 

FOOD AND EXPOSURE
CURRENT PARADIGM TOWARDS FOOD IN URBAN ARCHITECTURE

planting spraying harvesting transporting 
to food plant 

food 
prep

packaging transporting 
to market 

consumers traveling 
to / from market

food 
storage

Figure 05: Urban Inhabitant’s current relationship with Agricultural Practices 
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Figure 08: Grocery Store

Figure 06: Ontario Food Terminal

Figure 07: Toronto Restaurant

Figure 05: Urban Inhabitant’s current relationship with Agricultural Practices 
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The connection between urban inhabitants and food requires con-
sideration if an architectural response is to be proposed which will 
alter their current relationship with agriculture.  ‘Urban inhabitants’ is 
E�ZEKYI�XIVQ��WTERRMRK�E�ZEVMIX]�SJ�TVS½PIW��8LMW�XLIWMW�MW�JSGYWMRK�SR��
 the community member 
  - inhabitants residing in the community directly 
  surrounding the site 
 the transit rider 
  - inhabitants riding on the Yonge Subway line and the 
� � )KPMRXSR�1IXVSPMR\�PMRI
 urbanites in transition
  - inhabitants traveling through and/or by the site 

8LIWI� XLVII�TVS½PIW�[SYPH� LEZI� ZIV]� HMJJIVIRX� I\TIVMIRGIW�[MXL� E�
place of agricultural production. The intent is that urban inhabitants 
[SYPH�FI�I\TSWIH�XS��IRKEKI�[MXL�ERH�LEZI�IEW]�EGGIWW�XS�XLI�ZEV-
ious processes of agricultural production. In doing so, users of the 
space would return focus to the natural environment, within a densely 
populated urban location. They would become part of the force al-
tering how food is grown, moved and consumed within the city and 
would have greater awareness of the energy and effort required to 
get food from a state of production to consumption. With awareness 
of the impact their food choices make, the hope is that more sustain-
able measures will be taken regarding food selection.

RESPONDING TO FOOD + URBAN INHABITANTS 
THROUGH DESIGN 
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Figure 09: Urban Inhabitant’s 
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ENVIRONMENTAL DISCOURSE 1.2
By analyzing the environmental discourses of the modern and urban 
city, a greater awareness can be developed as to why urban inhabitants 
relationship with agriculture has evolved into a state of disconnect. 
The lack of natural systems within the urban environment has caused 
a physical separation between agriculture and urban inhabitants. Food 
MW�RS� PSRKIV�TVSHYGIH�ERH�GSRWYQIH� MR�GPSWI�TVS\MQMX]�� XLIVIJSVI��
the distribution portion of the production process has become piv-
otal. The impact of this stage of transportation is detrimental to the 
environment. The current model of importing millions of pounds of 
JSSH�MRXS�XLI�GMX]��SR�E�HEMP]�FEWMW�GERRSX�WYWXEMR�MRHI½RMXIP]��8LIVIJSVI��
an alternate approach to the current model of food production and 
distribution is vital to ensuring high quality of life for urban inhabitants. 

“Since food and farming account for at least 30% of worldwide green-
house gas emissions, the high dependence on fossil fuels needs to 
be reduced. People need to connect again to the understanding of 
growing, preparing and cooking food, so that their fragility towards the 
dependency on the food system can be reduced” (Veenhuizen 2007)
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Food not only impacts the body, it also effects the state of the en-
vironment. Urban inhabitants must have a greater awareness of the 
fact that “25% of U.S. food transport greenhouse gas emissions are 
associated with delivery of food to consumers, and the situation may 
be more acute in Canada” (Nasr, MacRae, Kuhns, 2010). We have de-
veloped a highly unsustainable food production system which greatly 
contributes to environmental degradation and “the earth’s weakening 
capacity to absorb greenhouse gases” (Assadourian, 2013). It is be-
PMIZIH�XLEX�QIXLSHW�SJ�JSSH�TVSHYGXMSR�[MPP�I\TIVMIRGI�E�KVIEX�WLMJX�
in the coming years; most evident being, where food is to be grown. 

Innovative approaches to sustainable food distribution within cities is 
GVYGMEP��+VS[MRK�ERH�HMWXVMFYXMRK�JSSH�[MXLMR�XLI�GSR½RIW�SJ�XLI�GMX]��
utilizing public transportation, would considerably lessen the impact 
of current food importing practices. Introducing places of agricultural 
production in central locations, where locally grown food can be easily 
accessible and transported, would greatly alter the current approach  
of food distribution. 

Canada has the capacity to produce an abundance of food within 
XLI�GSR½RIW�SJ� XLI�REXMSR��8LI�FMSGETEGMX]�EZEMPEFPI�TIV�TIVWSR� JEV�
I\GIIHW�XLI�[SVPH�EZIVEKI��8LMW�FIKW�XLI�UYIWXMSR��[L]�MW�'EREHE´W�
importing on the rise? Our food system is contributing to increasing 
SYV�IGSPSKMGEP�JSSXTVMRX��%W�WIIR�MR�½KYVI�����'EREHE�JEV�I\GIIHW�XLI�
world average for the number of global hectares (Gha) demanded / 
person, and within that “about 25% of U.S. food transport greenhouse 
gas emissions are associated with the delivery of food to consumers, 
and the situation may be more acute in Canada” (Nasr, 2010). This all 
contributes to the argument that our food system needs to shift from 
one of remote sourcing to local production.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
OF FOOD DISTRIBUTION 

Figure 10: Ecological footprint per country / person, as of 2008 
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VXEVWDQWLDO�LQÀXHQFH�RQ�WKH�(FRORJLFDO�)RRWSULQW�WRR��)RU�H[DPSOH��
individuals generally have no direct control over the size of the 
built-up land footprint. The same is true for the way in which a 
country produces its electricity or the intensity of its agricultural 
production. This “inherited” part of the Ecological Footprint can be 
LQÀXHQFHG�WKURXJK�PHFKDQLVPV�VXFK�DV�SROLWLFDO�HQJDJHPHQW��JUHHQ�
technology and innovation, and other work toward large-scale social 
change. Governments and businesses therefore play an important 
role in reducing the Ecological Footprint of each person.

biocapacity would be used; if everyone lived like an average 
Argentinean, humanity would demand more than half an 
additional planet; and if everyone lived like an average 
resident of the USA, a total of four Earths would be required 
to regenerate humanity’s annual demand on nature.

Figure 26: Ecological 
Footprint per country, 
per person, 2008 
This comparison includes 
all countries with 
populations greater than 1 
million for which complete 
data are available (Global 
Footprint Network, 2011).

IF EVERYONE LIVED LIKE AN AVERAGE 
RESIDENT OF THE USA, A TOTAL OF FOUR 
EARTHS WOULD BE REQUIRED TO REGENERATE 
HUMANITY’S ANNUAL DEMAND ON NATURE
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World average Ecological Footprint per person was 2.7 gha in 2008
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tions greater than 1 million for which complete data 
are available (Global Footprint Network, 2011). 

Global Hectares (GHa)
Unit for measuring our demands on the Earth (eco-
logical footprint) and the ability of the Earth to supply 
our demands (biocapacity). (Volunteer Compass)
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Figure 10: Ecological footprint per country / person, as of 2008 
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Global trading practices have enabled nations to “demand more 
bio-capacity than they have available within their own borders. This 
means they are liquidating their national ecological wealth, relying 
through trade on the bio-capacity of others” (Moore, Rees, 2013). 
2SVXL�%QIVMGE�HIQERHW�KVIEXP]�I\GIIH�XLI�FMS�GETEGMX]�EZEMPEFPI�SR�
the basis of a fair earth share. Canada, ranked 4th as having the great-
est number of global hectares available / person, has created highly 
unsustainable importing practices. 

;MXLMR�XLI�GSR½RIW�SJ�8SVSRXS��±XLI�EZIVEKI�MQTSVXIH�JSSH�MW�XVEZIP-
ing about 4500 km ....  much of it by truck” (MacRae, 2010) (refer to 
½KYVIW�������
���8LI�IRIVK]�EWWSGMEXIH�[MXL�XLMW�HMWXVMFYXMSR�TVEGXMGIW�
of food is immense. When considering all of the energy required “for 
growing, watering, processing and transporting food, producing 1 cal 
of food cost us anywhere from a 7:1 - 10:1 ratio in energy consumed” 
(McAdam, 2012). Light must be shed on the severity of the problem, 
EW�WYGL�TVEGXMGIW�GERRSX�WYWXEMR�MRHI½RMXIP]��;I�EVI�IWWIRXMEPP]�±PMZMRK�
on borrowed time in the world fueled by cheap oil and diminishing 
supplies of clean water and arable land” (McAdam, 2012). 

The brief period between the years of 2005-2008 “has reinforced 
how the dominant 20th century productionist paradigm is running 
out of steam”(Lang, 2010); during this time that food prices steadily 
increased until rocketing in 2007. The relationship between people, 
agriculture and the planet has been entirely restructured, which can 
be seen through food importing practices. A shift has taken place from 
the local / national to continental / international. Seasonality is no lon-
ger a concept of concern as food can be imported from anywhere at 
any point throughout the year. The elimination of seasonality is a huge 
MWWYI�SJ�GSRGIVR��]IX��TISTPI�LEZI�FIGSQI�EGGYWXSQ�XS�WYGL�PY\YVMIW��
=IEV�VSYRH�WYTTP]�JYP½PPMRK�HIQERHW�SJ�XLI�GSRWYQIV�GER�RSX�WYWXEMR�
through current practices. 

OVERINDULGING 
ON THE ENVIRONMENT’S RESOURCES 

Figure 12: Canadian Fresh and Processed Fruit and Vegetable Imports by Country of Origin (2010)
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It is believed that the coming years will be accompanied by funda-
mental issues of concern which will have great affect over the 21st 
century food system, such being climate change, water, biodiversity, 
energy / fossil fuels, population growth, wastes, land, soil, labor and 
dietary changes (Lang, 2010), which will all contribute to inhibiting 
the amount of food which will be available. These issue almost cer-
tainly cannot be addressed individually; they must be considered and 
handled in a collective and comprehensive manner in order to yield 
successful results. Action must be taken relatively soon, as “no more 
than one or a very few decades remain before the chance to avert 
the threats we now confront will be lost and the prospects for hu-
manity immeasurably diminished” (Blassingame, 1998). It is unfortu-
nate that economics, politics and power have all lead humanity to a 
highly unsustainable state of being. Yet it is individual choice which will 
determine how everyone will advance and overcome the destruc-
tive path we have been lead down. As a collective, we must make 
better choices because “the trajectory of city growth is downward 
and destructive - towards greater sprawl, sharper divisions between 
social groups, increased environmental damage, and further resource 
depletion” (Blassingame, 1998). Food production is connected to so 
many aspects of life and by pursuing / supporting urban agricultural 
practices, positive change will occur. 

ENVIRONMENTAL EXPIRATION
OF INFINITE RESOURCES 
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There is very little “surprise that architectural discourse has taken a 
biological turn in recent years, the over-determined result of its own 
culpability in the degradation of the planetary environment” (Sorkin, 
2013). Professionals are recognizing the need for alternative practices, 
as current approaches which address issues of food security have 
been disappointing. Sustainable design can be seen as an approach 
[LMGL�MW�±PSSWMRK�E�WIRWI�SJ�FIEYX]�ERH�GSQTPI\MX]��ERH�XLI�EFMPMX]�XS�
respond to earth, giving way to mechanical sustainability devoid of hu-
man engagement” (Titman, 2013). Lack of engagement is a large issue 
which requires redesign. Urban inhabitants are becoming increasing-
ly removed and disconnected from natural systems and agricultural 
practices, which translates into a lack of concern of the amount of 
energy and effort required for growing food. The 21st century is “an 
era of elevated environmental consciousness, [just as] no building can 
escape the consequences of its use of energy and materials, or of the 
wastes it produces” (Sorkin, 2013), no consumer should be able to 
escape the increasing amount of energy demanded to produce food 
through current practices. 

ENGAGING ENVIRONMENT
THROUGH ARCHITECTURE

*SSH�LEW�FIIR�E�JSGEP�TSMRX�EW�MX�LEW�FIIR�MHIRXM½IH�EW�±E�QENSV�JEGXSV�
in reducing a city’s ecological footprint” (Viljoen, Bohn, 2008). A prob-
PIQ� EW� GSQTPI\� EW�8SVSRXS´W� JSSH� W]WXIQ� VIUYMVIW� ER� ETTVSEGL�SJ�
different scales to erect change within the established city. As a whole, 
Toronto needs to develop a strategy where multiple places to grow 
JSSH�I\MWX��ERH�EVI�MR�GSLIWMSR�[MXL�SRI�ERSXLIV���=IEV�VSYRH�KVS[MRK�
strategies are essential as current seasonality limits growing potential 
to a fraction of the year. In order to develop system which can sustain 
throughout all seasons, architectural solutions are required. 

RESPONDING TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL DISCOURSE 
THROUGH DESIGN 
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Figure 13: Approach of different scales of agricultural implementation

APPROACH OF DIFFERENT SCALES
FOR AGRICULTURAL IMPLEMENTATION
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Through analyzing neighborhood initiatives, it is evident that not all 
areas regard and value urban agriculture equally. It is crucial for every 
neighborhood to have an appreciation for locally grown food. Alter-
nate initiatives must be conceived which will appeal to all demograph-
ics throughout the city, enticing more than just low income, priority 
neighborhoods. By introducing contemporary agricultural practices, 
which use a high-tech approach to cultivation, the hope is that typical 
connotations associated with traditional agricultural approaches will 
be altered.

NEIGHBOURHOOD APPROACH

BUILDING APPROACH
)\TSWYVI�[LMGL�VIZIEPW�XLI�TVSGIWWIW�SJ�EKVMGYPXYVEP�TVEGXMGIW�QYWX�
be introduced into various buildings throughout the urban landscape. 
Buildings designed to publicize innovative approaches to producing 
food within the urban environment allow residents to interact with 
and become better educated about agriculture and food processes. 
Demonstration areas are important, as they will allow for small scale 
interaction between alternative growing systems and urban inhabi-
tants. The architecture of an agricultural typology should aim to foster 
social connectivity, agricultural productivity, and easy accessibility. 

Figure 13: Approach of different scales of agricultural implementation
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In responding to issues of the environmental discourse, it is evident 
that a place designed for agricultural production must truly become 
immersed within the various layers of the city, especially the layer of 
transit. To alter the current model of urban agriculture, easily acces-
sible places of food production must be introduced throughout the 
city landscape. With current practices, it is impossible to select a site 
in an urban environment with desirable growing conditions, attached 
to the transit system and allocate to agricultural practices. Conditions 
for growing are mainly consistent throughout the city, as a lack of soil, 
space and light are prevalent throughout the dense, urban landscape. 
Therefore, spaces within the city which do not have environments 
that will foster agricultural production using traditional practices re-
quire alternative growing techniques. Locations in the city without an 
abundance of space, soil or light can be adapted to become produc-
tive landscapes. Interior growing practices, using hydroponic means 
of production will provide year round production capabilities while 
evading the environmental limitations of a Canadian climate. 

Challenging the issue of distribution will have a great impact on the 
environmental discourse of the city. If agricultural production was im-
plemented on a wide scale basis, less transportation would be re-
quired to deliver food to the city. Although local food production 
would result in a reduction of emissions, more energy will be required 
to create year round, idyllic growing conditions.  

%R�EVGLMXIGXYVEP�VIWTSRWI�GSRXEMRMRK�E�FEPERGI�EQSRKWX�I\TIVMIRGI�
and functionality is desired. The intent is to showcase the beauty and 
GSQTPI\MX]�SJ�REXYVEP�W]WXIQW�XLVSYKLSYX�XLI�EKVMGYPXYVEP�TVSHYGXMSR�
process while producing desired volumes of crops.
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SOCIAL DISCOURSE 1.3
Through investigating the social discourses of the modern, urban city 
a better understanding can be developed as to why urban inhabitants 
relationship with agriculture has evolved to it’s current state. As well, 
a greater understanding will aid in generating an approach where ur-
ban inhabitant’s relationship with agriculture can be altered through 
the apparatus of architecture. The lack of presence of agriculture and 
natural systems within the city has yielded places which are social-
ly disconnected, increasing urban inhabitant’s retreat indoors. As well 
the heightened demand for convenience aids in minimizing the urban 
population’s desire to grow their own food. 

In trying to strengthen and re-conceive urban inhabitants relationship 
with agriculture it’s necessary to bring urban agricultural practices into 
the 21st century. The following will identify how urban inhabitants are 
lacking: places which foster social connection, the desire/time/effort 
to grow a portion of their own diet and the social skills to reconnect 
community members. Food and agricultural practices provide an an-
swer to all of these scenarios. The current partnership of agriculture 
and architecture within the city of Toronto require reconceptualizing; 
the hope is that the current paradigm towards food in the architec-
tural discourse will improve a satisfy society’s current demands.

“UA also strongly supports social (human) resilience ... farms can be-
come places of adaptive learning and civic engagement, as people of 
different ages, ethnicities, races and income levels come together to 
grow food, learn new gardening skills, encounter new foods or engage 
MR�TVSFPIQ�WSPZMRK�ERH�GSPPIGXMZI�EGXMSR�JSV�XLI�FIRI½X�SJ�XLI�KEVHIR�
and the gardeners” (Veenhuizen 2007).
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“Can the socially vitalizing role of nature be brought back to our ur-
ban lives to re-nurture a sense of our human instinct and bring us 
closer to the otherwise ignored ‘other’ - neighbor, animal, plant or 
stranger” (Leung, 2013).

The concept of community within the urban landscape has been al-
tered as “we now spend much of our free time indoors - clear evi-
dence of the retreat into the private realm we pursue. This migration 
indoors is a new trend, alienating us from nature and from other 
LYQER�FIMRKW��]IX�MX�JYP½PPW�SYV�HIWMVIW�SJ�GSRXVSP��GSQJSVX�ERH�MRHI-
pendency” (Gil, 2013). As we become increasingly separated from the 
natural environment, our connection with other urban inhabitants fol-
lows in a similar fashion. It is essential for places to be designed in the 
modern, urban landscape which fuse people and nature back together. 
By using the function of growing food, people are able to converge on 
common, public ground to discuss issues which everyone can relate 
to, no matter what ethnicity, age or gender. 

Food is essential in every being’s life and can already be credited with 
bringing people together for the purposes of consumption. However, 
the city lacks places which unite inhabitants to focus on the processes 
associated with growing food. Priority neighborhoods have proven 
that “the presence of nature in a city ... encourages social integration 
among neighbors” (Gil, 2013); yet, the lifestyles condo inhabitants have 
come to fashion do not often incorporate agricultural practices. Ur-
ban agriculture is a missing ingredient in the modern city, amongst the 
concrete / glass / steel, living systems must emerge. 

LACK OF COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT 
PRODUCT OF HIGH DENSITY L IV ING 

In the western world, it is evident that an increased dependence on 
technological devices has emerged within the 21st century. As a result 
it is “reducing our capacity to interact with physical spaces or objects 
... putting the landscape back into architecture in a pastoral way would 
allow us to do this” (Titman, 2013). Nature and agricultural practices 
passively stimulate the senses greater than that of any device. 

SUBMERGED IN THE VIRTUAL 
DISCONNECTED 
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±,IVI� MR�'EREHE�[I�QE]�WXVYKKPI� XS�½RH�VSSQ� MR�SYV�RI[JERKPIH�
urban lives for an old world concept like this [agriculture] - particu-
larly one that requires constant care and attention in a lifestyle that is 
riddled with distractions and competing interests” (McAdam, 2012)

Toronto is a city that is constantly on the move. It is understandable 
that people are under the assumption that urban agriculture required 
a considerable amount of time and effort invested to yield desirable 
VIWYPXW��,S[IZIV��XLI�PY\YVMSYW�ERH�GSRZIRMIRX�JSSH�W]WXIQ�GYVVIRXP]�
in place will not sustain. Alternative methods of food production are 
required in order to ensure people can continue to eat nutritious 
food products.  The reality is that “climate created shortages, cou-
pled with escalating populations, means that food will become less 
available even to the well off. We would all be wise to learn some 
food-growing skills to pad our menus” (McAdam, 2012). Somewhere 
in the not-so-distant future, growing food for personal consumption 
will become common practice. Everyone will have to make time, as 
“necessity (through hunger) is a powerful motivator, but food takes 
time to grow, and more important so do the food networks we may 
urgently need long before all of us are ready”(McAdam, 2012). 

The lack of desire to grow food for personal consumption is evident 
in the placement of Toronto’s urban agricultural initiatives. Commu-
RMX]�KEVHIRW�EVI�WXVEXIKMGEPP]�TPEGIH�MR�GPSWI�TVS\MQMX]�XS�ERH�[MXLMR�
low income and priority neighborhoods. The layout of these gardens 
supports the notion that people who have the money to buy food 
are less likely to participate in community garden initiatives. Through 
supporting urban agriculture, urban inhabitants are committing to im-
proving environmental degradation. A paradigm shift is crucial as  “this 
is a global, no-end-in-sight Victory Garden project that needs a global, 
community and individual commitment to protect and nurture our 
agriculture land, and to produce food in every precious spaces we 
have” (McAdam, 2012). No one should consider themselves able to 
escape the act of growing food for personal consumption. No matter 
what social class, everyone will be affected when the current food 
distribution system is interrupted. 

It is an unfortunate reality that “the lack of value, monetary and cul-
tural assigned to the job of growing food they keeps people off the 
farms” (McAdam, 2012). Farmers are responsible for feeding cities 
and providing people with a portion of their basic human needs; yet, 
the profession continues to be regarded as a poor man’s practice. 

LACK OF TIME / DESIRE 
TO GROW 
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There are two aspects of the social discourse which are intended to 
be addressed architecturally. 

First, the disconnect amongst urban inhabitants will be directly ad-
dressed through site design, program and circulation. Developing a 
place where the production of food is the focal point, allows people 
of every race, religion, gender and age to converge over a universal 
topic. Providing spaces which will foster connections amongst all types 
of urban inhabitants, community members, transit riders and urbanites 
MR� XVERWMXMSR��[MPP� EXXIQTX� XS� VIGSR½KYVI� XLI� WSGMEP�HMWGSRRIGX� WIIR�
throughout the modern, urban landscape. 

Second, the issues urban inhabitants have with lack of time, space or 
resources to grow will be accommodated through the design of for-
mal and informal growing spaces throughout the site; providing an op-
portunity for people to participate in short or long term involvement 
with agricultural practices. The intent is to provide the opportunity for 
people to engage with different stages of agricultural process through 
E�ZEVMIX]�SJ�EVGLMXIGXYVEP�XIGLRMUYIW��&]�ZEV]MRK�XLI�PIZIPW�SJ�I\TSWYVI�
and engagement to urban inhabitants, and placing the site in a central, 
LMKLP]�EGGIWWMFPI� PSGEXMSR�� XLI� MRXIRX� MW� XLEX�TISTPI�[MPP�FIGSQI�I\-
posed to and aware of issues surrounding food production.

