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Lansingerland (Netherlands)

Who are the important actors, molivations and
relationships in the CRFS (greenhouse horticultural
sector) in Lansingerland to start a sustainable

transition towards fossilfree horticulture in 20227

Who are the actors, motivations and relationships
in the greenhouse horticultural sector in
Lansingerland to make the sector economically
(i, viable), environmentally ie. fossi-free,
emissions free), socially (i, employment, food
security) sustainable?

Osio (Norway)

‘Who are the important actors who are working to
develop sustainable job opportunities within the
CRES in Oslo in 20227

Dortmund (Germany)

Who are the important actors working towards the
transformation of the food system in Dortmund in
20227

‘And what are the obstacles and challenges in terms
of their relationships?

Romainville (France)

Who are the important actors surrounding the
pilot CRFSI around local food prodacing and access
in Romainville in 20227

What are their motivations?

Tenerife (CanaryIsland)

Who are the important actors in the small-scale
Fisheries value chain in Tenerife in 20227

How do they promote a sustainable system and
what are their motivations?

Bologna (taly)

‘Whatis the governance related to farmers’ markets
in Bologna, and how s i influenced by related
policies at ity level?

Who are the stakeholders involved i the farmers'
market in Bologna and how are they related to
each other in terms of nfluence, networks and
power dynamics?

Naples (italy)

Who are the important actors working towards the
transformation of the food system in the
Metropolitan City of Naples in 20227

And what are the obstacles and challenges in terms
of their relationships?
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Step 1: Relationships

The relationships were
queried one after another,
always starting from one
person, and were drawn
between actors.

.
=
Step 2: Motivations

The actors’ motivations for
being active in the CRFS
network were added.

Step 3: Influences

For each actor, the perceived
influence on the status quo of
the network was queried and
influence towers were added.
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Gardening NMGs and UNGs (N/%) Aggregated Statistical Gardening

perception 2 3 4 mean significance perception
Food production
UNGs 3(6.1) 8.(163) 13,265) 21,(429) 4(82) 49(100.0) 331

<0001
UMGs 0,00) 7,(46) 14,(72) 77(503) | 58,37.9) 153(100.0) 42
Family income generation
UNGs 32,(653) 13,265 1,20) 3.6.1) 0,00) 49(100.0) 149 2 =202)=1637%
UMGs 55,(359) | 50,327) 14,92) 21,137) 13,(85) 153(100.0) 226 p=0003
Physical and mental health
UNGs 0,00) 2,41 1,20) 34(694) | 12,(245) 49(100.0) 414

P=0062
UMGs 5(33) 10,(65) 2044) | 85556 | 31,003) 153(100.0) 38
Social interaction
UNGs 9.(184) 23,469 9.(18.4) 8,(163) 0,00) 49(100.0) 233 £(Bn=202)=1.258
UMGs 20,0900 | 76(497) 32209 16,(10.5) 0,000) 153(100.0) 223 p=0739
Recreation
UNGs 2,4.) 1,20) 3.(61) 19,388) | 24,490) 49(100.0) 427

p=0202
UMGs 8,(52) 15,098) 10,(65) 70,458 | 50,(27) 153(100.0) 391
Ecological conservation
UNGs 0,0.0) 1(20) 34,(69.4) 14,(286) 0,(0.0) 49(100.0) 327 2(2n=202)=4.190;
UMGs 0,00) 1385 12732 28083) 0,000) 153(100.0) 31 p=0.123
Green scenery creation
UNGs 0,0.0) 361 8.(163) 33,67.3) 5,(102) 49(100.0) 382

