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IEVADS

21.gadsimtu raksturo vairaki procesi, kas ietekmé pasaules ekonomiskos,
socialos, vides un politikas aspektus, ka pieaugosa urbanizacija, nelabvéligas
klimata parmainas, resursu nodroSindjuma un paterina teritoriala balansa
problematika, socialas koh&zijas krize u.c. Par galveno attistibas principu ir
noteikta ilgtsp&ja, kas ir attistibas planosanas pamatprincips gan Apvienoto
Naciju organizacijas (ANO), gan Eiropas Savienibas (ES), gan Latvijas attistibas
stratégijas. Ilgtsp&ja ka attistibas meérkis veido izaicindgjumus globalo sakaru
intensificéta pasaulé visas tas dimensijas un aspektos, nosakot nepiecieSamibu
rast jaunus risinagjumus un pieejas dazadu nozaru tendences. Ilgtsp€jigas
attisttbas mérki un virzieni ir visaptveroSi, bet resursu ierobezotibas un
urbanizacijas tendences ir noteikusas cilvéka un dabas sinerggtiskas saiknes
atjaunatnes aktualitati.

Pilsétas tiek uzskatitas par batisku aspektu ekonomiskajai attistibai un
socialajai labklajibai, bet 1idz ar to tas patéré lielu daudzumu resursu, veido
lielako dalu piesarnojuma, neilgtsp&jigu izaugsmi un socialo nevienlidzibu.
Eiropa ir treais urbanizétakais regions pasaulé — 74% iedzivotaju dzivo pilsétas
(World urbanization prospects..., 2018). Urbanizacija ir sabiedribas attistibu
raksturojosa tendence, ko liela méra ietekme ve€lmju paaugstinat individualo
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dzives Iimeni nesabalansétiba ar kopg&jo resursu un vides slogu, kas, palielinoties
pilsétas dzivojoSo Tpatsvaram, batiski pieaug. Péc ANO statistikas datiem, 55%
pasaules iedzivotaju dzivo pilsétas, bet ir prognozets, ka 2050.gada pilsétas
iedzivotaju TIpatsvars picaugs lidz 68% (World urbanization prospects..., 2018).
Tas palielina spriedzi uz pilsétu vides, ekonomikas un socialas ilgtsp&jas
nodro$inasanas aspektiem. Urbanizacija ir ar sabiedribas attistibu cie$i saistits
process, tomér ta intensitate un raditie riski rada izaicinajumus urbanas
regeneracijas veido$ana, ko nosaka ne tikai ekonomiskie, bet arT socialie un vides
aspekti. Urbanas regeneracijas aktualitate rada nepiecieSsamibu parvertét esosas
attistibas, socialas saskarsmes, ekonomisko aspektu, resursu patérina un vértibas
izpratnes sist€émas, tai skaita pils€tvides uztveres un principu paradigmas.

Lauksaimnieciba ir primara sektora nozare, kas ne tikai nodrosina sabiedribas
pamatvajadzibas — partiku-, bet arT attista dabas un partikas sistému vertibas
izpratni. Kaut gan lauksaimniecibas prakse ir klatesoSa pilsétu plano$ana un
attistiba jau kop$ to veidoSanas sakuma, lauksaimniecibas loma un aspekti
pilsétvidé ir mainijusies dazadu tehnologisku, socialu un ekonomisku faktoru
ietekmé&. 21.gadsimta urbana lauksaimnieciba atjauno un dazado prakses pieejas
atbilstosi pilsétu regeneracijas, klimata parmainu risku, ilgtsp&jigas attistibas un
resursu paterina balansa problematikas kontekstam. Urbanizaciju raksturo
vairaki aspekti, ka zemes resursu pieejamibas un augstu izmaksu problematika
pilsétas, sociala stratifikacija, vides dazadoSanas aktualitate. Tie ir urbano
lauksaimniecibu tiesi ietekmgjosie faktori, tadgjadi veicinot inovativas un plasas
partikas audz€Sanas pieeju variacijas. Urbana lauksaimnieciba ieglst arvien
lielaku aktualitati un izpausmes ne tikai ka partikas primaro nepiecieSamibu
nodrosinasanas prakse, bet ar ka socials un dzivesveida trends un pilsétas
ekosistémas uzlabo§anas instruments. Urbanas lauksaimniecibas dazadas pieejas
nodro§ina iesp&ju realizét atSkirigas funkcijas un formas, sakot no produktu
audzgSanas majsaimniecibas paSpaterinam, 11dz pat kopienas darzu izveidei un
komercdarbibas praksei.

Pasaules pieredzeé urbana lauksaimnieciba attistas atSkirigos virzienos, ko
ietekmé ekonomiskie, socialie, politiskie u.c. aspekti. Tas vértibas apzinasanas
un novertésana pieaug gan sabiedribas, gan pasvaldibas un valsts Itmeni. Tomer
urbanas lauksaimniecibas prakses funkciju, pieeju un meérku variacijas ir
noteikusas biitiskas atSkiribas ne tikai prakses konceptualizacija, bet arT aspektu
identifikacija un analiz€, tadejadi ne tikai sarezgijot dazadu valstu pieredzes
salidzinaSanu, bet, vienotas izpratnes trikuma dgl, ne reti petijumos iegiitos
rezultatus veidojot situativus un konkré&tai gadijuma analizei pielagotus. Turklat
Latvija lidz §im petijumi par urbanas lauksaimniecibas tendence€m un aspektiem
ir veikti maz.

Kulttrvesturiski lauksaimnieciba ir tradicionala Latvijas iedzivotaju
nodarbosanas, bet dzives Iimena uzlaboSanas samazina individualos prakses
apjomus un ekonomisko motivaciju. Partikas audzéSana Latvija ir
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kultarvésturiska un ne reti ari gimen&s izkopta tradicija. Tomér urbana
lauksaimnieciba tas jaunakajas globalajas tendenc@s, ka pilsétu ilgtspgjas,
tehnologiski inovativa un kopienas kohéziju veidojosa prakse, Latvijas pilsétas
ir jauna, v€l ne plasi adapteta lauksaimniecibas pieeja un lielakoties tiek Istenota
majsaimniecibu pa$patérinam. Urbanas lauksaimniecibas daudzfunkcionalitate
ilgtspgjiga attistiba to aktualiz€é dazada meéroga un apdzivotibas pilsétas, ko
attiecigas valsts konteksta visvairak skar urbanizacijas riski. Tomer prakses
attistiba arvien plaSi varigjas, atkariba no regiona un valsts specifiskajiem
ietekmgjoSajiem faktoriem. Valstis un pilsétas ar plasak varietu un ilgak
praktiz€tu urbano lauksaimniecibu pastav gan juridiskais regul€jums, gan
atbalsta iesp€jas pilsétas planoSanas dokumentos un stratégijas. Latvija
lauksaimnieciba pilsétas lielakoties tiek praktiz€ta paSpatérinam un
mikrolauksaimniecibas forma, nodroSinot tikai nelielu majsaimnieciba
nepiecieSamas partikas daudzumu. Kaut gan iedzivotaju interese par partikas
audzesanu ir augsta, gan lauku teritoriju tuvums, gan relativi nelielais pilsétu
apdzivotibas blivums, gan prakses individualizéta pieeja kavé plasaku urbanas
lauksaimniecibas potenciala realizaciju Latvijas pilsétas. Tomér ari Latviju skar
globalas urbanizacijas tendences un riski, tade]l ir bitiski noveértet urbanas
lauksaimniecibas aspektus un iesp&jas Latvijas situacija.

Pétijuma objekts ir urbana lauksaimnieciba, un pétjjuma priekSmets —
urbanas lauksaimniecibas attistibas tendences un prakse Latvija.

Petfjums ir norobeZots uz Latvijas valstspilsétu (Riga, Daugavpils Jelgava,
Jekabpils, Jurmala, Liepaja, Ogre, R&zekne, Valmiera, Ventspils)
lauksaimniecibas praksi. P&tjjuma norobezojums veikts, jo urbanas
lauksaimniecibas funkcionalitate ilgtsp&jiga attistiba aktualize tas praksi ne tikai
metropoliz&tas, bet visas pilsétas, kas ir salidzino$i intensivi apdzivotas attiecigas
valsts konteksta.

Pétijuma izvirzita hipotéze: urbanajai lauksaimniecibai Latvija ir attistibas
perspektivas, kas virzitas uz sociali aktivas un iesaistitas sabiedribas,
majsaimniecibu dzivotsp€jas un pilsétu vides noturibas un ilgtspgjas problemu
risinajumiem.

P&tjuma merkis: izp&tot urbanas lauksaimniecibas veidus un starptautisko
pétniecisko pieredzi, noteikt attistibu ietekm&joSos aspektus un prakses
potencialu Latvija.

Promocijas darba mérka sasnieg8anai izvirziti uzdevumi:

1) izpétit un apkopot urbanas lauksaimniecibas zinatniski teor&tiskas
pamatnostadnes,  konceptualizaciju, attistbbu un  noteikt  urbanas
lauksaimniecibas lomu ilgtsp€jiga attistiba;

2) apkopot un noteikt urbano lauksaimniecibu ietekmgjoSo starptautisko un
nacionalo tiesisko regul&§jumu Latvija;

3) identificét un analizét urbano lauksaimniecibu Latvija ietekm&joSos
faktorus un funkciju potencialu;
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4) raksturot urbanas lauksaimniecibas Latvija pieredzi un noteikt attistibas
perspektivas.

Lai noteiktu urbanas lauksaimniecibas koncepta teorctiskos aspektus un
robezas Latvijas situacija un lai novertétu prakses potencialu, promocijas darba
pétiti vairaki urbanas lauksaimniecibas aspekti: ietekmgjosie faktori, funkcijas,
darbibas principi, motivacija un attistibas dimensijas. Lai realiz&tu promocijas
darba uzdevumus, pétijuma dizaina izmantotas $adas metodes: monogrdfiska
metode — zinatnisko rakstu un citu avotu informativai analizei, apkopoSanai un
teoretiskas diskusijas veidoSanai; salidzinosas analizes un sintézes metodeS —
prakses aspektu identifikacijai, analizei un savstarp&o sakaribu noteik$anai;
zinatniskas indukcijas un deduktivas metodes izmantotas, lai statistikas datu un
teoretisko aspektu apstradé veiktu zinatniskus pien€mumus un identificétu un
analizétu kopsakaribas; koncentracijas koeficienta analize — urbanas
lauksaimniecibas koncentracijas noteikSanai un raksturoSanai Latvija; PESTE
metode — urbanas lauksaimniecibas Latvija argjas vides ietekmégjoso faktoru
identifikacijai un Kklasifikacijai; struktureta ekspertu intervija urbanas
lauksaimniecibas funkciju mijiedarbibas un realizacijas noteikSanai Latvija;
céloncilpu un spéka lauka analizes metodes ietekmgjoso aspektu vizualizéSanai
un analizei; gadijumu analize un daléji strukturétd intervija — urbanas
lauksaimniecibas Latvija paraugpieméru analizei un salidzinasanai, prakses
motivacijas, mérku, darbibas principu noteik$anai un analizei; kontentanalize
urbanas lauksaimniecibas pé&tniecibas galveno t€mu un raksturojoso aspektu
identifikacijai un urbanas lauksaimniecibas Latvija priekSrocibu un trokumu
noteikSanai, analiz€jot ekspertu intervijas; SVID matrica — gadijumu analizé
identificéto urbanas lauksaimniecibas aspektu klasifikacijai; aptaujas anketa
iedzivotaju paradumu un attieksmes analizei; hierarhiju analizes metode —
urbanas lauksaimniecibas Latvija attistibas piemérotaka scenarija noteikSanai;
statistiskas analizes metodes (apraksto$a statistika, videjo lielumu un ipatsvaru
aprékinasana) un ekonomiski matematiskas metodes (korelacijas aprékinasana)
urbanas lauksaimniecibas aspektu analizei.

Promocijas darba izstradé izmantoto informativo bazi veido Latvijas un
arvalstu zinatniskie raksti par promocijas darba tému, kas publicéti datu bazes
Scopus, Web of Science, ScienceDirect, Apvienoto Naciju organizacijas (ANO),
Eiropas Savienibas (ES), Latvijas Republikas (LR) likumi, direktivas un
strat€giskie planosanas dokumenti, Ministru Kabineta (MK) noteikumi, Eurostat,
ANO, CSP, Lauksaimniecibas datu centra (LDC) un Partikas un veterinara
dienesta (PVD) dati un citi informacijas avoti, kas noraditi literatiiras saraksta.

Pétijums veikts perioda no 2018. lidz 2023.gadam. Pétijuma ieklauti dati
par periodu no 1990. lidz 2022.gadam — p&tijuma perioda atskiribas datu grupas
nosaka CSP publicéta informacija.

Pétijuma zinatniskais nozimigums un pétijuma novitates
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1. Veikta urbanas lauksaimniecibas vésturiskas attistibas analize un periodu
identifikacija, pieradot un pamatojot lauksaimniecibas prakses lomu un funkcijas
pilsetvidé ka vesturiski veidotu fenomenu.

2. lzstradata urbanas lauksaimniecibas definicija, kas aptver visus prakses
veidus, meérkus un ir norobeZota teritorijas aspekta, tadgjadi zinatniskaja
petnieciba ir izmantojama neatkarigi no analizes fokusa specifiskajiem
faktoriem.

3. Analizéta urbanas lauksaimniecibas Vvieta attistibas stratégijas un
sistematizéts urbanas lauksaimniecibas institucionalais ietvars Latvija.

4. Veikta Latvijas iedzivotaju aptauja, kuras analiz€ noteiktas gan urbanas
lauksaimniecibas tendences un raksturojosie aspekti, gan iedzivotaju atticksme
pret urbanas lauksaimniecibas praksi un produkciju, rezultata identificgjot
prakses prieksrocibas un attistibai aktualos virzienus.

5. Veikta apkopojosa urbanas lauksaimniecibas Latvija aspektu analize,
ietverot faktorus, funkcijas un motivaciju, analizéta to socialekonomiska
specifika un noteiktas urbanas lauksaimniecibas attistibas perspektivas.

Promocijas darba tautsaimnieciskais nozimigums

Promocijas darba pétijuma rezultati ir izmantojami Vides aizsardzibas un
regionalas attistibas ministrijas (VARAM) un Latvijas valstspilsétu pasvaldibu
teritorialas planoSanas procesa, nosakot lauksaimniecibas praksi ka
daudzfunkcionalu pilsétvides attistibas faktoru. Petfjuma rezultati ir aktuali
Zemkopibas ministrijas (ZM) parraudziba esoSo procesu administrésana,
sadarbiba ar Ekonomikas ministriju (EM) un Finansu ministriju (FM)
lauksaimniecibas procesu atbalsta instrumentu noteik§ana un planoSana,
novert&jot urbanas lauksaimniecibas lomu sabiedribas un valstspilsétu ilgtsp&jiga
attistiba. P&tfjuma rezultati ir izmantojami Izglitibas un zinatnes ministrijas
(IZM) planu un stratégiju izstradé kompetenéu izglitibas ievie$anai, novertgjot
un aktualizgjot lauksaimniecibas prakses lomu izglitibas procesa.

Promocijas darba aizstavamas tezes

1. Urbanas lauksaimniecibas prakse un fenomens ir sens, un tas vésturiska
attistiba ir noteikusi lauksaimniecibas vertibas izpratnes un funkciju mainu
pilsétvidé, kas rada arT atSkirigu un vari€tu urbanas lauksaimniecibas
konceptualizaciju.

2. Urbana lauksaimnieciba nav defingta Latvijas normativajos dokumentos,
bet ir saisto$a ilgtsp€jigas attistibas stratégijas.

3. Urbana lauksaimnieciba Latvija ir daudzfunkcionala prakse, ko atskirigi
ietekme dazadas faktoru grupas.

4. Latvija  urbana  lauksaimnieciba lielakoties  tiek  realizéta
mikrolauksaimniecibas pieeja, tas prakse ir fragmentara, tadel attistibu virzis
sociala un vides dimensija.

Promocijas darbs tapis LBTU, ESF projekta Nr. 8.2.2.0/20/1/001, téma ES32
- "LLU pareja uz jauno doktorantiiras finanséSanas modeli", ietvaros.
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1. URBANAS LAUKSAIMNIECIBAS BUTIBA UN
ATTISTIBAS TEORETISKIE ASPEKTI

Nodalas apjoms ir 42 lpp. ar 8 tabulam un 4 att€liem. Nodala ir analiz&ta
pilsétu un lauksaimniecibas mijiedarbibas vesturiska attistiba, identificgjot un
raksturojot tris urbanas lauksaimniecibas attistibas posmus. Tie pamato un
pierada urbano lauksaimniecibu ka senu fenomenu, ka attistibu ietekm&jusi
dazadi ekonomiskie, socialie un politiskie faktori. Analiz€ta urbanas
lauksaimniecibas konceptualizacija un raksturotas prakses atSkiribas un
tendences Globalajos Ziemelos un Globalajos Dienvidos. Apkopotas un
klasificetas urbanas lauksaimniecibas funkcijas, to raksturojums, un identificeti
urbanas lauksaimniecibas potenciala teortiskie aspekti pilsétu ilgtsp&jiga
attistiba.

1.1. Urbanas lauksaimniecibas vésturiskas attistibas posmi un to
ietekméjosie faktori

Urbanas lauksaimniecibas praksei un iesp&jam ilgtsp&jiga pilsétplanosana
pastiprinata uzmaniba ir pieversta kops$ 20.gadsimta devindesmitajiem gadiem.
Neskatoties uz strauji pieaugo$o zinatnisko publikaciju skaitu par urbanas
lauksaimniecibas nozimi un iesp&jam, informacija par tas vesturisko attistibu ir
salidzino$i maz analizgta.

Lauksaimniecibas v&sture ir sena un saistita ar cilvéku prasmém ne tikai
ievakt daba pieejamo partiku, bet ari merktiecigi to kultivet un audzét.
Arheologiskas liecibas norada, ka lauksaimniecibas prasmes dazados pasaules
regionos cilvéki saka apgut 10-5 tikstoSus gadu p.m.g. (Mannion, 1999).
Attistoties prasmem audzet un uzkrat partiku un pieaugot iedzivotaju skaitam,
kas saka apvienoties salidzinosi blivos, noteiktas teritorijas socialajos centros,
veidojas pirmas pilsétas. Pils€tu veidoSanas un attistibas viens no
pamatfaktoriem bija pieejamiba partikai, kas nodro$inaja teritorialu autonomiju
un neatkaribu no apkartnes teritorijam. Tadgél partikas audz&Sana pilsétas ka
fenomens ir vesturiska, primarajas vajadzibas pamatota darbiba un pilsétu
planosanas aspekts.

Urbana lauksaimnieciba ka fenomens ir ne tikai cieSi saistita ar pils€tu
attistibu, bet ta veidoSanas ir ar tikpat senu vesturi ka pils€tu izveide
(McClintock, 2017; Téth, Timpe, 2017). Cilveki jau kop§ pirmajam pilsétam ir
audzgjusi partiku pilsétas divu iemeslu dél: 1) vairums sakotn&jo pilsétu veidojas
un attistijas ap apsaimniekotam un lauksaimniecibd izmantotam zemém,
2) cilveki savas lauksaimniecibas zinasanas parnesa uz topoSajam pilsétam, lai
pabarotu sevi, savu gimeni un pilsétas kopienu (Steel, 2013).

Promocijas darba urbanas lauksaimniecibas veésturiskaja attistiba ir
identificéti tris posmi. Katru urbanas lauksaimniecibas attistibas posmu (skat.
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1.tab.) raksturo atskirigi ietekmgjoSie faktori, prakses funkcijas, principi un

tendences.
1.tabula
Urbanas lauksaimniecibas vesturiskas attistibas posmi
Attistibas - . L
posms Faktori Periods Principi, tendences
oo oo S - lauksaimnieciba ir dala no
Pilset- - pilsétu veidosanas o o
oy A . _ pilsétas un pamats pils€tu
planoSanas | - iedzivotaju skaita 3.5.tukst.g. . - .
. ~ autonomijai un attistibai
pamat- pieaugums p.m.g.-17.gs. . e
L Lo . UL* ir galvenais partikas
princips - teritoriala autonomija . o
ieguves avots pilsétas
. e - zemes resursi tiek izmantoti
- Industrializacija ekonomiski ienesigakas
- sabiedribas ekonomiska _ &
noslanosanas 18.-19.gs 1ozares
.. T - UL tiek praktizéta nelielas,
. - ekonomiska migracija uz s . -
Funkciju D rupnieciba neizmantotas
. pilsétam o ol
maina pilsétas teritorijas
- pasaules kari - UL ir svarigs partikas ieguves
- ekonomiska un sociala avots krizes apstaklos, bet ne
- 20.gs. | puse L ’ o
depresija pamatprincips pilsetas
- resursu nepietickamiba planosana
- socialas iniciativas ar ideju
- ilgtspéjigas attistibas parverst peleko zalaja”
principi - dinamiska pé&tniecibas un
- zinatnes un pétniecibas | 20.gs. Il puse |zinatnes fokusa maina
Renesanse e “ - . ’ _
aktivitates - Sobrid - prakse nelielos apméros,
- tehnologiska attistiba izmantojot  visu  pieejamo
- sabiedribas vértibu maina platibu, t.sk. sienas, jumtus,
balkonus u.c.