RESPONDING TO THE SOCIAL DISCOURSE 
THROUGH DESIGN 
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ECONOMIC DISCOURSE 1.4
Understanding the economic discourse of the city provides a much 
clearer reasoning as to why urban inhabitants relationship with agri-
culture has evolved to it’s current state. Recognizing the powerful in-
¾YIRGI�SJ�XLI�IGSRSQ]�[MPP�WLIH�PMKLX�SR�[L]�YVFER�EKVMGYPXYVI�I\MWX�
dominantly within low income / priority neighborhoods. A large part 
of this has to do with the term value. 

Value, as the importance or usefulness of something, is not held in 
high regard when considering urban agriculture. Despite repeated 
GEPPW�SZIV�XLI�PEWX����]IEVW�XS�I\TERH�JSSH�TVSHYGXMSR�MR�XLI�GMX]�SJ�
Toronto, the government has responded only modestly. Urban agricul-
XYVI�WYGGIWWJYPP]�I\MWXW�XLVSYKLSYX�ZEVMSYW�GSQQYRMXMIW�[MXLMR�XLI�GMX]�
on a small scale, independent basis. The presence of urban agriculture 
initiatives, can be credited to institutions and community organizations. 

Public initiatives in central, desirable location are essential for alter-
ing the current relationship urban inhabitants have with agricultural 
practices. Such initiatives are in constant competition with economic 
endeavors, e.g. commercial and residential development, which yields 
GSRWMHIVEFP]�LMKLIV�TVS½X�QEVKMRW��8LI�ZEPYI�EWWSGMEXIH�[MXL� PSGEPP]�
KVS[R�JSSH�ERH�EKVMGYPXYVEP�TVEGXMGIW�GERRSX�FI�UYERXM½IH��MX�GEVVMIW�
JEV� KVIEXIV�FIRI½XW� XLER� XLI�QSRIXEV]� ZEPYI� GEPGYPEXIH�SR� E� WU�� JX��
basis. 



28

Figure 14: Map of Toronto, showing population density and location of public transit 

Figure 15: Map of Toronto, showing low income / priority neighborhoods, and UA + community gardens
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The lack of centrally located urban agriculture initiatives often renders 
them invisible to the city as a whole. Placement of successful urban ag-
ricultural initiatives remains immersed throughout the city on a small 
scale, independent basis. What is required to evoke change is central 
presence amongst all of the discourses of the city, social / economic / 
environmental, as well as being easily accessible by transit. In order for 
urban growers to obtain land they have to look beyond conspicuous 
sites, often selecting left over, oddly shaped parcels of land in order to 
make their operation feasible. Urban agriculture has a stigma attached 
to it, which renders it “an economically ‘weaker’ form of land use in 
urban development” (Veenhuizen 2007). In order to create change 
urban agriculture must acquire land where there are “a large number 
of urban stakeholders with competing interests ... and their views on 
local development differ widely” (Veenhuizen 2007). Implementing 
EKVMGYPXYVEP�TVEGXMGIW�MRXS�YVFER�GIRXIVW�MW�YRHSYFXIHP]�QSVI�HMJ½GYPX�
than that of traditional practices; yet, the need and potential for inno-
vation is greater. This is the result of there being “a higher intensity of 
technical innovation, more diversity in farming types as well as new 
forms of organization and cooperation” (Veenhuizen 2007). 

The economic discourse presents a huge challenge for agricultural 
practices to face, as they look to break into the market. However, ur-
ban places of agricultural production will present “innovation through 
MRXIRWM½GEXMSR�SJ� YVFER� ERH� TIVM�YVFER� LSVXMGYPXYVEP� W]WXIQW��[LMGL�
GER�FI�HIWGVMFIH�EW�QE\MQM^MRK�SYXTYX�JVSQ�QMRMQEP�WTEGI²��:IIR-
huizen 2007). It is understood that a business strategy is necessary 
for comprehending the feasibility of this type of project in an urban 
setting. Therefore, a model focusing on “civic agriculture [which] com-
prises various forms of direct marketing, such as markets, community 
supported agriculture, or cooperative production and distribution, all 
of which closely connect food producers and consumers” (Veenhui-
zen 2007) will all be incorporated to ensure the practicality of the 
proposal. 

LOW INCOME / PRIORITY NEIGHBOURHOOD 
CONCENTRATION OF URBAN AGRICULTURE INITIATIVES 

Priority Neighborhoods
Low Income Neighborhoods

Urban Agriculture + Community Gardens 
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The economic discourse could be the largest barrier agricultural pro-
HYGXMSR�TVSGIWWIW�JEGI�[LIR�PSSOMRK�XS�I\TERH�MRXS�YVFER�PSGEXMSRW��
High price of land, competing interests, ‘value’ of land uses, are all is-
sues raised when looking to incorporate agriculture into urban areas. 
Therefore, an architectural response which will adequately challenge 
XLI�FEVVMIVW�TVIWIRXIH�[MPP�RIIH�XS�LEZI�WMKRM½GERX�ZSPYQIW�SJ�TVS-
HYGXMSR��-RXIRWM½GEXMSR�MW�GVYGMEP��QE\MQM^MRK�TVSHYGXMSR�TIV�WU�JX��[MPP�
be required in order to justify centrally locating an urban agricultural 
facility on high priced land. The design response will also contain a 
business model, outlining how the facility is to operate (food produc-
tion, preparation, distribution and marketing), critical to determining 
the potential of the proposal. 

RESPONDING TO THE ECONOMIC DISCOURSE 
THROUGH DESIGN 
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AGRICULTURAL DISCOURSE 1.5
“Since agriculture began some 10,000 years ago, it has been shaped 
ERH�WTVIEH�EPQSWX�I\GPYWMZIP]�F]�XLI�JEVQIVW�XLIQWIPZIW��ERH�JSV�XLI�
QSWX�TEVX�[MXLSYX�XLI�LIPT�SJ�WGMIRXM½G�VIWIEVGL�SV�I\XIRWMSR�EKIR-
GMIW��*EVQIVW�GEQI�YT�[MXL� XLI� MHIEW��GEVVMIH�SYX�I\TIVMQIRXW�ERH�
arrived at their own conclusions. Innovation by farmers was the way 
forward: this local innovation, indeed, was the dynamic process that 
led to the development of farming traditions” (Veenhuizen,  2007). 
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IDENTIFYING THE NEED 1987

3YV�GSQQSR�JYXYVI��EW�TVIWIRXIH� MR�������[EW�E�HI½RMRK�IPIQIRX�
of environmental concern. Within this report numerous factors for 
E� WYWXEMREFPI� JYXYVI�[IVI� MHIRXM½IH�� MRGPYHMRK�YVFER�EKVMGYPXYVI��8LI�
report critically analyzed the relationship between ‘people, resources, 
environment and development’ and brought attention to process-
es which were impeding the planet’s ability to sustain or improve 
XLI� GYVVIRX�³UYEPMX]� SJ� PMJI´��8LI�³9VFER�'LEPPIRKI �́ TVIWIRXIH� ½KYVIW�
demonstrating the unprecedented growth rates of cities and the 
resource requirements needed to sustain quality of life for current 
ERH�JYXYVI�KIRIVEXMSRW��8LMW�VITSVX�MHIRXM½IH����]IEVW�EKS��XLI�GLEP-
PIRKI� SJ� WYWXEMRMRK� JSSH� WIGYVMX]�[MXLMR� YVFER� EVIEW�[EW� XS� ½RH� E�
way to meet the demands of the inhabitants of the concentrated 
development. How the increasing population was to access resourc-
IW� VIUYMVIH� MQTVSZIQIRX�� ]IX�� XLI� GSQTPI\MX]�SJ� XLI� KPSFEP� XVEHMRK�
system has continued to increase. Today, great distances are traveled 
XS�KIX�JSSH�JVSQ�XLI�JEVQ�XS�XLI�XEFPI��8LI�VITSVX�WTIGM½GEPP]�WXEXIH�
“food security required attention to questions of distribution” (Our 
Common Future, 1987), although acknowledged as problematic, food 
distribution has been practiced more intensively since initially stated 
in the Brundtland report. In addition to recognizing the problems of 
JSSH�HMWXVMFYXMSR��XLI�VITSVX�MHIRXM½IH�YVFER�EKVMGYPXYVI�EW�E�TVEGXMGI�
which “could become an important component of urban develop-
ment” (Our Common Future, 1987). Nearly thirty years later, it is 
questionable whether alternative agricultural practices have become 
mainstream, or if they remain as notable initiatives.
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-R�EXXIQTXMRK�XS�HI½RI�ERH�TVSNIGX�XLI�HMVIGXMSR�SJ�YVFER�EKVMGYPXYVI�
MR�XLI���WX�GIRXYV]��MX�MW�GVYGMEP�XS�½VWX�YRHIVWXERH�LS[�XLI�TVEGXMGI�
of agriculture has evolved. Agriculture, was once a practice heavily 
anchored to socio-cultural factors of place; however, today in the 
western world it is common for people to be completely oblivious 
to the effort, energy and resources required to grow and distribute 
food for consumption. It is evident that today, agriculture has “rapidly 
developed, along with the processing of food, to become commod-
itized, industrialized and globalized within the last 50 years” (Maynard, 
Nault, 2005). The socio-cultural element is nearly invisible regarding 
the practices of cultivating food; yet it has been successfully retained in 
the act of consumption. Food as a means to represent people, places 
or traditions and to generate social gatherings has transformed. The 
work required prior to meal preparation is rendered nearly invisi-
ble in the modern, developed world. The constant demand for more 
JSSH��QSVI�ZEVMIX]��I\XIRHIH�WIEWSREP�EZEMPEFMPMX]�LEW�HIQERHIH�LMKL-
er yields from farmers. Fortunately, increased production has been 
possible as a result of technological advancements. The “introduction 
of the combustion engine and electricity for power, the advent of syn-
thetic fertilizers and crop protection materials, and the non-stop ar-
VMZEP�SJ�RI[�XIGLRSPSKMIW²��1E]REVH��2EYPX������
�WMKRM½GERXP]�EPXIVIH�
practices of the traditional acts of husbandry. Although improvements 
have been made, in order to keep pace with the increasing population, 
while employing sustainable practices may be the greatest challenge 
facing the agricultural production. 

AGRICULTURAL EVOLUTION
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Traditional agricultural methods of production have substantially pro-
gressed from their original practices some 10,000 years ago. With the 
steadily increasing global population the demand for food has equally 
I\TERHIH��;MXL�XLI�EMH�SJ�JIVXMPM^IVW��TIWXMGMHIW��+13W�ERH�ORS[PIHKI�
passed down over centuries farmers have been able to dramatically 
increase their yields and meet the demands. As we embark upon the 
21st century, the social, economic and environmental conditions of 
the globe are changing and alternative practices must be conceived. 
In order to increase yields and meet the global food supply demands 
“farmers in urban settings are also involved in looking for new and 
creative ways to improve their farming and other productive activities, 
perhaps even more so than their rural counterparts on account of 
XLI�WTIGM½G�GSRHMXMSRW�MR�YVFER�WIXXMRKW²��:IIRLYM^IR�������
��)\TERH-
ing into the city realm introduces a number of variables rural farmers 
are typically able to avoid. Innovative solutions are required as there is 
limited space for production, high competition for desirable land, lack 
of available resources, high volumes of inhabitants often unaware or 
uninterested in growing practices. Agriculture, as a function of archi-
tecture will have an increased occurrence in the 21st century urban 
landscape. It is inevitable that food production and consumption will 
SGGYV�MR�QYGL�GPSWIV�TVS\MQMX]�XS�SRI�ERSXLIV�MR�XLI�GSQMRK�JYXYVI��
Fossil fuel depletion will eventually bring a halt to the global trading 
practices that are in place. Essentially, “strategies need to be devel-
oped that focus on merging man made urbanization with nature” (Gil, 
2013) as architecture has become highly removed from elements of 
the organic within the modern city. 

TRADITIONAL - MODERN 
AGRICULTURAL PRACTICES
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Architecture of the modern urban landscape support an ambiguity of 
food’s origin, energy and effort required to get food from a place of 
production to consumption. It is “acceptable for families to buy 100% 
of their food from supermarkets for their entire lives. We have no con-
trol over this food: we select from what has been chosen for us and 
we do so without knowing where the food is coming from, how long 
it has traveled, who has grown and handled it on our behalf and what 
risks are entitled and eating it” (McAdam, 2012). We are oblivious to 
the fuel we are putting into our bodies, entertaining idyllic scenarios 
of places of origin of such food. It is unfortunate; however, “we’ve 
been trained not to know where our food comes from” (McAdam, 
2012). Every urban place of food: grocery stores, restaurants and food 
terminals, all encourage a front of house / back of house scenario. 
8LMW�PE]SYX�TVIZIRXW�GSRWYQIVW�JVSQ�FIMRK�I\TSWIH�XS�XLI�TVSGIWW-
es which are associated with getting food to an acceptable state for 
consumption. It is essential to once again pair practices of agriculture 
with architecture, as “urban agriculture can build community, green 
our urban spaces and improve food distribution in our cities” (McAd-
EQ����
��8LI�FIRI½XW� JEV�SYX[IMKL�XLI�RIKEXMZI�EWTIGXW�SJ�REXYVI´W�
presence within the city.  Architecture can be used to “alleviate the 
mundaneness of urban life through the introduction of the absurdity 
of nature, which brings ‘joy and laughter to the stressed worker” (Can-
non, Gianvanni, 2013). Yet, the value attached to natural landscapes is 
immeasurable, and always falls short when pinned against the quanti-
½EFPI�TVS½XW�SJ�YVFER�HIZIPSTQIRX��

AGRICULTURAL ARCHITECTURE 
CURRENT PRACTICES 
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±,SQS� YVFERYW� WIIOW� XLI� I\GMXIQIRX� SJ� XLI� YRORS[R� ERH� RIIHW�
a certain degree of anarchy to stimulate him. How to combine the 
need of control with the desire of rebellion? Can the combination of 
city and wilderness bring together the rational and the unpredictable 
for the stimulation of people? The old idea of splitting rural and urban 
ecologies is not attractive in either environmental or social terms” (Gil, 
2013). 

The conceptual division of rural and urban landscapes has generate 
two distinctive approaches to designing with agriculture. The elements 
often associated within a rural landscape are: low-tech, romantic, body, 
landscape, poetic and spiritual; whereas, the urban is often associated 
with the elements of high-tech, rational, machine, building, practical 
and material. Bridging of this divide is required as all of the elements 
have the potential to be incorporated in a forward thinking vessel 
which supports the functions of agricultural practices within a dense-
ly populated urban landscape. In creating a sustainable future where 
JSSH�TVSHYGXMSR�ERH�GSRWYQTXMSR�SGGYVW�MR�GPSWIV�TVS\MQMX]��E�JYRHE-
mental element of the approach should be “building differently-more 
in harmony with nature and the inclusion of the natural within the 
man made” (Blassingame, 1998). This approach should not be consid-
IVIH�EW�FVMRKMRK�X[S�STTSWMRK�IPIQIRXW�MRXS�XLI�GSR½RIW�SJ�E�WMRKPI�
WTEGI��VEXLIV�MX�WLSYPH�IQFVEGI�XLI�HYEPMX]�SJ�XLI�REXYVEP�ERH�EVXM½GMEP�
and generate the interest of urban inhabitants. 

It is important to consider the approach taken by the eastern world, 
regard the inception of natural systems. “The west perceives nature as 
a force to be overcome, to be controlled. The East precedes nature 
as a partner to be respected, to be accommodated” (Rudd, 2002). 
By accepting such an alternative approach to design, the outcome 
GER�FIGSQI�QSVI� GIRXIVIH� EVSYRH� XLI� GSQTPI\MX]�SJ� XLI�SVKERMG�
systems, and the architecture can be contained as a companion to 
such a system.  

URBAN / RURAL DIVIDE 
CURRENT PRACTICES 

EAST VS. WEST MENTALITY
CURRENT PRACTICES 



37
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Figure 16: Conceptual Division of the rural and urban landscape
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AGRICULTURAL CHALLENGES 

The question surrounding agriculture is how to continue to increase 
yields on a planet which is subject to constant land degradation from 
an ever increasing population. In an attempt to satisfy environmen-
tal conservation, the food system’s approach to distribution must be 
EPXIVIH��4VSHYGXMSR�ERH�GSRWYQTXMSR�QYWX�SGGYV�[MXLMR�GPSWIV�TVS\-
imity to one another in order to ensure a long term solution to food 
security. Given the fact that “by 2025 two thirds of humanity will live 
in cities” (MacRae, 2010), it is essential to design places of production 
within urban areas. By supplementing the volume of food imported 
globally, great environmental improvements will be seen. Less transpor-
tation directly translates into reduced production of carbon emissions. 
Alternative approaches to the traditionally land intensive, horizontal 
TVEGXMGI�SJ� EKVMGYPXYVI�QYWX�FI�I\TPSVIH� MR�SVHIV� XS�EGLMIZI�GPSWIV�
TVS\MQMX]�FIX[IIR�[LIVI�TISTPI�PMZI�ERH�[LIVI�XLIMV�JSSH�MW�KVS[R��

URBAN AGRICULTURE’S IMPORTANCE 

As much as current agricultural practices would like to disregard the 
“combines effects of climate change, peak oil, the recent food cri-
sis, rapid urbanization, and continued population growth” (Veenhui-
zen,2007) the reality is that these factors “have the potential to un-
dermine the resilience of our cities and ultimately render the current 
food system unsustainable” (Veenhuizen,2007). Introducing growing 
practices into the urban landscape is important because “cities are the 
magnets of consumption and their ‘food-print’ accounts for the bulk 
of greenhouse gas emissions” (Veenhuizen,2007). The environmental 
improvements which accompany the inception of urban agricultur-
al practices requires greater consideration, as implementation would 
have the potential to also improve aspects of the city’s social and 
IGSRSQMG�HMWGSYVWIW��*EVQMRK�[MXLMR�XLI�GSR½RIW�SJ�E�HIRWI�YVFER�
landscape supports social vibrancy, as such places can support “adap-
tive learning and civic engagement, as people of different ages, ethnic-
ities, races and income levels come together to grow food, learn new 
gardening skills, encounter new foods or engage in problem-solving 
ERH�GSPPIGXMZI�EGXMSR�JSV�XLI�FIRI½X�SJ�XLI�KEVHIR�ERH�XLI�KEVHIRIVW²�
(Veenhuizen,2007). The monetary value associated with this type of 
HIZIPSTQIRX� MW�YRUYERXM½EFPI�� -X� MW�YRUYIWXMSREFPI� XLEX�[LIR�GSQ-
pared to a leased space, urban agriculture generates less income on a 
sq.ft. basis; yet, the term value requires reconsideration as the contri-
butions to the local economy, carbon sequestration and civic engage-
ment all add to the city’s merit and should be focused on, rather than 
TVS½X�KIRIVEXMSR��
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Urban agriculture, typically understood as the simplistic act of growing 
food in the city. However, the application of farming in an urban setting 
impacts a wide range of discourses and networks. The connotations 
typically associated with urban agriculture need to be re-conceived as 
“the most important distinguishing character of urban agriculture is 
not so much its location ... but the fact that it is an integral part of the 
urban economic, social and ecological system”(Veenhuizen,2007). Nu-
merous aspect of a community are transformed with the inception of 
urban agriculture resulting in both positive and negative impacts. Neg-
ative, often associated with human health risks, which can result from: 
 “- contamination of crops ... as a result of irrigation with 
� [EXIV�JVSQ�TSPPYXIH�WXVIEQW�ERH�MRWYJ½GMIRXP]�XVIEXIH�
 wastewater or unhygienic handling of the products during   
 transport,  processing and marketing of fresh products, 
  - spread of certain human diseases by mosquitoes and   
 scavenging animals attracted by agricultural activities 
  - contamination of crops due to prolonged intensive use of   
 agrochemicals 
 - contamination of soils and products with heavy metals due 
� XS�XVEJ½G�IQMWWMSRW�ERH�MRHYWXVMEP�IJ¾YIRXW²��:IIRLYM^IR�����


'YVVIRX�HMWXVMFYXMSR�TVEGXMGIW�YRHIVKS�JEV�KVIEXIV�I\TSWYVI�XS�XS\MRW�
and chemicals, and urban growing should not be discarded due to the 
aforementioned. An abundance of positive features result from the 
adoption of urban agriculture into city landscapes. Numerous positive 
sustainable development includes “local economic development and 
food supply as well as recycling of wastes, urban greening, maintaining 
open green buffer zones, provisions of recreational services, social 
inclusion of disadvantaged groups etc.” (Veenhuizen,2007). 

AGRICULTURAL CONSIDERATION
AS A FUNCTION OF THE URBAN LANDSC APE



40



41

AGRICULTURE + THE 21ST C. URBAN CONTEXT 

Urban agriculture is strongly disproportionate when comparing archi-

tectural proposals with realized projects. A number of architectural 

½VQW�LEZI�TVSZMHIH�RSXEFPI�GSRXVMFYXMSRW�XS�EHZERGMRK��ERH�I\TERH-
ing the presence of agricultural practices within the architectural dis-

GSYVWI��]IX��QER]�LEZI�]IX�XS�FI�VIEPM^IH��8LI�ZEVMSYW�ETTVSEGLIW�SJ�
MRGSVTSVEXMRK�EKVMGYPXYVEP�TVEGXMGIW� MRXS�XLI�YVFER� PERHWGETI�TVSZIW�
XLEX�E�[MHI�ZEVMIX]�SJ�WTEGIW�ERH�TPEGIW�LEZI�XLI�TSXIRXMEP�XS�WYTTSVX�
growing practices. The question remains how these proposals are to 

transform into realized projects and become successfully functioning 

facilities, potentially recurring throughout the urban realm. 