p=0.006
UMGs 0.00) 14,9.2) 62,(105) | 67,(438) 10,65 153(100.0) 348

1: totally disagree; 2: disagree; 3: neutral; 4: agree; 5: totally agree. Each identical letter indicates no significant difference between column proportions at the 0.05 significance level.
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Indicators NGs(N/%) MGs(N/%) Statistical significance
‘Type of gardening space
Private gardening 19,(38.8) 27,(17.6)
Community gardening 18,(36.7) 37,042) £(2=202)=17.843; p<0.001
Other urban gardening 12,245) 89,(58.2)
‘Traffic (min)
Walk<10 43,(878) 103,(67.3)
Walk 10-30 4,8.2) 38,248)
Walk>30 0,(0.0) 8.(52) p=0011
Vehicle<30 2,41 4,26)
Vehicle>30 0,0.0) 0,00)
Size (')
<10 24,(49.0) 47,(30.7)
11-66 18,(36.7) 64,(41.8)
67-333 7.0143) 23,(150) £ =202)=9.857: p =0.043
334-666 0,0.0) 11,(7.2)
2667 0,00) 8.(52)
Type of vegetation
Only vegetables 14,28.6) 88,(57.5)
Veg. and grains 8,(163) 25,(163)
Veg. and fruit or herb medicine 3.6.1) 9.(59) £(41=202)=17.410; p =0.002
Veg. and flower 18,(36.7) 23,(15.0)
Veg. and two more other types 6.122) 8.(52)
Pesticide application
No 35,(71.4) 109,(71.2)
AL =202)=0001; p =098
Yes 14,28.6) 44,288)

Chemical fertilizer use

No 26,(53.1) 68,(44.4)

108,p=0293
Yes 23,(46.9) 85,(55.6)

Composting or ecological nutrient supplementation
No 25,(51.0) 78,(51.0)

(L =202)=0000; p =099
Yes 24,49.0) 75,(49.0)
Self-construction of equipment
No 45,(91.8) 126,(82.4)

(0 =202)=256%p=0.109
Yes 4,8.2) 27,17.6)

Each identicalleter indicates no signifcant diference betsveen column proportions at the 0.05 significance level. Sixty-six square meters=1 Fen (%) of land; 666 square meters=1 Mu (i) of
land.
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Classificati

Gardening type ize Ownership Management

Balcony gardening About 1-10m

te gardening Houscholder Houscholder

About 5-30 m*

Rooftops gardening or
Normally, houscholders on

gaps gardening between | About 50-100 Apartment residents
the top floor
buildings
Community gardening
Normally ground-floor
Community lots gardening |~ Area varies Community residents
residents
Unused urban land
Area varies
gardening
Citizens Normally nearby residents
Othe b rdenin Inefficient urban green
er urban gardening ® P
practice space gardening

Small scale market garden | About 0.5-5ha Land owner Professional farmers
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\ELELIES

Gardening

‘motivation

Gardening

behavior

Aspects

Motivation closely related

to food production

Social and recreational

well-being

Maintenance of urban

ecology and landscape

Space choice

Gardening management

behavior

Indicators

Food production

Family income generation
Physical and mental health
Social interaction
Recreation

Ecological conservation

Green scenery creation

Type of gardening space

Traffic (min)

Size ()

Type of vegetation

Pesticide application

Chemical fertilizer use

Composting or ecological nutrient supplementation

Self-construction of Equipment

S

Menconi et al. (2020); Song et al. (2022)

ces

Newell etal. (2022); Petrovic et al. (2019)

-Matthies and Brieger (2016);
Matthies and Marty (2013);

Sanyé-Mengual etal. (2020)

Dingetal. (2022); Wei and Jones (2

Ainembabazi and Mugisha (2014); Newell et al.
(2022); Zhu et al. (2020)

Data

A 5-point Likert
scale ranging
from 1-5, with 1
being strongly
disagree and 5
being strongly
agree.

Multiple choices
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099 i sy, 2%
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270 18308053
Education

Primary and Lower s O s 56.86%

Junior and Senior Middle. s 24.1830-51%
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Vocational or College ey 14.35%
Postgraduate and Higher 4589, 1429%
Employment

Unemployed el S24 0 e 58.17%

Parttime . 3 852%

Pl i — 24,54%
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Commonality 3:Gardening space management.s—————

‘Commonality 2:Disagreement towards social interaction
and neutrality towards ecological conservation.

Commonality 1: Shared recognition of physical and
mental health and recreation values.

Young and elderly, X Elderly, low education; .