* UL — urbana lauksaimnieciba
Avots: autores veidots

Cilveces un ar1 pils€tu attistiba sakotn&ji bija balstita uz pieejamibu partikai,

kas bija ne tikai izdzivoSanas, bet ar1 labklajibas attistibas priekSnosacijums
(Gibson, 2017). Sie aspekti raksturo attistibas pirmo posmu, kad urbana
lauksaimnieciba ir pilsétplano$anas pamatprincips. ledzivotaju skaita
pieaugums un pils€tu attistiba noteica $adu urbanas lauksaimniecibas virzibu un
lomu Iidz pat 17.gs. Saja perioda urbanajai lauksaimniecibai ir tris principi:
1) lauksaimnieciba ir dala no pilsétas un pamats tas autonomijai un attistibai;
2) tiek veidotas regionam un klimatam pielagotas aptideno$anas sist€émas un
tehnologijas; 3) urbana lauksaimnieciba ir galvenais partikas ieguves avots
pilsétas iedzivotajiem. Saja urbanas lauksaimniecibas attistibas perioda visos
pasaules regionos ir lidzigas pilsétu tendences, ka vienu no galvenajiem pilsétu
izveides nosacTjumiem uzstadot partikas pieejamibu un lauksaimniecibu
ieklaujot pils€tas robezas. Tas noteica pilsétu veidosanu uz augligam zemém vai
savam laikam sarezgitu apudenoSanas sisteému izveidi auglibas uzlaboganai.
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Pilsétas un lauksaimniecibas prakse attistfjas kopa, un izpratne par stingro
lauksaimniecibas un pilsétvides noskirumu ir veidojusies tehnologiskas attistibas
gaita (Jacobs, 1970).

Industrialas revoliicijas aizsakumi 18.gS. mainija urbanizacijas procesa
tendences un ari pilsétu attistibas principus. Sakusies Eiropa, bet ar strauju
attistibu globala meroga, ta mainija pilsétu fokusus un saka attalinat pilsetas un
lauksaimniecibu, iesakot jaunu, atSkirigu posmu urbanas lauksaimniecibas
attistiba — funkciju mainas (zinamu laiku pat niveléanas) periodu.

Periods no industrialas revoliicijas Iidz Pirmajam pasaules karam pardefingja
pils€tas un lauksaimniecibas savstarp&jas attiecibas, veidojot noturigu
prieksstatu par urbanizacijas attistibu, kas ir noskirta no lauksaimniecibas
prakses. Lauksaimniecibas prakse pilsétu robezas tika maksimali samazinata,
zemes teritorijas izmantojot ekonomiski daudz ienesigakajai industrialajai
ripniecibai. Tas noteica ne tikai urbanas lauksaimniecibas funkciju mainu, bet
ari daudzveidigakas prakses lomas veidoSanos pilsétas (McClintock, 2017).
18.gs. industrialas revoliicijas attistibas tendences sekmégja dalas pilsétu
iedzivotaju ienakumu limena strauju pieaugumu, parorientgjot vinu darbibu no
lauksaimniecibas uz riipniecibu. Bet industrialas revoliicijas uzplaukums un ar to
saistita sabiedribas ekonomiska noslanoSanas 19.gadsimta ari noteica
lauksaimniecibas atgrieSanu pilsétvide, bet — jau ar daudz savadaku funkciju
kopumu, aizsakot mazdarzinu pieejas uzplaukumu (Nowysz et al., 2022). P&c
Pirma pasaules kara vairakas valstis urbanie darzi tika ieklauti pilsétplanosana
partikas ieguvei un nodro§inasanai, seviski sociali jutigako grupu iedzivotajiem
(Holmer, Drescher, 2005; Dorofieieva, Vugule, 2021). Pasaules karu periods ir
laiks, kad urbana lauksaimnieciba pierada savu funkcionalitati steidzamu
partikas resursu nodroSinasand krizes apstaklos (Simon, 2023) — pat ja ir
verojamas bitiskas atSkiribas urbanas lauksaimniecibas praksé dazados pasaules
regionos, ta iegust lidzigas funkcijas socialekonomiskas krizés (Chan et al.,
2017; Hammelman, 2017; White, Hamm, 2017; Caputo et al., 2023).

21.gs. sabiedribas pieversta uzmaniba urbanajai lauksaimniecibai ne reti tiek
saukta par urbanas lauksaimniecibas renesansi (Gray et al., 2017; Philpott,
2010). Par iniciativu galveno mérki tiek izvirzits jautajums, ka , parvérst peleko
zalaja” — apstaklos, kad urbanas lauksaimniecibas primarais nosacijums vairs
nav brivas zemes pieejamiba, bet dazadu tehnologiju izmantoSana savas
produkcijas audz€Sanai visas iesp€jamas vietds — uz jumtiem, sienam,
konteineros, uz palodzém u.c. (Hall, 2017). Urbanajai lauksaimniecibai tiek
pieversta arvien lielaka uzmaniba ne tikai no partikas aktivistiem, individualiem
entuziastiem un akadémiskas vides, bet arl vietg§jam pasvaldibam un
nevalstiskajam organizacijam (LeDoux, Conz, 2017). Urbanas lauksaimniecibas
renesanses periods iezimé nepiecieSamibu noteikt ta@s vietu 21.gadsimta
pilsétplanosana, identificgjot to ka dalu no pils€tas, urbanas dzives, tai skaita ar1
nosakot normativo reguléjumu un atbalstu (WinklerPrins, 2017b). Strauji
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pieaugosas populacijas apstaklos pilsétas nevar but tikai partikas paterétaji un
atkritumu veidotaji — ir jarod balanss un jamazina urbano teritoriju slodze uz
lauku teritorijam. Urbanas lauksaimniecibas renesanses ideja ir saistita ar plasu
ietekmg&joso faktoru loku — papildu primara partikas ieguves avota aktualitatei,
urbano lauksaimniecibu ietekmé art tadi faktori ka dzivesveids, hobiju paradumi,
socialas koh&zijas tendences, aprites ekonomika, ilgtsp&jigas attistibas principi
u.c. aspekti. Tadel wurbano lauksaimniecibu musdienas raksturo
daudzfunkcionalitate, veidojot daudzfaktoru analizes p&tniecisko lauku.

1.2. Urbanas lauksaimniecibas koncepts un definéjuma aspekti

Urbana lauksaimnieciba tas visplasakaja nozimé ir lauksaimniecibas
praktizéSana pilsétvidé. Tomer tas konceptualizacija ir plasas variacijas, ko
noteikusi prakses v&sturiska attistiba un funkciju maina, dazadu zinatgu
parstavju petijumi ar jomai pielagotam definicijam un atskirigs starptautisko un
nacionalo organizaciju skatfjums uz praksi un tas lomu pilsetu attistiba.

Partikas audzgSana un lauksaimnieciba 21.gs. lielakoties tiek asocitta ar
lauku teritorijam, tam raksturigo dzivesveidu un aspektiem (Nowysz et al.,
2022). Tadg] urbanas lauksaimniecibas konceptualizacija ir saistita ne tikai ar
partikas ieguvi ka prakses pamatfunkciju, bet daudz plasaku funkciju loku, kas
raksturigs pilsétvidei. Kaut gan ta biezi tick definéta plasi un vienkarSoti ka augu
un majlopu audz&sana pilsétas robezas (Caldas, Christopoulos, 2023), urbanas
lauksaimniecibas izpratné bitisks ir prakses aspekts, ka lauksaimnieciba
pilsétvide ir daudz cieSak integréta urbanajas sistemds, telpa un vidé ka
lauksaimnieciba lauku teritorijas (Toth, Timpe, 2017).

Urbana lauksaimnieciba primari tiek konceptualizéta ka partikas razoSanas
prakse, tikai retos p&tijumos ieklaujot ar1 dekorativo augu audze$anu. Biezakie
urbanas lauksaimniecibas koncepta variaciju aspekti zinatniskajos p&tijumos un
rakstos ir: pilsétas robezu un pierobezas interpretacija; lauksaimniecibas veidu
uzskaitljums, plasums; apsaimniekotas teritorijas raksturojums; prakses merkis
un motivacija; prakse ieklautais procesu uzskaitfjums.

Urbanas lauksaimniecibas definicijas vari€jas aspektos, vai tiek ieklauta tikai
pilsétu centru teritorija (intra-urban), kas ir seviski atSkiriga metropolgs, visa
pilsétas robeZas esosa teritorija (urban) vai ari pierobeza (peri-urban). Kaut gan
dala petijumu urbana un peri-urbana lauksaimnieciba tiek analiz€tas ka
ekvivalentas prakses, to telpiskas atSkiribas veido ar1 biitiskas atSkiribas prakses
aspektos (Gottero et al., 2023). Urbanas un peri-urbanas lauksaimniecibas
sapltSanu un konceptualas izpratnes apvienosanu ietekmé pils€tu attistibas un
urbanizacijas procesi — geografiskas pilsétu robezas ir relativi nemainigas, bet
urbanas vides robezas mainas, atkariba no pils€tu attistibas, apdzivotibas,
blivniecibas u.c. aspektiem, tadgjadi veidojot plustosu un neskaidru vides
norobezojumu attieciba uz urbano un peri-urbano teritoriju (White, Hamm,
2017). Tomér atSkiribas pilsétu ilgtsp&jas funkcionalitaté nosaka to, ka peri-
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urbana lauksaimnieciba ir identificgjama ka atseviska pieeja, jo, salidzinot ar
urbano lauksaimniecibu, ilgtsp&jigas attistibas aspektos un ietekméjosos faktoros
ir tuvaka lauku teritoriju praksei. Apkopojot promocijas darba veikta p&tijuma
par dazadu pieeju aspektu salidzinasanu, secinams, ka visu aspektu grupas ir
butiskas urbanas un peri-urbanas lauksaimniecibas atskiribas.

Analizgjot urbanas lauksaimniecibas konceptualizaciju lauksaimniecibas
veidu uzskaitijuma, identificéjams, ka definicijas fokus€jas uz partikas razoSanu
un vairums ietver jebkadas partikas kultivéSanu un majlopu un majputnu
tur€Sanu pilsétvide (Tornaghi, 2014). Aspekts, kas akcent€ urbanas
lauksaimniecibas specifiku, ir definicija ieklaujamais apsaimniekotas teritorijas
raksturojums, kas iesp&jams divgjadi — pec apsaimniekotas teritorijas lieluma un
atrasanas vietas. Dala definiciju tiek uzsvérta ne tikai partikas produktu
audzesana urbanajas teritorijas pieejamajos zemes gabalos, bet arT ickStelpas
(Azunre et al., 2019), tadgjadi paplasinot prakses analizes iespgjas, relativi
distancgjoties no brivo zemes teritoriju piecjamibas problematikas.

Urbanas lauksaimniecibas vienotas, detalizetakas definicijas izveide lautu ar1
precizak noteikt prakses attistibas virzienus un lomu pilsétplanoSana (Sanye-
Mengual et al., 2016). Vairums petijumu par urbano lauksaimniecibu ir balstiti
gadjjumu analizé, kuros izmantotas definicijas vari€jas atkariba no lokala
konteksta un petijuma merkiem, tiesi tade|l datu kvantificeSana un salidzinasana
globala aspekta ir apgriitinosa (Thebo et al., 2014). Apkopojot un izvertgjot
urbanas lauksaimniecibas konceptualizacijas iespgjas un problematiku,
promocijas darba ir izstradata un pétfjuma tiek izmantota definicija: urbana
lauksaimnieciba ir nozare, kas paspaterinam vai komercialiem méerkiem razo
augkopibas (t.sk. darzenu, auglu, garSaugu, arstniectbas) un/vai lopkopibas
(t.sk. piena, putnu, biskopibas) produkciju pilséetas teritorija, audzéjot to
artelpd vai iekstelpas. Sada urbanas lauksaimniecibas definicija ir daudzpusigus
prakses aspektus raksturojosa, ir pielietojama dazados, no valsts specifikas
neatkarigos pétijumos. Promocijas darba p&tijuma konstatéts, ka ir butiski nodalit
urbanas un peri-urbanas lauksaimniecibas praksi to atskirigo faktoru, funkciju un
rezultatu d€]. Lauksaimniecibas veidu norade defingjuma ir btiska, jo izcel
urbanas lauksaimniecibas specifiku, bet taja nav ieklaujami dekorativie vai
aromatizétajaugi, kas pilsétvide lielakoties neizpilda urbanas lauksaimniecibas
daudzfunkcionalitates potencialu.

1.3. Urbanas lauksaimniecibas pé&tniecibas tendences un interpretacija
ekonomikas teorijas

Urbanas lauksaimniecibas aktualitati 21.gadsimta ietekmé socialas idejas un
to virziba, sabiedribas vertibu maina un ilgtspgjigas attistibas tendences. Bet tas
potencials urbanizacijas risku mazinaSana un daudzpusiga funkcionalitate ir
noteikusi ne tikai dazadu socialo iniciativu un iedzivotaju pievérSanos urbanas
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lauksaimniecibas praksei, bet arT zinatnisko pé&tfjumu un publikaciju skaita
strauju pieaugumu.

Zinatnisko rakstu datu baz&s publikaciju skaits par urbano lauksaimniecibu ir
salidzinos$i neliels 1idz 20.gs. devindesmitajiem gadiem, bet ar izteikti augosu
tendenci, sakot no 2000.gada. Tas liecina par strauju témas aktualitates attistibu
zinatniskajos pétijumos. P&tniecibas virzienus iesp&jams klasificét pec petijuma
fokusa un aspektu grupam: politiskie aspekti (normativa reguléjuma trikums un
neatbilstiba lauksaimniecibas praksei pilsétvidé); ekonomiskie aspekti (inovativu
un regionalu Tso partikas kézu veidoana, produktivitates un patérétaju grupu
analize); socialie aspekti (sabiedribas veselibas veicinaSanas aspekti, dazadu
motivacijas faktoru analize, socialas koh&zijas un rekreacijas iesp&ju petijumi);
tehnologiskie aspekti (urbanas lauksaimniecibas tehnologisko risinajumu
iesp€jas un dazadu pieeju izmanto$ana); vides aspekti (piesarnojuma ietekme uz
produkecijas kvalitati un urbanizacijas piesarnojuma mazinasanas iesp&jas).

Urbanas lauksaimniecibas vieta ekonomikas teorijas nav skaidri noteikta
un ir vél maz analizSta. Ka daudzfunkcionala prakse ta ir jauna tendence, kas
vairak tiek pétita ilgtsp&jigas attistibas un tehnologisko inovaciju, bet ne
ekonomikas teoriju konceptu konteksta. Tomeér urbanas lauksaimniecibas
funkcionalitates un prakses interpretacija ir identific€jama vairaku ekonomistu
teoriju aspektos: globalizacija (T.Levita, Dz.Saksa, M.Stigera princip0s un
teorijas); globalas sasilsanas un klimata izmainu ekonomiskie aspekti
(V.D.Nordhausa un P.Romera analiz€); dzives kvalitates prasibu pieauguma
analize ekonomika un labklajibas ekonomikas principi (S.Liba un A.K.Sena
teorijas); resursu izmantoSanas efektivitate un aprites ekonomikas principi
(N.Borlauga, V.R.Stahela, T.Dzeksona teorijas); konkurétspéjas principi
(A.Smita, D.Rikardo, M.Portera, Dz.Barnija un S.Garelli analiz&tajos aspektos);
vertibu teorija un vertibu izpratnes loma lémumu pienemsana (K.Mengera,
M.E.L.Valrasa, V.S.Dzevona un K.V.Greiva teoriju aspektos).

1.4. Urbanas lauksaimniecibas globala pieredze

Urbanas lauksaimniecibas vésturiska attistiba, aktualitate, prakses motivacija
un citi socialekonomiskie aspekti un tehnologisko inovaciju pieejamiba ir
noteikusi dazadu praksu iespgjas, tadgjadi ietverot atSkirigus veidus un to
raksturojumu. Petijumos urbanas lauksaimniecibas komercdarbibas prakse tiek
definéta ar1 ka profesionala urbana lauksaimnieciba, ja tas produkti vai
pakalpojumi tiek piedavati tirgi komercialiem mérkiem (Clerino et al., 2023).
Majsaimniecibu paspatérinam lauksaimniecibas produkcija ne reti tiek audzeta
tuvu dzivesvietai vai pat dzivesvietas telpas. Urbanas lauksaimniecibas
praktiz€Sana uz paSvaldibas vai kopipaSuma teritorijas lielakoties ir saistita ar
kopienas darzu izveidi, kas visbiezak ir kopienas iniciativa, ko motive
produkcijas iegiiSana, hobija aktivitates un izglitiba, kas ir lidzigaki motivi
majsaimniecibu neka komercdarbibas praksei (Veen et al., 2016).
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Urbanas lauksaimniecibas veidi pétijumos tiek Klasificéti péc vairakiem
aspektiem: vides nosacijumi, lauksaimniecibas metodes, tehnologijas, audzeta
produkcija u.c. (Toth, Timpe, 2017). Biezi klasifikaciju nosaka augsnes
izmantojuma kriterijs: pilsétas augsnes izmantoSana, parvietojama, no pilsétas
augsnes neatkariga prakse, eka integréts modelis, tai skaita, izmantojot balkonus,
palodzes u.c. telpas (Gozdziewicz-Biechonska, Brzezinska-Rawa, 2022).

P&c lauksaimniecibas pamatresursa, zemes, pieejamibas ir klasific€jamas tris
grupas: 1) pilsetas teritorijas zemju izmantoSana — prakse, kas tiek istenota uz
eso$am zemes platibam; 2) ekas integreétais lauksaimniectbas modelis — augsnes
veidoSana arpus pilsétas noteiktds zemes teritorijas; 3) bez-augsnes
lauksaimnieciba — konteineru, akvaponikas u.c. produkcijas audzé$anas veids,
neizmantojot augsni. Tre$a grupa ir izdalita ka atseviska, jo bez-augsnes
augkopiba var tikt praktizéta, gan izmantojot eso$as zemes teritorijas, gan
integréjot to telpa (€kas vai konteineros) (D’Ostuni et al., 2022).

Otrs apsaimniekotas teritorijas raksturojoss aspekts, kas klasificé urbanas
lauksaimniecibas veidus, ir TpaSumtiesibu statuss. Liela dala urbanas
lauksaimniecibas praktizétaju apsaimnieko zemes, kas nav to JpaSuma — parasti
pasvaldibas vai organizaciju pasuma resursus (Hammelman, 2017).

2.tabula apkopoti petijumos un zinatniskajas publikacijas biezak analizetie
urbanas lauksaimniecibas veidi. To klasifikacija pec Tpasumtiesibu statusa un
apsaimniekotas teritorijas specifikas ir veidota, balstoties uz promocijas darba
apkopotajam pétijumu tendenc€m. Tomer tas nav absolutiz€jamas, jo ir
iespgjami pétfjumos retak analizeéti gadijumi — pieméram, mazdarzini, kas ir
pasvaldibas TpaSums, kopienas un jumta darzi uz privatipa§uma u.c.

2.tabula
Urbanas lauksaimniecibas prakses veidu klasifikacija
— . Pilsetas zemes platibu Ekas integratais
Teritorijas veids . . L .
izmantoSana lauksaimniecibas modelis

kopienas darzi
skolu darzi
urbanas fermas
agrovoltiskie darzi
konteineru darzkopiba palodzu darzkopiba
mazdarzini balkonu darzi
pagalma darzi

jumta darzi
vertikalie darzi

Kopipasuma, pasvaldibas
vai organizaciju teritorija

PrivatipaSuma teritorija

Avots: autores veidots

Kopienas darzus raksturo to kolektiva apsaimniekoSana un produkcijas
izmantoSana, ne reti ka iniciativa socialu un ekonomisku risku mazinasanai
kopiena (Dorofieieva, Vugule, 2021; Nowysz et al., 2022). Ari skolu darzi tiek
apsaimniekoti kolektivi, bet ka primaro funkciju izvirzot izglitoSanu. Kopienas
un skolu darzu organizacijas un funkciju princips tiek izmantots ari socialo
apriipes namu un slimnicu teritorijas. Urbands fermas parasti ir izvietotas netalu
no blivi apdzivotajiem pilsétas regioniem, to veidoSanai un attistiSanai

20



nepiecieSsami salidzino$i lieli finansialie ieguldjjumi un zemes resursu
pieejamiba, tadel tas visbiezak vada inovativi un pieredzgjusi uzneémgji
(Dorofieieva, Vugule, 2021) vai labdaribas organizacijas, nodrosinot socialas,
ekonomikas un vides funkcijas (Opitz et al., 2016). Savukart agrovoltiskie darzi
ir lauksaimniecibai iekoptas teritorijas pilsétas saules energijas ieguves fermas,
darzenus stadot tiesi zem saules paneliem - teritorija, kas citadi ir
neapsaimniekota. Konteineru darzkopiba ir specifisks urbanas lauksaimniecibas
veids, kura partikas audzeSana tiek istenota specialos, ar informacijas un
razo$anas tehnologijam aprikotos konteineros (Ayambire et al., 2019).