REVIEW OF PROJECTS + PROPOSALS 
2.0
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URBAN FARM 
KONDODESIGNS 
Tokyo, Japan 
(2010)

TRIDI 
SOA 
Paris, France 
(2010)

DONDAINES PARK 
SOA 
Quartier Euralille, Lille 
(2012)

SUPER FARM 
SOA  
Paris, France 
(2011)

URBAN BIOTOPE 
Julien Deransy 
Paris, France 
(2012)

URBANANA 
SOA 
Paris, France 
(2011)

ITALIAN PAVILION EXPO ‘15 
PAOLO VENTURELLA 
Milan, Italy 
(2013)

PASONA 01 
KONDODESIGNS 
Tokyo, Japan 
(2005)

Figure 17: 

Figure 21: 

Figure 18: 

Figure 22: 

Figure 19: 

Figure 23: 

Figure 20: 

Figure 24: 
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;LIR�EXXIQTXMRK�XS�KVS[�MR�XLI�GMX]�PERHWGETI��EPXIVREXMZI�ETTVSEGL-
es are required. How do you grow in a place where there is no soil? 
3JXIR�WMXIW�EVI�IRXMVIP]�TEZIH�SZIV�ERH�XLI�REXYVEP�IPIQIRXW�EVI�FEVI-
P]�IZMHIRX��8LI�QIRXEPMX]�SJ�GMX]�WXIEOLSPHIVW�MW�SJXIR�XLEX�±EKVMGYPXYVI�
MW�ER�IGSRSQMGEPP]�³[IEOIV �́ JSVQ�SJ� PERH�YWI� MR�YVFER�HIZIPSTQIRX��
ERH�XLIVIJSVI�SJXIR�I\TSWIH�XS�QERMJSPH�WTEXMEP�SV�XIQTSVEP�VIWXVMG-
tions” (Veenhuizen,2007). In order to alter not only the current condi-
tions of the city landscape, but also the mentality of city residents and 
WXIEOLSPHIVW�� MX� MW� GVYGMEP� XLEX� MRRSZEXMZI� ETTVSEGLIW� EVI� IQTPS]IH��
8VEHMXMSREP�JEVQMRK�MW�RSX�E�ZMEFPI�WSPYXMSR�[MXLMR�XLI�HIRWIP]�TSTY-
PEXIH�GMX]��XLIVIJSV��E�TVSHYGXMZI�ERH�QSVI�VIWMPMIRX�GMX]�QYWX�FI�GSR-
GIMZIH�XS�HMVIGX�XLI�GMX]�XS[EVHW�E�QSVI�WYWXEMREFPI�JYXYVI��%PXIVREXMZI�
solutions for both spaces where traditional farming practices occur, 
as well as methods of farming are required in order to feed future 
GMXMIW��-RRSZEXMSR�ERH�EHSTXMSR�EVI�X[S�IWWIRXMEP�IPIQIRXW�SJ�QSHIVR�
EKVMGYPXYVI��(IZIPSTMRK�WSPYXMSRW�WTIGM½G�XS�TPEGIW�ERH�WTEGIW�EZEMP-
EFPI�[MXLMR� XLI�I\MWXMRK�GSRXI\X��[LMGL�±VI�MQEKMRI�XLI�FYMPHMRK�ERH�
WTEGIW�[MXLMR�XLI�GMX]�IQTS[IVW�HIWMKRIVW�XS�HIZIPST�I\GMXMRK�ERH�
MQEKMREXMZI�RI[�TVSTSWEPW�JSV�[LEX�E�JYXYVI�±TVSHYGXMZI²��ERH�QSVI�
resilient) city might look like” (Veenhuizen,2007). Altering something 
EW�GSQTPI\�EW�8SVSRXS´W�JSSH�W]WXIQ�WIIQW�RIEVP]�MQTSWWMFPI�[LIR�
GSRWMHIVMRK� EPP� SJ� XLI� WXEOILSPHIVW� MRZSPZIH� JVSQ� ZEVMSYW� GSYRXVMIW�
around the globe. An immense amount of food is imported daily to 
WEXMWJ]�8SVSRXS´W�HMZIVWI�HIQERHW��&]�ETTVSEGLMRK�[MHI�WGEPI�MQTPI-
mentation one neighborhood at a time, incorporating a number of 
TVSHYGXMZI�PERHWGETIW�XLVSYKLSYX�XLI�GMX]��XLI�LSTI�MW�XLEX�XLI�PSGEP�
JSSH�QSZIQIRX�[MPP�KEMR�QSQIRXYQ�ERH�ETTIEV�MR�E�ZEVMIX]�SJ�HI-
QSKVETLMG�RIMKLFSVLSSHW��I\TERHMRK�FI]SRH�XLI�GYVVIRX�GSRGIRXVE-
tion in low income and priority neighborhoods. 

Figures 17 - 24 present a summary of the realized and proposed 
TVSNIGXW�YRHIV�VIZMI[��

2.1AGRICULTURAL PROJECTS + PROPOSALS
INTEGRATING AGRICULTURE + DESIGN
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PASONA 01 | KONDODESIGNS
Tokyo, Japan (2005)

8LMW�TVSNIGX�I\TPSVIW�E�LMHHIR� JEVQPERH��QIEWYVMRK�RIEVP]�����Q��
FIRIEXL�XLI�SJ½GIW�SJ�XLI�3XIQEGLM�LIEHUYEVXIVW��-X�[EW�ER�MRZIRXMZI�
approach to farming in the city. The headquarters was essentially an 
EHZSGEXSV�JSV�YVFER�EKVMGYPXYVI��EW�MX�IHYGEXIH�XLI�FYMPHMRK´W�IQTPS]-
ees as well as the surrounding public on underground farming tech-
nologies. 

9VFER�EKVMGYPXYVI�[EW�YWIH�EW�E�ZILMGPI�XS�GSRRIGXMRK�XLI�[MHIV�TYFPMG��
EW�XLI�FYMPHMRK�TVSZMHIH�E�ZEVMIX]�SJ�IHYGEXMSREP�STTSVXYRMXMIW�JSV�XLI�
GSQQYRMX]�XS�EXXIRH��WYGL�EW�WIQMREVW�PIGXYVIW�ERH�VIPE\EXMSR�WTEGI�
EQSRKWX�XLI�EKVMGYPXYVI��8LI�SFNIGXMZI�[EW�XS�³FVMRK�YVFER�H[IPPIVW�ER�
opportunity to appreciate rural natures and importance of farmland 
and agricultural industries’. The building was a great success and was 
ZMWMXIH�F]�SZIV��������TISTPI��

Figure 25: 
Pasona 01 | Kondodesigns
Tokyo, japan (2005)
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Figure 26:
Urban Farm |  Kondodes igns

Tokyo, Japan (2010)

URBAN FARM | KONDODESIGNS
Tokyo, Japan (2010)

8LMW�TVSNIGX��E���������WU�JX��SJ½GI�FYMPHMRK� MR� .ETER��SJJIVW�E�YRMUYI�
symbiosis between agriculture and architecture. The building, houses 
ZEVMSYW�TVSKVEQQEXMG�WTEGIW��WYGL�EW�ER�EYHMXSVMYQ��SJ½GIW��GEJIXIVMEW�
ERH�E�VSSJXST�KEVHIR�ERH�E�ZEVMIX]�GVST�WTIGMIW�XLVSYKLSYX�XLI�MRXI-
rior spaces. 

8LI�¾S[W�[MXLMR�XLI�FYMPHMRK�EVI�WYGL�XLEX�XLI�JSSH�MW�KVS[R�MR�XLI�
interior crop spaces and then used in the cafeterias, distributed to 
XLI�[SVOIVW��8LMW�TVSGIWW�KMZIW�TVIGIHIRXW�XS�E�HMVIGX� JEVQ�XS�JSVO�
approach. The architecture creates a place which is inhabited by both 
GVSTW�ERH�SJ½GI�[SVOIVW��XLIVIJSVI��XLI�XIQTIVEXYVI��LYQMHMX]�PIZIPW��
EMV�¾S[W�ERH�WS�JSVXL�EPP�QYWX�FI�WYMXEFPI�GSRHMXMSRW�JSV�FSXL�TPERX�
growth and human inhabitants. The crops are grown using both tradi-
XMSREP�ERH�L]HVSTSRMG�TVEGXMGIW��,)*0��¾SYVIWGIRX��0)(�PEQTW�ERH�ER�
MVVMKEXMSR�W]WXIQ�EVI�EPP�YXMPM^IH�XS�GVIEXI�ER�IRZMVSRQIRX�[LMGL�[MPP�
foster adequate growing conditions.  
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TRIDI | SOA
Par i s , Fr ance (2010)

The project proposes a 1600m2 footprint, for a large scale crop pro-
HYGXMSR� JEGMPMX]�[MXLMR�E�HIRWI�YVFER�EVIE��8LI�SZIVEPP�LIMKLX�SJ� XLI�
XS[IV�MW����Q��LS[IZIV��XLIVI�EVI�RS�¾SSVW�HMZMHMRK�XLI�WTEGI��6EXLIV��
XLIVI�EVI�E�WIVMIW�SJ�RIXW�SJ�ZEVMEFPI�HIRWMXMIW��GVIEXMRK�E�PEF]VMRXLMRI�
network. The net system always an increase amount of light to pene-
trate through the building.  

8LI�XIGLRMGEP�WXVYGXYVI�LSYWIW�EPXIVREXMZI�ETTVSEGLIW�XS�KVS[MRK��8LI�
PEGO�SJ� WSMP�SV�¾SSVW�GVIEXIW�E� WMRKYPEV� WXVYGXYVI�[MXL�TPERX�KVS[XL�
¾SYVMWLMRK�XLVSYKLSYX�XLI�WTEGI��-X�WLS[GEWIW�XLI�GSQTPI\�RIX[SVO-
ing which occurs inherently in nature. The search for light causes the 
plant forms to be molded in almost sculptural forms. 

8LI�XS[IV�[SYPH�LEZI�PMXXPI�MQTEGX�MR�XLI�ZMXEPMX]�SJ�XLI�GSQQYRMX]��EW�
little employment would be generated at the site. The facility would 
FI�YWIH�QSVI� JSV� XLI�TYVTSWIW�SJ� TYFPMG� GSRXIQTPEXMSR��,S[IZIV��
XLI�TVSHYGXMZMX]�SJ�XLI�WTEGI�MW�[LEX�MW�SJ�MRXIVIWX��8LI�WMXI�GSYPH�LEZI�
WTIGMIW�[LMGL�EMH�MR�TSPPMREXMRK�XLI�SXLIV�ZIKIXEXMSR�[MXLMR�XLI�GMX]�SV�
E�ZEVMIX]�SJ�EHHMXMSREP�EKVMGYPXYVEP�JYRGXMSRW�

Figure 27: 
Project Proposal,
Tridi | Soa
Par i s , Fr ance (2010)
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SUPER FARM | SOA 
Par i s , Fr ance (2011)

8LI�7YTIV� *EVQ�TVSNIGX� MW� ER�I\EQTPI�SJ� ER� MRXIRWI� JEVQIVW�QEV-
ket. A fusion between greenhouse growing and a typical supermarket 
WXVYGXYVI��8LMW�MRRSZEXMZI�ETTVSEGL��QIVKMRK�X[S�JYRGXMSRW�[LMGL�GYV-
VIRXP]�SGGYVW�XLSYWERHW�SJ�QMPI�ETEVX��VIHI½RIW�JSSH�HMWXVMFYXMSR�W]W-
XIQ��&]�IRGPSWMRK�XLI�KVIIRLSYWI�TVSHYGXMSR��XLI�MRXIRX�MW�XS�TVSZMHI�
E�[MHI�ZEVMIX]�SJ�TVSHYGI�SR�E�]IEV�VSYRH�FEWMW��IPMQMREXMRK�XLI�RIIH�
for outsourcing in off seasons. 

The two spaces successfully complement each other. The greenhous-
IW�EFSZI�GSRXVMFYXI�XS�TVSZMHMRK�XLI�WYTIVQEVOIX�[MXL�TVSHYGI��EW�
[IPP�EW�REXYVEP�PMKLX��8LI�PE]IVMRK�SJ�KVS[MRK�FIHW�EFSZI�GSQQIVGMEP�
shelf space reduces the footprint typically required for both to func-
tion independently. 

Figure 28: 
Project Proposal,
Super Farm | Soa 

Par i s , Fr ance (2011)
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URBANANA | SOA 
Par i s , Fr ance (2011)

Urbanana is a unique proposal for a banana plantation situated within 
XLI�YVFER�GSRXI\X�SJ�4EVMW��*VERGI��8LI�TVSNIGX�EXXIQTXW�XS�VIHI½RI�
the traditional concept of urban agriculture, by growing numerous 
ZEVMIXMIW�SJ�FEREREW�X]TMGEPP]�RSX�SJJIVIH�[MXLMR�XLI�GMX]�HYI�XS�HMWXVM-
FYXMSR�ERH�VMTIRMRK�PMQMXEXMSRW��-R�EHHMXMSR�XS�TVSZMHMRK�XLI�JVYMX��XLI�
FYMPHMRK�I\TSWIW�XLI�TYFPMG�XS�XLI�TVSGIWWIW�EWWSGMEXIH�[MXL�KVS[MRK��
8LI� XVERWTEVIRX� JEGEHI�EPPS[W� JSV�QE\MQYQ�I\TSWYVI�SJ�FSXL� WYR�
ERH�ZMI[W�MRXS�XLI�FYMPHMRK�EX�XLI�MRXIVMSV�WTEGI�SZIV[LIPQIH�[MXL�
banana trees. 

&EREREW�LEZI�FIGSQI�E�GVYGMEP�TEVX�SJ�SYV�HMIXW��8LIMV�LMKL�HIQERH�
VIUYMVIW�E�LMKLP]�YRWYWXEMREFPI�HMWXVMFYXMSR� W]WXIQ��HIPMZIVMRK�E�LMKL�
ZSPYQI�SJ�XLI�JVYMX�JVSQ�XLI�'EVMFFIER�XS�)YVSTI��8LI�ETTVSEGL�SJ�
growing bananas local contributes to lowing the amount of carbon 
IQMWWMSRW�ERH�KVIIRLSYWI�KEWIW�X]TMGEPP]�TVSHYGIH�F]�XLIMV�HIPMZIV]��

%PXLSYKL��ER�I\XIRWMZI�EQSYRX�SJ�XVERWTEVIRG]�MW�TVSZMHIH��EVXM½GMEP�
PMKLXMRK� MW�VIUYMVIH�XS�JSWXIV� MHIEP�GSRHMXMSRW�JSV�FERERE�KVS[XL��7M\�
¾SSVW� EVI�HIHMGEXIH� XS� XLI� KVS[MRK�TVSGIWWIW�� XLI� KVSYRH�¾SSV� MW�
dedicated to the public, housing content, a research laboratory  and 
ER�I\LMFMXMSR�EVIE��8LI�SZIVEPP�TVSNIGX�MW�ER�EXXIQTX�XS�TVSQSXI�XLI�
TVEGXMGIW�SJ�YVFER�EKVMGYPXYVI��VIHYGI�ZSPYQI�SJ�IQMWWMSRW�KIRIVEXIH�
JVSQ� XLI� HMWXVMFYXMSR� TVSGIWW� ERH�[IEZI� REXYVI� FEGO� MRXS� XLI� GMX]�
landscape. 

Figure 29: 
Project Proposal,
Urbanana | Soa 
Par i s , Fr ance (2011)
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DONDAINES PARK | SOA 
Quar t ier  Eur a l i l le , L i l le  (2012)

The park is strategically placed between the old and new portions of 
XLI�GMX]��HMZMHIH�FSXL�TL]WMGEPP]�ERH�TW]GLSPSKMGEPP]��8LI�TVSTSWIH�HI-
ZIPSTQIRX�EXXIQTXW�XS�QIVKI�XLI�X[S�XLVSYKL�MQTPIQIRXMRK�YVFER�
agricultural practices and communal spaces focusing on agricultural 
TVEGXMGIW��&]�MQTPIQIRXMRK�ZIKIXEXMSR�FIX[IIR�XLI�JSVQW���E�W]QFMSWMW�
MW�GVIEXIH�FIX[IIR�XLI�FYMPX�ERH�XLI�REXYVEP�IRZMVSRQIRXW��

The positioning of the structure minimizes noise and pollution from 
XLI�MRXIVWIGXMRK�LMKL[E]��%W�[IPP��XLI�TVIWIRGI�SJ�ZIKIXEXMSR�EFWSVFW�
the pollution generated from the transportation through the site. 

The programmatic distribution of spaces along the lining of the park 
EPPS[W�TISTPI�XS�¾S[�XLVSYKL�EX�XLIMV�PIMWYVI��ERH�FIGSQI�IHYGEXIH�
on agricultural practices. 

The materiality applied to the structures is highly transparent, allowing 
ER�EFYRHERGI�SJ�WYRPMKLX�XS�¾SSH�XLVSYKLSYX�XLI�WTEGI��

Figure 30:
Project Proposal,

Dondaines Park | Soa 
Quar t ier  Eur a l i l le , 

L i l le  (2012)
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CENTRE FOR THE URBAN BIOCOENOSIS BIOTOPE | JULIEN DERANSY
Par i s , Fr ance (2012)

This facility was designed with the intent to showcase, research and 
expose various rare species of vegetation from around the world. 
The tropical gardens are contained within various greenhouse spaces 
throughout the site. The site is located in Paris, along the Canal de 
L’Ourcq. 

The layout of the structure is the result of attempting to accom-
modate existing vehicular pathways. The resulting layout allows for a 
variety of greenhouses to be strategically positioned so that spatial 
qualities required by each climatic zone could be achieved, such as 
varying degrees of sun exposure. 

Figure 31: 
Project Proposal,
Centre For The Urban 
Biocoenosis Biotope | 
Julien Deransy
Par i s , Fr ance (2012)
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 ITALIAN PAVILION EXPO 2015 | PAOLO VENTURELLA 
Milan , I ta ly  (2013)

This proposal is based on sustainable integration of food and renew-
able energies. Food is incorporated along the facade, and then carried 
MRXS� XLI� KVIIRLSYWI� WTEGI� EX� XLI� XST�SJ� XLI�FYMPHMRK�� &]�TVSZMHMRK�
MRXIVMSV� WTEGI� JSV� GYPXMZEXMSR�� ]IEV� VSYRH� KVS[MRK� TVEGXMGIW� GER� FI�
EGLMIZIH��8LI�GSZIVIH�MRXIVMSV�WTEGI�EX�KVEHI�MW�MRXIRHIH�JSV�IZIRXW�
ERH�I\LMFMXMSR��

8LI�JSVQ�MW�KIRIVEXIH�F]�E�WIVMIW�SJ�WLMJXMRK�ZSPYQIW��[LMGL�GVIEXI�
a terracing effect facing the south. The green wall aligning the north 
TSVXMSR�SJ�XLI�WTEGI�GVIEXIW�E�REXYVEP�½PXIV�JSV�FSXL�ZIRXMPEXMSR�ERH�
light. 

8LI�JEGEHI�GSRXEMRW�E�PSYZIV�W]WXIQ�[MXL�E�KVEHMIRX�IJJIGX��*VSQ�XLI�
WSYXL�XS�RSVXL�XLI�PSYZIVW�EVI�EHNYWXIH�XS�WEXMWJ]�XLI�HMVIGX�XS�MRHMVIGX�
PMKLXMRK�VIUYMVIQIRXW��%PSRK�XLI�PSYZIVW�EVI�E�WIVMIW�SJ�TLSXS�ZSPXEMG�
panels which aid in generating renewable energy as they shift through-
out the day to optimize solar radiation absorption. 

8LI� TEZMPMSR� EHZSGEXIW� JSV� XLI� TEMVMRK� SJ� EVGLMXIGXYVI� ERH� REXYVI�
through a sustainable design approach. On site food and renewable 
energy production embodies ideals of future urban facilities. 

Figure 32:
Project Proposal,

�-XEPMER�4EZMPMSR�)\TS������`�
Paolo Venturella 

Mi lan , I ta ly  (2013)
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COMMON CHARACTERISTICS 
FROM PRECEDENTS

All of the architectural proposals which incorporated agricultural pro-

HYGXMSR�TVSZMHIH�ZEVMSYW�RSXEFPI�WXVEXIKMIW��8LIMV�XLIQIW�LEZI�FIIR�
W]RXLIWM^IH�EW�JSPPS[W��VIJIV�XS�½KYVI���
�

����4VSHYGXMZI�MRXIVMSV�PERHWGETI�

02. Interior closed-loop food process

03. Production facility to nourish the surrounding community 

 

����1E\MQM^MRK�EPPSXIH�WTEGI�
 

����1IVKMRK�EKVMGYPXYVEP�WTEGI�[MXL�XLI�YVFER�GSRXI\X�
 

06. Material selection 

07. Spatial conditioning 

 

08. Public engagement with agriculture 

The projects dealt with agricultural production in one of three ways. 

����%KVMGYPXYVEP�TVSHYGXMSR�EW�E�TYFPMG�I\TIVMIRGI��
(as seen in: 04, 06, 08)

 This approach created full contact between the general pub-

lic and agricultural growing practices. These places were designed to 

foster engagement between the public and production by immersing 

people into spaces of crop production. 

02. Agricultural production for public consumption, 

(as seen in: 01, 02, 03, 04, 07)

 This approach separated the general public from any physical 

IRKEKIQIRX�[MXL�XLI�TVSHYGXMSR�TVSGIWW��-X�QE\MQM^IH�ZMWYEP�GSRRIG-
XMSR��XLVSYKL�TL]WMGEP�WITEVEXMSR�ERH�JSWXIVIH�WTEGIW�JSV�SFWIVZEXMSR�
of practices within the growing spaces. 

03. Agricultural production for public demonstration, 

(as seen in: 01, 05, 07, 08) 

 This approach allowed the public into designated portions 

SJ�XLI�JEGMPMX]��[LIVI�XLIVI�[EW�PMQMXIH�IRKEKIQIRX��FYX�ER�IPIZEXIH�
amount of knowledge gained about the process. Places of demonstra-

XMSR�EPPS[�JSV�XLI�KIRIVEP�TYFPMG�XS�FI�MQQIVWIH�[MXLMR�ER�IRZMVSR-
QIRX�WMQMPEV�XS�XLSWI�SJ�XLI�TVSHYGXMZI�EVIEW��[MXLSYX�IRXIVMRK�XLI�
MRXIRWM½IH�KVS[MRK�WTEGIW�ERH�VMWOMRK�GVST�GSRXEQMREXMSR��

Figure 33: Strategies of pro-

posed architectural project 

that incorporate agricultural 

production
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Figure: 35
FARMED HERE
Bedford Park, Ill
90,000 sq.ft.
(est. 2013)

Figure: 36
LUFA FARMS
Montreal, QC 31,000 sq.ft.
(est. 2011)

Figure: 34
GOTHAM GREENS
Gowanus, Brooklyn, NY
20,000 sq.ft
(est. 2013)

Figure: 37
O’HARE AIRPORT 
Chicago, Ill  
26 growing towers
(est. 2011)
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2.2URBAN AGRICULTURE 
ARCHITECTURAL PROJECTS  

%PP�SJ�XLI�TVSNIGX�TVSTSWEPW�LEZI�QIVMX��EW�MRRSZEXMZI�ETTVSEGLIW�EVI�
necessary in order to increase the presence of agricultural production 
[MXLMR�XLI�YVFER�PERHWGETI��%PP�HIWMKR�TVSTSWEPW�GSRXVMFYXI�XS�HI½R-
MRK�ER�ETTVSEGL�WYMXEFPI�JSV�E�WMXI�[MXLMR�XLI�PSGEP�GSRXI\X��,S[IZIV��
VIEPM^IH� TVSNIGXW� TVSZMHI� E� WXVSRKIV� JSYRHEXMSR� JSV�[LEX� MW� EGLMIZ-
EFPI�[MXLMR�XLI�PSGEP�GSRXI\X��,IVI��ER�EREP]WMW�SJ�JSYV�I\MWXMRK�YVFER�
agricultural production practices: Gotham greens, Farmed here, Lufa 
JEVQW��ERH�3´,EVI�EMVTSVX��VIJIV�XS�½KYVIW������
��

8LIWI�VIEPM^IH�ERH�JYRGXMSRMRK�TVSNIGXW�TVSZMHI�I\EQTPIW�SJ�TVSHYG-
XMZI�WTEGIW�[LMGL�EVI�PSGEXIH�MR�VIPEXMZIP]�GPSWI�TVS\MQMX]�XS�XLI�GMX]�SJ�
8SVSRXS��8LIWI�TVSNIGXW�LEZI�FIIR�EREP]^IH�XS�FIXXIV�YRHIVWXERH�XLI�
ZSPYQIW�[LMGL�GER�FI�TVSHYGIH��QIXLSHW�SJ�KVS[MRK��TS[IV�WYTTP]��
and notable systems.