Green scenery \ generation, food

creafion UNGs | umgs Production
J
/Publlc, proximity and

distances, small and

Erivate, proxmit, some larger areas
small area, vegetables 9 y
Vegetables -

& flowers
only

Differences 1:Age,education,employment,income. «——

Differences 2:Gardening perception in family income
generation, food production and green scenery creation.

highly educated, - unemployed, low
retired, high income
ncome \ Family income) | Homogenous

some longer Differentiated

UNGs UMGs

(1) Space design: Create open public activity
spaces within gardening areas to enhance
opportunities for interaction. (2) Activity
organization: Regular activities are organized
to provide opportunities for diverse groups to
meet their leisure needs, promote interaction,
eco-education, and eco-gardening techniques.
(3) Management: Establishing eco-
management standards and raising
awareness of eco-gardening among residents.
(1) Space design
Incorporating
ornamental plants or
edible landscape

(1) Space planning:

Building small urban
farms on unused land

vegetation into the " Puilt-up areas to
provide employment

design of public open
spaces to fulil the "pp“"“""‘fzs) forUMGs

landscaping
requirements of most
of UNGs. (2)Space
design: Creating a
multi-layered
configuration of food
forests to maximize
ecological benefits.

Management:Organize
UMGs to participate in
the management of
community gardens
and establish an
incentive mechanism
for participation

Differences 3:Gardening space selection.
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Variable Fraction

Gender Female: 49%
Male: 51%
Marital status Single: 65%
Married: 32%
Other: 3%
Children in household Yes: 78%
No: 22%
Education Did not complete high school: 60%

High school degree: 26%
Undergraduate degree: 12%
Graduate degree: 2%
Cultivated land size <0.01ha: 27%
0.01-0.05ha: 20%
0.05-0.1ha: 20%
0.1-1.0ha: 17%
>1.0ha: 16%

Land ownership Not own cultivated land: 89%
Own cultivated land: 11%

Access to land ‘Through a government department:
Other: 3%
Fees for land use 82% Did Not Pay Any Fees
Production of organic products Yes: 96%
No: 4%
Annual agricultural income <USD 800: 69%

USD 800-1,600: 18%
USD 1,600-2,400: 5%
USD 2,400-3,200: 2%
USD 3,200-4,000: 4%
>USD 4,000: 2%

Sales at farmers markets No:2.4%
Sell at least once a week: 83.5%
Sell once or twice a month: 11.8%
Other: 23%

Sales at supermarkets Not sell:88.2%
Sell at least once a week: 48%
Sell once o twice a month: 4.8%
Other: 2.2%

Sales online Yes: 1.2%
No: 98.8%
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Respondent (a) Smartphone use (b) Confidence in smartphone use (c) Daily internet use (d) Food app use
characteristics

Estimate  Std. Pr(>lzl) Estimate  Std t- Pr(>|t)  Estimate  Std t- Pr(>lt)  Estimate  Std.  z-value Pr(>Iz])
error  value error  value error  value error
(ntercept) 24773 L8665 137 o182 3727 | 06602 | ST | LLE0E | 478 L0073 A6is 9RO a7l S8 o159 01098
Location province 18227 LB 13 01 03 0aves 075 045434 —oise2 076213 | -0239 o121 30683 27476 L7 02611
Location group S 07| -les 0088 —oum2 0280 -06ls 054114 00768 03662 | 0239 08123 25345 161 s 006
Gender 0895 075y -L193 | 02320 o739 021427 0808 02358 019602 029 059 05516 03960 12573 o7 04761
Marital status. 03292 0.7382 0.446. 0.65566 0.00359 0.22059 0016 0.98709 —0.1294 0.33871 -0382 0.7044 0.9821 17195 0571 05679
Age 04956 0288 | -7 0082870 029626 | 0078 | 3126 | 000325%% 03343 0SS 2298 00267 07269 05319 137 01717
Children number 03559 0203 1367 0amss 007297 oom7s | osn 038300 o 0105 186 o0678* 16579 06622 254 oo
Education 1606 062 | 235 | oot 0212 | o1oss | 207 006 o254 016964 | 1583 o 17658 09555 1848 00646+
Tncome om0 | -0z o7 005669 | 010985 | -0516 050856 0011 0167 | 0345 o732 03015 062 | 110 0231
Land sze 07363 02545 | 2889 | 0006 00 | 005786 | 0655 051603 01999 oossss 225 00299%* 03799 03728 1019 03082

ignif. codes: *+*%p<0.001; **4p<0.01; *#p<0.05; *p<0.1.
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Case
study City

Dortmund

(Germany)

Bologna (Italy)

Naples (Italy)

Oslo (Norway)

Romainville

(France)

Lansingerland
(Netherlands)

Tenerife

(Canary Island)

Research question for city-

specific framework

Who are the important actors working toward
the transformation of the food system in
Dortmund in 20222 What are the obstacles and
challenges in their relationships?