PrivatipaSuma teritorijas klasifikacijas grupa ietver vairakus urbanas
lauksaimniecibas veidus, bet pétijumos biezak analizétie ir mazdarzini un
pagalma darzi. Mazdarzini ir pilsétas teritorijas esoSas darzu zonas, kas apvieno
vairakus individuali iekoptus darzus (Glavan et al., 2016; Dorofieieva, Vugule,
2021). Bet pagalma darziem raksturiga kultiraugu un/vai majputnu audzéSana
uz fiziski noslégtas, privatas zemes — lidzigi ka balkons vai terase ar pagalms ir
saistits ar noteiktu ipaumu (Opitz et al., 2016).

Viens no pasaulé izplatitakajiem €kas integréta lauksaimniecibas modela
veidiem ir jumta darzi — darzi, dobes vai citadi noteiktas teritorijas, kas
lauksaimniecibas produkcijas audze$anai tiek izvietoti uz €ku jumtiem. Ari
Vertikalie darzi lauksaimniecibai izmanto paSas €kas konstrukcijas, un var biit
izvietoti gan iekStelpas, gan artelpas, bet §1 veida istenoSanai nepiecieSami
relativi lieli ieguldijumi aptidenoSanas tehnologijas. Palodzu un balkonu darzi
ir visbiezak privatipasuma esosas telpas pielagosana lauksaimniecibai.

Urbana lauksaimnieciba ar dazadu pieeju, motivaciju un funkcijam tiek
praktizeta visos pasaules regionos, tomér ir identificéjams dalfjums divos butiski
at8kirigos prakses regionos — urbanas lauksaimniecibas analizé tiek nodaliti
Globalie Ziemeli un Globalie Dienvidi. Urbanas lauksaimniecibas pieredzes
dalfjums nav balstits visparpienemta valstu vai pasaules teritoriju nodaljjuma.
P&tijumos un teorijas valstu klasifikacija Globalajos Ziemelos un Dienvidos
vari€jas un nosacito teritoriju nodalijumu veido atSkiribas pieredzg,
domingjosajas funkcijas un motivacija, teritorijas izmantoSanas tendences,
lauksaimniecibas veidos un izaudzetas partikas apjomos. Globalo Ziemelu
pieredzi veido Ziemelamerika, Eiropa, dala Azijas; Globalo Dienvidu —
Dienvidamerika, Afrika, dala Azijas. At3kirigi tiek vértéta Australijas piederiba
urbanas lauksaimniecibas teritorialajam dalijumam, bet pétijumos, kas fokuséti
uz Australijas urbanas lauksaimniecibas gadijumu analizi, ta visbiezak tiek
klasificéta ka Globalo Ziemelu prakse (Byrne et al., 2017).

1.5. Urbanas lauksaimniecibas funkciju zinatniski teorétiska izpéte

21.gadsimta lauksaimnieciba lielakoties tiek izprasta ka lauku vides aktivitate
un prakse, kas, salidzinot ar pilsétvidi, nodro$ina gan atskirigus vides un resursu
pieejamibas aspektus, gan ekonomiskas iesp&jas un socialo specifiku.
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Industrializacijas attistibas noteiktais pilsétvides un lauksaimniecibas noskirums
ir radijis barjeras urbanas lauksaimniecibas potenciala un attistibas uztverei.

Urbana lauksaimnieciba ir izteikti daudzfunkcionala prakse, kas, neatkarigi
no primaras motivacijas un mérka, vienlaicigi sp&j apvienot vairakas funkcijas,
sakot no partikas nodrosinajuma lidz pat socialo saiSu un sabiedribas veselibas
veicinasanai (Horst et al., 2017). Promocijas darba p&c veikta zinatniskas
literatiiras pétijuma ir apkopotas 14 urbanas lauksaimniecibas funkcijas, kas
klasificetas piecas grupas (skat. 3.tab.).

3.tabula
Urbanas lauksaimniecibas funkcijas un to ieguvumi
Funkcija \ leguvumi
Politiskas funkcijas
atbalsts pilsétu ilgtspéjai ilgtsp&jigas attistibas stratégiju izpildes atbalsts
pilsétas biologisko atkritumu
apsaimniekoSanas aprites ekonomikas principu ievieSana
veicinasana
Ekonomiskas funkcijas
partikas nodrosinajums partikas audzgSana paSpatérinam un tirgum
izdevumu samazinasana samazinati izdevumi, kas nepiecieSami partikas,
partikas iegade seviski organiskas, iegadei

pamata vai papildienakumu generg$ana
majsaimniecibai vai komercpraksei

partikas nodro§inajums, ienakumu generésana,
majsaimniecibu ekonomiskais elastigums

ienakumu generésana

nabadzibas mazinasana

Socialas funkcijas

socialas kohézijas attistiSana | alternativa sociala tiklojuma veidoSana
sabiedribas veselibas veseligs uzturs, stresa mazinasana, fiziskas
veicinasana aktivitates, rekreacija
izglitibas (partikas sistému, ieklausana skolu un aprtipes namu aktivitasu
vides) veicinasana programma, zinasanu parnese kopiena
veértibu un tradiciju atjaunota saikne ar dabu, lauksaimniecibas tradiciju
uzturésana un saglabasana un vértibu atjaunosana pilséta

Tehnologiskas funkcijas
tehnologiju inovaciju telpas un teritorijas adaptacijas nepiecieSamibas
veicinasana raditas tehnologiskas un prakses inovacijas
eku energoefektivitates tdens resursu atkartota izmantosana, €ku
veicinasana energoefektivitates paaugstinasana

Vides funkcijas
mikroklimata veidoSana, samazinot pilsétas
siltumu, puteklu absorb&$ana un gaisa kvalitates

ekosistemas servisa

nodroSinasana « O g —

uzlabo$ana, biologiskas daudzveidibas saglabasana
vides, tai skaitd ainavas, teritorijas apzalumosana, pils€tas ainavas
saglabasana un uzlabosana dazadosSana

Avots: autores veidots
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Politiskas funkcijas ir saistitas ar wrbanas lauksaimniecibas lomu un
iespejam politikas planoSana un attistibas stratégijas. Politisko funkciju
realizacija urbanajai lauksaimniecibai ir atbalsta potencials ilgtsp&jigas attistibas,
aprites ekonomikas un atkritumu apsaimniekoSanas stratégijas un planos. Pilsétu
ilgtspéja ir viens no ANO ilgtspEjigas attistibas mérkiem, kas zalo pilsétu
koncepta ietver pateréto un sarazoto resursu, tai skaita partikas, Iidzsvarosanu,
vides kvalitates uzlabosanu un zalo publisko zonu attistisanu (Goal 11: Make...,
[b.g.]). Kaut gan urbana lauksaimnieciba nav pamata risinajums ilgtspg&jigas
attisttbas mérku sasniegSana, tas funkcionalitate pils€tu ilgtsp&jas atbalsta ir
ievérojama gan no socialajiem un vides, gan politiskajiem aspektiem (Rogge et
al., 2018). IlgtspEjiga attistiba ir saistita ar aprites ekonomikas principu
ievieSanu, kam pakartoti ir atkritumu apsaimniekoSanas plani. Urbana
lauksaimnieciba vistie§ak ir saistita ar pilsétas biologisko atkritumu
apsaimniekoSanu. Prakses ietekme uz atkritumu apsaimniekoSanu varigjas no
urbanas lauksaimniecibas veida un prakses pieejas (Mufioz-Liesa et al., 2022).
Urbanas lauksaimniecibas prakse sp€ gan samazinat partikas atkritumu
daudzumu, gan rada iesp&ju biologisko atkritumu izmanto$anai kompostam.

Ekonomiskas funkcijas ir saistitas ar dazada méroga ekonomiskajiem
ieguvumiem, ieklaujot gan partikas, gan finansu resursu nodrosSinajumu. Kaut
gan resursu ierobezotibas un dardzibas deél urbanas lauksaimniecibas
ekonomiskas funkcijas tiesu finansialu ieguvumu veida ir griiti novert€jamas, tas
nodroSina praktizetajiem diversificetus ienakumus un to avotus, vienlaicigi
dazadojot arT paSu urbano agroekosisttmu (White, 2017). Partikas
nodrosindsanas funkcija ir urbanas lauksaimniecibas pamatfunkcija. P&tijumu
rezultati atSkiras, bet aptuveni 15-25% pasaules partikas tiek sarazota pilsétvidé
(Simon, 2023). Urbanas lauksaimniecibas nozime nav jasaista ar
majsaimniecibas pilnigu nodros§inasanu ar partiku, bet partikas nodrosinajuma
veidosanu pieejamaku, elastigaku un stabilaku visam sabiedribas socialajam
grupam (Poulsen et al., 2015; Dorofieieva, Vugule, 2021). Partikas
nodro$inasanas funkcija mijiedarbojas ar izdevumu samazinasanas funkciju.
Urbana lauksaimnieciba majsaimniecibas ir izdeviga, salidzinot veikala
produkcijas izmaksas un, jo seviski, organiskas partikas cenas (Azunre et al.,
2019). Bet ja aprékinos tiek ieklautas attieciga regiona vidgjas darba speka algas
izmaksas, tad ekonomiskais izdevigums var biit arT negativs (Glavan et al., 2016).
Izdevumu ekonomiskais aprékins ir biitisks finansiala izdeviguma novértéSana
ne tikai partikas izdevumu samazinasanas, bet ari iendkumu generésanas
funkcija. Taja ir atSkirigi rezultati praks€s, kad ar urbano lauksaimniecibu
nodarbojas majsaimniecibas vai individi ka papildu nodarbo$anos vai kad prakse
ir primari komercialu mérku motivéta. Tomér urbana lauksaimnieciba retos
gadijumos ir primarais ienakumu generésanas avots — lielakoties praktizétajiem
ta nodroSina sekundaros vai pat terciaros ienakumus (White, 2017). To, vai
urbana lauksaimnieciba tiek izmantota paspat€rinam vai pardosanai, ietekme
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vairaki faktori, to skaitd, saimniekoSanas sist€émas tips, razo$anas metode,
kultaraugi, marketinga iesp&jas (Poulsen et al., 2015). Nabadzibas mazinasana
ir viens no ANO ilgtspgjigas attistibas merkiem, un urbana lauksaimnieciba spgj
vismaz dalgji mazinat urbanizacijas radito partikas nepietiekamibu (Twelve
Organizations Promoting..., 2016). Nabadzibas mazinasanas funkciju ietekmé
vairaku faktoru kopums, tadel urbanas lauksaimniecibas loma taja ir javerte art
kritiski — seviski tadel, ka tas prakse majsaimniecibam lielakoties sp&j nodrosinat
tikai nelielu dalu nepiecieSamas partikas.

Kaut gan urbana lauksaimnieciba realizé ekonomikas funkcijas, tiesi
socialais un vides potencials var mazinat pieaugo$os urbanizacijas un
globalizacijas riskus (Azunre et al., 2019). Urbana lauksaimnieciba icklaujas
sociala urbanisma tendenc@s, ka mérkis ir progresiva pilsétu transformacija uz
ilgtsp&jigiem principiem visos, tai skaita, socialajos aspektos (Simon, 2023).
Urbanas lauksaimniecibas socialas funkcijas ir saistitas ar fizisko un
psihologisko veselibu, dzivesveidu, socialajam tendencéem, vertibu un citu
socialo aspektu veicinasanu gan sabiedribas, gan individa liment.

Pieaugot urbanizacijas limenim, tradicionalas kopienas saiknes ir aizvietotas
ar anonimitati un individualismu. Informacijas laikmeta, globalas ekonomikas
un uz sacensibu orient€tas socialas politikas raditais spiediens ir novedis
Rietumu sabiedribu pie socialas kohézijas krizes (Veen et al., 2016). Urbana
lauksaimnieciba tiek atzita ka viens no svarigiem pilariem pilsétu ilgtsp&jigai
socialai attistibai, veidojot alternativu socialo tiklojumu un ietekmgjot socialo
izaugsmi un kopg&jo labumu (Glavan et al., 2016; Dorofieieva, Vugule, 2021).
Tiesi kopienas vai cita veida kolektivie darzi sp&j nodrosinat plasako ar socialo
koh&ziju saistito potencialu. Turklat, lai sasniegtu maksimalu urbanas
lauksaimniecibas pozitivo ietekmi, ir svarigi, lai darzi ir pieejami péc iesp&jas
vairak cilvékiem, tai skaita ari tiem, kuri nav darzkopji (Schram-Bijerk, 2018).
Tas attista urbanas lauksaimniecibas sabiedribas veselibas veicinasanas
potencialu, nodro$inot pieredze-balstitus labumus, k@ stresa mazinasana,
uzlabota pieejamiba veseligai partikai, fizisko aktivitasu iesp&ju veidoSana
(Schram-Bijerk et al., 2018; White, 2017; Simon, 2023; Yuan et al., 2022).
Saskarsme ar dabu palidz atjaunot un uzlabot kognitivas prasmes (Schram-Bijerk
et al., 2018; Yuan et al., 2022).

Ar citam socialajam funkcijam mijiedarbojas urbanas lauksaimniecibas
izglitibas veicinasanas potencials (Ferreira et al., 2018). Izglitibas veicinasanas
funkciju urbana lauksaimnieciba sp&j nodrosinat vairakos virzienos — gan tiesa,
skolas darzus un to apsaimniekoSanu ieklaujot skolas aktivitaSu programma, gan
netiesa, izglitibas funkciju realiz&jot ar zinasanu, prasmju un pieredzes apmainu
starp urbanajiem darzkopjiem un apsaimniekotajiem (Horst et al., 2017). Ne
mazak svariga ir urbanas lauksaimniecibas veértibu un tradiciju uzturésanas un
saglabasanas funkcija — atjaunotas saiknes veidosana ar dabu, lauksaimniecibas
praksi, partikas audzeSanu majas. Saglabdjot un veicinot vietgjo kultiiru un
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lauksaimniecibas tradicijas, urbana lauksaimnieciba spg& veicinat dazadu
paaudzu saskarsmi (Trendov, 2018).

Urbanas lauksaimniecibas tehnologiskas funkcijas ir saistitas ar prakses
potencialu tehnologisko inovdciju un risinajumu veicinasana. Apstaklos, kad
zemes platibas partikas audzeSanai ir limitétas, tiek mekltas inovativas pieejas
— tiek izmantotas kastes, maisi, ickarinamie podi, vertikalas konstrukcijas u.c.
formas lauksaimniecibas prakses adaptacija (Foodmetres..., 2015). Bitisks
aspekts tehnologiskajas funkcijas ir art eku energoefektivitates nodrosinasanas
potencials, izmantojot lauksaimniecibas praksi €ku sienu un jumtu siltuma
saglabasanai, energoefektivitati wveicinot ar energijas ietaupijumu &kas
atdzes€$anai un uzsildisanai (Uk-Hyeon et al., 2022).

Urbanas lauksaimniecibas vides funkcijas veido ilgtspejigu pilsétvidi,
mazinot urbanizacijas riskus. Urbana lauksaimnieciba nodrosina ekosistemas
servisa funkcijas (Wittenberg et al., 2022), veicinot biologisko daudzveidibu, kas
veido pilsétu vides un ekonomisko noturibu, attistot zalo infrastruktiru (Skar et
al.,, 2020). Vides daudzveidiba, veidojot dazadotu ekologisko mozaiku ir
pamatprincips elastigu un noturigu sistému veidosana (Chan et al., 2017).
Ekosistémas servisa funkcijas izpildes nodroSina un veicina sabiedribas
labklajibu un pils€tvides noturibu (To6th, Timpe, 2017). Vides saglabasana un
uzlabosana, pilsétvides apzalumosana un zalo zonu paplasinasana ir viens no
pilsétu ilgtspgjas kritérijiem (Goal 11: Make.., [b.g.]). Lauksaimniecibas prakse
pilsetas ne tikai veido pilsétas vidi burtiski zalaku, turklat zalaku ar konkrétu
meérki, bet ari nodrosina vides un ekosistémas biologisko daudzveidibu un
dazadibu (WinklerPrins, 2017b; Simon, 2023).

Urbana lauksaimnieciba nav un nevar bt universals pils€tu attistibas un
partikas nodro§inajuma risindjuma instruments, bet tas funkcijas nedrikst vertét
arT k@ nenozimigas — ta ir viena no partikas nodro§indgjuma sisttmam ar
kompleksu socialekonomisko un tehnologisko ietvaru, sp&jot nodro$inat vairaku
funkciju realizaciju. Ka daudzfunkcionalai praksei urbanajai lauksaimniecibai ir
veéra nemams potencials ietekm&t un uzlabot pilsétu ilgtsp&ju daudzos Iimenos
un aspektos.

2. URBANAS LAUKSAIMNIECIBAS NORMATIVAIS
IETVARS UN AKTUALITATE ILGTSPEJIGA ATTISTIBA
LATVIJA

Nodalas apjoms ir 31 lpp. ar 6 tabulam un 2 atteliem. Nodala identificeti
butiskakie pilsétu ilgtsp&jas riski un noteikts urbanas lauksaimniecibas
potencials to minimiz&Sana, analiz&jot prakses aspektus ilgtsp€jigas attistibas
strategiskajos dokumentos. Apkopots esoSais urbano lauksaimniecibu Latvija
reglament€josais normativais ietvars un noteikta ta problematika prakses
attistibas veicinasana.
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2.1. Urbanizacijas izaicinajumi pilsétu ilgtspejiga attistiba

Pilsétas ir inovaciju un tehnologiskas attistibas galvenais kodols, kas ietekmé
dzives Itmena, atalgojuma, veselibas apriipes un citu socialo institliciju
pieejamibu un nodroSinajuma atSkiribu salidzinajuma ar lauku teritorijam.
ledzivotaju migracija uz pils€tdm nav jauns fenomens, bet 21.gadsimta
picaugosa pils€tas iedzivotaju proporcija rada vairakus izaicindgjumus pilsétu
ilgtsp@jigai attistibai gan ekonomikas, gan socialas, gan vides dimensijas.
Pilsetas tiek uzskatitas par galveno aspektu particibai un attistibai, bet lidz ar to
tas arT pateré loti lielu daudzumu resursu, viedo lielako dalu piesarnojuma,
neilgtsp&jigu izaugsmi un socialo nevienlidzibu (Toboso-Chavero et al., 2019).
Tadel urbanizacija rada tadus riskus ka strauju urbanas vides populacijas
pieaugumu, negativu ietekmi uz klimata parmainam, pieaugo$u daudznacionalu
partikas korporaciju dominanci (Byrne et al., 2017), augstu gaisa piesarnojumu,
urbanas karstuma salas efekta veidoSanos, atkritumu apsaimnieckoSanas
izaicinajumus, biodiversikacijas samazinasanos u.c. (Skar et al., 2020).

2007.gada pirmo reizi veésturé pasaules populacijas lielaka dala bija pils&tu,
nevis lauku iedzivotaji (Urban farming against..., [b.g.]), Eiropa ir treSais
urbanizétakais regions pasaule, kur 74% iedzivotaju dzivo pilsétas (2018
Revision of..., 2018), un Latvija pilsétu iedzivotaju ipatsvara dominance
novérota jau kop$ 1955.gada (World Urbanization Prospects, 2018).
Urbanizacijai pieaugot, pils€tas klist neizturigakas risku un parmainu procesos,
tai skaita partikas nodroSingjuma un piegades konteksta. Saskaroties ar
urbanizacijas riskiem, pilsétu ilgtsp&ja tiek izvirzitas divas pieejas, kuru
integracija var nodrosinat pilsétu ilgtsp&ju visas trijas dimensijas: zalas pilsétas,
kas fokusgjas uz vides aspektiem, un viedas pilsétas, kuru fokuss ir tehnologiskas
inovacijas (Bonab et al., 2023).

Pilsétu ilgtsp&ja skata pilsétas ka ekosistémas, kuru noturibas indikators ir
veseliba visas saistitajas dimensijas — socialaja, ekonomikas un vides (Simon,
2023). Tade] promocijas darba pétijuma urbanizacijas raditie izaicinajumi
pilsétu ilgtsp&jai klasificéti ilgtsp&jigas attistibas dimensiju grupas: ekonomiskie
(ekonomiska stratifikacija, bezdarbs, nepietickams ienakumu Iimenis,
nepietieckams partikas nodroSinajums, atkariba no partikas resursu razotajiem
arpus pilsétam); socialie (sociala noslanosanas un distanc€Sanas, socialas
kohézijas trikums, pilsétu dzivesveida raditi sabiedribas veselibas izaicinajumi);
vides (gaisa, Gidens un augsnes piesarnojums, kas veicina klimata negativas
izmainas, biologiskas daudzveidibas zudums, atkritumu apjoma pieaugums un
apsaimniekoSanas problematika). PievérSot vienlidzigu uzmanibu visu grupu
izaicinajumiem, bet jo Tpasi vides risinajumu ietekmei uz tiem, pils€tu attistiba
tiek izvirzits atjaunojo$o, regenerativo pilsétu koncepts — tas nosaka, ka
urbanaja videé ne tikai tiek atfistitas zalas zonas, bet tas tiek veidotas ka
produktivas, razojosas teritorijas, kas vienlaicigi nodrosina ainavu, biologisko
daudzveidibu un partikas resursus (Nowysz et al., 2022). Regenerativu pilsétu
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izveide ka risinajumu kompleksa pieeja urbanizacijas izaicinajumiem ieklauj ar
urbanas lauksaimniecibas praksi, jo tai ir potencials atbalstit un veicinat urbanas
politiskas ekologijas, pilsétu regeneracijas un ekologiskas civilizacijas attistibu.