56

Rooftop of Whole Foods Market - Brooklyn

200 tons / year

leafy greens, tomatoes

hydroponics 
157kW combined heat and power plant
325kW solar PV system (in parking lot) 

HFC-free commercial refrigeration system
On site, rainwater collection 

±XS�I\LMFMXW�ERH�IHYGEXI�XLI�TYFPMG�VIKEVHMRK�XLI�
latest technologies in local food production, sus-
XEMREFPI�IRIVK]��[EXIV�GSRWIVZEXMSR�ERH�VI�YWI²

Location: 

Volume produced: 

Type of produce: 

Method of growing:

Power Supply System: 

Notable Programs: 

Intent of Project:

GOTHAM GREENS
Gowanus, Brooklyn, NY    |    20,000 sq.ft    |    (est. 2013)

Figure 38: 
)\MWXMRK�4VSNIGX�
Gotham Greens
Gowanus, Brooklyn, Ny
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FARMED HERE
Bedford Park, Ill    |    90,000 sq.ft    |    (est. 2013)

formerly abandoned suburban Chicago warehouse

250,000 - 300,000 lbs. / year (anticipated)

basil, arugula, mints, other greens

EUYETSRMGW��EIVSTSRMGW��ZIVXMGEP�WXEGOMRK����WLIPZIW


electricity 

organic waste - to be distributed to other urban 
farms across Chicago

XS�TVSHYGI�±XLI�JVIWLIWX��LIEPXLMIWX�ERH�XLI�QSWX�
PSGEP�KVIIRW�MR�'LMGEKS��)RZMVSRQIRXEPP]�WYWXEMR-
EFPI��WSGMEPP]�[LSPIWSQI��IGSRSQMGEPP]�ZMEFPI²

Location: 

Volume produced: 

Type of produce: 

Method of growing:

Power Supply System: 

Notable Programs: 

Intent of Project:

Figure 39:
Project Proposal,

 Farmed Here
Bedford Park, Ill 



58

EFSZI�E�XLVII�WXSV]�MRHYWXVMEP�FYMPHMRK�

lettuce, peppers, cucumbers, eggplant, tomatoes, 
basil, micro-greens, apples, cabbage, carrots, radish-
es, turnip,  onions, garlic, potatoes, beets, artichokes, 
QYWLVSSQW��HMPP��7[MWW�GLEVH��GLMZIW��LIVFW�

hydroponics

heat from the building beneath
natural gas heating system 
energy curtains (semi-transparent curtains, helps 
insulate the greenhouse and reduce heat loss)

XS�GVIEXI�E�±GMX]�SJ�VSSJXST�JEVQW�ERH�TVSZI�XLEX�
XLMW�ZMWMSR�MW�FSXL�TSWWMFPI�ERH�IGSRSQMGEPP]�ZME-
FPI��WSGMEPP]�[LSPIWSQI��IGSRSQMGEPP]�ZMEFPI²

Location: 

Type of produce: 

Method of growing:

Power Supply System: 

Intent of Project:

LUFA FARMS
Montreal, QC    |    31,000 sq.ft    |    (est. 2011)

Figure 40: 
)\MWXMRK�4VSNIGX�
Lufa Farms
Montreal, Qc
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O’Hare’s airport terminal

Swiss chard, sweet basil, purple basil, cilantro, 
HMPP��TEVWPI]��GLMZIW��PIXXYGI��TITTIVW��SVIKERS��
green beans, snow peas

EIVSTSRMGW��KVS[�PMKLXW�ERH�VIWIVZSMV�TYQTW

electricity 

in house food supply chain

to create an oasis within one of the busiest air-
ports in north America. 

Location: 

Type of produce: 

Method of growing:

Power Supply System: 

Notable Programs: 

Intent of Project:

O’HARE AIRPORT 
Chicago, Ill    |    26 growing towers    |    (est. 2011)

Figure 41:
Project Proposal,

O’HARE AIRPORT 
Chicago, Ill 
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SUMMARY

8LIWI�TVSNIGXW�EVI�MR�ZIV]�IEVP]�WXEKIW�SJ�TVSHYGXMSR��XLIVIJSVI��MX�MW�
YRGPIEV�EW�XS�LS[�QYGL�IEGL�GER�TVSHYGI�]IEV���TVS½XW�QEHI�SV�XLI�
ZSPYQI�SJ� IRIVK]� ERH�[EXIV� YWIH� ERRYEPP]��;LEX� XLI]�TVSZMHI� EVI�
RSXEFPI�MRMXMEXMZIW�MR�E�WMQMPEV�GPMQEXI�XS�XLEX�SJ�8SVSRXS��

;LEX�LEW�FIIR�VIEPM^IH�EJXIV�EREP]^MRK�I\MWXMRK�TPEGIW�SJ�YVFER�EKVM-
GYPXYVEP�TVEGXMGIW�� MW�XLEX�JSVQ�MW�LIEZMP]� MR¾YIRGIH�F]�XLI�TPERX�W]W-
XIQW�YWIH�XS�KVS[�XLI�TVSHYGI��(ITIRHMRK�SR�ER�EGXMZI�SV�TEWWMZI�
system, how the production portion of the building will be designed 
depends on the agricultural methods of production. 

-X� LEW� FIIR� IWXEFPMWLIH� MR� TEVX� �� XLEX� MRXIRWM½IH� KVS[MRK� TVEGXMGIW�
QYWX�FI�IQTPS]IH��MR�SVHIV�XS�TVSHYGIH�EHIUYEXI�ZSPYQIW�SR�E�WU�JX��
FEWMW��%W�WIIR�MR�XLI�VIEPM^IH�TVSNIGXW��E�ZEVMIX]�SJ�KVS[MRK�XIGLRMUYIW�
I\MWX�ERH�[MPP�]MIPH�WMQMPEV�VIWYPXW��1SHIVR�EKVMGYPXYVEP�TVSHYGXMSR�[MXL-
MR�ER�YVFER�GSRXI\X�QYWX�PSSO�XS�MRGSVTSVEXI�MRRSZEXMZI�XIGLRMUYIW�
[LIR�XV]MRK�XS�TVSHYGI�LMKL�ZSPYQIW�SJ�GVST��MR�EVIEW�[LMGL�PEGO�ER�
abundance of space, light or soil. 
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2.3
,SVM^SRXEP� KVS[MRK�TVEGXMGIW�LEZI�FIIR� MR�I\MWXIRGI� JSV� XLSYWERHW�
SJ�]IEVW��8LI�IUYMTQIRX�YWIH�XS�GYPXMZEXI��TPERX��ERH�LEVZIWX�XLI�PERH�
LEW� MQTVSZIH��LS[IZIV�� XLI�QIXLSH�LEW� VIQEMRIH� JEMVP]�YRGLERKIH��
+MZIR�XLI�QMKVEXMSR�SJ�XLI�VYVEP�TSTYPEXMSR�XS�YVFER�GIRXIVW��QSVI�
TISTPI�EVI�PMZMRK�[MXLMR�GPSWI�TVS\MQMX]�XS�SRI�ERSXLIV��9WMRK�GYVVIRX��
horizontal growing practice local farming cannot satisfy the demands 
SJ�XLI�GMX]��+VIEXIV�ZSPYQIW�SJ�JSSH�QYWX�XVEZIP�JYVXLIV�HMWXERGIW�XS�
WYTTP]�QMPPMSRW�SJ�TISTPI�[MXLMR�GSR½RIH�YVFER�GIRXIVW��0ERH�ZEPYI�
within the city and surrounding area is high; therefor, condensed grow-
ing practices are required. 

The capabilities of current technologies are endless and can undoubt-
IHP]�TVSZMHI�QSVI�IJ½GMIRX�QIERW�SJ�JEVQMRK��,]HVSTSRMGW��%IVSTSR-
MGW� ERH�%UYETSRMGW� EVI� XLVII� IWXEFPMWLIH� EPXIVREXMZIW� XS� XVEHMXMSREP�
farming methods. The question remains whether yields would satisfy 
the demands of the urban population, or just aid in supplementing 
urban inhabitants diets with local produce. Either way, their presence 
would still make an impact. Less food required to be distributed thou-
WERHW�SJ�QMPIW�JVSQ�E�TPEGI�SJ�TVSHYGXMSR�XS�GSRWYQTXMSR�[MPP�HI½-
RMXIP]�LEZI�E�TSWMXMZI�MQTEGX�SR�XLI�VIHYGXMSR�SJ�IQMWWMSRW�VIPIEWIH�
into the atmosphere.

ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES TO AGRICULTURE
AGRICULTURAL METHODS OF PRODUCTION 
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AGRICULTURAL METHODS OF PRODUCTION 
ALTERNATIVES TO TRADITIONAL PRACTICES 

,]HVSTSRMGW�MW�ER�EPXIVREXMZI�ETTVSEGL�XS�XVEHMXMSREP�JEVQMRK�QIXL-
ods, where crops are grown using some form of root suspension into 
[EXIV��8LMW�W]WXIQ�MW�WYGGIWWJYP�FIGEYWI�MX�VIQSZIW�XLI�IPIQIRX�SJ�WSMP��
[LMGL�GEYWIW�HMJ½GYPX]�[LIR�WYTTP]MRK�XLI�TPERXW�[MXL�IWWIRXMEP�RYXVM-
ents. Plants are grown in an inert medium, which doesn’t supply any 
RYXVMIRXW�XS�XLI�TPERX��WYGL�EW�VSGO[SSP��TIVPMXI��ZIVQMGYPMXI��GSGSRYX�
½FIV��KVEZIP��WERH�ERH�QSVI��&EWMG�L]HVSTSRMG�W]WXIQW�ERH�LS[�XLI]�
work, 2008). The nutrients are supplied by a controlled solution, made 
YT�SJ�E�GSQFMREXMSR�SJ�[EXIV�ERH�JIVXMPM^IV��8LI�WSPYXMSR�MW�HIPMZIVIH�XS�
the plants on a controlled watering / feeding cycle, which is drastically 
HMJJIVIRX�JVSQ�XVEHMXMSREP�TVEGXMGIW�[LIVI�GVSTW�EVI�I\TSWIH�XS�XLI�
IPIQIRXW�ERH�VIGIMZIW�SRP]�[LEX� XLI�[IEXLIV�TIVQMXW��&]�I\TSWMRK�
the roots, little restriction is created by soil and crops are able to up-
take their food with little energy. By redirecting the energy required to 
suck up nutrients to be concentrated on plant growth and crop pro-
HYGXMSR��LMKLIV�]MIPHW�GER�FI�EGLMIZIH��8LIVI�EVI�WM\�FEWMG�L]HVSTSRMG�
W]WXIQW�EFPI�XS�FI�IQTPS]IH��[MXL�LYRHVIHW�SJ�ZEVMEXMSRW�SJ�IEGL��8LI�
ZEVMIX]�SJ�ETTVSEGLIW�HIQSRWXVEXIW�XLEX�E�L]HVSTSRMGW�[SYPH�[SVO�
successfully in a large assortment of spaces. Designing a system, while 
YXMPM^MRK�XLI�FEWMG�TVMRGMTPIW�SJ�L]HVSTSRMGW��GER�VIWYPX�MR�E�ZEVMIX]�SJ�
installations. Urban farming has the potential to become aesthetically 
pleasing and adaptable for any urban space, the limiting factor is the 
EQFMXMSR�SJ�XLI�YVFER�MRLEFMXERX��;MXL�ZMWYEP�MRXIVIWX�ERH�PS[�QEMRXI-
nance, there is no reason why urban agriculture should not be more 
[MHIWTVIEH�MR�XLI�YVFER�IRZMVSRQIRX��
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Figure 42: Diagram of aquaponic production equipment
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01 _ solar panel
02 _ thermocoupling
03 _ tubing 3/8”
���C�TSVSYW�QIHME�FIH���½PXIV
05 _ netted pot
06 _ aeration
07 _ large riverbed stones
���C�½WL�XERO
09 _ pump
10 _ fuses
11 _ battery 12 VDC
12 _ charge controller 

ALTERNATIVE METHODS TO FOOD PRODUCTION  
TECHNIQUES

Aquaponics 
8LMW�W]WXIQ�GYPXMZEXIW�FSXL�GVSTW�ERH�EUYEXMG�ERMQEPW�WMQYPXERISYWP]�
through a re-circulating system. Fish inhabit a large tank, which is slow-
P]�HVEMRIH�ERH�½PXIVIH��-R�XLMW�½PXIVMRK�TVSGIWW��FEGXIVME�FVIEOW�HS[R�
XLI�XS\MG�EQQSRME�SJ�½WL�[EWXI�MRXS�RMXVSKIR��E�GVYGMEP�MRKVIHMIRX�MR�
plant growth. The water is then transported into the growing bed 
where the plants are located. Through the use of a wick system, water 
MW�JIH�XS�XLI�TPERX´W�VSSXW��8LI�I\GIWW�[EXIV�MW�XLIR�HVEMRIH�FEGO�MRXS�
XLI�½WL�XERO�[LIVI�XLI�TVSGIWW� MW� VITIEXIH�� �&EWMG�L]HVSTSRMG�W]W-
tems and how they work, 2008)
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13

05

Wick System

Water culture

EBB & Flow

07 12

05 / 10 

06 11

08

14

solution returns to 
VIWIVZSMV�ZME�½PP�XYFI

12

15

07

Figure 43: Diagram of hydroponic production equipment
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mist nozzle
nutrient pump 
drip manifold
drip lines
grow tray
reservoir
air stone
SZIV¾S[
air pump
growing medium
wick 
air pump 
½PP���HVEMR�½XXMRK
pump 
¾SEXMRK�TPEXJSVQ�[��TPERXW
nutrient return

01
02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09
10
11
12
13
14
15
16

ALTERNATIVE METHODS TO FOOD PRODUCTION  
TECHNIQUES

Wick System _ 
MW�E�TEWWMZI�L]HVSTSRMG�W]WXIQ�[LIVI�XLI�RYXVMIRXW�EVI�HVE[R�XLVSYKL�
XLI�KVS[MRK�QIHMYQ�JVSQ�XLI�[EXIV�VIWIVZSMV�FIRIEXL�F]�XLI�QIERW�
of a wick. There are many options with this method in regards to 
KVS[MRK�QIHMYQW�� LS[IZIV�� TIVPMXI�� ZIVQMGYPMXI�� TVS�QM\� ERH� GSGS-
RYX�½FIV�EVI�XLI�QSWX�TSTYPEV�WIPIGXMSRW��8LI�PMQMXMRK�JEGXSV�EJJIGXMRK�
the success of the system is the wick. Large plants may demand high 
amounts of water, using up the water and nutrients faster than can be 
supplied by the wick. (Basic hydroponic systems and how they work, 
2008)

Water culture _ 
this system can be considered the simplest hydroponic system of all of 
the approaches and is best suited for growing lettuce, a fast growing, 
[EXIV�PSZMRK�TPERX��9RJSVXYREXIP]��ZIV]�JI[�SXLIV�TPERXW�[MPP�HS�EW�[IPP�
as lettuce does with this system. The system uses a styrofoam material 
[LMGL�[MPP�¾SEX�SR�XST�SJ�XLI�RYXVMIRX�WSPYXMSR��%R�EMV�TYQT�WYTTPMIW�
S\]KIR� XS� XLI�³EMVWXSRI �́EX� XLI�FSXXSQ�SJ� XLI� WSPYXMSR��*VSQ�XLIVI��
bubbles will emerge and attach onto the roots of the crops, supplying 
XLIQ�[MXL�S\]KIR��

This water culture system is ideal for demonstration purposes, to be 
YWIH�MR�TPEGIW�PMOI�GPEWWVSSQW��EW�MX�MW�ZIV]�MRI\TIRWMZI�XS�TVSHYGI��%W�
mentioned, fast growing plants like lettuce are ideal, and unfortunately 
PEVKI��PSRK�XIVQ�TPERXW�[SYPH�RSX�LEZI�KVIEX�WYGGIWW�[MXLMR�XLMW�W]W-
tem. (Basic hydroponic systems and how they work, 2008)

EBB & Flow _ 
8LMW�MW�ER�EYXSQEXIH�W]WXIQ��[LMGL�YWIW�E�TYQT�XS�XIQTSVEVMP]�¾SSH�
XLI� KVS[� XVE]� [LIVI� TPERXW� EVI� PSGEXIH�� XLI� I\GIWW� [EXIV� MW� XLIR�
HVEMRIH�FEGO�MRXS�XLI�VIWIVZSMV�FIRIEXL��8LI�TYQT�MW�GSRRIGXIH�XS�E�
timer, which continues this cycle numerous times throughout the day. 
The cycle is determined by a number of factors, such as type and size 
of the plant species, temperature and humidity of surrounding con-
ditions and type of growing medium used. The types of medium sug-
KIWXIH�JSV�YWEKI�EVI�VSGO[SSP��ZIVQMGYPMXI��GSGSRYX�½FVI�SV�ZEVMSYW�
WSMPIWW�QM\IW���&EWMG�L]HVSTSRMG�W]WXIQW�ERH�LS[�XLI]�[SVO������
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Nutrient Film Technique (NFT)

Figure 43: Diagram of hydroponic production equipment (continued)
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ALTERNATIVE METHODS TO FOOD PRODUCTION  
TECHNIQUES

Drip systems _ 
Considered to be one of the most popular hydroponic systems used 
throughout the world, the drip system employs a timed, pump oper-
ated system which controls the amount of nutrient solution released 
to the base of each plant. From there, two directions can be taken. The 
½VWX��E�VIGSZIV]�W]WXIQ��67
�[LMGL�VIYWIW�I\GIWW�WSPYXMSR��8LI�WIG-
SRH��E�RSR�VIGSZIV]�W]WXIQ��267
�[LMGL�MRIJ½GMIRXP]�HMWGEVHW�VYRSJJ��
8LIVI�EVI�EHZERXEKIW�XS�IEGL�W]WXIQ��LS[IZIV�� JSV�IEWI�SJ�QEMRXI-
RERGI�XLI�267�MW�PIWW�HIQERHMRK��'SRWMWXIRX�T,�PIZIPW�EVI�EGLMIZIH�
as new solution is constantly being feed to the plants. whereas with a 
RS, because the solution is cycling through and being reused there is 
E�QYGL�KVIEXIV�GLERGI�JSV�¾YGXYEXMSR���&EWMG�L]HVSTSRMG�W]WXIQW�ERH�
how they work, 2008)

Nutrient Film Technique (NFT) _ 
This system is the most considered when thinking of hydroponic 
KVS[MRK�ETTVSEGLIW�� -X�IQTPS]W�E�GSRWXERX�¾S[�SJ�RYXVMIRXW� XS�XLI�
plants without the use of a timer operated pump system. The nutrient 
XVEZIPW�MR�E�GPSWIH�PSST��TEWWMRK�XLVSYKL�XLI�KVS[MRK�XVE]�ERH�VIXYVR-
MRK�XS�XLI�VIWIVZSMV��8]TMGEPP]��RS�KVS[MRK�QIHMYQ�MW�YWIH�[MXL�E�2*8��
LS[IZIV��IEGL�VSSX� MW� JIH�XLVSYKL�E�WQEPP��TIVJSVEXIH�TPEWXMG�FEWOIX��
3RI�HMWEHZERXEKI�MW�XLEX�XLMW�W]WXIQ�VIUYMVIW�E�GSRWXERX�¾S[�SJ�RY-
XVMIRXW��EW� VSSXW�EVI�ZIV]�TVSRI� XS�HV]MRK�SYX�[LIR� XLI�WSPYXMSR� MW�
MRWYJ½GMIRXP]�HIPMZIVIH�XS�XLI�KVS[MRK�XVE]���&EWMG�L]HVSTSRMG�W]WXIQW�
and how they work, 2008)

Aeroponic _ 
GSRWMHIVIH�XS�FI�SRI�SJ�XLI�QSWX�XIGLRSPSKMGEPP]�EHZERGIH�W]WXIQW��
aeroponics suspends the root of the plant through the encasing and 
VIGIMZIW�TIVMSHMG�QMWXMRK�[MXL�RYXVMIRX�WSPYXMSR��)ZIV]�JI[�QMRYXIW�XLI�
roots are replenished with the solution, without constant misting the 
roots are susceptible to drying out, much like with the NFT system. 
The reason why this system is considered most high tech is because 
the timer requires a short cycle, which runs the pump for a few sec-
SRHW�IZIV]�GSYTPI�SJ�QMRYXIW�� �&EWMG�L]HVSTSRMG� W]WXIQW�ERH�LS[�
they work, 2008)

mist nozzle
nutrient pump 
drip manifold
drip lines
grow tray
reservoir
air stone
SZIV¾S[
air pump
growing medium
wick 
air pump 
½PP���HVEMR�½XXMRK
pump 
¾SEXMRK�TPEXJSVQ�[��TPERXW
nutrient return

01
02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09
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12
13
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15
16
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3.0TORONTO’S URBAN AGRICULTURE
LOCAL CONDITION



72

URBAN AGRICULTURE

As long term, sustainability is continually challenged by rising prices of 

food and fuel, climate change, and water scarcity (Veenhuizen,2007), 

the 21st century city must look towards resiliency to ensure preser-

vation of the environment. With the ever increasing urban concen-

tration of residents cities are entering focus as they are “the magnets 

of consumption and their ‘food-print’ accounts for the bulk of green-

house gas emissions” (Veenhuizen,2007). Although the approach of 

growing food in the city is seemingly ideal, there are many challenges 

faced as it demands a completely different approach to traditional 

agricultural methods. 

The physical separation between places of food production and con-

sumed is at an unprecedented high. Agriculture is no longer central to 

the layout of the city, but occurs thousands of miles from the places 

which it is consumed. Given the context of Toronto, “the average im-

ported food is traveling about 4500 km, much of it by truck”. Con-

WMHIVMRK�XLI�ZSPYQI�SJ�TISTPI�[MXLMR�XLI�GSR½RIW�SJ�XLI�GMX]��EW�[IPP�
as the volume of food consumed on a daily basis it is evident that 

re-evaluation is required regarding how people produce, transport, 

store and consume food, “for growing, watering, processing and trans-

porting food, producing 1 cal of food cost us anywhere from a 7:1 

- a 10:1 ratio in energy consumed” (McAdam, 2012). Given a 2000 

calorie diet x 7 billion world population, current methods cannot sus-

tain the growing population. Collaboration between the architectural 

and agricultural discourses is essential. Successful integration which 

will result in a “sustainable urban production systems, [requires] in-

XIRWM½GEXMSR��MR�E�WEJI�ERH�IGSPSKMGEP�[E]
�ERH�E�KVIEXIV�QEVOIX�SVM-
entation” (Veenhuizen,2007). The design of architectural places which 

will improve the current production, retail and distribution processes 

is essential to ensure the city’s transformation towards resiliency. Ag-

riculture is undoubtedly an architectural issue that will become ever 

more apparent as time progresses.
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Architects are valuable, as they are able to coordinate, manage and 
conceive solutions; yet, architectural solutions to agricultural problems 
have yet to fully integrate within the city landscape. As seen in Toron-
XS��ER�EFYRHERGI�SJ�WTEGI�LEW�FIIR�MHIRXM½IH��LS[IZIV��VIEPM^MRK�XLMW�
potential has yet to occur. Current popular solutions for introducing 
urban agriculture has been the addition of growing plots onto the 
existing built fabric, e.g. rooftop gardens; however, not all architects ad-
vocate for green roof construction. This addition has an abundance of 
VEQM½GEXMSRW�XS�XLI�WXVYGXYVEP��EIWXLIXMG�ERH�JYRGXMSREP�EWTIGXW�SJ�XLI�
built fabric. The architectural discourse should have a greater presence 
ERH�GSRGIVRIH�[MXL�XLI�VEQM½GEXMSR�EWWSGMEXIH�[MXL�XLI�ETTPMGEXMSR�
of agriculture to the city landscape; yet, within the city of Toronto cur-
rently initiatives remain in the hands of academics, community mem-
bers and food policy council members.
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TORONTO’S BARRIERS 
PREVENTING WIDESC ALE IMPLEMENTATION OF UA

In order to increase the presence of urban agriculture within the ur-

FER�PERHWGETI��MX�MW�GVMXMGEP�XS�½VWX�EGORS[PIHKI�XLI�FEVVMIVW�TVIZIRXMRK�
progression. Research highlighting the current challenges of urban ag-

VMGYPXYVI�[MXLMR�XLI�GMX]�SJ�8SVSRXS�LEZI�FIIR�MHIRXM½IH�MR�XLI�JSPPS[-

MRK�VIWIEVGL�TETIVW��[LMGL�[IVI�½VWX�MRXVSHYGIH�SR�TEKI����

 - Could Toronto provide 10% of its fresh vegetable 

 requirements from within its own boundaries?