Whatis the governance of farmers markets in
Bologna, and how is it influenced by related
policies at the city level? Who are the
stakeholders in the farmers market in Bologna,
and how are they related to each other in terms

of influence, networks and power dynamics?

Who are the important actors working toward
the transformation of the food system in the
‘metropolitan city of Naples in 20227 What are
the obstacles and challenges in their
relationships?

Who are the important actors who are working
to develop sustainable job opportunities within
the CRES in Oslo in 20227

Who are the important actors surrounding the
pilot CRFS around local food production and
access in Romainville in 20222 What are their

‘motivations?

Who are the important actors and what are their
‘motivations and relationships in the CRES
(greenhouse horticultural sector) in
Lansingerland to start a sustainable transition
toward fossil-free horticulture in 2022 and to
make the sector economically (i.., viable),
environmentall (i, fossil-free, emissions frec),
and socially (.., employment, food security)

sustainable?

Who are the important actors in the Small-Scale
Fisheries value chain in Tenerife in 20227 How
do they promote a sustainable system, and what

are their motivations?

Network focus

Actors around a newly formed Food Policy
Council in Dortmund.

Actors around the farmers market network in

Bologna

Actors working toward the transformation of the
CRES in the Metropolitan City of Naples.

Actors working to develop sustainable job
opportunities within the CRES in Oslo (main
focus City of Oslo).

Actors surrounding the pilot Cité Maraichére

(municipal facility for urban agriculture, a

vertical farm that hosts a series of facilities and

activities under one roof) around local food

production and access in Romainville
Actors in the greenhouse horticultural sector at
regional and national levels [Municipality of
Lansingerland and world, Wageningen
University & Research (WUR) (Business Unit

Greenhouse Horticulture)).

Actors in the Small-Scale Fisheries value cha

Tenerife.

Specific change or problem in
the city for transforming the
food system

Action program “Klima-Luft 2030" with master
plan about food and future staff position for
supporting Food Policy Council

City Cou

farmers markets (*Regulations for conducting

pproved a new regulation on

direct sales markets of — agricultural products”),
which are characterized through direct selling
without middlemen, allowing the connection

between farmers and citizens.

Sprouting Oslo Strategy— from City of Oslo for
funding to help start and support urban

agriculture projects.

‘The Cité Maraichére aims to develop an
environmental education program alongside
sustainable food, promoting access to fresh,

healthy and seasonal produce.

“Transition toward fossi-free greenhouse
horticulture with a realistic road map and clear
guidance that accounts for the needs and

challenges of the actors involved.

Local artisanal fishers struggle in a market with

an increasing number of operators.
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Dortmund

Bologna

Naples

Oslo

Romainville

Lansingerland

Tenerife

Number of
actors
included in
each case

2

54

2

0

Civil society

Food-related

associations (Slow
Food)

Universities and
research institutions
REKo Ringen
Inhabitants

Greenhouse farming

Sl intermediary

Public
administration

Environmental agency, City
Council

City Commerce Department,
City Council, City Agricultural
Department

Municipality

Communal administration of
Oslo

Schools, City May

Government

Productive units

Food economy

Educational farm
Schulte-Tigges
Farmers/Agricultural

enterprises;
Consumers/Ci

Professional
associations, business of
Okm products

UReist
Central supermarket

Primary producers

Wholesalers, llegal
fishers

General influence
(CS = Civil society;
PA = Public
administration;

E =Food economy)

est influence belongs to CS
and PA

Influence belongs to E and PA

Highest influence belongs to C

est influence belongs to PA
and CS

Highest influence belongs to PA
and CS.

Highest influence belongs to
PASC.E

Highest influence belongs to E,
cs
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Bologna

Romainville

Strengthening the
CRES

Common good

Knowledge and

awareness

Commercial

Information sharing

Relevant for all
actors, especially
cs

Relevant for all
actors, especially
public

administration

Relevant for all
actors, especially
cs

Major focus only
for economic

actors

x

Highly relevant for

allactors

Relevant just for

economic actors.