2.2. Urbanas lauksaimniecibas aspekti stratégiskas attistibas dokumentos
pilsetu ilgtspejas konteksta

Parapdzivotiba, ekonomiska noslanosanas, klimata un citi globalie riski ir
noteikusi jaunu, inovativu risinajumu un pieeju aktualitati ka priekSnoteikumu
visu sféru attistibai. Jauna attistibas koncepta nepiecieSamibu noteica jau
1983.gada ANO dibinata Pasaules vides un attistibas komisija, kas 1987.gada,
publicgjot zinojumu “Misu kopiga nakotne” (ang.val. — Our common future), ka
atbilsto$ako attistibas konceptu pieaugosaja globalizacijas intensifikacijas
procesa nosakot ilgtsp€jigu attistibu. Esot globalizacijas laikmeta un ar to
saistitajos procesos, tai skaita politisko un ekonomisko sakaru intensifikacija,
Latvija ir vienota attistibas sistéma ar Eiropu — gan teritoriala konteksta, gan
politiski ekonomiska ka FEiropas Savienibas dalibvalsts. Savukart Eiropas
Savienibas ilgtermina attistibas stratégija ir tie$a veida saistita ar ilgtsp&jigas
attistibas konceptu un aspektiem.

Urbanas lauksaimniecibas petijumos biezi tiek analizeta prakses ietekme uz
ilgtsp&jigu attistibu un tas trijam dimensijam (Wittenberg et al., 2022), tadél
promocijas darba p&tijuma urbands lauksaimniecibas aspekti strat€giskas
attistibas dokumentos ar7 ir klasificéti ekonomikas, socialo un vides aspektu
grupas. Urbanas lauksaimniecibas aspekti un potencials identific€jams gan
ekonomikas (Eiropas zalais kurss, ES Ricibas plans parejai uz aprites
ekonomiku, Latvijas ilgtsp&jigas attistibas stratégija, Latvijas Bioekonomikas
stratégija, ES stratégija “No lauka Iidz galdam” u.c.), gan socialo (ANO
Vispargja cilvektiesibu deklaracija, ES Koh&zijas politika, LR Sabiedribas
veselibas pamatnostadnes, LR Izglitibas attistibas pamatnostadnes u.c.), gan
vides (ES Biodaudzveidibas stratégija, Latvijas stratégija klimatneitralitates
sasnieg8anai, Latvijas Nacionalais energétikas un klimata plans u.c.) ilgtsp&ju
noteico$os attistibas dokumentos.

Urbanas lauksaimniecibas aspekti ir identificjami vairakos ekonomikas
dimensijas ilgtspejas virzienos: dabas resursu ilgtsp€ja un produktivitates
veicinasana; partikas sistemu ilgtsp€ja un partikas vertibas izpratnes veidosana;
ienakumu ITmena stabilizacija un nodarbinatibas veicinaSana; aprites
ekonomikas principu ievieSana. Socialds dimensijas attistiba identificgjami
urbanas lauksaimniecibas aspekti tados principos ka socialas koh&zijas un
sabiedribas iesaistes veicinasana, sabiedribas veselibas veicinasana, izglitibas
attistiSana. Urbanajai lauksaimniecibai ir potencials atbalstit pils€tu ilgtsp&jas
vides dimensiju biologiskas daudzveidibas nodrosinasana un ekosistémas
attistiSana.
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2.3. Urbanas lauksaimniecibas tiesiskais reguléjums un institucionalais
ietvars Latvija

Urbana lauksaimnieciba ka lauksaimniecibas pieeja nav reglamentta
Latvijas Republikas normativajos dokumentos, bet pasreizgjais tiesiskais
regul&jums ir tai saisto§s vairakos prakses aspektos: 1) process — lauksaimnieciba
un komercdarbiba; 2) specifika — partikas aprite; 3) teritorija un vide — telpiska
pasvaldibu parvalde un vides attistiba un aizsardziba.

Lauksaimniecibu un komercdarbibu Latvija reglamenté daudzi normativie
dokumenti, nosakot gan defingjumu, gan parraudzibu, gan principus un
nosacijumus, gan atbalsta instrumentus. Vistiesaka ietekme uz urbano
lauksaimniecibu ir Lauksaimniecibas un lauku attistibas likumam. Taja netiek
specificéta lauksaimniecibas praktizé$ana urbanaja vid€, bet lauksaimnieciba
tiesa veida netiek saistita arT izslédzosi tikai ar lauku teritorijam. Tomeér
lauksaimniecibas attistibas tendences tick netiesi vertétas un reglamentétas lauku
teritoriju konteksta (Lauksaimniecibas un lauku..., 2004). Latvija Sobrid urbana
lauksaimnieciba liclakoties tiek praktizéta dazada tipa privatipaSsumos
majsaimniecibas pa$patérinam, bet kopienas darzi savu darbibu registré ka
biedribas. Tade] urbanajai lauksaimniecibai Latvija saistoSs ir Biedribu un
nodibinajumu likums, ka mérkis ir “veicinat biedribu un nodibinajumu darbibu
un to ilgtermina attistibu” (Biedribu un nodibinajumu likums, 2003). Ja urbana
lauksaimnieciba tiek realizéta ka komercdarbibas prakse, tad tas darbiba ir
pakartota esoSajam komercdarbibas regulgjumam.

Partikas apriti Latvija reguleé vairaki normativie dokumenti, kas ietver
prasibas dazadam partikas grupam un apritei. Ta ka urbana lauksaimnieciba ir
partiku razojos$a nozare, tad tas darbiba ir saistita ar Partikas aprites uzraudzibas
likumu, kas reglamenta partikas produkcijas kvalitates kritérijus un partikas
nekaitiguma prasibas (Partikas aprites uzraudzibas..., 1998), kas ir saistosas ari
urbanas lauksaimniecibas produkcijai. Urbano lauksaimniecibu partikas aprites
un droSuma aspekta reglament€ vairaki MK noteikumi dazadam produkcijas
grupam: augkopibai — MK noteikumi Nr. 499; majputnu galai — MK noteikumi
Nr. 960; olu apritei — MK noteikumi Nr. 235; medum — MK noteikumi Nr. 251.

Attieciba uz teritorijas atfistibas planoSanu, urbanas lauksaimniecibas
praksei ir jaatbilst planoSanas principiem. Tas daudzfunkcionalitate ir orientta
uz lidzsvarotu pieeju resursiem, attstibas dimensijam un vides un saimnieciskas
darbibas daudzveidibu. Tadel urbana lauksaimnieciba, neatkarigi no tas mérku
specifikas (komercdarbibai vai paSpat€rinam), ir tie$sa veida saistita ar
pasvaldibu darbibu, planiem un noteikumiem. Pasvaldibu likums nosaka
pasvaldibu parvaldibas un autonomijas principus, kas lauj paSvaldibam relativi
brivi planot savu teritoriju apsaimniekoSanu, dodot iesp&ju ieklaut urbano
lauksaimniecibu attistibas planos. Likums reglamenteé pasvaldibu darbibas
noteikumus, ekonomisko pamatu, pasvaldibu kompetenci, domes pilnvaras un
atbildibas (Pasvaldibu likums, 2022). Teritorijas attistibas planoSanas likums
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paredz ilgtsp&jibas principu ieklauSanu planoSana (Teritorijas attistibas
planosanas..., 2011). Publiskas infrastrukttras, ka izglitibas, veselibas un
socialas apripes, kultliras un rekreacijas objekti u.c., ir pils€tu attistiba
papildinamas ar urbano lauksaimniecibu, ieklaujot to ka infrastruktiiras dalu.

Teritorijas apsaimnickoSana ir saistita ar vides attistibu un aizsardzibu.
Izpratnes veidoSana par partikas aprites procesiem ir viens no ilgtspgjigas
attistibas aspektiem — taja tiek uzsveérta partikas un vides mijiedarbibas vertibu
izpratne un attistiba. Vide ir viena no ilgtsp€jigas attistibas dimensijam, un
Latvija ir vairaki tas aizsardzibu un attistibu veicino$i aspekti. Viens no tiem —
biologiskas daudzveidibas saglabasana, ko Latvija primari reglamente Sugu un
biotopu aizsardzibas likums (Sugu un biotopu..., 2000, 2.p.). Nemot véra, ka
pilsétu ilgtspgjas principos liels uzsvars ir vides zalinasanai un biologiskas
daudzveidibas atjauno$anai un veicina$anai, tad urbanajai lauksaimniecibai ir
potencials attistit biologisko daudzveidibu pilsétvide.

Urbanas vides butiskas atSkiribas no lauku vides nosaka ari vairakus
specifiskus riskus urbanaja lauksaimnieciba, tadél tai ir nepiecieSams
normativais regul&jums, lai ne tikai atbalsts, bet arT kontrole biitu vides specifikai
pielagota (Nowysz et al.,, 2022). Urbanas lauksaimniecibas ka koncepta,
lauksaimniecibas pieejas un prakses neesamiba Latvijas Republikas
normativajos aktos apgriitina ne tikai tas parraudzibu un kontroli, kas ir Ipasi
svarigi augu aizsardzibas Iidzeklu lietoSanas konteksta, bet ar kave tas attistibas
iesp€jas neesoso atbalsta un reglamentgjoso instrumentu del.

Institucionali urbanas lauksaimniecibas prakse ir pakartota ¢etru ministriju
darbam: Vides aizsardzibas un regiondlds attistibas ministrijai ilgtsp&jigas
attistibas, globalo klimata parmainu novérSanas, pasvaldibu parraudzibas,
teritorijas attistibas planosanas un vides aizsardzibas jomas; Zemkopibas
ministrijai lauksaimniecibas un partikas, to kvalitates un aprites nosacijumu
defing$ana un parraudziba; Ekonomikas ministrijai tautsaimniecibas politikas
veidoSanas un konkurétspgjigas, inovativas lauksaimniecibas pieejas
veicinaSanas aspektos; Izglitibas un zindtnes ministrijai vispargjas izglitibas
kompetencu orient€to programmu un urbanas lauksaimniecibas zinatnisko
petfjumu attistibas veicinasanas aspektos. Urbana lauksaimnieciba Latvija var
tikt realiz&ta pakartoti esoSajam normativajam regul&jumam un institucionalajam
ietvaram. Bet pilnvertigas daudzfunkcionalitates realizacijai un tas ilgtsp&jigas
attTstibas stratégisko aspektu potenciala TstenoSanai urbanajai lauksaimniecibai
nepiecieSama valsts un pasvaldibu parvaldes ieinteresétiba un sist€misks atbalsts.

3. URBANAS LAUKSAIMNIECIBAS KONCEPTUALIZACIJA
UN SITUACIJAS RAKSTUROJUMS LATVIJA

Nodalas apjoms ir 43 Ipp. ar 7 tabulam un 19 attéliem. Nodala ir noteikta
urbanas lauksaimniecibas konceptualizacija Latvija, identific€jot un pamatojot

29



pétjuma un koncepta robezas. Ir aprkinata un analiz€ta urbanas
lauksaimniecibas Latvija koncentracija. Lai noteiktu attistibu ietekm&joSos
aspektus, ir raksturoti un apkopoti c€loncilpu diagrammas praksi ietekmgjosie
makro vides faktori. Potenciala noteikSanai veikta urbanas lauksaimniecibas
funkciju analize Latvija.

3.1. Urbanas lauksaimniecibas situativais raksturojums Latvija

Partikas audz€Sanas tradicijas Latvija ir senas un sociali atbalstitas
kultarvesturiska aspekta, tomer urbana lauksaimnieciba ka pils€tu ilgtsp&ju
veicinoSa un atbalsto$a aktivitate gan prakses realizacija, gan pe€tnieciba ir
salidzino$i maz attistita. Lielakoties partikas audzeSana pilsétas tiek praktizeta
nelielos apjomos majsaimniecibas paspatérinam. Publisko un kopienas darzu
attistiba aktualiz&jas, bet individualu un kopienas iniciativu, ne pasvaldibu
atbalstitu un veicinatu aktivitaSu veida. Komercdarbibas prakse, kas Tsteno
urbanas lauksaimniecibas daudzfunkcionalitati, Veértjot praktizetaju skaitu,
sarazotos apjomus un rezultatus, ir attistibas stadija. Urbana lauksaimnieciba
Latvija lidz §im ir maz pétita, un praksei nav specifiska juridiska statusa, kas dotu
iesp&ju prakses apjomu precizai noteikSanai, uzskaitei un tendencu analizei.

Promocijas darba pétijuma “urbanas” vides norobezojums ir pakartots
Administrativo teritoriju un apdzivoto vietu likuma noteiktajam valstspilsetam:
Daugavpils, Jelgava, Jekabpils, Jirmala, Liepaja, Ogre, R€zekne, Riga, Valmiera
un Ventspils (Administrativo teritoriju un.., 2020). “Lauksaimnieciba” tiek
konceptualizéta ka augkopibas un lopkopibas saimnieciskd darbiba,
norobeZzojumu nosaka urbanas lauksaimniecibas globalas pieredzes pétijumi, kas
fokus€jas uz partikas produktu razosanu, un FAO urbanas lauksaimniecibas
definiciju, kas izsledz mezsaimniecibu, zivsaimniecibu un pierobezas jeb peri-
urbano lauksaimniecibu (World review. Urban..., 1996).

Statistika par urbano lauksaimniecibu Latvija tiesa veida netiek apkopota,
tadeél prakses raksturojumam promocijas darba izveleti Sadi raditaji
valstspilsétas:

1) lauksaimnieciba izmantojamas zemes platibas;

2) registréto majlopu un majputnu skaits;

3) lauksaimniecibas nozares registréto uznémumu skaits.

Ierobezota pieejamiba zemes resursiem partikas audzeSanai pilsétvidé biezi
nosaka nepiecieSamibu adaptgt telpu ierobezoto lauksaimnieciba izmantojamo
zemju platibu del (Skat et al., 2020). 2022.gada LIZ platibas valstspilsétas veido
0.03% no valsts kopgjas teritorijas un 0.07% no LIZ kopgjas platibas, kas norada
uz  valstspilseétu = zemes  resursu  izmantoSanas  fokus€Sanu  uz
nelauksaimnieciskiem zemes lietoSanas veidiem. Valstspilsétas lielako LIZ
ipatsvaru (skat. l.att.) veido plavas un ganibas, kas 2018.-2022.gada perioda
veido vidgji attiecigi 49.18% un 26.77%. SalidzinoSi mazaku Ipatsvaru veido
aramzemes (16.24%) un auglu darzi (7.81%).
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1.att. Lauksaimnieciba izmantojamas zemes platibas valstspilsétas (ha) un
to Ipatsvars Latvija (%) 2018.-2022.g.

Platibu sadalijums norada uz potencialu attistit urbano lauksaimniecibu
kopienas darzu forma, kuros tiek audzeti darzeni un ogas. Tomér Siem produktu
veidiem ir augsti riski — auglu darzi ir vieni no izplatitakajiem urbanas
lauksaimniecibas virzieniem, bet tiem ir ari viens no augstakajiem produkcijas
kvalitates riskiem gaisa piesarnojuma del (Skar et al., 2020). Esosas LI1Z platibas
Latvijas valstspilsétas nav pietickamas plasai prakses realizacijai, bet ir
atbilstosas prakses veicinasanai kopgja pilsétvides sistéma ar pasvaldibu atbalstu.

Lielais plavu un ganibu Tpatsvars valstspilsétu LIZ var noradit uz potencialu
lopkopibas un putnkopibas praksei, tomér Lauksaimniecibas datu centra
apkopota informacija (Lauksaimniecibas datu centrs, [b.g.]) par majlopu un
madajputnu skaitu Latvijas valstspilsétas to neapstiprina. Majlopu un majputnu
skaita tendences valstspils€tas ir svarstigas — tikai tadas majlopu kategorijas ka
liellopi un ciikas ir vérojama skaita samazinasanas tendence. Pilsétas iedzivotaju
vidi samazinas arf liellopa galas un ciikgalas paterins (Partikas produktu paterins
vidgji.., [b.g.]), lidz ar to So majlopu skaita samazinaSanas nav saistama ar
urbanas lauksaimniecibas aktualitates mazinasanos. Skaita pieauguma tendences
tadas kategorijas ka majputni un biSu saimes liecina par urbanas
lauksaimniecibas parorientaciju uz tam majlopu un majputnu grupam, kas ir
relativi vieglak apsaimniekojamas majsaimniecibas apstak]os.

Latvija urbanie kopienas darzi biezi tiek registréti ka biedribas ar
lauksaimniecibu nesaistitas nozares, ka dé] statistiska analize par tiem nav
iespgjama. Latvija netiek veidota vienota statistika ne par izglitibas iestadém, ne
biedribam, kas praktizé partikas audzeS$anu, bet statistiski analiz&jams, urbano
lauksaimniecibu raksturojo$s raditajs ir lauksaimniecibas nozares uznémumu
skaits, kas savu darbibu registréjusi valstspilsétas. Péc CSP datiem (Tirgus
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sektora ekonomiski.., [b.g.]) 2020.gada, kas ir petijuma izstrades laika jaunakie
pieejamie dati, valstspilsétas ir registréti tikai 5.85% no lauksaimniecibas
nozares uznémumiem Latvija (4.26% no augkopibas un lopkopibas
saimnieciskas darbibas veida uznémumiem), kas apliecina komercdarbibas
prakses neieinteresétibu urbanaja lauksaimnieciba. Kaut gan Sis aspekts
uznémejdarbibas konteksta samazina konkurences intensitati pilsétvideé
esoSajiem un potencialajiem komersantiem, lauku teritoriju un uzpémumu
tuvums pilsétam butiski samazina urbanas lauksaimniecibas uznémumu
konkur€tspgju — logistikas izmaksu potencidlais samazinajums nekompensg
zemes resursu pieejamibas trikumu un augstas cenas.

Lai raksturotu urbano lauksaimniecibu Latvija, ir veikta wurbanas
lauksaimniecibas koncentracijas analize Latvijas valstspilsétas. Ta ka urbanas
lauksaimniecibas raksturojuma primarais ir teritorialais aspekts (prakses
realiz€8ana pils@tas teritorija), tad koncentracijas aprékinam izmantots vietas
koeficients (ang.val. — location quotient; LQ). Urbanas lauksaimniecibas
pétijumos vietas koeficients tiek izmantots, ja ir pieejama statistika par prakses
vietam (McClintock et al., 2016). IerobeZotas urbanas lauksaimniecibas Latvija
statistikas d&l, koncentracijas koeficienta noteikSanai ir izmantots tirgus sektora
ekonomiski aktivo uzp@mumu skaita raditajs augkopibas un lopkopibas,
medniecibas un saistito paligdarbibu (A01) nozar€. CSP datu bazg nav publicéta
informacija par Ogres valstspilsétu (Tirgus sektora ekonomiski..., [b.g.]), tadel
urbanas lauksaimniecibas koncentracijas aprékins veikts par 9 valstspilsétam.

Koncentracijas koeficienta aprékina izmantota pétijumos (Lizinska, Kisiel,
2019; Muska et al. 2023) publicéta formula:

UAt il
ET¢ i1
LQiy = —war- 1)
ETT
kur
LQi1 — urbanas lauksaimniecibas vietas koeficients i-taja pilséta un laika

perioda I, kuri € {1,...,9};

UAt i1 — vidgjais tirgus sektora ekonomiski aktivo uznpémumu skaits AO1
sektora i-taja pilséta un laika perioda 1;
ET:ii) — vidgjais tirgus sektora ekonomiski aktivo uzn@mumu skaits i-taja

pilséta un laika perioda I;

UAr — vidgjais tirgus sektora ekonomiski aktivo uzp@mumu skaits A0l

sektora visas pétamajas pilsétas un laika perioda [;

ETr — vidgjais tirgus sektora ekonomiski aktivo uzn@émumu skaits visas

pétamajas pilsetas un laika perioda I.

Koncentracijas koeficienta vértibu robezas ir noteiktas, izmantojot public€to
petijumu (Muska et al., 2023; Lizinska, Kisiel, 2019) nosacijumus, kur: 1)
koeficients > 1 norada uz augstaku AO1 nozares uznémumu koncentraciju ka
vidgji Latvija; 2) koeficients < 1 norada uz potencialu analiz€jama mainiga
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nepietickamibu; 3) koeficients = 1 (£ 0.15) norada uz lidzigu A0l nozares
uznémumu koncentraciju ka vidgji Latvija.

Urbanas lauksaimniecibas koncentracijas koeficienta aprékini norada uz
butiskam atskiribam starp Latvijas valstspilsétam (skat. 2.att.).

L NS NG NS Q& LD @ @ RS
@% & Q\ %QQ\ /\}(&b @Qg '\@Q‘& /@(@& @ Q\C"Q\
S ‘DQQG x/q\}‘ N N A% 4 Q%
Valstspilsétas

©2013-2015 @2016-2018 @2019-2021

Avots: autores aprékini
2.att. Urbanas lauksaimniecibas Latvija koncentracijas koeficienta
izmainas pétijuma perioda.