  MacRae, R., Gallant, E., Patel, S., Michalak, M., Bunch, M., 

  Schaffner, S. (2010)

 - Scaling up Urban Agriculture in Toronto: Building the Infrastructure

  Nasr, J., MacRae, R., Kuhn, J. (2010)

 - The role of green roof technology in urban agriculture

  Whitinghall, L. (2011) 

Figure _ summarizes the barriers and organizes them into the cate-

KSVMIW�½VWX�MRXVSHYGIH�MR�TEVX���SJ�XLMW�XLIWMW��&]�MHIRXMJ]MRK�XLI�GLEP-
lenges, the hope is that these issues can be addressed through an 

architectural response. The city should become an environment which 

will enable humans to develop a new relationship with agriculture. The 

½VWX�WXIT�XS�EGLMIZMRK�XLMW��MW�YRGSZIVMRK�[LEX�GLEPPIRKIW�ERH�FEVVMIVW�
UA’s inception faces. 
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- Land use / planning 
barriers: 

a. insurance / liability issues of 
rented and rooftop spaces
b. short term access to land 

- Zoning, currently non-
existent for commercial food 

production

- Lack of time / 
desire to grow

- Lack of engagement 
with agriculture

- Distracted w/ technology, 
and consumerism

- Lack of community 
connection

- High start up and 
maintenance costs
- Competition with 

development
- High land taxation 

- No formal UA leasing 
agreements exist

-Exist. infrastructure 
barriers:

a. capacity of rooftop
b. drainage system 

c. fencing / enclosures
d. power requirements 

e. lack of support facilities
- soil quality issues 

- water quality issues

Figure 44: Barriers Preventing scaling up of urban agriculture in Toronto
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100 km radius

 within 31,561.57 km2
��������� (2

01
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Region of Toronto

Region of Metro Toronto

Region of dense population

City of Toronto

TORONTO’S DENSITY 
CHALLENGING THE INTRODUCTION OF UA

The challenge of introducing agricultural practices back into the land-

scape of the urban city requires adaptation of the man made environ-

ment. Adding agricultural functions to such a dense and developed 

city as Toronto requires innovation. There is a lack of agriculture pro-

duction occurring within and directly surrounding the city of Toronto, 

due to the constant outward sprawl overtaking farmland; therefore, 

supporting the unsustainable importing practices. 

Innovative approaches to food production are crucial as farmers and 

growers must continue to increase yields on a planet which is sub-

ject to constant land degradation from an ever increasing population. 

Alternative approaches to the traditionally land intensive, horizontal 

practice of agriculture must be explored.

Figure 45: Map of Mega-region of Toronto, showing population within the surrounding region
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Figure 46: Map of Toronto, showing population density 

Figure 47:  Map of Toronto, showing population density and UA / community garden locations
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CURRENT PRACTICES 
REVIEWING TORONTO’S URBAN AGRICULTURE INITIATIVES

Black Creek Community Farm

This urban agriculture initiative has the objectives of acting as a social 

justice leader, aspiring to provide a leadership model for surrounding 

communities. Black creek enables economic opportunities through 

hands on training and intergenerational learning experiences. 

Downsview Park

The food program employed at Downsview Park attempts to be a 

thought and market leader in empowering all to make conscious food 

choices. The objectives of this program is to re-connect people with 

agricultural practices, by making it a common element in the urban 

environment.

Foodshare

Foodshare is a program that partners with community leaders, school 

programs and organizations within the city of Toronto to promote 

knowledge and access to healthy food produced in a sustainable man-

ner. Their focus is working with under served communities and pro-

viding tools and expertise to build a ‘just food system’. 

Wychwood Barns / The Stop 

In addition to being a cultural hub of activity, Wychwood Barns and 

The Stop provide urban agricultural practices to enhance food secu-

rity. The objective of the stop is to increase access to healthy food in 

a manner that maintains dignity, while building healthy communities. 
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U of T’s Sky Garden 

Located at the university of Toronto, the sky garden is situated on top 
of the Galbraith building. The garden is a rooftop vegetable garden run 
by volunteers intended to showcase a light-weight model of growing. 
The rooftop hosts a variety of workshops which educate on the topic 
of urban agriculture. The system used to grow nearly 500 lbs of veg-
etables each season includes lightweight, semi-hydroponic containers 
using a drip irrigation system. 

Rye’s Home Grown 

The Ryerson urban agriculture initiative looks to prioritize food sov-
ereignty and responsible ecology. The aim is to create communities 
by building innovative environments where disciplines, not typically 
associated, can intersect and interact. 

Riverdale Farms

Riverdale farms is situated along a wooded area, near the east end of 
Cabbagetown. The farm has been in existence for over 36 years, and 
EXXIQTXW�XS�VITVIWIRX�E�VYVEP�3RXEVMS�JEVQ�FIX[IIR������ERH�������

Evergreen Brickworks

Garden groups have been created at Evergreen Brickworks to  prac-
tice planting, growing, maintaining and harvesting the vegetable and 
herb gardens on site. In addition, volunteers are employed to manage 
the composting activities, green gardens and other food initiatives on 
site. The objective of the facility is to cultivate crops in addition to 
conversation regarding local, healthy food choices. 
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LACKING INTEGRATION
AGRICULTURE + ARCHITECTURE

“The review examples can establish the patterns, the tendencies, that 

½RH�XLI�KVSYT�XSKIXLIV�ERH�IUYEPP]�MQTSVXERX�TVSZMHI�XLI�JSMP�EKEMRWX�
[LMGL�ZEVMEXMSRW�ERH�YRMUYIRIWW�GER�FI�MHIRXM½IH²��6YHH��

 

The architectural component of the agricultural initiatives is strongly 

lacking; yet, what these spaces provide are exemplary programs and 

functions occurring within such spaces.  The variety of initiatives is no-

table, as there is no identical duplication between places. Each employ 

their own unique approach to bringing urban agriculture to the city 

environment. This is interesting to note, mainly because there is little 

duplications within the same fabric; therefore, identifying that every 

application requires unique consideration. No single formula should 

be generated, as places which support agriculture should be as unique 

EW�XLI�RIMKLFSVLSSHW�MR�[LMGL�XLI]�VIWMHI��;MXL�XLEX�WEMH��MX�MW�HMJ½GYPX�
to consider the project as being a ‘prototype’ which can be introduced 

into any context, regardless of the social, economic or environmnetal 

conditions. In order to be successful, a productive growing facility must 

look to its context to inform scale of production, social programs, site 

design, and so forth.  

The programs, which are all centered around growing practices can 

be categorized and noted for contributing to social, economic and en-

vironmental discourses. Their programmatic approaches are incorpo-

VEXIH�ERH�QSHM½IH�XS�GVIEXI�E�WMXI�WTIGM½G�TPEGI�SJ�YVFER�EKVMGYPXYVEP�
production for the design response. The intent is to create a agricul-

tural production facility which will have greater integration between 

agriculture and architecture. A balance between strong program and 

architecture is necessary to progress agriculture’s presence within the 

modern, urban city. 
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to act as a social justice leader which aspires to provide a leadership model for 
surrounding communities

to re-connect people with agricultural practices by making it 
a common element in the urban environment

to provide tools and expertise to build a ‘just food system’

to increase access to healthy food in a manner that 
maintains dignity, while building healthy communities 

to showcase a lightweight model of production and provide a place for 
teaching urban agricultural practices

to prioritize food sovereignty and responsible ecology by 
building innovative environments where disciplines, not typically associated, can interact. 

to represent a rural Ont. farm, providing interaction and agricultural 
learning experiences to urban residents. 

to cultivate crops and conversation regarding local, 
healthy food choices. 

Black Creek 
Community Farm

Downsview Park

Wychwood Barns / 
The Stop

Evergreen Brickworks

Riverdale Farm

Rye’s Home Grown

UofT’s Sky Garden

Foodshare

- Public Gardens 
- Community composting 

- Employment opportunities 
- Partnering w/ community orga-

nizations
- Community cooking classes
- Sustainable food production 

/ education center
- Global roots garden 

- Workshops
- Community center 

- Employment opportunities 
- Sale of produce grown on site

- Farmers market 
- Productive, hydroponic grow-
ing system to produce higher 

yields, and in turn 
generate greater income 

- Four season greenhouses 
- Sheltered gardens 

- Various growing techniques 
dependent on surrounding 

condition / interior or exterior 
growing methods 
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Figure 50: Highlighting the objectives and classifying the programs of the UA initiatives under review 
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Figure 51: Map of Toronto, showing low income / priority neighborhoods, and UA + community gardens
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EXPANDING AGRICULTURE’S PRESENCE
WITHIN THE CITY OF TORONTO

)MKLX�YVFER�EKVMGYPXYVI�MRMXMEXMZIW�LEZI�FIIR�MHIRXM½IH�[LMGL�TVSZMHI�
exemplary agricultural practices within the city of Toronto. Located 
XLVSYKLSYX�XLI�GSR½RIW�SJ�XLI�GMX]��WMXYEXIH�EQSRKWX�ER�EVVE]�SJ�HIR-
sities these programs are being deployed in summer months and are 
thriving. 

Although noteworthy, the initiatives remain centered around Toron-
to’s priority and low income neighborhoods. Expansion beyond left-
over, oddly shaped parcels of land in undesirable areas of the city 
would ensure greater exposure to the general public. 

Addressing accessibility, and situating urban agricultural production 
processes within high density areas of the city, and along transit lines 
will generate desired results. In order to alter the current relationship 
urban inhabitants have with agriculture, moves must be made which 
will re-conceive how and where agriculture is to be produced within 
the city. 
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4.0PROJECT RESPONSE
DESIGN APPROACH
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Engaging with Toronto’s social, economic and environmental discours-
es and implementing a place of agricultural production within the city 
landscape requires innovation. If an architectural response is to al-
ter the current relationship urban inhabitants have with agriculture 
it must diverge from traditional practices. As discussed in part one, 
there are a wide variety of issues preventing the implementation of 
an agricultural production facility in a central location within the dense 
urban landscape. Strategies responding to the discourses, which are to 
be embedded within the project are found on page 92 (design prin-
ciples). Responses, which have informed the strategies are as follows:  

ENGAGING WITH TORONTO’S DISCOURSES 
SOCIAL /  ECONOMIC /  ENVIRONMENTAL 

8LI� WSGMEP� MWWYIW� MHIRXM½IH� MR� TEVX� SRI� MRGPYHIH�� XLI� HMWGSRRIGX�
amongst urban inhabitants, and the lack of time, desire, or resources 
XS�KVS[��8LIWI� MWWYIW�I\MWXW�EQSRK�EPP�TVS½PIW�SJ�YVFER� MRLEFMXERXW��
The strategies implemented to address such issues include articu-
lation of program, circulation and site design. Program, to provide a 
variety of spaces on site which foster social interaction; this includes 
community kitchens, community growing beds, resource centre and a 
hydroponic demonstration area. Through providing spaces which will 
facilitate gathering of people and the exchanging of information and 
ideas, the hope is that people will bond over the universal interest of 
food. Site circulation, will aid in reconnecting people as growing beds 
are intertwined with public spaces surrounding the site, blending of 
public and productive spaces will aid in generating conversation, al-
lowing the public to bond over food production. Site design, through 
situating productive spaces alongside public spaces, allowing exposure 
into the typically concealed area of food production will allow people 
to come together and converse over innovative approaches to food 
production. 

RESPONDING TO THE SOCIAL DISCOURSE 
THROUGH DESIGN 
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The current relationship urban inhabitants have with agriculture is al-
most non existent prior to the market. Urban agriculture initiatives 
occupy parcels of land outside areas of high exposure, where land val-
ues are low. In order to change the current condition within the eco-
nomic discourse, a high tech. facility of agricultural production must be 
positioned on land of high value, in an area which is easily accessible 
by transit, and situated among high density living. This will alter urban 
inhabitant’s current relationship with agriculture as it will place agricul-
tural right in front of the publics eyes, on real estate typically reserved 
for high valued investments. Altering where food production is placed 
within the city will alter how food is perceived. 

RESPONDING TO THE ECONOMIC DISCOURSE 
THROUGH DESIGN 

In order to use architecture to alter the current relationship urban 
inhabitants have with food, and respond to the environmental dis-
course, innovation in site selection is required. Selecting a place within 
the city which does not allow for traditional means of agricultural 
production to occur, but will support hydroponic growing opens up 
greater possibilities for selecting desirable sites. Growing both above, 
and below grade will maximize on site production potential, as well, 
connections to underground transit systems can be made. The city 
environment would change if places without soil, an abundance of 
space or light were transformed to sustain indoor food production. 
Transporting food throughout the city using transit will provide a 
more sustainable method of distribution, having a direct impact on 
the environmental discourse. 

RESPONDING TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL DISCOURSE 
THROUGH DESIGN 
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From the research conducted, investigating how architecture can alter 
urban inhabitants current relationship with agriculture, three themes 
have emerged which will inform the design decisions of the project 
response. The importance of these themes became apparent through 
precedent research, analysis of current local initiatives, as well in gen-
erating an approach which will impact the social, environment and 
economic discourses of the city. The objective is to alter the current 
relationship, which is one of disconnect between consumers and ag-
ricultural production. Therefore, the design principles are intended to 
create spaces which will change how agricultural production process-
es are viewed within the city landscape. 

Expose:
To provide urban inhabitants with visual exposure to all stages of the 
agricultural production process. 

Engage 
To provide urban inhabitants with opportunities for engaging with all 
stages of the agricultural production process. 

Access 
To provide urban inhabitants with access to retail spaces where food 
produced on site can be purchased, from both transit and street level

As seen in part two, there are a number of strategic ways agriculture 
can be incorporated into an architectural proposal, which will en-
hance the relationship urban inhabitants have with food production. 
These approaches have generated three categories of engagement, 
described as follows. 

Agricultural production as a public experience, this approach creat-
ed full contact between the general public and agricultural growing 
practices. These places were designed to foster engagement between 
the public and production by immersing people into spaces of crop 
production. 

DESIGN PRINCIPLES  
ARCHITECTURAL RESPONSE  

DESIGN PRINCIPLES  
AGRICULTURAL RESPONSE  
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Agricultural production for public consumption, This approach sep-
arated the general public from any physical engagement with the 
production process. It maximized visual connection, through physical 
separation and fostered spaces for observation of practices within the 
growing spaces.  

Agricultural production for public demonstration, This approach al-
lowed the public into designated portions of the facility, where there 
was limited engagement, but an elevated amount of knowledge gained 
about the process. Places of demonstration allow for the general pub-
lic to be immersed within an environment similar to those of the 
TVSHYGXMZI�EVIEW��[MXLSYX�IRXIVMRK�XLI�MRXIRWM½IH�KVS[MRK�WTEGIW�ERH�
risking crop contamination. 

Toronto’s urban agricultural initiatives provide a strong foundation for 
determining what types of programs to implement which will foster a 
strong connection to the surrounding community. Note, because the 
scale of operation is to be much larger than that of any existing initia-
tive in Toronto, a greater emphasis is to be place on the retail portion 
of the facility. 

Open to the General Public 
- Public Gardens - Interior and Exterior growing 
- Hydroponic Demonstration Area
- Community Kitchen 
- Resource Centre 
- Formal / Informal Gathering Areas
- Food Market 
- Food Cafe 
- CSA pickup areas 
- Rooftop Gathering Area

Separated from the General Public 
��-RXIRWM½IH�+VS[MRK�EVIEW�
- Crop Preparation Areas (Sorting, Washing, Cutting, Packaging)
- Distribution Circulation Areas 
- Refrigerated Food Storage 

PROGRAM PROPOSAL
ARCHITECTURAL RESPONSE 
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5.0YONGE + EGLINTON, TORONTO ONTARIO
CONTEXT
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SITE SELECTION
TORONTO, ONTARIO
Placing agricultural production processes in central, desirable location 
are essential for altering the current relationship urban inhabitants 
have with agriculture. Currently, such initiatives are in constant com-
TIXMXMSR�[MXL�LMKLP]�TVS½XEFPI�HIZIPSTQIRX��8LI�ZEPYI�EWWSGMEXIH�[MXL�
PSGEPP]�KVS[R�JSSH�ERH�EKVMGYPXYVEP�TVEGXMGIW�GERRSX�FI�UYERXM½IH��MX�
GEVVMIW�JEV�KVIEXIV�FIRI½XW�XLER�XLI�QSRIXEV]�ZEPYI�GEPGYPEXIH�SR�E�
sq. ft. basis. 

When analyzing where to situate an agricultural production facility 
within the city of Toronto, many factors were considered. First, the 
statement is intended to be ground breaking, innovative and bold; 
therefore, an unconventional site is desired. Second, an area in the 
city which is easy to access, preferably situated along the transit line, 
XLEX�[MPP�KIRIVEXI�XLI�KVIEXIWX�ZSPYQI�SJ�XVEJ½G�XLVSYKL�XLI�WMXI�SR�
a daily basis and impact the social discourse. Third, the site is to be 
considered prime real estate, directly responding to and altering the 
current connotations surrounding agricultural production within the 
city. Fourth, the site is to be placed at a location where there current-
ly lacks presence of agricultural practices, altering the environmental 
discourse. 

Site selection would be greatly restricted if traditional methods of 
agricultural production were to be employed. However, as discussed 
in part two, given that Toronto is situated in a Canadian climate, with 
a limited growing season, alternative production practices are to be 
employed. Therefore, issues of lack of soil, light, space are not an issue 
for the site selection process. 
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Low Income Neighborhoods

Finch West LRT

at grade
tunneled
elevated

Sheppard East LRT
Eglinton Crosstown LRT

Priority Neighborhoods

+ 40 000 Toronto Urban Agriculture + 
Community Gardens   

Population Density:

25 000

10 000

20 000

5 000

15 000

0

Figure 52: Map of Toronto, showing population density, low income / priority neighborhoods, 
existing subway lines, proposed metrolinx lines, and existing UA + community gardens
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Eglinton Ave. 

Yonge St.

SITE SELECTION
YONGE + EGLINTON

The site selected for the architectural response is that of Yonge and 
Eglinton. The situation provides an opportunity to explore how a 
densely populated location within the urban landscape could support 
agricultural production processes, and how the food produced could 
be distributed throughout the city, with the aid of the neighboring 
transit system.

Figure 54: Figure Ground map surrounding Yonge + Eglinton site
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Low Income Neighborhoods
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+ 40 000 Toronto Urban Agriculture + 
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Figure 54: Figure Ground map surrounding Yonge + Eglinton site

Figure 53: Map of Toronto, showing population density, low income / priority neighborhoods, 
existing subway lines, proposed metrolinx lines, and existing UA + community gardens
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S I T E

Eglinton Ave
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e 
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Figure 55: Figure Ground map of site’s location along Eglinton Avenue
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MIXED USE AREA
YONGE + EGLINTON

The context directly surrounding the site has: residential, commer-
cial residential and utility and transport uses. As well as underground 
pathway which links the transit system to the Yonge/Eglinton Centre. 
Within this underground pathway, there is lots of potential for expan-
WMSR�ERH�GSRRIGXMSR�XS�XLI�WMXI��8LI�I\MWXMRK�TEXL�GSYPH�FIRI½X�JVSQ�
the introduction of additional congestion relief points as well as access 
to ample public space.

Underground transit link
Metro Links Line (future)
Transit Line

01.
02.
03. 

02.

01.

03.

Residential 
Commercial Residential

Utility and Transport 
Former General Zoning

S I T E

Figure 56: Map identifying zoning of area surrounding site of Yonge + Eglinton
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S I T E

Eglinton Ave
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Figure 57: Identifying ‘Green Line’ initiative along Eglinton Avenue 
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Figure 58: Photograph of site, taken from NW corner

ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITION 
YONGE + EGLINTON

The site is central to the Yonge+Eglinton and Mount Pleasant neigh-
borhoods. Currently this area is under review and is generating pro-
posals for a design called ‘Midtown Moves’. The goals include:
 - providing spaces for the community to come together
 - create a uniquely rich public realm 
 - improve existing parks and make new ones 

The development comity has proposed creating a ‘Green Line’ along 
Eglinton Avenue. Adding green spaces along this portion of midtown 
would be complemented by the addition of an agricultural facility 
central to this location, giving the initiative a strong presence near the 
corner of Yonge + Eglinton. 
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Constructed
Under Construction

Planning Approved
Planning Under Review

Figure 59: Highlighting the development activity surrounding the site 



103

ECONOMIC CONDITION 
YONGE + EGLINTON

The demographics of the Yonge Eglinton neighbourhood, North To-
ronto, are greatly different from that of a typical urban agricultural site 
within the city of Toronto. The social, economic and environmental 
IPIQIRXW� MHIRXM½IH�EPP�KVIEXP]�HMZIVKI�JVSQ�XLI�XVEHMXMSREP�RIMKLFSV-
hoods in which urban agriculture has traditionally been introduced.