Relevant for all
actors, especially
public

administration

Relevant
especially for
cs

Relevant
especially for
cs

Relevant
especially for
cs

Major focus
only for food

economy

Major focus
offood
economy
followed by
cs

Relevant
especially for
food
economy and
cs

Major focus
offood
economy
followed by
cs

Major focus
for food
economy,
followed by
cs

x

Relevant for all
actors,especially for
PA and food

economy

Relevant for all
actors, especially PA,
cs

Major focus of PA

Major focus for food

economy

Relevant for all actors.

Relevant for all actors,
especially for food

economy

Major focus of PA,
followed by CS

Major focus for food

economy

Relevant for PA,

food economy

Major focus of
PA

Not relevant

Major focus for

food economy
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Strengths of the stakeholder network Weaknesses of the stakeholder networ

- High level of mutual support among the actors in the network.

Awareness among the actors active in the food system.

Events promote networking—High degree of consistency in the commitment of

the actors.

‘The Food Policy Council is seen as  key player.

nistration—

Confidence in the city administration/policy—Active municipal adn

Personal active network.

- Actors have knowledge of each other and are partly in exchange with each other.

- Potential and solutions/Opportunities of the stakeholder network.

- Strengthening the Food Policy Council inits central position.

- Establishment of a coordination body—Initiation of committee (public

administration, civil society and food cconomy).

Platform for stakeholders to come together—Consolidation of smaller projects

Strengthen the political presence of the Food Policy Counc

- Network relis in many places on personal connections

Lack of insttutional capacity of the Food Policy Council

No unified definition of the concept of “food system transformation”

- Lack of coord

jon—Lack of visibility

Lack of funding

Food Policy Council wishes to be seen as a partner on an equal footing with the

city administration

- Notall actors link up with the Food Policy Council

- Lack of overview of members stll needed in the food policy council

- Lack of time of the actors

Threats/Risks of the stakeholder network

- Network relies in many places on personal connections and could break ifa main

actor left the network.
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Case study city

Dortmund (Germany)

Bologna (laly)

Naples (1taly)

Oslo (Norway)!

Romainville (France)

Lansingerland
(Netherlands)

“Tenerife (Canary
Island)

Interviewed organizations
1. Food Policy Council
2. Environmental Agency

3. Office for International Relations

5. Educational Farm

6.Participatory Urban Development NGO

7. Social Enterprise

1. Agricultural representatives
2 Food-related association 1

3. Food-related association 2

4. City Commerce Department
5. City Agricultural Department
6. EMs organizers 1

7. EMs organizers 2

8. FMs organizers 3

9. EMs organizers 4

1. Urban farmer

2. Farmer's union organizations

3. NGO managing a farm, confiscated from the “Camorra” i the metropolitan area of Naples

4.NGO working with psychiatric patients in farming activities

5.Slow Food Campania

6. Representative of the Municipality of Naples

1. Vertical and educational greenhouse
2. Supermarket

3. Intermunicipality

4. Allotments gardens

5. Restaurant

6. Food bank

7. Vertical and educational greenhouse

1. Knowledge institution

2. Trade association in which 75% of Dutch greenhouse growers are organized

3. Regional government

4. Commercial company/supplier

5. Commercial company/supplier

1. Cabildo de Tenerife. Area de Pesca

2. Cofradia de Pescadores (Fishersiguild)

3. Universidad de La Laguna. Fisheries research group

4. Wholesaler/ producer
5. Producer organization (cooperative)

6. Poacher

“This data is no longer available.

Type of stakeholder group

1. Civil society

. Public administration/Government

. Public administration/Government

-

. Food economy

5. Food economy

B

Civil society

. Food economy

. Public administration/Government

Civil society

. Civil society

. Civil society

-

Public administration/Government

. Public administration/Government

B

. Food economy

. Food economy

. Food economy

©

. Food economy

. Food economy
2. Food economy

3. Civil society

4. Civil society

5. Civil society/food economy

6. Public administration/Government

1. City administration

2. Food economy

. Intermunicipal administration
4. Civil society

5. Food economy

6. Civil society

7. City administration

Education

. Food economy

. Public administration/Government

-

. Food economy

. Food economy

. Public administration/Government
2. Civil society

3. Civil society

4. Food Economy

5. Food Economy

6. Food Economy
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