Zemakais  urbanas  lauksaimniecibas  koncentracijas  koeficients,
neparsniedzot valstspilsétu vidgjo, ir Rigd un Jurmala, kas norada uz pils€tu
uznémumu orientaciju uz nelauksaimniecisko komercdarbibu. Augstaka urbanas
lauksaimniecibas koncentracija ir Jekabpilt un Valmiera. Gandriz visas Latvijas
valstspilsétas urbanas lauksaimniecibas koncentracija ir nelielas izmainu
tendences, lielakas identificgjot Liepajas, Jeékabpils un Valmieras pilsétas.
Jekabpill un Valmiera urbanas lauksaimniecibas koncentracija pieaug, kas ir
pozitiva prakses tendence, nemot vera, ka Sajas pilsétas ir ari salidzinosi
augstakas LIZ platibu ipatsvars.

3.2. Urbanas lauksaimniecibas praksi ietekméjosie faktori Latvija

Urbano lauksaimniecibu Latvija ietekm& vairaki ar pilsétu ekonomiku,
uznémejdarbibu, vidi, sabiedribu un normativajiem aktiem saistiti faktori.
Vesturiski lauksaimnieciba ir tradicionala Latvijas iedzivotaju nodarbosanas, bet
dzives Iimena uzlaboSanas samazina partikas audzéSanas ekonomisko
nepiecieSsamibu un I1dz ar to individualos prakses apjomus. Tomér raksturiga art
pret€ja tendence — iedzivotaji dazados regionos, ari pilsétas, arvien vairak mekle
saskarsmi ar dabu un tradicionalam, tai skaita lauksaimniecibas, aktivitatém un
nodarbém. Tadgjadi urbano lauksaimniecibu Latvija ietekmé dazadi faktori,
nereti ar neviennozimigi veérté§jamu ietekmes virzienu. Urbana lauksaimnieciba
ir integrala prakse, kas ir saistita ar pilsétas ekonomikas, socialajam un vides

33



sistémam — ta ir saistTta ar pilsétvides resursiem (zeme, darbasp€ks) un to ietekmée
pilsetu sistémas (pasvaldibas politika, zemes pieejamiba, pilsétas tirgus sistemas)
(Gozdziewicz-Biechoniska, Brzezinska-Rawa, 2022). Urbano lauksaimniecibu
Latvija ietekmgjosie argjas vides faktori promocijas darba ir klasificéti Cetras
faktoru grupas: ekonomiskie, socialie, politiskie un vides faktori.

Apkopojot pétijumu pieredzi un Latvijas specifiku, promocijas darba
ekonomiskie faktori analizéti Cetros virzienos: lauksaimniecibas nozares
attistiba; zemes resursu vertiba; ienakumu un nodarbinatibas tendences; partikas
patérins un pirktsp&ja un to tendences. Lielakoties ekonomiskie faktori ir prakses
attistibu veicinosi (skat. 3.att.).

Majsaimnicctbn  +y

Vidgjais Augsta riciba esofie Partikas 1zdevumu
atalgojums ekonomiska 1enalcum1 PllSEtﬂS Ipatsvara
A01 nozara aktivitate pllsctas samazinijums
Zemes resursu +
vértiba pilsetas P fika duktu
_ Nodarbmaﬁbas ar 'lr;é’rz ;
llmenls pllsetas P Pe)
A0l uznémumu
ipatsvars pilsétas T A
- ( - Partikas produktu
L ki imniecih I,Tl bil]lfl patérina pleaugums
ansatmaect as lauksalmmec‘b
nozares attistiba + +
+ R Latvi 1_]3 Da.rzenu augla,
+ v\“—‘_‘_'_/
\Lauksajrmiecfbas + Q’ mz:_]pumu produktu
bruto vertiba _ patérina pieaugums
Paterstajuzpemumu

skaits pils@tas
Avots: autores veidots
3.att. Urbanas lauksaimniecibas Latvija ekonomisko faktoru
celoncilpu diagramma.

Urbana lauksaimnieciba ieklaujas lauksaimniecibas nozares sistémas, un
prakses attistibai veicino$i ir faktori, kas saistiti ar pieaugoSu partikas patérinu
un pirktsp&ju. Bet urbanas lauksaimniecibas attistibu kaveé ekonomiskie faktori,
kas primari saistiti ar prakses pamatresursiem — zemi un darbaspeku. Ta ka
Latvijas pilsétas nodarbinatibas Iimenis ir augsts un augkopibas un lopkopibas
atalgojums ir zemaks ka vid&ji citas nozarés, darbaspeka pieejamiba urbanas
lauksaimniecibas attistibai komercdarbibas forma ir problematiska. Arl
salidzino$i augsta zemes resursu vertiba pilsétas mazina gan potencialo pelnu,
gan zemes resursu pieejamibu urbanas lauksaimniecibas prakses realizacijai.
Pamatresursu dardziba un pieejamibas problematika biitiski samazina urbanas
lauksaimniecibas ekonomiskas funkcijas, ka dél Latvija, ieklaujoties urbanas
lauksaimniecibas Globalo Ziemelu prakses tendenc@s, primaras ir socialas
funkcijas.
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Urbanas lauksaimniecibas attistibu ietekmgjosie socialie faktori analiz&ti
trijos virzienos: pilsétu iedzivotaju skaita un Tpatsvara tendences; partikas
audz€Sanas tradicijas un kultiiras paradumi sabiedriba; sabiedribas attistibas
tendences. Socialie faktori urbanas lauksaimniecibas attistibu Latvija lielakoties
ietekm& pozitivi. Petijumi urbanas lauksaimniecibas pasaules pieredzé pierada
prakses potencialu socialo risku mazinasana. Tadgl urbanizacijai raksturigie riski
veido faktorus, kas pozitivi ietekme urbanas lauksaimniecibas Latvija attistibu,
noradot uz prakses aktualitati.

Politisko faktoru ietekmi veido: pilsétu ilgtsp&jas principi un aktualitate;
partikas sisteému ilgtsp€ja un 1so partikas k&zu ieklauSana attistibas planos un
strat€gijas; urbanas lauksaimniecibas koncepta un statusa neesamiba
normativajos dokumentos. Dazadas stratégijas noteiktie pilsétu ilgtsp&jas
principi, uzsverot at$kirigus aspektus, ir dazada méroga saistiti un veicinami ar
urbanas lauksaimniecibas prakses realizaciju, tadel ir praksi veicinosi faktori ar
Latvija. Bet lidz$in&jai urbanas lauksaimniecibas praksei, politika nedefingjot un
neparedzot konkr€tu statusu un funkcijas attistiba, Latvijas Republikas
lauksaimniecibu reglament&joso normativo dokumentu ietekme ir negativa.

Urbanas lauksaimniecibas attistiba ir saistita ar tadiem vides faktoriem ka
pilsétu vides dazadoSanas un biologiskas daudzveidibas aktualitate; ekosistemas
servisa saglabasanas un uzturéSanas problematika; atkritumu apsaimniekoSanas
tendences. Attistibas stratégijas icklautie aspekti un mérki kopuma ir urbano
lauksaimniecibu veicinosi, bet wvalsts parvaldes institiciju ieinteres€tibas
trikums prakses attistiba kave tas potenciala izmantoSanu pilsétu ilgtspgjas
veicinaSana. Tomér nepiecieSamiba risinat pilsétvides riskus, ka iedzivotaju
fiziska un mentala veseliba, ekonomiska stabilitate un ilgtsp&ja un ekosistémas
saglabasana, aktualizg urbanas lauksaimniecibas lomu un funkcijas (Dorofieieva,
Vugule, 2021).

3.3. Urbanas lauksaimniecibas funkciju izvertéjums Latvija

Vairaku procesu kopums, ka sabiedribas un pétnieciska interese, socialo
vértibu maina un tehnologiskas inovacijas, mijiedarbojoties ar lauksaimniecibas
prakses pilsétvidé izaicinajumiem un barjeram, ir noteicis, ka urbana
lauksaimnieciba attistas ne tikai dazados veidos, ko ietekmé resursu pieejamiba,
bet arT ka daudzfunkcionala prakse. 21.gadsimta urbana lauksaimnieciba atjauno
un dazado prakses pieejas atbilsto$i pilsétu regeneracijas, klimata parmainu
risku, ilgtsp&jigas attistibas un resursu pat€rinpa balansa problematikas
kontekstam.

Ta ka Sobrid Latvija nav pieejama urbanas lauksaimniecibas statistika un
petijumu un publikaciju skaits ir neliels, funkciju novertéSanai atbilstosaka
metode ir izveéleta ekspertu piesaiste. Ekspertu atlase veikta, lai apkopotu
viedokli no dazadu jomu parstavjiem, veidojot dazadas funkciju grupas
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aptverosu veérte§jumu. Urbanas lauksaimniecibas funkciju un to mijiedarbibas
noverté$anu veica eksperti:

- politisko un juridisko aspektu eksperte: Diana Saulite — Latvijas
Republikas Vides aizsardzibas un regionalas attistibas ministrijas Aizsargajamo
teritoriju nodalas vecaka eksperte;

- ekonomikas un uznémgjdarbibas aspektu eksperte: Anda Zvaigzne —
ekonomikas zinatnu doktore, Ré&zeknes Tehnologiju akadémijas asocicta
profesore, Biznesa un sabiedribas procesu pétniecibas institiita direktore;

- socialo aspektu eksperte: Inese Gobina — medicinas zinatnu doktore, Rigas
Stradina universitates asociéta profesore, Sabiedribas veselibas institita vadosa
petniece;

- vides un tehnologisko aspektu eksperte: Una Ile — arhitektiiras zinatnu
doktore, Latvijas Biozinatnu un tehnologiju universitates asociéta profesore,
Ainavu arhitektiiras un planoSanas katedras vadosa pétniece.

Ekspertu interviju rezultati par urbanas lauksaimniecibas funkciju izpildi §1
briza Latvijas situacija un pieredzé apkopoti, izmantojot metrisko skalu,
funkcijas izpildi vértéjot no 0-10 balleém. Strukturétas intervijas jautajumi par
funkciju izpildes novertgjumu Latvija ir balstiti uz promocijas darba teorétiskaja
diskusija identific€tajam un analiz&tajam urbanas lauksaimniecibas funkcijam.
Funkcijas promocijas darba pétijuma klasifictas 5 grupas: politiskas (atbalsts
pilsétu ilgtspgjai — P1; pilsétas biologisko atkritumu apsaimniekoSanas
veicinaSana — P2), ekonomikas (partikas nodro$inajums — E1; izdevumu
samazinasana partikas iegddé — E2; ienakumu generéSana — E3; nabadzibas
mazina$ana — E4), socialas (socialas kohézijas attistiSana — S1; sabiedribas
veselibas veicinasana — S2; izglitibas veicinasSana — S3; veértibu un tradiciju
uzturé$ana un saglabaSana — S3), tehnologiskas (tehnologiju inovaciju
veicina§ana — T1; €ku energoefektivitates veicina$ana — T2) un vides
(ekosistémas servisa nodroSinasana — V1; vides, tai skaita ainavas, saglabasana
un uzlabosana — V2). Funkciju noveértgjuma rezultati apkopoti 4.attéla.
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Avots: autores veidots péc ekspertu interviju rezultatiem
4. att. Urbanas lauksaimniecibas funkciju izpildes novertejums Latvija.
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Augstako novert§jumu un realizaciju eksperti norada Latvijas urbanas
lauksaimniecibas socialajam funkcijam (vidgji klasifikacijas grupa: 7.69). Nemot
vera, ka urbanas lauksaimniecibas prakse Latvija Sobrid vél nav vértéjama ka
plasi attistita, atbilsto$i vidgja funkciju izpildes limeni tiek vertetas tehnologiskas
funkcijas (vidé&ji klasifikacijas grupa: 6.13), ipasi uzsverot prakses tehnologisko
inovaciju veicinasanas funkciju, un vides funkcijas (vidgji klasifikacijas grupa:
6.00). Salidzinosi zemakais funkciju izpildes novertéjums ir politiskajam (vidgji
klasifikacijas grupa: 5.25) un ekonomikas funkcijam (vidgji klasifikacijas grupa:
3.88).

Urbanas lauksaimniecibas funkcijas ir novertgjamas atseviski, salidzinot un
analiz€jot to izpildi dazadas pilsétas, valstis un regionos. Tomér, skatot tas
noskirti citu no citas, nav iesp€jama pilniga to analize. Zems ekonomisko
funkciju izpildes raditajs neveido tiesu finansialu ieguvumu, bet ta prioretizésana
nelauj pilnvertigu citu funkciju novertésanu. Tadel, lai novertétu urbanas
lauksaimniecibas daudzfunkcionalitati, promocijas darba, izmantojot ekspertu
strukturétas intervijas rezultatus, veikts funkciju savstarpgjas ietekmes
noveértéjums un ta kartéSana (skat. 5.att.), izmantojot siltuma kartes pieeju.

letekmes funkcija
PL|P2[El1[E2[E3[E4[S1[S2][S3[sS4[TL[T2]|V1 E

P1| x [28]13]05]13]13 23]23]23

P2 [2.0] x [13]13]08]08]13]13]18[18]23]05]15]13
El {13 Bl x [15[13]10[20]18[20 23]/05[18]15
E2|10[20]13] x [10]18]|15|15[1.8[20]13]03]10]10
E3 |13|15[20]13] x [20] 15|18 [20 15[05]1.3]08
E4 [20]08]23 1015 x [13]15[238]18]13]05][13]15
st Bl 18]13]10[15[15] x [20]18[20]28]13[15]18
s2 2320|1513 13]18[20] x [1.8]23]20]08]15]15
s3[23[20]15[13]15 1.8.2.3 X 15 [23]23
s4 |20]20] 15151513 2.3 x [15]13]1.8]20
T1 23|18]18]15]15]23][23 23| x |23 1.8
T2 [48]15[1.0]1.0[08[1.0[20[15][18]13 X 2.0
V1 23| 15[15[20]10[23]23 2.3 18| x

v2|23]20]15]13]15]|13]20]23][23][23 20[23] x

0 — nav ietekmes W 3-spéciga ietekme

Ietekmgjosa funkcija

Avots: autores veidots péc ekspertu interviju rezultatiem
5.att. Urbanas lauksaimniecibas funkciju mijiedarbibas karte.

Vertgjot funkciju grupas, izcelamas ir socialas funkcijas — to dominance ir
konstat&jama ne tikai urbanas lauksaimniecibas funkciju izpilde Latvija, bet ar1
abu virzienu mijiedarbiba — gan ka ietekm@&josas, gan pozitivi ietekm&jamas,
pastiprinamas funkcijas. Urbanas lauksaimniecibas funkciju mijiedarbiba
apliecina prakses daudzfunkcionalitati — tas funkcijas ir savstarpgji salidzinamas,
bet nav veért€jamas noskirti un noteiktas grupas prioritara ietvara. Novertgjot
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urbanas lauksaimniecibas daudzfunkcionalitati un pilnvertigi ieklaujot un
veicinot praksi pilsétplano$anas sistémas, iespjama integréta funkciju
realizacija, kas nodroSina pilsétu ilgtsp&jas atbalstu gan ekonomikas, gan sociala,
gan vides dimensija.

4. URBANAS LAUKSAIMNIECIBAS PIEREDZE UN
ATTISTIBAS PERSPEKTIVAS LATVIJA

Nodalas apjoms ir 39 Ipp. ar 14 tabulam un 11 attéliem. Nodala ir analizéta
urbanas lauksaimniecibas komercdarbibas un kopienas darzu pieredze,
izmantojot gadijumu analizi. Ir veikta iedzivotaju aptauja un apkopoti tas
rezultati, lai noteiktu prakses apmérus un tendences majsaimniecibas, ka ari
analiz€tu iedzivotaju attieksmi pret urbanas lauksaimniecibas praksi un
produktiem. Izstradatas urbanas lauksaimniecibas attistibas perspektivas Latvija,
defingjot tris scenarijus — domingjosais noteikts, izmantojot hierarhiju analizi.

4.1. Urbanas lauksaimniecibas pieredzes gadijumu analize Latvija

Urbanas lauksaimniecibas Latvija IidzSingjas prakses analizei ir izvéleta
gadijumu analizes metode, kas biezi tiek izmantota ari citu valstu urbanas
lauksaimniecibas p&tijumos, lai iegiitu padzilinatu un nepastarpinatu praktiz&étaju
viedokli un pieredzi prakses realizacija, mérkos, funkcijas u.c. aspektos
(Wittenberg et al., 2022; Asl, Azadgar, 2022). Analizei atlasiti tris gadijumi
(skat. 4.tab.).

4.tabula
Urbanas lauksaimniecibas Latvija analizei atlasitie gadijumi
Organizacija | . g. - Darbibas veids* lauksaim- .
juridiska . teritorija,
niecibas prakse
forma ha
55.20 — izmitinaSana
viesu majas un cita urbana bisu
Hotel Janne | 2016, SIA veida Tslaicigas drava 0.008
apmesanas vietas
Kopienas 2021%* 94.99 — citur kopienas darzs
ausnica bie driba’l neklasificétu “Augnica”, 15
g organizaciju darbiba darzenkopiba
Artilerijas | 2020, 90.04 — kultdiras iestazu p?gi‘;trszi,,sporta )
darzi biedriba darbiba b g
darzenkopiba

* pamatdarbibas veids péc VID datubaze pieejamas informacijas
** kopienas darza veidoSanas pieredze kops 2020.gada, bet SIA forma
Avots: autores veidots
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Urbanas lauksaimniecibas Latvija gadijumu analize veikta 2022.gada.
Gadijumu atlasi noteica Cetri kriteriji: 1) kopienas darzu vai komercdarbibas
prakse; 2) prakses atbilstiba pilsetu ilgtsp&jas veicinasanai; 3) darbibas pieredzes
periods; 4) prakses realizacija valstspilsétas. Visi gadijumi atrodas Riga, bet
dazados galvaspilsétas rajonos.

Vairums organizaciju, kas nodarbojas ar kopienas darzu veidoSanu, Latvija ir
registrétas ka biedribas — arT gadijumu analizé izvel&tie kopienas darzi “Augnica”
(atrodas Andrejsalas rajona) un “Sporta pils darzi” (atrodas centra rajona). SIA
“Hotel Janne” (atrodas Agenskalna rajona) izvéléts sakara ar komercdarbibas
pieredzi, kaut gan lauksaimnieciba nav uznémuma pamatdarbiba.
Apsaimniekotas platibas atSkiras, ko ietekm& ar1 lauksaimniecibas prakses
specifika un tai nepiecieSamie zemes resursi. Kopienas darzs “Augnica” ir
atveérta tipa — tas nav vizuali norobeZots no pilsétas arhitektiiras un vides.
Kopienas darzs “Sporta pils darzi” atrodas slégta teritorija, kas arpus tas
nepapildina pilsétas vides t€lu un ta daudzveidibu. SIA “Hotel Janne” bisu drava
atrodas uzné€muma teritorija un ir pieejama apmeklI&tajiem noteiktos laikos.

Promocijas darba pétijuma iegiitie gadijumu analizes rezultati apkopoti SVID
matrica 5.tabula. Matrica apkopotie aspekti grupéti péc to biutiskuma — katram
pieskirot novert§jumu no 1 (aspekts identific€ts viena gadijuma analize) lidz 3
(aspekts identificéts visu tris gadijumu analizes).

5.tabula
Urbanas lauksaimniecibas Latvija SVID matrica péc gadijumu
analizes rezultatiem

Stirpas puses (11) Vajas puses (6)
(3) prakses izveidotaju personiga | (3) prakses resursietilpiba, augstas
ieinteresétiba UL* praksé izmaksas
(3) izglitibas un rekreacijas funkciju | (2) ipaSuma eso$o zemes resursu trukums
nodro§inasanas kapacitate (1) finansialas stabilitates trikums
(2) atrasanas vieta tuvu izglitibas iestadém | biedribas
(2) pieredze projektu finansgjuma apguvé
(1) pievienotas veértibas veidosana

Iespéjas (7) Draudi (7)

(2) socialas kohézijas aktualitate (3) pilsétvides zadzibu un vandalisma
(2) vides un izglitibas mérka projektu | riski
piesaistes iesp&jas (2) sabiedribas ieinteresétibas mainigums
(2) zemes Tpasnieku ieinteresétiba UL (2) pasvaldibu atbalsta neesamiba
(1) tarisma attistibas iesp&jas

* UL — urbana lauksaimnieciba
Avots: autores veidots

Urbanas lauksaimniecibas Latvija stipras puses primari nodroSina prakses

socialie aspekti. Nemot vera, ka kopienas darzu konteksta draudi ir sabiedribas
ieinteres€tibas mainigums, tad prakses izveidotaju motivacija un iesaiste ir
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biitiska So draudu mazinasanai. Sp&cigaka prakses vaja puse ir tas resursietilpiba
gan laika, gan finansialo resursu aspekta. Esosa pieredze projektu finansgjuma
piesaisté potenciali var mazinat $is vajas puses ietekmi, bet resursietilpibas
konteksta draudi ir identificéti pasvaldibu atbalsta neesamiba. Ari urbanas
lauksaimniecibas iesp&jas primari balstitas socialajos aspektus — gan socialas
kohgzijas aktualitate, gan vides un izglitibas mérka projektu piesaistes iespejas
papildina prakses stipra puse — atraSanas vieta tuvu izglitibas iestadem.
Apkopojot  gadfjumu analizes rezultatus, secinams, ka urbanajai
lauksaimniecibai Latvija ir vairak pozitivo ka negativo prakses realizacijas un
attistibas aspektu.