*YXYVI�MRXIRWM½GEXMSR��[IWX�EPSRK�)KPMRXSR�ERH�XLI�MRXVSHYGXMSR�SJ�XLI�
1IXVSPMROW�PMRI��[MPP�EPWS�EMH�MR�KIRIVEXMRK�XVEJ½G�ERH�MRGVIEWMRK�I\TS-
sure. Four stories below grade the line will be introduced along the 
site, creating potential for underground exposure and connection to 
the growing practices occurring on site. Note the current subway is 
located two stories below grade.
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SOCIAL CONDITION 
YONGE + EGLINTON
The site was selected, as it has the potential to expose a high volume 
SJ�XVEJ½G�XS�EKVMGYPXYVEP�TVEGXMGIW�[MXLMR�XLI�GMX]��8LSYWERHW�[SYPH�LEZI�
the opportunity to be in contact with modern growing practices, as 
nearly 20,000 people end their trip at the Yonge / Eglinton station and 
�������HITEVX�JVSQ�XLI�WXEXMSR�IEGL�QSVRMRK��8LIWI�½KYVIW�HS�RSX�
include the countless individuals who ride the train along the Yonge 
transit line who would pass by the site on a daily basis. The  Yonge 
)KPMRXSR�'IRXVI��HMVIGXP]�RSVXL�SJ�XLI�WMXI�GER�EMH�MR�KIRIVEXMRK�XVEJ½G��
as it is currently a destination point itself.
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20,750
end their trip in Yonge/
Eglinton every morning 

VEHICULAR
50% TRAVEL BY CAR

VEHICULAR
46% TRAVEL BY CAR

TRANSIT
41% TRAVEL BY REGIONAL 

OR LOCAL TRANSIT

TRANSIT
40% TRAVEL BY REGIONAL 
OR LOCAL TRANSIT

PEDESTRIAN
8% TRAVEL BY WALKING

PEDESTRIAN
13% TRAVEL BY WALKING

BICYCLE / OTHER
1% TRAVEL BY BIKE

BICYCLE / OTHER
1% TRAVEL BY BIKE

14,010
start their trip in Yonge/
Eglinton every morning 

*MKYVI�����7LS[MRK�ZSPYQI�SJ�XVEJ½G�TEWWMRK�XLVSYKL�XLI�=SRKI���)KPMRXSR�WMXI�SR�E�HEMP]�FEWMW�
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SOCIAL CONDITION 
YONGE + EGLINTON DEMOGRAPHICS

The demographics of the Yonge Eglinton neighborhood are greatly 

different from that of a typical urban agricultural site within the city of 

8SVSRXS��8LI�WSGMEP��IGSRSQMG�ERH�IRZMVSRQIRXEP�IPIQIRXW�MHIRXM½IH�
all greatly diverge from the traditional neighborhoods in which urban 

agriculture has traditionally been introduced.

Understanding the demographics of the surrounding community it 

crucial to ensure proper design response it developed. Considering 

the large volume of single occupants, living in residents elevated high-

IV�XLER�½ZI�WXSVMIW�GER�TSXIRXMEPP]�XVERWPEXI�MRXS�EQTPI�TYFPMG�WTEGI�
throughout the site. As well, the lack of permanence could translate 

MRXS�¾I\MFPI�TVSKVEQW�EPPS[MRK�TISTPI�XS�TEVXMGMTEXI�EX�XLIMV�PIMWYVI��
which could have great success. 
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Figure 61: Demographics of Yonge + Eglinton
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SITE DOCUMENTATION
YONGE + EGLINTON

01. 
02 

03. 

04

EGLINTON AVENUE
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Figure 62: Site plan, outlining angle of view of photograph 



109

TRANSIT
TTC BUS STATION

TRANSIT
TTC SUBWAY

01. 04. 

02. 

03. 

Figure 63: Photo documentation of existing site 
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SITE DOCUMENTATION
YONGE + EGLINTON

01. 

03.

05.

04.

06.

02.

Figure 64: Site plan, outlining angle of view of photograph 



111

02.

STREET VIEWS NEIGHBORHOOD LINKAGES
DUPLEX - YONGE

01. 04. 

02. 05. 

06. 03. 

Figure 65: Photo documentation of existing site (continued)
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FUTURE TRANSIT CONDITION 
YONGE + EGLINTON

Figure 66: Future transit condition at Yonge + Eglinton, highlighting circulation Figure 67: Future transit condition at Yonge + Eglinton, highlighting location of Yonge line

Figure 48: Future transit condition at Yonge + Eglinton, highlighting location of Metrolinx line

ELEVATOR CIRCULATION

SITE

STAIR / ESCALATOR CIRCULATION

Yonge Subway 
Line

Metrolinx Line
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Location of 
Metrolinx  line

Site

Location of 
Yonge subway line

YONGE

EGLINTON

EGLINTON

Site Location of 
Metrolinx  line

(below Yonge line)

Figure 66: Future transit condition at Yonge + Eglinton, highlighting circulation Figure 67: Future transit condition at Yonge + Eglinton, highlighting location of Yonge line

Figure 48: Future transit condition at Yonge + Eglinton, highlighting location of Metrolinx line
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GROUND FLOOR 

LOWER LEVEL 3
(1/2 LEVEL BELOW LL02)

EXISTING
PROPOSED METROLINX

YO
N

GE
 ST

.

EGLINTON AVENUE

FUTURE TRANSIT CONDITION 
YONGE + EGLINTON

(right) Figure 68 : 
Existing and proposed 

transit condition for 
Yonge + Eglinton
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LOWER LEVEL 01 

LOWER LEVEL 04
(LOWER CONCOURSE)

LOWER LEVEL 05

LOWER LEVEL 2 
(UPPER CONCOURSE 1/2 LEVEL BELOW LL01)
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EXISTING SUBWAY PLANS + PROPOSED METROLINX LINE 
WITH IDENTIF IC ATION OF PROPOSED SITE

TTC SUBWAY + BUS ACCESS
METROLINX CROSSTOWN ACCESS
SUBWAY TRACKS
SERVICE
PROPOSED SITE

SITE

YO
N

GE
 ST

.

EGLINTON AVENUE

GROUND FLOOR

Figure 69: Future transit condition at Yonge + Eglinton, Ground Floor Figure 70: Future transit condition at Yonge + Eglinton, Lower Level 1
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SITE

04. 

03. 

01.

02.

LOWER LEVEL 1 

01

02

03

04

ACCESS FROM STREET EGLINTON AVENUE

FARE PAYING AREA

ACCESS TO YONGE SUBWAY

ACCESS TO TTC BUS STATION

Figure 69: Future transit condition at Yonge + Eglinton, Ground Floor Figure 70: Future transit condition at Yonge + Eglinton, Lower Level 1
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SITE

01. 01.

01
02
03

ACCESS FROM STREET EGLINTON AVENUE
ACCESS TO METROLINX LINE + PROPOSED BUS EXPANSION AREA  

PROPOSED BUS EXPANSION AREA  

LOWER LEVEL 2 
(UPPER CONCOURSE 1/2 LEVEL BELOW LL01)

02.

03

02.

EXISTING SUBWAY PLANS + PROPOSED METROLINX LINE 
WITH IDENTIF IC ATION OF PROPOSED SITE

Figure 71: Future transit condition at Yonge + Eglinton, Lower Level 2 Figure 72: Future transit condition at Yonge + Eglinton, Lower Level 3

TTC SUBWAY + BUS ACCESS
METROLINX CROSSTOWN ACCESS
SUBWAY TRACKS
SERVICE
PROPOSED SITE
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01
02
03

ACCESS FROM UPPER CONCOURSE
ACCESS FROM YONGE SUBWAY ACCESS LEVEL

ACCESS TO LOWER CONCOURSE

LOWER LEVEL 3

SITE

02.

03.

03.

03.

02.

01.

01. 01.

01.01.

02.

02.

Figure 71: Future transit condition at Yonge + Eglinton, Lower Level 2 Figure 72: Future transit condition at Yonge + Eglinton, Lower Level 3
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03. 03. 03. 03. 

01.

01. 01.

02.

02.

02.

LOWER LEVEL 04
(LOWER CONCOURSE)

01
02
03

ACCESS FROM UPPER CONCOURSE
ACCESS FROM YONGE SUBWAY PLATFORM

ACCESS TO METROLINX PLATFORM

TTC SUBWAY + BUS ACCESS
METROLINX CROSSTOWN ACCESS
SUBWAY TRACKS
SERVICE
PROPOSED SITE

SITE

EXISTING SUBWAY PLANS + PROPOSED METROLINX LINE 
WITH IDENTIF IC ATION OF PROPOSED SITE

Figure 73: Future transit condition at Yonge + Eglinton, Lower Level 4 Figure 74: Future transit condition at Yonge + Eglinton, Lower Level 5
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01.

01METROLINX PLATFORM

LOWER LEVEL 5

SITE

Figure 73: Future transit condition at Yonge + Eglinton, Lower Level 4 Figure 74: Future transit condition at Yonge + Eglinton, Lower Level 5



122

SHADOW STUDY 
EXISTING CONDITIONS OF YONGE + EGLINTON 

Figure 76: shadow study, existing condition, Yonge + Eglinton Figure 75: Axonometric view from SW corner of site
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Dec. 21 _ 9 amJune 21 _ 8 am

Dec. 21 _ 12 pmJune 21 _ 12 pm

Dec. 21 _ 3 pmJune 21 _ 4 pm
Figure 76: shadow study, existing condition, Yonge + Eglinton 
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(MJJIVIRX�TVS½PIW�SJ�YVFER�MRLEFMXERXW�[MPP�IRKEKI�[MXL�E�TPEGI�JSV�EK-
ricultural production differently. Therefore, it is important to identify a 
ZEVMIX]�SJ�TVS½PIW�ERH�EHHVIWW�XLI�VIPEXMSRWLMT�IEGL�[MPP�LEZI�[MXL�XLI�
place of agricultural production. 

Transit rider�� XLMW�TVS½PI�[MPP�LEZI�E� WXVSRKIV�IRKEKIQIRX�[MXL� XLI�
facility if it is easily accessible within transit hubs. Spaces for purchasing 
food grown within this place for agricultural production need to be 
accessible within ‘fare paid zones’ to provide greater convenience to 
riders. Given the nature of the subway being primarily underground, if 
riders are to have a visual connection with the agricultural production, 
it will have to be done underground. Thousands of people pass by the 
site on a daily basis, underground, using the subway system. With the 
addition of the metrolinx line, an even greater volume of people could 
be exposed to growing, if a portion is to exist underground. 

Community member, within the dense urban landscape, there will be 
an abundance of residents surrounding the place of agricultural pro-
HYGXMSR��8LMW�TVS½PI�[MPP�LEZI�WXVSRKIV�IRKEKIQIRX�[MXL�XLI�TVSKVEQW�
offered at the site, as they will potentially utilized the place numerous 
times throughout the year. Access to a market and CSA pickup above 
grade is necessary, as this could be a place where the surrounding 
community purchases their produce. 

Urbanite in transition��ZILMGYPEV�ERH�TIHIWXVMER�XVEJ½G�TEWWMRK�F]�ERH�
through the site will have a different experience as well. Their engage-
ment with the site will be mainly above ground and outside the facility. 
Therefore, engagement at grade with growing practices and views 
into the intensive agricultural production areas are important for this 
TVS½PI�XS�LEZI�IRKEKIQIRX�ERH�I\TSWYVI�[MXL�KVS[MRK�TVEGXMGIW��

-X�MW�GVYGMEP�XLEX�XLI�EVGLMXIGXYVI�EPPS[W�JSV�XLIWI�XLVII�TVS½PIW�XS�LEZI�
engagement and exposure with the agricultural production; however, 
the growing environment requires sterilization to minimize the chanc-
es of being exposed to diseases which will infect the crop. Physical 
WITEVEXMSR�FIX[IIR�YVFER� MRLEFMXERXW� ERH�EVIEW�SJ� MRXIRWM½IH�EKVM-
cultural production are unavoidable. Therefore, the architecture must 
provide an innovative approach to visual engagement through physical 
separation of the two spaces. 

RESPONDING TO URBAN INHABITANTS 
DESIGNING FOR DIFFERENT PROFILES 
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Figure 77: Diagram highlighting approach to program placement

PROGRAM PLACEMENT 
APPROACH

The approach to program placement was the result of attempting 
to generate spaces which embodied the project’s design objectives, 
providing exposure, engagement and access. 

Access, situating the access point to the Yonge subway and Metrolinx 
line in the north east portion of the site ensured easy access to the 
proposed transit hub development. 

Exposure, by giving the growing tower street frontage the site at-
tempts to bring an agricultural presence to Eglinton Ave. Given the 
orientation of the tower, the South East, to North West portions of 
the facade are to be concealed from direct solar exposure. This pre-
vents visual exposure into the tower; however, the North East corner 
condition, as well as the level at grade is to be fully transparent to 
allow the general public views of the intensive agricultural production 
happening within. 

Engage: by creating essentially two forms on the site, and dedicating 
the central area to the public realm, the intent is to engage with the 
pedestrian circulation along the Eglinton Ave.. The position is intended 
to aid in achieving the goals of the Midtown Moves initiative, as men-
tioned in part six, 
 - providing spaces for the community to come together
 - create a uniquely rich public realm 
 - improve existing parks and make new ones 

This productive park is brought into the center of the site, and allows 
urban inhabitants to physically engage with the cultivation of food as 
well as providing an innovative approach to green space within the 
GMX]��8LI�³+VIIR� 0MRI �́ MW� IRKEKIH� MR� E� RYQFIV�SJ�[E]W�SR� WMXI�� ½VWX��
XLVSYKL�XLI�PMRIEV�TVSHYGXMZI�TEVO��WIGSRH���XLI�MRXIRWM½IH�EKVMGYPXYVEP�
practices happening within the tower visually extends the greening 
vertically along the facade of the tower, third, the rooftops of the base 
of the tower carry the green initiative up to the existing under utilized 
rooftop of the neighboring building to expand the extents the site’s 
public space. 
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Figure 77: Diagram highlighting approach to program placement

EGLINTON AVENUE

YONGE STREET

Growing tower,  
Agricultural 
presence on 
Eglinton Ave. 

Resource 
Centre, along 
Duplex Ave.

Access to Yonge 
Subway and 

Metrolinx on 
Eglinton 

Connection to 
neighboring, 

underutilized 
rooftop

Underground 
connection to 
Metrolinx Line
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6.0URBAN AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION FACILITY 
PROJECT
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To provide urban inhabitants with visual 
exposure to all stages of the agricultural 
production process. 

To provide urban inhabitants with oppor-
tunities for engaging with all stages of the 
agricultural production process. 

To provide urban inhabitants with access to 
retail spaces where food produced on site 
can be purchased, from both transit and 
street level

APPLICATION
DESIGN PRINCIPLES

Figure 78: Application of design principles on site 
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Vertical presence alone Eglinton Ave.

Dividing the building and bringing people 
through the centre of the site. Fully expos-
ing the operations within the spaces

Providing access to both subway and bus 
transit stations, to be incorporated within 
the building. 

Figure 78: Application of design principles on site Figure 79: Application of design principles manifested through form
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Connecting to neighboring underutilized rooftop
Exterior Urban Agriculture programming, to connect to Eglinton Ave.
Resource centre along Duplex Ave.
Growing tower, agricultural presence on Eglinton Ave.
High visibility of production space within the tower
Access to Yonge Subway and Metrolinx on Eglinton Ave.
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*MKYVI�����%TTPMGEXMSR�SJ�HIWMKR�TVMRGMTEPW��½REP�JSVQEP�EVVERKIQIRX��
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Exposing the agricultural production within the tower, 
vertically extending the green line 

Positioning Growing beds through the centre of the site, 
extending the green line and transforming the public 
realm into a productive public space

Expanding green space, utilizing neighboring rooftop for a 
productive extension to the public space

01

02

03

*MKYVI�����%TTPMGEXMSR�SJ�HIWMKR�TVMRGMTEPW��½REP�JSVQEP�EVVERKIQIRX�� Figure 81: Application of green space throughout site
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EXPOSE

PRODUCTION   EDUCATIONAL SPACE
RETAIL SPACE  CIRCULATION
SERVICE SPACES

VISUAL EXPOSURE TO FOOD PRODUCTION SPACES 

FUNCTIONS

APPLICATION
DESIGN PRINCIPLES

(right) Figure 82:
Diagrams of design 

principals, throughout 
KVSYRH�¾SSV�ERH�WMXI
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RESOURCE CENTRE
GROWING BEDS 

SURROUNDING SITE CIRCULATION 
ON SITE CIRCULATION 
INTERIOR CIRCULATION 

ACCESS TO FOOD RETAIL SPACE, AT GRADE

FOOD RETAIL SPACE AT GRADE 

ENGAGE ACCESS

CIRCULATION RETAIL
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APPROACH
PUBLIC SPACE 

Providing exposure to and engagement with the public realm was 
crucial for achieving the design objectives of the project. Essentially 
opening up the building and immersing people within the void, con-
verging over the topic of agricultural production is nearly unheard of 
within the context of Toronto. By dedicating only a portion of the site 
above grade to productive practices, the impact on the public realm is 
minimized, as a large tower would cast an overbearing shadow onto 
the public streets and greatly hinder the quality of space surrounding 
the site. By providing extensive opportunities for public engagement 
with agricultural practices, the intent is that a sense of community, 
knowledge and awareness of food’s impact on the Earth will also be 
cultivated on site.

Figure 83: Approach to public space, on site extension of the ‘Green Line’ 
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Figure 83: Approach to public space, on site extension of the ‘Green Line’ 
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SITE PLAN
PROJECT PROPOSAL 

Figure 84: Anchoring the site to the ‘Green Line’, adding productive green space along Eglinton Ave. 
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EGLINTON AVENUE
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Resource 
Centre

Growing Tower Entrance to Subway + 
Metrolinx lines

Food Market + 
Fresh Food Cafe

Site Circulation 

Figure 85: Site plan outlining site circulation
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INTENSIVE PRODUCTION AREA
URBAN AGRICULTURAL RESOURCE CENTRE
ENTRANCE TO YONGE / EGLINTON SUBWAY 
FRESH FOOD MARKET
FRESH FOOD CAFE 
ACCESS TO TTC BUS STATION

 Figure 86: Ground Floor Plan
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 Figure 87: Level 02
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 Figure 88: Level 03 
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 Figure 89: Level 04
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 Figure 90: Lower Level 01  Figure 91: Lower Level 02
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 Figure 90: Lower Level 01  Figure 91: Lower Level 02
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INTENSIVE PRODUCTION AREA
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 Figure 92: Lower Level 03  Figure 93: Lower Level 04
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BUILDING SECTION
PROJECT PROPOSAL 
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 Figure 94: Transverse Building Section 01
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 Figure 95: Transverse Building Section 02
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 Figure 96: Transverse Building Section 03
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 Figure 97: Longitudinal Building Section 01

BUILDING SECTION
PROJECT PROPOSAL 
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 Figure 98: Longitudinal Building Section 02
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BUILDING SECTION
PROJECT PROPOSAL 
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 Figure 99: Longitudinal Building Section 03
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 Figure 100: Longitudinal Building Section 04
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Anchor pocket for curtainwall 
connection w/ cast-in hardware

Poured concrete slab
%TTVSZIH�½VI�WXST

Poured concrete column

Sealed spandrel glass unit
6mm clear glass w/ low e-coating on surface 2
��QQ�IHKI�WTEGIV��EVKSR�KEW�½PP
6mm low-iron clear glass w/ white opaci-coat on surface 4
w/ R=20 insulated galvanized backpan in 
XLIVQEPP]�FVSOIR�TVI½RMWLIH�EPYQMRYQ�GYVXEMR[EPP�JVEQIW

SSG joint (structural silicone glazing)

4VI�½RMWLIH�EPYQMRYQ�I\XIVMSV�GYVXEMR[EPP�GET

TOWER WALL SECTION
PROJECT PROPOSAL 

 Figure 101: Tower Wall Section - through opaque spandrel panels
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Sealed spandrel glass unit
3R]\�C�4LSXSZSPXEMG�KPEWW�C�3TEUYI
on surface 1

Sealed spandrel glass unit
white opaci-coat 
on surface 4

 Figure 102: Tower Elevation - opaque spandrel panels Figure 101: Tower Wall Section - through opaque spandrel panels



158

55
00

 m
m

Anchor pocket for curtainwall 
connection w/ cast-in hardware

Poured concrete slab
%TTVSZIH�½VI�WXST

Poured concrete column

Sealed vision glass unit
6mm clear glass
��QQ�IHKI�WTEGIV��EVKSR�KEW�½PP
6mm clear glass with low-e coating on surface 2
MR�XLIVQEPP]�FVSOIHR�TVI½RMWLIH�EPYQMRYQ�
curtainwall frames

SSG joint (structural silicone glazing)

4VI�½RMWLIH�EPYQMRYQ�I\XIVMSV�GYVXEMR[EPP�GET

TOWER WALL SECTION
PROJECT PROPOSAL 

 Figure 103: Tower Wall Section - through clear vision glass
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 Figure 104: Tower Elevation - clear vision glass
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CLADDING SYSTEMS 
PROJECT PROPOSAL 
The tower is clad with a conventional curtainwall system. The system contains ver-
tical, horizontal and angled curtain wall mullions with a combination of 4 sided SSG 
(structural silicon glazing). The glass is held in place with vertical and horizontal 
TVIWWYVI�TPEXIW�ERH�GETW��8LI�LSVM^SRXEP�GETW�SGGYV�EX�IEGL�¾SSV�PIZIP��XS�IQTLEWM^I�
the angled design intent. The intermediate angled glazing joint is done in structural 
silicone glazing, to minimize the visual appearance. 

At the spandrel locations, an insulated galvanized metal backpan has been intro-
duced. The intent is to use +/- 130 mm deep curtainwall back section with semi 
rigid insulation to provide an R-20 insulation value. 

8S�IQTLEWM^I�SR�XLI�XVERWTEVIRG]�ERH�MRHSSV��SYXHSSV�I\TIVMIRGI��E�WXVYGXYVEP�KPEWW�
system has been introduced for the base buildings. The intent is to have cantilevered 
WXVYGXYVEP�KPEWW�½R�WYTTSVXW�[LMGL�EVI�WIGYVIH�XS�XLI�WXVYGXYVI�EFSZI��8LI�KPE^MRK�MW�
LIPH�MR�TPEGI�[MXL�77�WTMHIV�½XXMRKW�WYTTSVX�SJJ�E�PEQMREXIH�[SSH�WXVYGXYVI��
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gravel roof ballast 
��TP]�FYMPX�YT�VSS½RK�
���½FVI�FSEVH�
TSP]MWSGMERYVEXI�
MRWYPEXMSR��6��
�
6 mil poly vapour barrier
���QIXEP�HIGO�

EPYQMRYQ�GSQTSWMXI�TERIP
FPYI�WOMR�EMV�FEVVMIV
I\XIVMSV�KVEHI�TP][SSH�WLIEXLMRK
XLIVQEPP]�FVSOIR�KEPZERM^IH�QIXEP�³^ �́GPMTW
���QQ�WTVE]�JSEQ�MRWYPEXMSR��6��
�
I\XIVMSV�KVEHI�TP][SSH�WLIEXLMRK�
QIXEP�WXYH�JVEQMRK�

WXVYGXYVEP�KPEWW�½R
WIGYVIH�XS�WXVYGXYVI�EFSZI

GEVFSRMWIH�FEQFSS�GIMPMRK�½RMWL�
TP][SSH

WXIIP�WXYH�JVEQMRK�

OWSJ

½RMWLIH�¾SSV�

structural glass system
�MRWYPEXIH�ZMWMSR�KPEWW�YRMX
MRXIKVEXIH�KPEWW�½R�WYTTSVX�
[MXL�W�W��WTMHIV�GPMT�LEVH[EVI
�EPP�KPE^MRK�XS�FI�XIQTIVIH

GEVFSRMWIH�FEQFSS�WSJ½X
I\XIVMSV�KVEHI�TP][SSH�WLIEXLMRK
XLIVQEPP]�FVSOIR�KEPZERM^IH�QIXEP�³^ �́GPMTW
���QQ�WTVE]�JSEQ�MRWYPEXMSR��6��
�
I\XIVMSV�KVEHI�TP][SSH�WLIEXLMRK�
QIXEP�JYVVMRK
WXVYGXYVEP�JVEQMRK

I\TSWIH�EPYQMRYQ�FSXXSQ�VEMP�EX�WMPP�

�*MKYVI������&EWI�FYMPHRK��I\XIVMSV�[EPP�WIGXMSR
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Figure 106: North Elevation

ELEVATIONS
PROJECT PROPOSAL 
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Figure 106: North Elevation
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ELEVATIONS
PROJECT PROPOSAL 
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Figure 107: South Elevation
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STREET VIEWS
PROJECT PROPOSAL 

Figure 109: Eye level view, from NE corner of site across Eglinton

Figure 110: Eye level view, looking through the centre of the site  

Figure 111: Eye level view, from NE corner of site

Figure 112: Building entrance and access to Yonge Subway Line and Metrolinx
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Figure 111: Eye level view, from NE corner of site

Figure 112: Building entrance and access to Yonge Subway Line and Metrolinx
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INTERIOR VIEWS
PROJECT PROPOSAL 

Figure 113: Interior view of building from Eglinton entrance

Figure 114: Interior view of building within Urban Agriculture Community Greenhouse

Figure 115: Interior view of building within food cafe area

Figure 116: Interior view of east building overlooking the three levels
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Figure 115: Interior view of building within food cafe area

Figure 116: Interior view of east building overlooking the three levels
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Figure 117: Interior view of building within Urban Agriculture Resource Centre

Figure 118: Exterior view from sidewalk, looking into the double height space within the UA Resource Centre

INTERIOR VIEWS
PROJECT PROPOSAL 
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Figure 117: Interior view of building within Urban Agriculture Resource Centre

Figure 118: Exterior view from sidewalk, looking into the double height space within the UA Resource Centre

Figure 119: Interior view of building within Urban Agriculture Resource Centre

Figure 120: Interior view of building at base of double height space within the UA Resource Centre
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INTERIOR VIEWS 
PROJECT PROPOSAL 

Figure 121: Interior view, entrance stair to Yonge Subway Line and Metrolinx Line

Figure 122: Interior view of Yonge Eglinton Community Supported Agriculture Pick Up Area
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Figure 121: Interior view, entrance stair to Yonge Subway Line and Metrolinx Line

Figure 122: Interior view of Yonge Eglinton Community Supported Agriculture Pick Up Area

Figure 123: Interior view, entrance to Metrolinx Line

Figure 124: Interior view of Metrolinx Line platform, views into the agricultural production space
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EXTERIOR VIEWS
PROJECT PROPOSAL 

Figure 125: Axo view from SW corner of the site 

Figure 126: Eye level view, from SW corner of site across Duplex Ave.
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Figure 125: Axo view from SW corner of the site 

Figure 126: Eye level view, from SW corner of site across Duplex Ave.

Figure 127: Axo view from NE corner of the site 

Figure 128: Eye level view, looking through the centre of the site from the south
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7.0CAPABILITIES OF SITE
PRODUCTION
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URBAN AGRICULTURE PRODUCTION 
CROP ANALYSIS 
In order to understand how the tower was to be designed, a thorough 
GVST�MRZIWXMKEXMSR�[EW�VIUYMVIH��%REP]WMW�GSRWMWXIH�SJ�½ZI��ZIV]�GSQ-
QSR�L]HVSTSRMG� GVST� ZEVMIXMIW�� XSQEXSIW�� PIXXYGI�� TITTIVW�� GYGYQ-
FIVW��ERH�QMGVSKVIIRW��8LI�MRZIWXMKEXMSR�FIKER�[MXL�ER�YRHIVWXERHMRK�
SJ�XLI�TL]WMGEP�VIUYMVIQIRXW�SJ�XLI�WTEGI�JSV�XLI�ZIKIXEFPIW��PSSOMRK�
EX�XIQTIVEXYVI��LYQMHMX]�PIZIPW��PMKLX��TVSHYGXMSR�W]WXIQ�VIUYMVIH�JSV�
KVS[XL�ERH�XLI�GVST�G]GPI�SJ�IEGL��-X�FIGEQI�GPIEV�XLEX�IEGL�ZIKIXE-
ble was unique and required it’s own conditions, so isolating one crop 
TIV�¾SSV�[EW�XLI�ETTVSEGL�XEOIR�JSV�XLI�TVSTSWEP��

Note: calculations throughout this section are based on:
  one vegetable is equal to one unit. 

(right) Table 02: Analysis of 
Crops proposed for on site, 

intensive agricultural practices 
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Figure 136: 4PERX�7]WXIQW, Lower Level 01 layout Table 07: Crop Potential Analysis - Lower level 01



196

tomatopepper

cucumber

lettuce

microgreens

Figure 137: 4PERX�7]WXIQW, Lower Level 02 layout 



197

2
S��
SJ
�T
PER
X�W
]W
XI
Q
W�

XSQEXS

GYGYQFIV

pepper

lettuce

QMGVSKVIIRW

25.5
8.5

21.5

34

8.5
4.5

24
14

24

24

14
18

2
2

2

2

2
2

1,224 1,462
238

1,032

1,632

1,432
238
162

10

10

10

14,620

14,320

16,320

3

6

2

43,860

85,920

32,640

X
X

X

X

X
X

X
X

X

X

X
X

=
=

=

=

=
=

x

x

x

=

=

=

x

x

x

=

=

=

FE
XS
�F
YG
OI
XW�
��

TPE
RX
�W]
WXI
Q

TPE
RX
W��
�F
EXS
�F
YG
OI
X

TPE
RX
W��
�¾
SS
V

XS
XEP
�T
PER
XW�
��¾
SS
V

cr
op

 / 
pl

an
t

GV
ST
���
¾S
SV
���

cr
op

 c
yc

le

cr
op

 c
yc

les
 / 

ye
ar

GV
ST
���
¾S
SV
���
]I
EV
�

LOWER LEVEL 02
CROP POTENTIAL ANALYSIS 

2
S��
SJ
�T
PER
X�W
]W
XI
Q
W�

73 140 10,220 0.833 8,513.26 30 255,397.8X X X = x =

WU
�JX�
���
TPE
RX
�W]
WXI
Q

sq
.ft

. g
ro

w
ing

 sp
ac

e 
/ 

¾S
SV
�

PFW
��Q
MGV
SK
VI
IR
W��
�WU
�JX�
�

PFW
��Q
MGV
SK
VI
IR
W��
�¾
SS
V

cr
op

 c
yc

les
 / 

ye
ar

PFW
��Q
MGV
SK
VI
IR
W��
�¾
SS
V�

/ y
ea

r

N
o. 

of
 p

lan
t 

W]
WXI
Q
W�

17
16

72
99

15
15

18,360
23,760 42,120 11 463,320

X
X

X
X

=
= x =

tro
ug

hs
 / 

TPE
RX
�W]
WXI
Q

let
tu

ce
 h

ea
d 

/ 
tro

ug
h 

TPE
RX
W��
�¾
SS
V

he
ad

s o
f l

et
tu

ce
 / 

¾S
SV
���
GV
ST
�G]
GPI

cr
op

 c
yc

les
 / 

ye
ar

he
ad

s o
f l

et
tu

ce
 / 

¾S
SV
���
]I
EV
�

Figure 137: 4PERX�7]WXIQW, Lower Level 02 layout Table 08: Crop Potential Analysis - Lower level 02
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Figure 138: 4PERX�7]WXIQW, Lower Level 03 layout Table 09: Crop Potential Analysis - Lower level 03
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Figure 139: 4PERX�7]WXIQW, Lower Level 04 layout Table 10: Crop Potential Analysis - Lower level 04
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XSQEXSproduction capacity: 
GVST���¾SSV���]IEV
LL04

LL03

LL02

LL01

+*

L01

L02

L03

L04

L05

L06

L07

L08

L09

L10

L11

L12

L13

L14

L15

L16

L17

L18

L19

L20

Total:

43,860

43,860

43,860

46,080

23,760

23,760

23,760

23,760

23,760

23,760

23,760

85,920

85,920

85,920

85,920

47,520

32,640

32,640

32,640

15,840

15,840

15,840

15,840

15,840

15,840

15,840

15,840

15,840

15,840

463,320

463,320

463,320

601,425

232,650

203,049

255,397.8

255,397.8

255,397.8

146,941.2

216,900

GYGYQFIV pepper lettuce QMGVSKVIIRW

343,980 391,200 256,320 2,427,084 1,130,034.6

8EFPI�����'EPGYPEXMSRW�EPPSGEXMRK�JSSH�HMZMWMSR�FIX[IIR�ZEVMSYW�SR�WMXI�TVSKVEQW�[MXL�E����WXSV]�TVSHYGXMSR�XS[IV

8EFPI�����'EPGYPEXMSRW�SYXPMRMRK�EZEMPEFMPMX]�SJ�JSSH���TVSKVEQ���HE]�[MXL����WXSV]�TVSHYGXMSR�XS[IV�
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CSA 
(40%) 

CSA 
(40% / 356) 

XSQEXS

GYGYQFIV

pepper

lettuce

QMGVSKVIIRW

XSQEXS

GYGYQFIV

pepper

lettuce

QMGVSKVIIRW

crop

crop

137,592

156,480

102,528

970,833.6

452,014

377

428.7

280.9

2,659.8

1,238.4

137,592

156,480

102,528

970,833.6

452,014

377

428.7

280.9

2,659.8

1,238.4

68,796

78,240

51,264

485,416.8

226,007

188.5

214.35

140.45

1,329.9

619.2

FOOD MARKETS 
(40%)

FOOD MARKETS 
(40% / 365)

FOOD CAFE 
(20%)

FOOD CAFE 
(20% / 365)

343,980

391,200

256,320

2,427,084

1,130,035

production capacity: 
crop / year

8EFPI�����'EPGYPEXMSRW�EPPSGEXMRK�JSSH�HMZMWMSR�FIX[IIR�ZEVMSYW�SR�WMXI�TVSKVEQW�[MXL�E����WXSV]�TVSHYGXMSR�XS[IV

8EFPI�����'EPGYPEXMSRW�SYXPMRMRK�EZEMPEFMPMX]�SJ�JSSH���TVSKVEQ���HE]�[MXL����WXSV]�TVSHYGXMSR�XS[IV�
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Green 
Earth 
Organics 

ServiceFood Program

Mama
Earth 
Organics 

Plan B 
Organic
Farms

Good 
Food Box

- Provides 100% 
Organic Produce 

- Seasonal sale prices 
on produce 

Box Programs

Regular Harvest Box
Family Harvest Box 
Super Harvest Box 

Price

$37
$47
$60

Contents of 
Regular Box

Fair Trade Bananas
Carrots

Star Ruby Grapefruit
ON Red Onion

Peaches 
PEI Yukon Gold Potatoes 

Green Leaf Lettuce
Kiwis 

Valencia Oranges
Ed Chard

Gala Apples 

Amount of 
Produce

1.5 lbs.
1 lb. 
1
0.5 lb. 
3
1lb.
1
3
3
1
2

All Fruit and Vegetables Offered

Field Cucumber 
Red Bell Pepper 
Blueberries (4oz.) 
Broccoli
Carrots 
D’Anjou Pear 
Banana
Gala Apples 

Green Leaf Lettuce 
Hass Avocado
Kiwi 
Lemons
Ont. Green Cabbage 
Spinach 
QC HH Tomato
Grapefruit

Mango
Weekly Greens 
Weekly Apples (pkg. 6)
Weekly Onions (3lb bag)
Weekly Orange Citrus 
Weekly Potato 
Yams
Yellow Zucchini 

Accessibility (pick up / drop off)

- Each order is shipped in reusable bins
- Weekly or Bi-Weekly delivery
- Deliveries are made between 2 - 9 
pm on days when delivery is available 
within your neighborhood

- Weekly or Bi-Weekly delivery
- Deliveries are made between 2 - 8 
pm on days when delivery is available 
within your neighborhood
- Client is charged once they recieve 
the produce 
- Program available to various zones 
throughout the GTA

Local .
Organic . 
Delivered . 

Single 
Regular 
Family 
Large 

$27
$35
$45
$55

Orange, Valencia (mex)
Grapefruit (mex)

Leeks, Wild Bunch (on)
Tomato, Vine (on)

Lettuce, Green Leaf (usa)
Asparagus (on)

Fiddleheads (on)
Radish, Red (on)

Baby Bok Choy (on)

3
1
1
1
1
1 lb. 
1 - 1/2 lb.
1
1 lb. 

Local: 
Wild Greens - Dandelion 
Herbs - Fresh Rosemary, 
Thyme  
Sunchokes 
Potatoes Red 
Leeks 
Onion 
Turnip 

Tomato, vine 
Watercress 
Arugula 
Lettuce 
Spinach 
Mushrooms 
Asparagus
Cucumber 
Fiddleheads 

Radishes 
Beets
Kale 
Microgreens 
Baby bok choy 
pepper, red bell 
chives 
sprout

- Delivery available for : Dundas, Ancast-
er, Hamilton, Stoney Creek, Water-
down, Burlington, Oakville
- Weekly box pick up available in: 
Hamilton, Burlington, Aokville, Missis-
sauga, Toronto 

Local Only or 
Local + Imported 

Small Share 
(10 items/week)

Large Share 
(12-14 items/week)

$25

$40

Pick and choose, 
10 item / week share 

or 
12-14 item / week share

varies. Local + Imported:
Root Vegetables:
Carrots
Potatoes
Sweet Potatoes
Onion 
Garlic 
Beets 
Parsnip
Squash 

Fruit: 
Apples 
Bananas
Avocado 
Oranges
Pears
Kiwis
Mango
Grapefruit
Lemons 

Vegetables:
Broccoli
Cabbage
Kale
Celery
Tomato
Mushroom
Zucchini
Cucumber
Cauliflower

Salad Greens:
Lettuce
Sprouts
Herbs
Baby salad mix
Spinach

- Delivery can occur anywhere within 
the city where there are 8 - 10 or more 
participants in the program
- Boxes are dropped off to specific 
locations, then distributed by volunteers 

Offers a variety of food 
boxes with produce 
coming from local 
farmers and the OFT

Large Good Food Box
Small Good Food Box

Wellness Box
The Organic Box - lrg.

The Organic Box - sml.
The Fruit Box 

$18
$13
$13
$34
$24
$13

Bag of Apples 
Avocados

Bunch of Bananas
Cantiloupe

Bag of Rainbow Carrots
Bunch of Celery

Corn -Peaches + Cream
Lemons 

Head of Lettuce 
Bunch of Green Onions 

Oranges
Potatoes

Tomatoes - Plum

3 lbs. 
2
1
1
24 / 2lbs. 
1
3
2
1
1
4
3 lbs.
1/2 lb. 

Apples
Avocados
Bananas
Carrots
Celery
Corn
Lemons
Lettuce
Green Onions

Oranges
Potatoes
Tomatoes
Spinach
Baby Bok Choy 
Broccoli 
Pears
Rhubarb
Pineapple 

8EFPI�����0SGEP�'SQQYRMX]�7YTTSVXIH�%KVMGYPXYVI�TVSKVEQ�WXVYGXYVIW

COMMUNITY SHARED AGRICULTURE
CONCEPTUAL STRUCTURE
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8EFPI�����0SGEP�'SQQYRMX]�7YTTSVXIH�%KVMGYPXYVI�TVSKVEQ�WXVYGXYVIW

Green 
Earth 
Organics 

ServiceFood Program

Mama
Earth 
Organics 

Plan B 
Organic
Farms

Good 
Food Box

- Provides 100% 
Organic Produce 

- Seasonal sale prices 
on produce 

Box Programs

Regular Harvest Box
Family Harvest Box 
Super Harvest Box 

Price

$37
$47
$60

Contents of 
Regular Box

Fair Trade Bananas
Carrots

Star Ruby Grapefruit
ON Red Onion

Peaches 
PEI Yukon Gold Potatoes 

Green Leaf Lettuce
Kiwis 

Valencia Oranges
Ed Chard

Gala Apples 

Amount of 
Produce

1.5 lbs.
1 lb. 
1
0.5 lb. 
3
1lb.
1
3
3
1
2

All Fruit and Vegetables Offered

Field Cucumber 
Red Bell Pepper 
Blueberries (4oz.) 
Broccoli
Carrots 
D’Anjou Pear 
Banana
Gala Apples 

Green Leaf Lettuce 
Hass Avocado
Kiwi 
Lemons
Ont. Green Cabbage 
Spinach 
QC HH Tomato
Grapefruit

Mango
Weekly Greens 
Weekly Apples (pkg. 6)
Weekly Onions (3lb bag)
Weekly Orange Citrus 
Weekly Potato 
Yams
Yellow Zucchini 

Accessibility (pick up / drop off)

- Each order is shipped in reusable bins
- Weekly or Bi-Weekly delivery
- Deliveries are made between 2 - 9 
pm on days when delivery is available 
within your neighborhood

- Weekly or Bi-Weekly delivery
- Deliveries are made between 2 - 8 
pm on days when delivery is available 
within your neighborhood
- Client is charged once they recieve 
the produce 
- Program available to various zones 
throughout the GTA

Local .
Organic . 
Delivered . 

Single 
Regular 
Family 
Large 

$27
$35
$45
$55

Orange, Valencia (mex)
Grapefruit (mex)

Leeks, Wild Bunch (on)
Tomato, Vine (on)

Lettuce, Green Leaf (usa)
Asparagus (on)

Fiddleheads (on)
Radish, Red (on)

Baby Bok Choy (on)

3
1
1
1
1
1 lb. 
1 - 1/2 lb.
1
1 lb. 

Local: 
Wild Greens - Dandelion 
Herbs - Fresh Rosemary, 
Thyme  
Sunchokes 
Potatoes Red 
Leeks 
Onion 
Turnip 

Tomato, vine 
Watercress 
Arugula 
Lettuce 
Spinach 
Mushrooms 
Asparagus
Cucumber 
Fiddleheads 

Radishes 
Beets
Kale 
Microgreens 
Baby bok choy 
pepper, red bell 
chives 
sprout

- Delivery available for : Dundas, Ancast-
er, Hamilton, Stoney Creek, Water-
down, Burlington, Oakville
- Weekly box pick up available in: 
Hamilton, Burlington, Aokville, Missis-
sauga, Toronto 

Local Only or 
Local + Imported 

Small Share 
(10 items/week)

Large Share 
(12-14 items/week)

$25

$40

Pick and choose, 
10 item / week share 

or 
12-14 item / week share

varies. Local + Imported:
Root Vegetables:
Carrots
Potatoes
Sweet Potatoes
Onion 
Garlic 
Beets 
Parsnip
Squash 

Fruit: 
Apples 
Bananas
Avocado 
Oranges
Pears
Kiwis
Mango
Grapefruit
Lemons 

Vegetables:
Broccoli
Cabbage
Kale
Celery
Tomato
Mushroom
Zucchini
Cucumber
Cauliflower

Salad Greens:
Lettuce
Sprouts
Herbs
Baby salad mix
Spinach

- Delivery can occur anywhere within 
the city where there are 8 - 10 or more 
participants in the program
- Boxes are dropped off to specific 
locations, then distributed by volunteers 

Offers a variety of food 
boxes with produce 
coming from local 
farmers and the OFT

Large Good Food Box
Small Good Food Box

Wellness Box
The Organic Box - lrg.

The Organic Box - sml.
The Fruit Box 

$18
$13
$13
$34
$24
$13

Bag of Apples 
Avocados

Bunch of Bananas
Cantiloupe

Bag of Rainbow Carrots
Bunch of Celery

Corn -Peaches + Cream
Lemons 

Head of Lettuce 
Bunch of Green Onions 

Oranges
Potatoes

Tomatoes - Plum

3 lbs. 
2
1
1
24 / 2lbs. 
1
3
2
1
1
4
3 lbs.
1/2 lb. 

Apples
Avocados
Bananas
Carrots
Celery
Corn
Lemons
Lettuce
Green Onions

Oranges
Potatoes
Tomatoes
Spinach
Baby Bok Choy 
Broccoli 
Pears
Rhubarb
Pineapple 
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LOCATION OF FOOD RETAIL SPACES 
PROXIMITY TO TRANSIT 

*MKYVI������+VSYRH�*PSSV�4PER��SYXPMRMRK�PSGEXMSR�SJ�JSSH�VIXEMP�WTEGIW�ERH�XLIMV�TVS\MQMX]�XS�XVERWMX�

crop / day HE]W���[IIO 2S��GVSTW���[IIO

XSQEXS

GYGYQFIV

pepper

lettuce

QMGVSKVIIRW

crop

377

428.7

280.9

2,659.8

1,238.4

7

7

7

7

7

2,639

3,000.9

1966.3

18,618.6

8,668.8

x

x

x

x

x

=

=

=

=

=

8EFPI�����'EPGYPEXMSRW�SYXPMRMRK�EZEMPEFMPMX]�SJ�JSSH�JSV�'7%�TVSKVEQ���[IIO��[MXL����WXSV]�TVSHYGXMSR�XS[IV�
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ACCESS ROUTES
PRODUCTION AREA

FOOD MARKET AREA
FOOD CAFE AREA

*MKYVI������+VSYRH�*PSSV�4PER��SYXPMRMRK�PSGEXMSR�SJ�JSSH�VIXEMP�WTEGIW�ERH�XLIMV�TVS\MQMX]�XS�XVERWMX�
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*MKYVI������0S[IV�0IZIP�����SYXPMRMRK�PSGEXMSR�SJ�JSSH�VIXEMP�WTEGIW�ERH�XLIMV�TVS\MQMX]�XS�XVERWMX�

*MKYVI������0S[IV�0IZIP�����SYXPMRMRK�PSGEXMSR�SJ�JSSH�VIXEMP�WTEGIW�ERH�XLIMV�TVS\MQMX]�XS�XVERWMX�
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*MKYVI������0S[IV�0IZIP�����SYXPMRMRK�PSGEXMSR�SJ�JSSH�VIXEMP�WTEGIW�ERH�XLIMV�TVS\MQMX]�XS�XVERWMX� *MKYVI������0S[IV�0IZIP�����SYXPMRMRK�PSGEXMSR�SJ�JSSH�VIXEMP�WTEGIW�ERH�XLIMV�TVS\MQMX]�XS�XVERWMX�

*MKYVI������0S[IV�0IZIP�����SYXPMRMRK�PSGEXMSR�SJ�JSSH�VIXEMP�WTEGIW�ERH�XLIMV�TVS\MQMX]�XS�XVERWMX� *MKYVI������0S[IV�0IZIP�����SYXPMRMRK�PSGEXMSR�SJ�JSSH�VIXEMP�WTEGIW�ERH�XLIMV�TVS\MQMX]�XS�XVERWMX�

ACCESS ROUTES
PRODUCTION AREA

FOOD MARKET AREA
FOOD CAFE AREA
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FRESH FOOD MARKET
CONCEPTUAL STRUCTURE

crop / day HE]W���[IIO 2S��GVSTW���[IIO

XSQEXS

GYGYQFIV

pepper

lettuce

QMGVSKVIIRW

crop

377

428.7

280.9

2,659.8

1,238.4

7

7

7

7

7

2,639

3,000.9

1966.3

18,618.6

8,668.8

x

x

x

x

x

=

=

=

=

=

8EFPI�����'EPGYPEXMSRW�SYXPMRMRK�EZEMPEFMPMX]�SJ�JSSH�JSV�QEVOIX���[IIO��[MXL����WXSV]�TVSHYGXMSR�XS[IV� Table 16: Calculations outlining availability of food for cafe / day, with 20 story production tower 
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FRESH FOOD CAFE
CONCEPTUAL STRUCTURE

crop / day servings / crop servings / day

XSQEXS

GYGYQFIV

pepper

lettuce

QMGVSKVIIRW

crop

188.5

214.35

140.45

1,329.9

619.2

4

4

4

4

4

754

857.4

561.8

9,309.3

4,334.4

x

x

x

x

x

=

=

=

=

=

8EFPI�����'EPGYPEXMSRW�SYXPMRMRK�EZEMPEFMPMX]�SJ�JSSH�JSV�QEVOIX���[IIO��[MXL����WXSV]�TVSHYGXMSR�XS[IV� Table 16: Calculations outlining availability of food for cafe / day, with 20 story production tower 
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8.0
8LI�X[IRX]�½VWX�GIRXYV]�MW�GSRXMRYMRK�XS�TVIWIRX�YRTVIGIHIRXIH�MW-
WYIW�SJ�GSRGIVR��(YI�XS�XLI�JEGX�XLEX�JSSH�MW�GSRRIGXIH�XS�WYGL�E�PEVKI�
ZEVMIX]�SJ�HMWGSYVWIW��XLI�JSSH�W]WXIQ�SJ�XLI�RSVXL�[IWXIVR�[SVPH�[MPP�
YRHSYFXEFP]�FI�EJJIGXIH�MR�XLI�GSQMRK�]IEVW��8LMW�XVERWPEXIW�MRXS�VMWMRK�
JSSH�TVMGIW��HIGVIEWMRK�GVST�ZEVMIXMIW��PMQMXIH�WIEWSREPMX]�ERH�SZIVEPP�
LEW�E�RIKEXMZI�MQTEGX�SR�IZIV]�MRHMZMHYEP´W�UYEPMX]�SJ�PMJI��-J�XLI�PEVKI�
ZSPYQIW�SJ�JSSH�MQTSVXIH�SR�E�HEMP]�FEWMW�EVI�RSX�SJJWIX�F]�PSGEP�JSSH�
TVSHYGXMSR��XLIVI�[MPP�FI�HMWEVVE]�[LIR�JSSH�W]WXIQW�EVI�MRXIVVYTXIH��
8LMW�XLIWMW�MW�EXXIQTXMRK�XS�GLEPPIRKI�XLMW�JYXYVI�GSRHMXMSR�ERH�MQTPI-
QIRX�ER�EPXIVREXMZI�QIXLSH�JSV�LS[�JSSH�MW�XS�FI�KVS[R��QSZIH�ERH�
GSRWYQIH�[MXLMR�XLI�GMX]�SJ�8SVSRXS��

(YVMRK�XLI�SRWIX�SJ�XLI�TVSNIGX��MX�[EW�YRHIVWXSSH�XLEX�MRGSVTSVEX-
MRK� EKVMGYPXYVI�[MXL�EVGLMXIGXYVI�[SYPH�RSX�EPSRI� WSPZI� XLI�[SVPH´W�
JSSH�TVSFPIQW��%R�SFNIGXMZI�[LMGL�IQIVKIH�ERH�VIQEMRIH�ETTEVIRX�
XLVSYKLSYX�XLI�IRXMVIX]�SJ�XLI�TVSNIGX�[EW�EXXIQTXMRK�XS�MRXIKVEXI�XLI�
TYFPMG�[MXL�EKVMGYPXYVEP�TVSHYGXMSR�TVSGIWWIW��)\TSWMRK��TVSZMHMRK�IR-
KEKIQIRX�[MXL�ERH�IEW]�EGGIWW�XS�EKVMGYPXYVI�MR�XLI�GMX]�PERHWGETI�[EW�
IRZMWMSRIH�XS�EPXIV�ERH�MQTVSZI�TISTPI´W�VIPEXMSRWLMT�[MXL�JSSH��-R�SV-
HIV�XS�GVIEXI�WMKRM½GERX�GLERKI��MX�[EW�FIPMIZIH�XLEX�TISTPI�RIIHIH�XS�
FIGSQI�MRJSVQIH�ERH�MRXIVIWXIH�MR�XLIMV�JSSH�TVSHYGXMSR�TVSGIWWIW��
8LI�VIWIEVGL�UYIWXMSR��GSRWMWXIRX�XLVSYKLSYX�XLI�TVSNIGX�EWOIH��

³,S[�GER�EVGLMXIGXYVI�EPXIV�YVFER�MRLEFMXERX´W�
GYVVIRX�VIPEXMSRWLMT�[MXL�EKVMGYPXYVI# �́

8LMW�XLIWMW�PSSOIH�XS�EVGLMXIGXYVI�EW�E�QIERW�XS�LIPT�KIRIVEXI�GLERKI�[MXL-
MR�XLI�EKVMGYPXYVEP�HMWGSYVWI��-X�[EW�MRXIRHIH�XS�TVSZMHI�E�JIEWMFPI�WSPYXMSR�
JSV�MRXIKVEXMRK�X[S�WIIQMRKP]�STTSWMRK�IRZMVSRQIRXW�MRXS�XLI�YVFER�VIEPQ��
XLI�QER�QEHI�ERH�XLI�REXYVEP��2SX�SRP]�[SYPH�EVGLMXIGXYVI�TVSZMHI�MHIEP�
KVS[MRK�GSRHMXMSRW�]IEV�VSYRH��MX�[SYPH�EPWS�QEOI�E�WXEXIQIRX�ERH�TPEGI�
KVS[MRK�TVEGXMGIW�GIRXVEP�[MXLMR�E�TSTYPEXIH�YVFER�IRZMVSRQIRX��

;LEX�EVGLMXIGXYVI�GER�SJJIV�EKVMGYPXYVEP�TVEGXMGIW�MW�E�WSPYXMSR�JSV�HI-
GVIEWMRK� XLI�HMWXERGI�FIX[IIR�TPEGIW�SJ� JSSH�TVSHYGXMSR�ERH�GSR-
WYQTXMSR��MX�GER�GVIEXI�ER�EXQSWTLIVI�GSRHYGMZI�XS�KVS[MRK�JSSH�ERH�
MX�GER�QE\MQM^IW�]MIPHW�[MXLMR�QMRMQEP�EVIE��-R�XLI�TVSNIGX��XLIWI�WXVEX-
IKMIW�LEZI�FIIR�EHHVIWWIH�YWMRK�L]HVSTSRMG�KVS[MRK�XIGLRMUYIW��8LMW�
XLIWMW�TVIWIRXIH�SRI�ETTVSEGL��FYMPHMRK�E�RI[�HIZIPSTQIRX�[MXL�XLI�
JYRGXMSR�SJ�XLI�FYMPHMRK�VIZSPZMRK�EVSYRH�EKVMGYPXYVEP�TVSHYGXMSR��3XL-
IV�ETTVSEGLIW��WYGL�EW�VIXVS½XXMRK�SPH��YRHIVYXMPM^IH�FYMPHMRKW�[MXLMR�
XLI�GMX]�QE]�TVSZMHI�E�QSVI�JIEWMFPI�ETTVSEGL�XS�MRGSVTSVEXMRK�EKVM-
GYPXYVI�[MXLMR�XLI�YVFER�PERHWGETI��

'32'097-32
PROJECT RESPONSE



214

8LI�TYVTSWI�SJ�XLI�XLIWMW�[EW�XS�TPEGI�EKVMGYPXYVEP�TVSHYGXMSR�MR�E�
LMKLP]�TSTYPEXIH�EVIE�SJ�XLI�GMX]��[LIVI�QER]�TISTPI�[SYPH�FI�EFPI�
XS�ZMI[�ERH�MRXIVEGX�[MXL�JSSH�TVSHYGXMSR��9PXMQEXIP]��IRLERGMRK�XLI�
I\MWXMRK��HMWGSRRIGXIH�VIPEXMSRWLMT�FIX[IIR�TISTPI�ERH�XLIMV�JSSH��F]�
TVSZMHMRK�TYFPMG�EGGIWW�ERH�IRKEKIQIRX�XS�XLI�TVMQEV]�WIGXSV�SJ�JSSH�
TVSHYGXMSR��ER�EPXIVREXMZI�ETTVSEGL�IQIVKIH��

9WMRK�EVGLMXIGXYVI�EW�E�[E]�XS�MR¾YIRGI�TYFPMG�IRKEKIQIRX�[MXL�EKVM-
GYPXYVI��MX�FIGEQI�ETTEVIRX�XLEX�XLI�TYFPMG�MRXIVEGXW�[MXL�EKVMGYPXYVEP�
TVSHYGXMSR�MR�SRI�SJ�XLVII�[E]W��
� %KVMGYPXYVI�TVSHYGXMSR�EW�E�TYFPMG�I\TIVMIRGI�
� %KVMGYPXYVI�TVSHYGXMSR�JSV�TYFPMG�GSRWYQTXMSR�
� %KVMGYPXYVEP�TVSHYGXMSR�JSV�TYFPMG�HIQSRWXVEXMSR�

-X�[EW�XLI�MRXIRX�XS�GSQFMRI�EPP�SJ�XLI�[E]W�MRXIVEGXMSR�[MXL�EKVMGYP-
XYVI�GSYPH�FI�YWIH��ERH�MRGSVTSVEXIH�[MXLMR�XLI�HIWMKR��6EXLIV�XLER�
MWSPEXMRK�XLI�TYFPMG�JVSQ�XLI�TVSHYGXMZI�WTEGIW��SV�QIVKMRK�XLI�X[S�
ERH�WEGVM½GMRK�KVS[MRK�TSXIRXMEP��XLI�WXVEXIK]�IQTPS]IH�MRXIRHIH�XS�
[IEZI�XLI�TYFPMG�ERH�TVSHYGXMZI�WTEGIW�XSKIXLIV��[LMPI�WXMPP�TVSHYGMRK�
LMKL�ZSPYQIW�SJ�JSSH��

8LIVI�[IVI�QER]�GLEPPIRKIW�JEGIH�XLVSYKLSYX�XLI�TVSNIGX��
��� )\MWXMRK� YVFER� EKVMGYPXYVEP� TVSNIGXW� [IVI� PMQMXIH�� XLIVIJSVI�� ½RH-
MRK� UYERXMXEXMZI� HEXE�SR�[LMGL� XS� FEWI� HIWMKR� HIGMWMSRW�[IVI� HMJ½-
GYPX��1YGL�MRJSVQEXMSR�LEH�XS�FI�GSPPIGXIH�JVSQ�EKVMGYPXYVEP�WSYVGIW��
FVSYKLX�XSKIXLIV�ERH�ETTPMIH�XS�ER�EVGLMXIGXYVEP�GSRXI\X��

���'YVVIRX�� WYGGIWWJYP� YVFER� EKVMGYPXYVEP� MRMXMEXMZIW�[MXLMR� XLI� GMX]�SJ�
8SVSRXS� EVI�HMWGSRRIGXIH� JVSQ� XLIMV� WYVVSYRHMRK� EVGLMXIGXYVI��8LMW�
MW�QEMRP]�FIGEYWI�YVFER�EKVMGYPXYVI�[MXLMR�XLI�GMX]�TVEGXMGIW�XVEHMXMSR-
EP��LSVM^SRXEP�KVS[MRK�XIGLRMUYIW��EFPI�XS�EGX�MRHITIRHIRXP]�JVSQ�ER�
EVGLMXIGXYVEP�GSQTSRIRX��8LIVIJSVI��SXLIV�EWTIGXW�� WYGL�EW�TVSKVEQ�
[IVI�EREP]^IH�XS�MRJSVQ�HIWMKR�HIGMWMSRW��

���3JXIR�MRJSVQEXMSR�EFSYX�KVS[MRK�GSRHMXMSRW��TVS½XW��IRIVK]�VIUYMVI-
QIRXW�[IVI�RSX�VIEHMP]�EZEMPEFPI��XLIVIJSVI��HIXIVQMRMRK�JIEWMFMPMX]�SJ�
XLI�JEGMPMX]�ERH�MX´W�TVSHYGXMSR�[EW�HMJ½GYPX��7IGXMSR�����4VSHYGXMSR�[EW�
FEWIH�SR�TVSHYGXMSR�GETEGMX]�SJ�XLI�TPERX�W]WXIQW�IQTPS]IH��

���8LVSYKLSYX�XLI�TVSNIGX��XLI�HIWMKR�[IRX�XLVSYKL�E�ZEVMIX]�SJ�MXIV-
EXMSRW�[LMGL�WXVYKKPIH�XS�QIVKI�TYFPMG�ERH�TVSHYGXMZI�WTEGIW��+IR-
IVEXMRK�HMJJIVIRX�EVGLMXIGXYVEP�XIGLRMUYIW��WYGL�EW�ZMWMFMPMX]��MRXIVEGXMSR��
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GMVGYPEXMSR��WMXI�HIWMKR�ERH�WS�JSVXL��EPPS[IH�JSV�XLI�TYFPMG�XS�FI�MQ-
QIVWIH�[MXLMR�E�TPEGI�SJ�EKVMGYPXYVEP�TVSHYGXMSR��[MXLSYX�GSRXEQMREX-
MRK�TVSHYGXMZI�WTEGIW�[EW�E�GSRXMRYSYW�GLEPPIRKI��

(IZIPSTMRK�XLI�TVSNIGX�XS�MX´W�GYVVIRX�WXEXI�VIUYMVIH�ER�I\TPSVEXMSR�
SJ�E�ZEVMIX]�SJ�HMWGSYVWIW��WSGMEP���IGSRSQMG���IRZMVSRQIRXEP��EW�JSSH�
[EW�GSRRIGXIH�XS�WS�QER]�VIEPQW�SJ�XLI�GMX]��8LI�JSGYW�SJ�XLI�XLIWMW�
[EW�XS�VIWTSRH�XS�ERH�EPXIV�EPP�SJ�XLIWI�HMWGSYVWIW�XS�MQTVSZI�XLIMV�
VIPEXMSRWLMT�[MXL�EKVMGYPXYVI��

8LI�WSGMEP�HMWGSYVWI��EMQW�XS�EPXIV�ERH�MQTVSZI�XLI�VIPEXMSRWLMT�TIS-
TPI� LEZI� [MXL� EKVMGYPXYVI��8LI� TVSNIGX� PSSOIH� XS� YRHIVWXERH� LS[�
JSSH�FVSYKLX�TISTPI�XSKIXLIV��ERH�EXXIQTXIH�XS�I\TERH�XLMW�FI]SRH�
GSRWYQTXMSR�XS�MRGPYHI�EKVMGYPXYVEP�TVSHYGXMSR�ERH�TVITEVEXMSR�TVS-
GIWWIW��%VGLMXIGXYVEP�WXVEXIKMIW�[IVI�IQTPS]IH�XS�YRMXI�TISTPI�[MXLMR�
JSVQEP�ERH�MRJSVQEP�KVS[MRK�WTEGIW��WS�TISTPI�GSYPH�WXVIRKXLIR�VI-
PEXMSRWLMTW� EQSRK� GSQQYRMX]� QIQFIVW�� [LMPI� FIGSQMRK� MRJSVQIH�
EFSYX�EKVMGYPXYVI��8LI�TVSNIGX�EHHVIWWIH�XLMW�F]�TVSZMHMRK�ER�I\XIR-
WMSR�SJ� XLI�TYFPMG� VIEPQ� MRXS� XLI� GIRXVI�SJ� XLI� WMXI� ERH� MQQIVWMRK�
TISTPI�[MXLMR�TYFPMG�KVS[MRK�WTEGIW��%W�[IPP��ZEVMSYW�TVSKVEQW�[MXLMR�
XLI�FYMPHMRK�EMQIH�XS�EGLMIZI�IRKEKIQIRX��I\TSWYVI�ERH�EGGIWW�JSV�
XLI�TYFPMG�XS�EKVMGYPXYVEP�TVSHYGXMSR��

8LI� IGSRSQMG�HMWGSYVWI��[MXL� XLI�SFNIGXMZI� XS� EPXIV� XLI�TIVGIMZIH�
ZEPYI� EWWSGMEXIH�[MXL� YVFER� EKVMGYPXYVI�� XLI� MRXIRX� [EW� XS� WMXI� XLI�
TVSNIGX�MR�ER�YRGSRZIRXMSREP�PSGEXMSR��=SRKI�ERH�)KPMRXSR�[EW�WIPIGXIH�
FIGEYWI�SJ�XLI�LMKL�WYVVSYRHMRK�PERH�ZEPYIW��ERH�TVS\MQMX]�XS�XVERWMX��
8LI�MRXIRX�[EW�XS�I\TPSVI�XLI�TSWWMFMPMX]�SJ�TPEGMRK�XLMW�X]TI�SJ�JYRG-
XMSR�EX�E�TVSQMRIRX�PSGEXMSR�[MXLMR�XLI�GMX]��ER�EPXIVREXMZI�ETTVSEGL�
XS�PIJXSZIV��SHHP]�WLETIH�TEVGIPW�SJ�PERH�[LMGL�EVI�GYVVIRXP]�HIHMGEXIH�
XS�EKVMGYPXYVEP�TVSHYGXMSR��;LIR�VI¾IGXMRK�SR�XLI�EVGLMXIGXYVI��ERH�
GSRWMHIVMRK�XLI�JIEWMFMPMX]�SJ�GVIEXMRK�E�XS[IV�JSV�KVS[MRK�JSSH�[MXLMR�
XLI�GMX]��XLI�GLEPPIRKIW�ERH�GSRGIVRW�WIEQ�XS�SYX[IMKL�XLI�FIRI½XW��
+MZIR�XLI�WMXI�WIPIGXMSR�SJ�=SRKI�ERH�)KPMRXSR��MX�[EW�SJXIR�UYIWXMSRIH�
[LIXLIV�XLMW�JEGMPMX]�[SYPH�FI�JIEWMFP]��GSRWMHIVMRK�XLI�LMKL�PERH�ZEPYIW�
SJ�XLI�WYVVSYRHMRK�GSQQYRMX]��8LI�WMXI�WEXMW½IH�XLI�SFNIGXMZI�SJ�TPEG-
MRK�ER�EKVMGYPXYVEP�TVSHYGXMSR�JEGMPMX]�[MXLMR�E�HIRWI�EVIE�SJ�XLI�GMX]��
ERH�XLI�TVSTSWEP�XSSO�EHZERXEKI�SJ�XLI�LMKL�ZSPYQIW�SJ�XVEJ½G�[LMGL�
[SYPH�TEWW�F]�ERH�XLVSYKL�XLI�WMXI�HEMP]��

8LI�IRZMVSRQIRXEP�HMWGSYVWI��XLI�JSGYW�EX�XLI�FIKMRRMRK�SJ�XLI�TVSN-
IGX�[EW�XS�MRXVSHYGI�JSSH�TVSHYGXMSR�XS�TPEGIW�SJ�LMKL�GSRWYQTXMSR��
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[MXLMR�E�HIRWI��YVFER�PERHWGETI���8LI�QEXIVMEPW�ERH�IRIVK]�VIUYMVIH�
XS�FYMPH�ERH�STIVEXI�E�FVERH�RI[�� PEVKI�WGEPI� XS[IV� JSV�KVS[MRK� MW�
WMKRM½GERX�ERH�XLI�SFNIGXMZI�XS�VIHYGI�IRIVK]�ERH�IQMWWMSRW�EWWSGM-
EXIH�[MXL�EKVMGYPXYVEP�TVSHYGXMSR�ERH�HMWXVMFYXMSR�FIGEQI�JEV�QSVI�
GSQTPI\��%W�[IPP�� MRXVSHYGMRK� EKVMGYPXYVEP� JYRGXMSRW��[LMGL� LEZI� WMK-
RM½GERX�VEQM½GEXMSRW�SR�XLI�GMX]´W�WIVZMGIW��[EXIV��[EWXI��IRIVK]�ERH�
WS� JSVXL�� XLIVIJSVI��VIUYMVMRK�E� PEVKI�EQSYRX�SJ�QSHM½GEXMSR�XS�XLI�
I\MWXMRK�YVFER�IRZMVSRQIRX��&]�XV]MRK�XS�EHHVIWW�XLI�IRZMVSRQIRXEP�
MQTEGX�SJ�XLI�GYVVIRX�JSSH�W]WXIQ��XLMW�XLIWMW�LEW�MREHZIVXIRXP]�GVI-
EXIH�E�TVSTSWEP�JSV�E�HIZIPSTQIRX�[LMGL�[MPP�LEZI�WXVSRK�VITIVGYW-
WMSRW�SR�XLI�IRZMVSRQIRX��8LI�IRZMVSRQIRXEP� MQTEGX�SJ�XLI�TVSNIGX�
[EW� UYIWXMSRIH�� EW� L]HVSTSRMG� KVS[MRK� XIGLRMUYIW�[SYPH� HIQERH�
PEVKI�UYERXMXMIW�SJ�IRIVK]�XS�STIVEXI��%PXLSYKL�JSSH�[EW�FIMRK�KVS[R�
GPSWIV�XS�GSRWYQIVW�ERH�PIWW�TVSGIWWMRK�ERH�XVERWTSVXEXMSR�[SYPH�FI�
VIUYMVIH�JSV�HMWXVMFYXMSR��XLI�JYPP�IRZMVSRQIRXEP�MQTEGX�SJ�XLMW�JEGMPMX]�
LEW�RSX�FIIR�EWWIWWIH�ERH�JYVXLIV�MRZIWXMKEXMSR�MW�VIGSQQIRHIH��*YV-
XLIV�I\TPSVEXMSR�MW�IRGSYVEKIH�JSV�HIZIPSTMRK�W]RIVKMIW�FIX[IIR�ER�
EKVMGYPXYVEP�JEGMPMX]�[MXL�WYVVSYRHMRK�HIZIPSTQIRX�ERH�IRZMVSRQIRX��

8LI�RIIH�XS�TVSHYGI�ERH�IEX�PSGEP�JSSH�QYWX�FI�VIMRJSVGIH��EW�±JSSH�
TVSHYGXMSR��TVSGIWWMRK�ERH�GSRWYQTXMSR�XSKIXLIV�GSRWXMXYXI�TIVLETW�
XLI�QSWX�FEWMG�EWTIGX�SJ�VIWMPMIRGI�JSV�LYQER�GSQQYRMXMIW²��:IIR-
LYM^IR������
��9WMRK�EVGLMXIGXYVI� XS�EPXIV�YVFER� MRLEFMXERX´W� GYVVIRX�
VIPEXMSRWLMT�[MXL�EKVMGYPXYVI�GER�FI�ETTVSEGLIH�MR�E�ZEVMIX]�SJ�[E]W��
4EMVMRK�XLI�X[S�[MPP�TVSHYGI�ER�MHIEP�EXQSWTLIVI�JSV�KVS[MRK�JSSH��
ERH�[MPP�STIR�YT�XLI�TSWWMFMPMX]�SJ�KVS[MRK�MR�XLI�GMX]�XS�EPP�EZEMPEFPI�
PERH�VIKEVHPIWW�SJ�XLI�EQSYRX�SJ�WSMP��WTEGI�SV�PMKLX�EZEMPEFPI��
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APPENDIX

Final Presentation 
MODEL PHOTOGRAPHS
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SUBSTANTIAL COMPLETION
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