4.2. Latvijas valstspilsétu iedzivotaju urbanas lauksaimniecibas
prakses raksturojums

Urbana lauksaimnieciba spé&j veidot saites starp urbano un lauku vidi, partikas
razoSanu un patérinu, dabu un kultiiru, cilvéku un vietu gan makroliment ar
kopienas un socialajam iniciativam, gan mikroltment individualos paradumos un
majsaimniecibas (Wittenberg et al., 2022). Lai iegtitu primaros datus par Latvijas
iedzivotaju paradumiem un attieksmi pret urbano lauksaimniecibu 2021.gada
marta-oktobri veikta iedzivotaju aptauja, piedaloties 884 respondentiem, no
kuriem 620 dzivo valstspilsétas un 406 (65.5% no valstspilsétu respondentiem)
nodarbojas ar vismaz viena partikas produkta audz€Sanu pilsétas teritorija.
Majsaimniecibu praksi raksturojoSie raditaji apkopoti 6.tabula.

6.tabula
Urbanas lauksaimniecibas praksi raksturojoSie raditaji
iedzivotaju aptauja

Pieredzes Prak.sei ) Izaufl_zétﬁs pro- o

ilgums, gadi patérétais laiks, | dukcijas apjoms Produktu veidi
' h vid. nedéla paterina, %

A* B* A B A B A B
lidz 1 11.8 |lidz 2 61.1 |lidz 10 56.2 | garSaugi 93.6
1-2 20.22-4 24.1|11-25 15.3 | darzeni 64.0
3-5 28.15-7 6.4 |26-35 13.8 | auglu koki, ogu krimi | 46.3
6-10 13.8|8-10 4.4 136-50 9.9 |ogas 40.4
ilgak ka G- 51-74 2.5 |majputni galai, olam 7.4
1§ 261 jilgakka 10 139 Tt o 1G75 (2.5 méﬁ)opi ¢ 2.1

* A — kategorija; B — respondenti, %
Avots: autores veidots pec respondentu (n=406) aptaujas rezultatiem

P&éc aptaujas rezultatiem var secinat, ka urbanas lauksaimniecibas praksi
Latvija raksturo mikrolauksaimniecibas pieeja, par ko liecina gan praksei
patérétais vidgjais stundu skaits nedela (61.1% respondentu lauksaimniecibas
praksei vidgji patére lidz 2 stundam ned€la), gan izaudz&tas produkcijas ipatsvars
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majsaimniecibas patérina apjoma attiecigaja produktu grupa (56.2% respondentu
izaudzg tikai Iidz 10% nepiecieSamas partikas), gan biezak audzetie produktu
veidi (garSaugus, kas ir salidzino$i laika un darba resursu mazak ietilpiga grupa,
audz& 93.6% respondentu). 78.3% Latvijas respondentu audzé partiku
majsaimniecibas paspatérinam (19.2% paspaterinam un atdavinasanai gimenei
un draugiem, un tikai 2.5% ari pardosanai).

Lai noteiktu urbanas lauksaimniecibas Latvija tendences un perspektivas,
butiska ir prakses motivacijas aspektu analize. Motivacijas aspektu identifikacija
promocijas darba veikta p&c teoretiskas diskusijas, petijuma ietvaros klasificgjot
tos ekonomiskajos, socialajos, tehnologiskajos, vides un politiskajos motivacijas
aspektos — saturiski veidojot atbilstibu un saistibu ar promocijas darba 1.5. un
3.2.apaksnodalas analiz&tajam urbanas lauksaimniecibas funkcijam. Motivacijas
aspektu ietekme (skala no 0-1) uz iedzivotaju izvéli nodarboties ar urbano
lauksaimniecibu apkopota 6.attéla.

1,00 0.37 0.45 0.52 0.89 0.70
, 080
= 0,60 0,88
@ 040 056 067 068 076 092 0,89
T 45 059 048 70 059 055 086 0,62
020  pi1° 008 059 045 021 077
0,00 ;

AN M A NMANMSLNON0NO - NM
D.D.D.LIJLIJLIJU)U’JU)U’JU)U’JU)U)U)L‘B'I—I—I—I—>>

Funkcijas
Vidgjais respondentu novertgjums

Avots: autores veidots pec respondentu (n=406) aptaujas rezultatiem
6. att. Urbanas lauksaimniecibas motivacijas aspektu novértéjums Latvija.
Zemakais vidgjais novertejums (0.37) iedzivotaju motivacija ir politiskajiem
aspektiem (P1 — partikas audz&$ana pilséta veicina ilgtsp&jigu attistibu; P2 —
pasvaldiba aicina, informe, atbalsta partikas audze$anu pilséta; P3 — audzgjot
partiku, var izmantot majsaimniecibas biologiskos atkritumus darzkopibas
kompostam). Aptauja analizétie ekonomiskie aspekti (E1 — pasa audzgta partika
nodrosina dalu partikas majsaimniecibai; E2 — ta ir iespgja samazinat izdevumus
partikas iegadei veikala, tirgli; E3 — pasa audz€tas partikas pardoSana veido
papildu ienakumus) respondentu motivaciju ietekmé vid&ji (motivatoru grupas
vidgjais novertéjums: 0.45). Socialo aspektu (S1 — ta ir iesp€ja socializéties; S2
— partikas audz@Sana nodrosina fiziskas aktivitates; S3 — ta ir iesp&ja atpiisties no
darba; S4 — partikas audz&$ana mazina stresu, spriedzi, sniedz relaksaciju; S5—ta
ir iesp&ja apgut/iemactties ko jaunu; S6 — partikas audz&Sana ir gimenes tradicija;
S7 - partikas audz€Sana atjauno saikni, saskarsmi ar dabu; S8 — darzkopiba ir
mans hobijs; S9 — partiku pilséta audzeé draugi, radi, kaimini; S10 — socialo tiklu
un masu mediju informacija par partikas audzesanu pilséta) ietekme ir salidzinosi
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augstaka (vidgji: 0.52), tomér ir zemaka ka ekspertu vértéta prakses sociala
funkcionalitate. Lielako motivaciju Latvijas iedzivotajiem veido tehnologiskie
aspekti (vidgji 0.89), nemot véra, ka aptauja tika ieklauti tadi aspekti, kas ir
novert&jami iedzivotajiem neatkarigi no kompetencu jomas (T1 — pasa audzeta
partika ir veseligaka ka veikala nopérkama; T2 — pasa audzeta partika ir svaigaka
ka veikala nopeérkama; T3 — pasa audzgta partika ir drosaka ka veikala nopérkama,
jo ir zinama tas izcelsme un audze$anas process; T4 — paSa audzeta partika ir
ieglistama tas lietoSanas nepiecie$amaja bridi). Salidzinosi augstu (vidgji 0.70) ka
praksi motivEjoSus respondenti verte vides aspektus (V1 — audzgjot partiku, var
atpiisties no pils€tas vides; V2 — partikas audzesana uzlabo, apzalumo apkartgjo
vidi), seviski apkartgjas vides apzalumosanu.

ledzivotaju aptaujas anketa ir ieklauti arT urbanas lauksaimniecibas prakses
veicino§ie un kavéjosie aspekti, kuru identifikacijai izmantota promocijas darba
teorctiskas diskusijas izstradé apkopota informacija un citos urbanas
lauksaimniecibas pétijumos (Parece, Campbell, 2019; Moghayedi et al., 2022;
Kirby et al., 2021) identificétie aspekti. ledzivotaju aptaujas rezultati parada, ka
respondenti augstak verteé urbanas lauksaimniecibas praksi veicino$os aspektus
un ieguvumus. Novert§jot potencialos ieguvumus no prakses, urbanas
lauksaimniecibas attistiba tiek veicinata ari, veidojot daudzdimensionalu
motivaciju (Kirby et al., 2021). Praksi kavgjoso aspektu grupa lielaka ietekme ir
ekonomiskajiem aspektiem (nepietickama teritorija prakses TstenoSanai;
nepiecieSamo resursu dardziba; ietaupijuma trukums, salidzinot partikas
audz&Sanai un partikas iegadei nepiecieSamos resursus). Tomer urbanas
lauksaimniecibas praktizétaju ipatsvars valstspilsétu iedzivotaju skaita liecina,
ka ekonomiskie aspekti Latvija nav iedzivotajiem primarie.

4.3. Urbana lauksaimnieciba Latvijas iedzivotaju attiecksme un vértejuma

Urbanas lauksaimniecibas rezultivitati, seviski ekonomiskajos aspektos,
bitiski ietekme prakses apmeri, veids, cenu konkuretsp&ja un paterétaju uztvere
un attieksme pret urbanas lauksaimniecibas produktiem un to vértibu (Yuan et
al., 2022). Urbanas lauksaimniecibas pétijuma ieklauta ari Latvijas iedzivotaju
attiecksmes un vértéjuma analize divos virzienos: 1) partikas izvéles kriteriji un
to ietekméjoSie faktori; 2) attieksmes pret pilséta audzetu partiku novertgjums.
Rezultati apkopo 884 iedzivotaju viedokli.

Aptaujas rezultati parada, ka urbanas lauksaimniecibas praktizétajiem ir
augstakas prasibas partikas produktu izvele vairakos kritérijos: ilgs realizacijas
termin$, parbaudita garSa, biologiski audzets produkts, vietgjais produkts un
pazistams audzgetajs.

Vertejot attieksmi pret urbanas lauksaimniecibas praksi Latvija, iedzivotaju
novert&juma augstakais vidgjais vert&jums (robezas no 1-5) ir tiem attieksmes un
uzskatu aspektiem, kas saistiti ar prakses socialajam funkcijam, ka skolu
izglittbas programmu un pieredzes papildinosais aspekts (vid€jais novertejums:
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4.16) un izglitibas, papildu zinaSanas nodroSinasanas aspekts (vidgjais
novertéjums: 4.08). Izglitibas veicinasana ir novertéta art ka augstak realizéta
urbanas lauksaimniecibas funkcija Latvija, turklat iesp&ja iemacities ko jaunu ir
arl viens no lielakajiem motivatoriem partikas audzgSanai pilséta Latvijas
iedzivotaju vertejuma. Tas liecina, ka Latvija urbanajai lauksaimniecibai ir
attistibas pamats izglitoSanas aspekta, ieklaujot partikas audzesanas praksi gan
izglitibas procesa, gan realizgjot funkciju kopienas darzos. ledzivotaju attieksme
pret urbano lauksaimniecibu $ts funkcijas konteksta ir izteikti pozitiva.

Augstu novertets Latvijas iedzivotaju vidd ir arT uzskats, ka urbana
lauksaimnieciba dazdado un veido zaldaku pilsétas ainavu (vidgjais novertejums:
4.07). Augstais novertéjums $aja aspekta liecina, ka pilsétu ilgtsp&jas ideja
pilsétvides apzalumos$ana ir aktuala sabiedribas atticksmg, kas veido potencialu
sabiedribas atbalstu urbanas lauksaimniecibas prakses attistiba.

Vertgjot attiecksmi pret urbanas lauksaimniecibas produkciju, Latvijas
iedzivotaji verte tadus kritérijus salidzinajuma ar veikala nopérkamo partiku ka
veseligums (iedzivotdji uzskata, ka pilséta audzeéta partika ir veseligaka ka
veikalos nopérkama — vidgjais vert&jums: 3.55) un dargums (iedzivotaji uzskata,
ka urbanas lauksaimniecibas produkcija ir dargaka — vidg€jais vert&jums: 3.27).
Nemot vera, ka Latvijas iedzivotajiem biitisks ir tads partikas izveles kriterijs ka
svaigums, tad uzskats par urbanas lauksaimniecibas produktu veseligumu var bt
praksi veicino$s. Bet cenas aspekts, nemot véra, ka zemas cenas kritérija
butiskumu iedzivotaji videji vert€ 3.26, var biit kavejoss aspekts, vertgjot to
sakariba ar sabiedribas uzskatu par produkcijas dargumu.

Uzskats, ka pilsetas audzéta partika ir vairak piesarnota ka laukos audzéta,
apstiprinas vidgji (vidgjais veértgjums: 3.27), bet ir izteikti zemaks paSu
praktizétaju vidi (3.04). Tas lauj secinat, ka papildu p&tijjumi un sabiedribas
informétiba var potenciali viegli mainit §T uzskata intensitati, tadgjadi veicinot
urbanas lauksaimniecibas attistibu un pienemsanu sabiedriba.

Iedzivotaju aptaujas rezultata seCinams, ka urbanajai lauksaimniecibai
iedzivotaju vertejuma ir augsta funkcionalitate izglitibas aspekta un ir attistibas
iesp€jas arT komercprakses virziena. Tomer ir nepiecieSams attistit petjjumus un
to rezultatu pieejamibu par urbanas lauksaimniecibas partikas kvalitates
aspektiem, sevisSki pilsétas piesarnojuma konteksta. Kaut gan iedzivotaju
vertgjuma Sim aspektam veértgjums ir videjs (3.27), iedzivotaju viedoklis par
partikas kvalitativo salidzinajumu ar lauku teritorijas audz€to norada uz
aktualitati petit un iegtt papildu informaciju par partikas produktu kvalitates
salidzinajumu lauku un pils€tas teritorijas.

4.4. Urbanas lauksaimniecibas attistibas alternativas

Urbano lauksaimniecibu Latvija ietekmé vairaku faktoru kopums, bet prakses
daudzfunkcionalitate, tai skaita pilsétu ilgtsp&jas veicinasana, nosaka tas
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attistibas aktualitati. Attistibas perspektivu analize un identific€Sana veikta,
izmantojot hierarhiju analizes metodi.

Hierarhiju analizes veikSanai promocijas darba ir noteikta Cetru, savstarpgji
saistitu problémjautajumu ietekméjoso kritériju limenu pieeja.

Pirmaja liment tiek noteikts vispargjais mérkis — piemé&rotako perspektivu
noteik§ana urbanas lauksaimniecibas attistibai Latvija. Otraja Iiment ir
klasificetas kriteriju grupas, pamatojoties uz promocijas darba teor€tiskas
diskusijas un empiriska petjjuma (makrovides faktoru ietekmes analize, ekspertu
novertgjums urbanas lauksaimniecibas funkcijam, gadijumu analize, iedzivotaju
aptauja) rezultatiem. Hierarhiju analiz€ ir identifictas tris kriteriju — attistibas
mérku — grupas: 1) sociali aktiva un iesaistita sabiedriba; 2) majsaimniecibu
dzivotspeja; 3) pilsétu vides noturtba un ilgtspéja. TreSaja liment ir noteikti
vertesanas kriteriji identificétajam kriteriju grupam. Vertesanas kritériji noteikti
péc promocijas darba ieklautajiem ekspertu novértejumiem funkcijam, gadijjumu
analizes un tas SVID analizes novértéjuma un iedzivotaju aptaujas rezultatiem.
Ceturtaja limenr hierarhiju analizg tiek noteikti visparéja mérka sasniegSanas
scenariji. Urbanas lauksaimniecibas attistibu Latvija ietekm&joso krit€riju
hierarhija att€lota 7.attela.

Urbanis lauksaimniecibas attistiba Latvija

Sociali aktiva un Majsaimniecibu Pilsétu vides noturiba un
iesaistita sabiedriba dzivotspgja ilgtspgja
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7.att. Vertesanas Kkritériju hierarhija urbanas lauksaimniecibas Latvija
attistibas dimensiju novértesanai.
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Lai noteiktu urbanas lauksaimniecibas attistibas perspektivas Latvija un tas
virzo$o scenariju, promocijas darba tick analizéts, kada ilgtsp&jigas attistibas
dimensija ir domingjosa vispargja merka sasniegSana: sociala, ekonomikas vai
vides dimensija.

Hierarhiju analizes ekspertu atlas€ ka primarais kriterijs tika izvirzits
ekspertu atlase no dazadu urbanas lauksaimniecibas attistibu ietekmg&joso
faktoru, jomu un dimensiju parstavjiem. Urbanas lauksaimniecibas Latvija
attistibas dimensijas noverté$ana iesaistitie eksperti:

1) Rita Vectirane — Jelgavas valstspilsétas domes priek$seédétaja vietniece
socialo lietu, veselibas aizsardzibas, kultiras, izglitibas un sporta jautajumu
programma, Latvijas Pasvaldibu savienibas Izglitibas un kultGras komitejas
priekssedetaja;

2) Dace Silipa — agronomijas zinatnu doktore, Latvijas Biozinatnu un
tehnologiju universitates asociéta profesore, Augsnes un augu zinatnu institata
vadosa pétniece;

3) Anita Villerusa — medicinas zinatnu doktore, Rigas Stradina universitates
profesore, Sabiedribas veselibas institlita vadosa pétniece, Latvijas Sabiedribas
Veselibas Asociacijas valdes priek$sédetaja, Eiropas Sabiedribas veselibas skolu
asociacijas (ASPHER) parstave Latvija,;

4) Una Ile— arhitektiiras zinatnu doktore, Latvijas Biozinatnu un tehnologiju
universitates asoci€ta profesore, Ainavu arhitektiiras un planoSanas katedras
vadosa pétniece.

Dimensiju alternativu novértéSanas rezultata vispargja meérka (urbanas
lauksaimniecibas attistiba Latvija) sasniegSana eksperti ka domingjoSo verte
socialo dimensiju ar globalas prioritates vektoru 0.39 (skat. 8.att.).
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Avots: autores veidots
8.att. Urbanas lauksaimniecibas Latvija attistibas dimensiju vértéjums.

Salidzinosi augsts ir ar1 vides dimensijas noveértgjums (globalas prioritates
vektors: 0.33). Socialas un vides dimensiju mijiedarbiba ir batiska ilgtsp&jigu
pils€tu attistiba, jo tas raksturo dabas resursu nodroSinajums un balanss un
ekonomiska un sociala attistiba, kas aizsarga un attista urbano vidi un mazina tas
riskus (Choi, Song, 2023).
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Urbanas lauksaimniecibas attisttba domingjosas Socialas dimensijas
realizacija butiska ir ne tikai individu un majsaimniecibu, bet ari kopienas,
pasvaldibas un valsts iesaiste. Individuala, majsaimniecibu Iimeni attistibas
virziSana $aja dimensija sekm& gan partikas vértibas izpratni, iepazistot un
izzinot partikas procesu, produktu veidus u.c. aspektus, gan veselibas
veicinasanu — fiziskas veselibas konteksta veicinot fiziskas kustibas un potenciali
attistot veseliga un svaiga uztura liectoSanu, psihologiskas veselibas konteksta
nodroSinot rekreacijas un relaksacijas funkcijas.

Lai realizétu socialo dimensiju, urbanas lauksaimniecibas attistiba Latvija
veicamas aktivitates trijos virzienos:

1) kopienas darzu attistiSana;

2) majsaimniecibu prakses paplaSinasana;

3) urbanas lauksaimniecibas prakses icklausana izglitibas sisteéma.

Aktivitasu virzienu attistibai ir butiski trTs aspekti: urbanas lauksaimniecibas
defingjuma ieklauSana Lauksaimniecibas un lauku atbalsta likuma; teritoriju
planosanas atbalsts, konsultacijas un mentoringa iesp&jas valstspilsétu
pasvaldibas; pétniecibas instititu un universita§u iesaiste urbanas
lauksaimniecibas Latvija p&tnieciba.

Urbanas lauksaimniecibas attistiba, seviski identificetas domingjosas socialas
dimensijas konteksta, ir iespgjama ar dazadu ieinteres€to sabiedribas grupu
iesaisti. Gan pasaules pieredze, gan promocijas darba veiktie pétijumi parada, ka
urbanajai lauksaimniecibai ir augsts potencials socialo funkciju realizacijai — tai
skaita, Latvija. Turklat socialas dimensijas attistiba sniedz labumu ne tikai
majsaimniecibu un kopienas, bet ari paSvaldibu un valsts limeni — urbana
lauksaimnieciba attista izpratni un vértibas apzinaSanos partikas resursu
konteksta, socialo koh&ziju, iesaisti un socialo saisu veidosanu.

GALVENIE SECINAJUMI

1. Urbanajai lauksaimniecibai ir sena v&sturiska attistiba, un tas prakse ir
mijiedarbojusies ar pils€tu veidoSanos un attistibu. Urbanas lauksaimniecibas
attistiba identific€jami tris posmi: urbana lauksaimnieciba ka pils€tplanoSanas
pamatprincips, urbanas lauksaimniecibas funkciju maina un urbanas
lauksaimniecibas renesanse. Posmu nodalijumu ietekmé politiskie, ekonomiskie
un socialie faktori, mainoties lauksaimniecibas lomai, prakses izplatibai un
funkcijam pilsétas.

2. Urbanas lauksaimniecibas koncepts tiek plasi un dazadi definéts, ne reti
defingjumu pielagojot konkrétas situacijas analizei, tad€jadi apgritinot petjjumu
rezultatu savstarpgjo salidzinasanu. Promocijas darba ietvaros izstradata urbanas
lauksaimniecibas definicija, kas ir izmantojama neatkarigi no prakses regiona,
apjoma un audzetajam partikas produktu grupam, bet teritoriali praksi nodalot
tikai pils€tu robezas: urbana lauksaimnieciba ir nozare, kas paSpat€rinam vai
komercialiem mérkiem razo augkopibas (t.sk. darzenu, auglu, garSaugu,
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arstniecibas) un/vai majlopu (t.sk. piena, putnu, biskopibas) produkciju pilsétas
teritorija, audzgjot to artelpa vai iekstelpas.

3. Ekonomikas teorijas urbana lauksaimnieciba tie$a veida netick analizéta,
tomeér tas 21.gadsimta prakses tendences ir saistitas ar vairakiem ekonomikas
aspektiem, ka globalizacija, klimata negativu izmainu ekonomiskie aspekti,
dzives kvalitates prasibu pieaugums, labklajibas ekonomika, resursu
izmantoSanas efektivitate, aprites ekonomika konkuretsp&ja un vertibu teorija.
4. Urbanas lauksaimniecibas prakse ir biitiskas atSkiribas Globalo Ziemelu un
Globalo Dienvidu regionos. Ziemelos praksé dominé socialas funkcijas un
motivacija, tehnologiskas inovacijas telpas adaptacija, Dienvidos — ekonomiskas
funkcijas, salidzinosi tradicionalaka pieeja lauksaimniecibas prakses istenoSanai,
vidgji lielaki sarazotas produkcijas apjomi.

5. Urbana lauksaimnieciba realiz€ politiskas (atbalsts pils€tu ilgtsp&jai, pilsctas
biologisko atkritumu apsaimnieko$anas veicina$ana), ekonomikas (partikas
nodro§inajums, izdevumu samazinas$ana partikas iegad€, ienakumu generésana,
nabadzibas mazinasana), socialas (socialas kohé&zijas attistiba, sabiedribas
veselibas un izglitibas veicinaSana, vertibu un tradiciju uzturSana un
saglabasana), vides (ekosisteémas servisa nodro§inasana, vides saglabasana un
uzlabo$ana) un tehnologiskas (tehnologiju inovacijas, €ku energoefektivitates
veicinasana) funkcijas.

6. Pilsetu ilgtspgju ietekm& wvairaki riski un izaicinajumi — pieaugosa
urbanizacija, resursu razo$anas un pat€rina nesabalansétiba, ekonomiska un
sociala stratifikacija, pieaugosa individualizacija un socialas kohézijas krize,
klimata negativo parmainu riski. Kaut gan Latvijas ilgtsp&jigas attistibas
stratégiskajos dokumentos urbana lauksaimnieciba nav identificéta, ta spgj
nodro§inat atbalsta funkcijas visas ilgtsp€jigas attistibas dimensijas, primari
nodrosinot cilvéka un dabas sinerggtiskas saiknes atjauno$anu un attistiSanu.

7. Urbana lauksaimnieciba Latvija nav reglamentéta, tai nav defingjums un
statuss Latvijas Republikas normativajos aktos un strat€gijas. Urbanas
lauksaimniecibas prakse Latvija ir pakartota eso$ajam tiesiskajam regul&jumam
lauksaimniecibas un komercdarbibas, partikas aprites, paSvaldibu, vides
aizsardzibas un aprites un atkritumu apsaimniekosanas jomas.

8. Urbano lauksaimniecibu Latvija raksturo salidzino$i zems valstspilsetas
registréto augkopibas un lopkopibas saimnieciskas darbibas veida uznpémumu
skaits, augstas zemes resursu cenas un salidzinosi neliels registréto majlopu un
majputnu skaits. Vert€jot LIZ platibas un nozarg registréto uznémumu skaitu,
lielaka koncentracija ir Valmiera un Jekabpili, salidzino$i mazaka — Riga,
Jurmala un Liepaja, kas ir piejuras pilsé€tas.

9. Urbanas lauksaimniecibas funkciju mijiedarbiba apliecina prakses
daudzfunkcionalitati, kas nosaka, ka funkcijas ir savstarp&ji salidzinamas, bet
nav veértéjamas noskirti un noteiktas grupas ietvaros. Visam funkcijam ir
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savstarp&ja mijiedarbiba, tade] tas ir analiz€jamas vienotas attistibas tendencgs,
nemot véra to akumulgjoso pozitivo ietekmi uz prakses daudzfunkcionalitati.
10. Latvija urbanajai lauksaimniecibai ir salidzinoSi augsta socialo (socialas
kohgzijas un sabiedribas veselibas veicinasana, izglitiba un vertibu un tradiciju
saglabasana un attistiSana) un vides (ekosist€mas servisa nodrosinasana, vides,
tai skaita ainavas, saglabasana un uzlabo$ana) un zema ekonomisko (partikas
nodrosinajums, ienakumu generésana, izdevumu samazinasana partikas iegadg)
funkciju izpilde.

11. Urbana lauksaimnieciba Latvija ir attistita prakse majsaimniecibu liment —
65.5% valstspilsétu iedzivotaji savas majas audzé vismaz kadu partikas
produktu. Tomér sarazotie apjomi ir mazi un sedz nelielu majsaimnieciba
nepiecieSamo partikas resursu ipatsvaru, kas liecina, ka Latvija lielakoties tiek
praktiz€ta mikro-lauksaimnieciba. Iedzivotajus nodarboties ar urbano
lauksaimniecibu primari motivé socialie (iesp&ja iemacities ko jaunu; stresa un
spriedzes mazinaSana; gimenes tradiciju Isteno$ana) un vides (apkartgjas vides
apzalumosana, uzlabosana; iesp&ja atpiisties no pilsétas vides) aspekti.

12. Latvijas iedzivotaju attiecksme pret urbano lauksaimniecibu ir vértéjama ka
lielakoties pozitiva. ledzivotaju vida ir izteikti tadi uzskati ka: darzkopibas
prakse skolas papildina izglitibas programmu un pieredzi; lauksaimniecibas
praktizésana pilséta (skolas, socialas apriipes namos, pagalmos un citur) sniedz
izglitibu, papildu zinaSanas; lauksaimnieciba pilsétas dazado, veido zalaku
pilsétas ainavu. ledzivotaju attieksme ir arT salidzinoS$i pozitiva pret pilsétas
audzetas partikas produktiem, seviski atzistot tas svaiguma aspektu. Bet lauku
un pilsétas teritorijas audzéto produktu salidzinoSie aspekti iedzivotaju
vertéjuma ir pozitivaki attieciba pret laukos audz&to partiku.

13. Péc promocijas darba veiktas gadijumu izp&tes primarie praksi veicinos$ie
aspekti ir veidotdju personiga ieinteresétiba urbanas lauksaimniecibas
daudzfunkcionalitaté, pieredze un iespgjas vides un izglitibas mérku projektu
piesaistg, izglitibas iestazu ieinteresétibu, teritorialais tuvums un sadarbiba ar
urbanajiem darziem un sabiedribas interese par prakses attistibu. Butiskakie
kavgjosie aspekti ir prakses resursietilpiba, gan izmaksu, gan pateréta laika
konteksta, kopienas darzu darbibas realizacija uz terminti nomatam zemes
platibam, salidzinosi augstaks vandalisma un zadzibu risks.

14. Urbanas lauksaimniecibas attistibas novertésanai Latvija promocijas darba
tika izstradati tris scenariji — urbanas lauksaimniecibas attistiba socialas,
ekonomikas un vides dimensijas. Kaut gan Sobrid urbana lauksaimnieciba
Latvija primari tiek praktiz€tad majsaimniecibas, petijuma rezultati parada, ka
majsaimniecibu dzivotsp&jas veicinaSanas perspektiva ir salidzinos$i nebitiska
prakses attistibai. Latvijas situacija urbanas lauksaimniecibas attistibai noteicosa
ir sociala dimensija, kas virza urbanas lauksaimniecibas izglitibas un sabiedribas
veselibas veicinasanas, kopienas veidoSanas un tradiciju TstenoSanas funkcijas.
Socialas dimensijas realizacijai butiski ir attistit sabiedribas iesaisti kopienas un

48



skolu urbanajos darzos, nodrosinot pasvaldibas informativo, konsultativo un
resursu atbalstu. Urbanas lauksaimniecibas attistibas perspektivu Latvija veido
arT vides dimensija, seviski pilsétvides apzalumoS$anas un zalo teritoriju
daudzveidibas veidoSanas aspekta.

15. Petfjuma izvirzita hipote€ze apstiprinas dalgji: urbanajai lauksaimniecibai
Latvija ir attistibas perspektivas, bet primari tas virza sociali aktivas un iesaistitas
sabiedribas un pilsétu vides noturibas un ilgtsp&jas problému risinajumi, un
mazak majsaimniecibu dzivotspgjas izaicinajumi.

PROBLEMAS UN TO RISINAJUMI

Pirma probléma. Latvija urbana lauksaimnieciba lielakoties tiek praktizeta
majsaimniecibas paSpatérinam, kas ir nepietiekami prakses potenciala
realizacijai pilsetu ilgtspgja.

Priekslikumi problémas risinasanai.

1. Zemkopibas ministrijai sadarbiba ar augstakas izglitibas iestdadéem
izstradat informativo materialu par urbanas lauksaimniecibas prakses iespgjam,
veidiem un pamatinformaciju partikas audzE€Sanas prakses veidoSana, lai
veicinatu p&tnieciski un labas prakses piemeru pamatotu prakses pieeju.

2. Valstspilsétu pasvaldibam apzinat degrad€to teritoriju izmantoSanas
potencialu urbanas lauksaimniecibas praksei, izvertét pilsétu zalo teritoriju
attistibas iesp€ju, ieklaujot taja urbanas lauksaimniecibas prakses aspektus.

3. Biedribam un uzpémumiem, kas nodarbojas ar urbano lauksaimniecibu,
sadarbiba ar valstspilsétu pasvaldibam veicinat kopienas darzu un uznpe€mumu
tikloSanos un komunikaciju, veidojot informativu un pieredzes apmainas atbalsta
sistému gan esosajiem, gan jaunizveidotiem kopienas darziem un uznémumiem.

4. Izglitibas un zindtnes ministrijai sadarbiba ar Vides aizsardzibas un
regionaldas attistibas ministriju izstradat pirmsskolas un sakumskolas
programmu papildinasanu, ieklaujot partikas audz€Sanas praksi informala
izglitiba atbilstosi skolas materialtehniskajam un tehnologiskajam iesp€jam, lai
veicinatu sabiedribas izpratni par partikas audzesanas procesu un vertibu.

5. Augstakas izglitibas iestadém urbanas lauksaimniecibas funkcionalitati
pilsétu ilgtsp&ja iestradat esosajos studiju kursos ilgtsp&jigas attistibas t€ma vai
veidot jaunus studiju kursus pilsétu ilgtspgjas problematikas un risinadjuma
iesp€ju analizei.

Otra problema. Latvija tiesiskaja un institucionalaja reguléjuma urbanajai
lauksaimniecibai nav definicijas un atSkiriga statusa, kas ierobeZo prakses
ekonomisko izdevigumu un atbalsta iesp€jas, kav&jot urbanas lauksaimniecibas
attistibu.

Priekslikumi problémas risinasanai.

Latvijas Republikas valdibai:
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= Lauksaimniecibas un lauku atbalsta likuma izstradat urbanas
lauksaimniecibas defin€juma, regulgjuma un atbildigo parraugo$o institiiciju
noteikSanas aspektus;

= noteikt pils€tu ilgtsp&jai atbilstosakas urbanas lauksaimniecibas prakses
juridiskas formas;

= izstradat atbalsta nosacijumus urbanas lauksaimniecibas prakses
Istenosana atbilstosi tas ietekmei uz pilsetu ilgtspgjas veicinasanu.

Tre§a probléema. Pasvaldibu zema ieinteresétiba un atbalsts urbanajai
lauksaimniecibai kavé tas potenciala attistibu un pilsétu ilgtsp&jas izaicinajumu
risinajumu iespéjas.

Priekslikumi problémas risinasanai.

1. Valstspilsetu pasvaldibam sadarbiba ar Vides aizsardzibas un regionalas
attistibas ministriju apsekot pilsétas degradg€to teritoriju izmantoSanas iespgjas
urbanas lauksaimniecibas prakses istenosanai.

2. Valstspilsétu pasvaldibam atbalstit un veicinat kopienas darzu izveidi
pasvaldibas, nodrosinot ekonomiskus un informativus atbalsta instrumentus, ka
samazinatu zemes nomas maksu, projektu finans€juma piesaisti, konsultativo
atbalstu.

3. Biedribam un uzpémumiem, kas nodarbojas ar urbano lauksaimniecibu,
sadarbiba ar valstspilsétu pasvaldibam identificet, apkopot un analiz&t prakses
priekSrocibas un trikumus, lai urbanas lauksaimniecibas praksi iestradatu
pasvaldibu teritoriju attistibas planos.

Ceturta probléma. Latvija ir nepilnigi statistiskie dati par urbano
lauksaimniecibu un nepietiekami zinatnisko pétijumu rezultati par valstspilsétu
vides ietekmi uz to teritorija audz&tas partikas produktu kvalitati un nekaitigumu.

Priekslikumi problémas risinasanai.

1. Augstakas izglitibas iestadem, sadarbojoties ar zinatniski pétieciskajiem
instititiem, Zemkopibas ministriju Un privato sektoru, turpinat pétjjumus
biskopibas produktu kvalitates un nekaitiguma novértéSana un veikt p&tijumus
dazadu partikas grupu, seviski urbanaja lauksaimnieciba Latvija biezak audzgeto,
produktu kvalitates un nekaitiguma un to ietekm&oSo faktoru analizei
valstspilsétu vidg.

2. Pétniekiem izmantot vienotu urbanas lauksaimniecibas koncepta un
aspektu defingjumu un klasifikaciju, kas ir neatkariga no pétijuma pilsétas un
valsts specifiskajiem raditajiem, nodroSinot p&tijumu rezultatu savstarp&jas
salidzinaSanas un noveértésanas iespejas.

3. Zemkopibas ministrijai sadarbiba ar pas$valdibam apkopot datus par
urbanas lauksaimniecibas praksi Latvijas valstspilsétas kopienas darzu un
komercdarbibas prakses veidos, lai nodro$inatu statistiskds informacijas
pieejamibu un veicinatu p&tniecibu.
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INTRODUCTION

The 21st century is characterized by several processes that affect the
economic, social, environmental and political aspects of the world, such as
increasing urbanization, adverse climate changes, the problem of territorial
balance of resource provision and consumption, the crisis of social cohesion, etc.
The main principle of the development is stated the sustainability, which is the
basic principle of development planning in both the development strategies of
the United Nations (UN), the European Union (EU), and Latvia. Sustainability
as a goal of the development creates challenges in the world of intensified global
connections in all its dimensions and aspects, which defines the necessity to find
new solutions and approaches in the trends of various sectors. The goals and
directions of sustainable development are comprehensive, but resource
limitations and urbanization trends have determined the topicality of renewing
the synergistic connection between humans and nature.

Cities are considered essential for economic development and social well-
being, but they also consume large amounts of resources, create the most of the
pollution, unsustainable growth and social inequality. Europe is the third most
urbanized region in the world — 74% of the population lives in cities (World
urbanization prospects..., 2018). Urbanization is a trend characterizing the
development of society, which is largely influenced by the imbalance of the
desire to raise the individual standard of living with the overall resource and
environmental burden, which increases significantly as the proportion of people
living in cities increases. According to UN statistics, 55% of the world's
population lives in cities, but it is predicted that in 2050, the proportion of urban
residents will increase to 68% (World urbanization prospects..., 2018). That
increases the tension on aspects of ensuring environmental, economic and social
sustainability of cities. Urbanization is a process closely related to the
development of society; however, its intensity and risks create challenges in
creating urban regeneration, which is determined not only by economic, but also
by social and environmental aspects. The topicality of the urban regeneration
creates the need to re-evaluate the existing systems of the development, social
interaction, economic aspects, resource consumption and value understanding,
including paradigms of perception and principles of the urban environment.

Agriculture is a primary sector that not only provides the basic needs of
society - food -, but also develops the understanding of the value of nature and
food systems. Although agricultural practices have been present in the planning
and development of cities since the beginning of their formation, the role and
aspects of agriculture in the urban environment have changed under the influence
of various technological, social and economic factors. In the 21st century, urban
agriculture renews and diversifies practice approaches according to the context
of urban regeneration, climate change risks, sustainable development and
resource consumption balance issues. Urbanization is characterized by several
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aspects, such as the problem of availability and high costs of land resources in
cities, social stratification, the relevance of environmental diversification. These
are the factors that directly influence urban agriculture, thereby promoting
innovative and wide variated food growing approaches. Urban agriculture is
gaining increasing topicality and expressions not only as a practice of providing
primary food needs, but also as a social and lifestyle trend and a tool for
improving the urban ecosystem. The different approaches of urban agriculture
provide the opportunity to fulfil different functions and forms, starting from the
cultivation of products for the household self-consumption, to the creation of
community gardens and commercial practices.

In the world experience, urban agriculture develops in different directions,
influenced by economic, social, political, etc. aspects. The awareness and the
appreciation of its value is growing both at the level of society, municipality and
state. However, the variations of the functions, approaches and aims of urban
agriculture practice have determined significant differences not only in the
conceptualization of the practice, but also in the identification and analysis of
aspects, thus not only complicating the comparison of the experiences of
different countries, but also, due to the lack of a common comprehension, not
infrequently the results obtained in the studies are situational and adapted to a
specific case analysis. In addition, only few studies have been conducted on the
trends and aspects of urban agriculture in Latvia so far.

Cultural-historically, agriculture is a traditional occupation of the population
of Latvia, but the improvement of the standard of living reduces the individual
scope of practice and economic motivation. Growing food in Latvia is a cultural-
historical and often family tradition. However, urban agriculture in its latest
global trends, as a practice of urban sustainability, technological innovation and
creation of the community cohesion, is a new, not yet widely adapted agricultural
approach in Latvian cities and is mostly implemented for household self-
consumption. The multifunctionality of urban agriculture in sustainable
development makes it relevant in cities of different sizes and populations, which
are most affected by the risks of urbanization in the context of the respective
country. However, the development of the practice continues to vary widely,
depending on specific influencing factors of region and country. In countries and
cities with more varied and longer-practiced urban agriculture, there is both legal
regulation and support opportunities in city planning documents and strategies.
In Latvia, agriculture in cities is mostly practiced for self-consumption and in the
form of micro-agriculture, providing only a small amount of food needed by the
household. Although the population's interest in growing food is high, both the
proximity of rural areas, the relatively small urban population density, and the
individualized approach to practice hinder the wider realization of the potential
of urban agriculture in Latvian cities. But Latvia is also affected by the trends
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and risks of global urbanization, therefore it is essential to assess the aspects and
possibilities of urban agriculture in Latvia's situation.

The research object is urban agriculture, and the research subject —
development trends and practice of urban agriculture in Latvia.

The research is limited to the agricultural practice of Latvian State cities
(Riga, Daugavpils Jelgava, Jekabpils, Jurmala, Liepaja, Ogre, Rezekne,
Valmiera, Ventspils). The limitation of the research is done because the
functionality of urban agriculture in sustainable development makes its practice
topical not only in metropolitan cities, but in all cities that are relatively densely
populated in the context of the respective country.

The hypothesis of the research: urban agriculture in Latvia has development
perspectives directed towards solutions to the problems of a socially active and
involved society, the viability of households and the resilience and sustainability
of the urban environment.

The research aim: by studying the types of urban agriculture and international
research experience, to determine the aspects affecting the development and the
potential of the practice in Latvia.

To achieve the aim of the doctoral thesis, the specific tasks are set:

1) to research and to summarize the scientific theoretical background,
conceptualization, development of urban agriculture and to determine its role in
sustainable development;

2) to examine and to determine the international and national legal
framework affecting urban agriculture in Latvia;

3) to identify and to analyse the factors affecting urban agriculture in Latvia
and the potential of its functions;

4) to characterize the experience of urban agriculture in Latvia and to
determine the development perspectives.

In order to determine the theoretical aspects and limitations of the concept of
urban agriculture in the case of Latvia and to assess the potential of the practice,
various aspects of urban agriculture were studied in the thesis: influencing
factors, functions, principles of the operation, the motivation and dimensions of
the development. In order to fulfil the tasks of the doctoral thesis, the following
methods were used in the design of the research: monographic method — for
informative analysis, summarization and formation of theoretical discussion of
scientific articles and other sources; methods of the comparative analysis and
synthesis — for identification, analysis and determination of interrelationships of
aspects of the practice; methods of the scientific induction and deductive are used
to make scientific assumptions and to identify and analyse connections in the
processing of statistical data and theoretical aspects; concentration coefficient
analysis — for determining and characterizing the concentration of urban
agriculture in Latvia; PESTE method — for identification and classification of
factors of the external environment affecting the urban agriculture in Latvia;
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structured expert interview to determine the interaction and implementation of
urban agriculture functions in Latvia; methods of causal loops and force field
analysis for visualizing and analysing influencing aspects; case study and semi-
structured interview — for the analysis and comparison of examples of urban
agriculture in Latvia, determination and analysis of practice motivation, aims,
operating principles; content analysis for the identification of the main themes
and characteristic aspects of urban agriculture in research and for determining
the advantages and disadvantages of urban agriculture in Latvia by analysing
expert interviews; SWOT matrix — for the classification of the aspects of urban
agriculture identified in the case study; population survey for the analysis of
habits and attitudes of the population; method of the analytic hierarchy process
— for determining the most suitable scenario for the development of urban
agriculture in Latvia; methods of the statistical analysis (descriptive statistics,
calculation of averages and proportions) and economic-mathematical methods
(calculation of correlation) for the analysis of aspects of urban agriculture.

The information base used in the development of the doctoral thesis consists
of Latvian and foreign scientific articles on the topic of the doctoral thesis,
published in the databases Scopus, Web of Science, ScienceDirect, the laws,
directives and strategic planning documents of the United Nations, the European
Union, the Republic of Latvia and regulations of the Cabinet of Ministers,
statistical data of the Eurostat, UN, Central Statistical Bureau (CSB),
Agricultural Data Center and Food and Veterinary Service and other information
sources specified in the bibliography.

The research was conducted in the period from 2018 to 2023. The research
includes data for the period from 1990 to 2022 — the differences in data groups
during the research period are determined by the information published by CSB.

The scientific significance the research novelties

1. The analysis of the historical development of urban agriculture and the
identification of development periods were carried out, proving and justifying
the role and functions of agricultural practice in the urban environment as a
historically formed phenomenon.

2. A definition of urban agriculture has been developed, which covers all
types of practice, aims and is delimited in terms of territory, thus it can be used
in scientific research regardless of the specific factors of the focus of the analysis.

3. The place of urban agriculture in development strategies is analysed and
the institutional framework of urban agriculture in Latvia is systematized.

4. Asurvey of the population of Latvia was carried out, the analysis of which
determined both the trends and characteristic aspects of urban agriculture and the
attitude of the population towards the practice and production of urban
agriculture, as a result of which the advantages of the practice and the directions
for development were identified.
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5. A comprehensive analysis of the aspects of urban agriculture in Latvia
was carried out, including factors, functions and motivation, their socio-
economic specificity was analysed and the perspectives of urban agriculture
development were determined.

Economic Significance of the Research

The results of the research of the doctoral thesis can be used in the territorial
planning process of the Ministry of Environmental Protection and Regional
Development and municipalities of Latvian State cities, determining agricultural
practice as a multifunctional factor of urban environment development. The
results of the research are relevant in the administration of the processes under
the supervision of the Ministry of Agriculture, in a cooperation with the Ministry
of Economics and the Ministry of Finance in determining and planning support
tools for agricultural processes, assessing the role of urban agriculture in the
sustainable development of society and cities. The results of the research can be
used in the development of plans and strategies of the Ministry of Education and
Science for the implementation of competence education, evaluating and
updating the role of agricultural practice in the educational process.

Theses to be defended in the doctoral thesis

1. The practice and phenomenon of urban agriculture is ancient, and its
historical development has determined the change in the understanding of the
value of agriculture in the urban environment and the change of its functions,
which also creates a different and varied conceptualization of urban agriculture.

2. Urban agriculture is not defined in Latvian regulatory documents, but is
binding in sustainable development strategies.

3. Urban agriculture in Latvia is a multifunctional practice, which is
differently influenced by various groups of factors.

4. In Latvia, urban agriculture is mostly implemented in the micro-
agriculture approach, its practice is fragmentary, therefore development will be
driven by the social and environmental dimensions.

The doctoral thesis was made within the LBTU, ESF project No.
8.2.2.0/20/1/001, topic ES32 - "Transition of LLU to the new doctoral funding
model™.

1. THEORETICAL ASPECTS OF NATURE AND
DEVELOPMENT OF URBAN AGRICULTURE

The chapter is 42 pages in length and includes 8 tables and 4 figures. The
chapter analyses the historical development of the interaction between cities and
agriculture, identifying and characterizing three stages of the development of
urban agriculture. They justify and prove urban agriculture as an ancient
phenomenon, which development has been influenced by various economic,
social and political factors. The conceptualization of urban agriculture is
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analysed and the differences and trends in practice in the Global North and
Global South are characterized. The functions of urban agriculture and their
characteristics are summarized and classified, and the theoretical aspects of the
potential of urban agriculture in the sustainable development of cities are
identified.

1.1. Stages of the historical development of urban agriculture and its
influencing factors

Increased attention has been paid to the practice and possibilities of urban
agriculture in sustainable urban planning since the nineties of the 20th century.
Despite the rapidly growing number of scientific publications on the importance
and possibilities of urban agriculture, relatively little has been published about
its historical development.

The history of agriculture is ancient and related to people's skills not only to
collect food available in nature, but also to purposefully cultivate and grow it.
Archaeological evidence indicates that people began to learn agricultural skills
in different regions of the world 10-5 thousand years BC (Mannion, 1999). As
the skills to grow and store food developed and the population grew, which began
to unite in relatively dense social centres of an area, the first cities were formed.
One of the basic factors of the creation and development of cities was the
availability of food, which ensured territorial autonomy and independence from
the surrounding territories. Therefore, growing food in cities as a phenomenon is
a historical activity based on primary needs and an aspect of urban planning.

Urban agriculture as a phenomenon is not only closely related to the
development of cities, but its formation has a history as old as the creation of
cities (McClintock, 2017; Téth, Timpe, 2017). Humans have been growing food
in cities since the first ones for two reasons: 1) most early cities were formed and
developed around cultivated and agricultural land; 2) people transferred their
agricultural knowledge to emerging cities to feed themselves, their families, and
the urban community (Steel, 2013).

In the thesis, three stages have been identified in the historical
development of urban agriculture. Each stage of urban agriculture
development (Table 1) is characterized by different influencing factors, practice
functions, principles and trends.

Table 1
Stages of the historical development of urban agriculture
Stage Factors Period Principles, trends
- agriculture is a part of the city
The basic - formation of cities and the basis for the autonomy

3.5 thous. BC

principle of |- population growth - 17th century

city planning |- territorial autonomy

and development of cities
- UA* is the main source of
food production in cities
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Continuation of Table 1

Stage Factors Period Principles, trends
- industrialization - land resources are used in
- economic stratification of 18th-19th more economically profitable
society centu sectors
- economic migration to i - UA is practiced in small,
Change of L
functions cities unuse(_j urbqn areas
- world wars - UA is an important source of
- economic and social First half of |food production in crisis
depression 20th century | conditions, but not a basic
- lack of resources principle in city planning
- principles of sustainable - social initiatives with the idea
development . - "
SR of "turning gray into green
- scientific and research .
L Second half |- dynamic change of focus of
. activities .
Renaissance . of 20th research and science
- technological : .
century - now |- small-scale practice using all
development - .
S available space, incl. walls,
- change of society's -
roofs, balconies, etc.
values

* UA — urban agriculture
Source: author’s construction

The development of humanity and cities was initially based on the availability
of food, which was a prerequisite not only for survival, but also for the
development of well-being (Gibson, 2017). These aspects characterize the first
stage of development, when urban agriculture is the basic principle of city
planning. Population growth and the development of cities determined this
direction and role of urban agriculture until the 17th century. In this period, urban
agriculture has three principles: 1) agriculture is a part of the city and the basis
for its autonomy and development; 2) irrigation systems and technologies
adapted to the region and climate are created; 3) urban agriculture is the main
source of food production for city residents. In this stage of the development of
urban agriculture there are similar urban trends in all regions of the world,
establishing food availability as one of the main conditions for the creation of
cities and including agriculture within the city limits. This led to the formation
of cities on fertile lands or the creation of complex irrigation systems to improve
fertility. Cities and agricultural practices developed together, and the
understanding of the strict distinction between agriculture and the urban
environment has been shaped by technological development (Jacobs, 1970).

The beginnings of the Industrial Revolution in the 18th century changed the
trends of the urbanization process and also the principles of urban development.
Started in Europe, but with rapid development on a global scale, industrialization
changed the focus of cities and began to distance cities and agriculture, starting
a new, different stage in the development of urban agriculture — a period of the
change of functions (even lowering for some time).
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The period from the Industrial Revolution to the First World War redefined
the relationship between the city and agriculture, creating a persistent image of
the development of urbanization as separate from agricultural practices.
Agricultural practices within the city borders were reduced as much as possible,
by using the land area for the more economically profitable industrial sector. This
led not only to a change in the functions of urban agriculture, but also to creation
of more diverse roles of the practice in cities (McClintock, 2017). The
development trends of the Industrial Revolution in the 18th century contributed
a rapid increase in the income level of urban residents, reorienting their activities
from agriculture to industrial production. But the rise of the Industrial Revolution
and the economic stratification of the society in the 19th century also determined
the return of agriculture to the urban environment, but with a much different set
of functions, starting the increase of the allotment garden approach (Nowysz et
al., 2022). After the First World War, in several countries, urban gardens were
included in urban planning for food and provision, especially for residents of
socially vulnerable groups (Holmer, Drescher, 2005; Dorofieieva, Vugule,
2021). The period of wars is a time when urban agriculture proves its
functionality in the conditions of an urgent food resource crisis (Simon, 2023) —
even if there are significant differences in urban agriculture practices in different
regions of the world, it acquires similar functions in socioeconomic crisis (Chan
etal., 2017; Hammelman, 2017; White, Hamm, 2017; Caputo et al., 2023).

The public attention that is drawn to urban agriculture in the 21st century is
often referred to as the renaissance of urban agriculture (Gray et al., 2017;
Philpott, 2010). The main aim of the initiatives is the question of how to "turn
grey into green" — in circumstances where the primary condition of urban
agriculture is no longer the availability of free land, but the use of various
technologies to grow your own food products in all possible places — on roofs,
walls, in containers, on windowsills, etc. (Hall, 2017). Urban agriculture is
receiving an increasing attention not only from food activists, individual
enthusiasts and academia, but also from local governments and non-
governmental organizations (LeDoux, Conz, 2017). The renaissance stage of
urban agriculture marks the necessity to determine its place in 21st century’s
urban planning, identifying it as a part of the city, urban life, including also
determining regulatory framework and support (WinklerPrins, 2017b). In the
circumstances of a rapidly growing population, cities cannot be only food
consumers and waste generators — a balance must be found and the burden of
urban areas on rural areas must be reduced. The idea of the renaissance of urban
agriculture is related to a wide range of influencing factors — in addition to the
relevance of the primary source of food production, urban agriculture is also
influenced by factors such as lifestyle, hobbies and habits, social cohesion trends,
circular economy, principles of sustainable development, etc. aspects. Therefore,
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urban agriculture today is characterized by multifunctionality, forming a research
field of multivariate analysis.

1.2. The concept of urban agriculture and aspects of definition

Urban agriculture in its broadest sense is the practice of agriculture in an
urban environment. However, there are wide variations in its conceptualization,
determined by the historical development of the practice, the change of functions,
studies by representatives of different sciences with definitions adapted to the
field, and different views of international and national organizations on the
practice and its role in urban development.

Food growing and agriculture in the 21st century is mostly associated with
rural areas, their characteristic way of life and aspects (Nowysz et al., 2022).
Therefore, the conceptualization of urban agriculture is related not only to food
production as the basic function of the practice, but to a much wider range of
functions specific to the urban environment. Although it is often defined broadly
and simplified as the cultivation of plants and livestock within the boundaries of
the city (Caldas, Christopoulos, 2023), in the understanding of urban agriculture,
the practical aspect is essential that agriculture in the urban environment is much
more closely integrated into urban systems, space and environment than
agriculture in rural areas ( T6th, Timpe, 2017).

Urban agriculture is primarily conceptualized as a food production practice,
with only rare studies including the cultivation of decorative plants. The most
frequent aspects of variations of the concept of urban agriculture in scientific
studies and articles are: the interpretation of city borders and peri-urban area; the
enumeration of types of agriculture; characteristics of the managed territory; the
purpose and motivation of the practice; the list of processes included in the
practice.

Definitions of urban agriculture vary in terms of whether only the territory of
city centres (intra-urban), which is particularly different in metropolises, the
entire territory within the city borders (urban) or also the territory close to
borders (peri-urban) is included. Although some studies analyse urban and peri-
urban agriculture as equivalent practices, their spatial differences also create
significant differences in aspects of the practice (Gottero et al., 2023). The fusion
of urban and peri-urban agriculture and the unification of the conceptual
understanding are influenced by the processes of urban development and
urbanization — the geographical boundaries of cities are relatively constant, but
the boundaries of the urban environment change, depending on urban
development, population, construction, etc. aspects, thus creating a fluid and
ambiguous environmental demarcation regarding the urban and peri-urban
territory (White, Hamm, 2017). However, the differences in the functionality of
urban sustainability determine that peri-urban agriculture should be identified as
a separate approach, because compared to urban agriculture, it is closer to the
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practice of rural areas in aspects of sustainable development and influencing
factors. Summarizing the research conducted in the doctoral thesis on the
comparison of aspects of different approaches, it can be concluded that there are
significant differences between urban and peri-urban agriculture in the groups of
all analysed aspects.

Analysing the conceptualization of urban agriculture in the enumeration of
types of agriculture, it can be identified that the definitions focus on food
production and most include the cultivation of any food and the keeping of
livestock and poultry in the urban environment (Tornaghi, 2014). The aspect that
shows the specificity of urban agriculture is the description of the managed
territory included in the definition, which is possible in two ways — according to
the size and location of the managed territory. Some of the definitions emphasize
not only the cultivation of food products in the plots of land available in urban
areas, but also indoors (Azunre et al., 2019), thereby expanding the possibilities
of the analysis, relatively distancing it from the challenge of the availability of
free land areas.

The creation of a universal, more detailed definition of urban agriculture
would also allow for a more precise determination of the practice's development
directions and role in the urban planning (Sanye-Mengual et al., 2016). Most
studies on urban agriculture are based on case studies, in which the definitions
used vary depending on the local context and research aims, which makes
quantifying and comparing data globally difficult (Thebo et al., 2014).
Summarizing and evaluating the possibilities and problems of the
conceptualization of urban agriculture, in the doctoral thesis is developed and in
the research is used a definition: urban agriculture is an industry that for self-
consumption or commercial purposes produces crops (including vegetables,
fruits, herbs, medicinal plants) and/or livestock (including dairy farming,
poultry, beekeeping) production in the city territory, growing it outdoors or
indoors. Such a definition of urban agriculture describes versatile aspects of
practice and can be applied in various studies independent of the specifics of the
country. In the research of the thesis it is found that it is essential to separate
urban and peri-urban agricultural practices due to their different factors,
functions and results. The indication of types of agriculture in the definition is
essential because it highlights the specifics of urban agriculture, but it does not
include decorative plants, which mostly do not fulfil the multifunctional potential
of urban agriculture in the urban environment.

1.3. Urban agriculture research trends and interpretation in
economic theories

The relevance of urban agriculture in the 21st century is influenced by social
ideas and their direction, changing values of the society and sustainable
development trends. But its potential in mitigating the risks of urbanization and
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versatile functionality have determined not only the interest of various social
initiatives and residents in the practice of urban agriculture, but also a rapid
increase in the number of scientific studies and publications.

In the databases of scientific articles, the number of publications on urban
agriculture is relatively small until the nineties of the 20th century, but with a
significantly increasing trend starting from the year 2000. This shows the rapid
development of the topicality of urban agriculture in scientific research. Research
directions can be classified according to research focus and aspect groups:
political aspects (lack of regulatory framework and its inconsistency with
agricultural practice in the urban environment); economic aspects (creation of
innovative and regional short food chains, analysis of the productivity and
consumer groups); social aspects (aspects of public health promaotion, analysis
of various motivational factors, studies of social cohesion and recreation
opportunities); technological aspects (possibilities of technological solutions in
the practice of urban agriculture and the use of different approaches);
environmental aspects (the impact of pollution on the quality of production and
the possibilities of mitigating urbanization pollution).

The place of urban agriculture in economic theories is not clearly defined
and has been little analysed yet. As a multi-functional practice it is a new trend
that is more studied in the context of sustainable development and technological
innovations, but not in the context of concepts of economic theories. However,
the interpretation of the functionality and practice of urban agriculture can be
identified in the aspects of the theories of several economists: globalization (in
the principles and theories of T.Levitt, J.Sachs, M.B.Steger); economic aspects
of global warming and climate change (in the analysis of W.D.Nordhaus and
P.Romer); analysis of the growth of requirements of life quality in economics and
the principles of welfare economics (in the theories of S.Leeb and A.K.Sen);
efficiency of resource use and principles of circular economy (in the theories of
N.Borlaug, W.R.Stahel, T.Jackson); principles of competitiveness (in the
analysed aspects of A.Smith, D.Ricardo, M.Porter, J.Barney and S.Garelli);
value theory and the role of value understanding in decision-making (in aspects
of the theories of C.Menger, M.E.L.Walras, W.S.Jevons and C.W.Graves).

1.4. The global experience of urban agriculture

The historical development of urban agriculture, topicality, motivation of
practice and other socio-economic aspects and the availability of technological
innovations have determined the possibilities of different practices, thus
including various types and their characteristics. In research, the commercial
practice of urban agriculture is also defined as professional urban agriculture, if
its products or services are offered on the market for commercial purposes
(Clerino et al., 2023). For household self-consumption, agricultural products are
often grown close to the place of residence or even indoors of the place of
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residence. Practicing urban agriculture on the land of municipal or common
property is mostly associated with the creation of community gardens, which are
most often a community initiative motivated by production, hobby activities and
education, which are more similar to household than commercial practices (Veen
etal., 2016).

Types of urban agriculture in research are classified according to several
aspects: environmental conditions, agricultural methods, technologies, cultivated
products, etc. (T6th, Timpe, 2017). Often the classification is determined by the
criterion of the soil use: urban soil use, mobile practice independent of urban sail,
building-integrated model, including using balconies, windowsills, etc.
(Gozdziewicz-Biechonska, Brzezinska-Rawa, 2022).

According to the availability of the basic agricultural resource, land, three
groups can be classified: 1) urban land use — practices that are implemented on
existing land areas; 2) building-integrated farming model — creating soil area
beside the urban land; 3) soilless agriculture — growing products without using
soil, as containers, aquaponics etc. The third group is singled out as a separate
one, because soilless crop production can be practiced both using existing land
areas and integrating in buildings or containers (D'Ostuni et al., 2022).

The second aspect of the characteristics of the managed area, which classifies
the types of urban agriculture, is the ownership status. A large proportion of
urban agriculture practitioners manage land that they do not own — usually
municipal or organizational property resources (Hammelman, 2017).

Table 2 summarizes the most frequently analysed types of urban agriculture
in studies and scientific publications. Their classification according to the
ownership status and the specifics of the managed territory is based on the
research trends summarized in the doctoral thesis. However, they cannot be
absolutized, as there are possible cases that are rarely analysed in research — for
example, small gardens that are the property of the municipality, community and
roof gardens on private property, etc.

Table 2
Classification of types of urban agriculture practices

Building-integrated

Type of territory Use of urban land areas farming model

The territory of common community gardens

property, municipality or | school gardens rooftop gardens

vertical gardens

organizations urban farms
agrovoltaic gardens
Private property area container gardening windowsill gardening
allotment gardens balcony gardens
backyard gardens

Source: author’s construction
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Community gardens are characterized by their collective management and
use of produce, often as an initiative to reduce social and economic risks in the
community (Dorofieieva, Vugule, 2021; Nowysz et al., 2022). School gardens
are also managed collectively, but with education as the primary function.
Principle of the organization and functions of community and school gardens are
also used in the agricultural practice of social care homes and hospitals. Urban
farms are usually located near densely populated city regions, their creation and
development requires relatively large financial investments and the availability
of land resources, therefore they are most often managed by innovative and
experienced entrepreneurs (Dorofieieva, Vugule, 2021) or charitable
organizations, providing social, economic and environmental functions (Opitz et
al., 2016). Agrovoltaic gardens are areas cultivated for agriculture in urban solar
energy harvesting farms, with vegetables planted directly under solar panels in
an otherwise unmanaged area. Container gardening is a specific type of urban
agriculture in which food is grown in special containers equipped with
information and production technologies (Ayambire et al., 2019).

The classification group of private property territory includes several types
of urban agriculture, but the most frequently analysed in research are allotment
gardens and backyard gardens. Allotment gardens are garden areas in cities that
combine several individually cultivated gardens (Glavan et al., 2016;
Dorofieieva, Vugule, 2021). But backyard gardens are characterized by growing
crops and/or poultry on physically closed, private land — similar to a balcony or
terrace, the backyard is also associated with a certain private property (Opitz et
al., 2016).

One of the world's most widespread types of building-integrated farming
model are rooftop gardens — gardens, beds or other designated areas that are
placed on the roofs of buildings for the cultivation of agricultural products.
Vertical gardens also use the construction of the building itself for agriculture
and can be located both indoors and outdoors, but the implementation of this type
requires relatively large investments in irrigation technologies. Windowsill and
balcony gardens are the most common adaptation of private property areas to
micro-agriculture.

Urban agriculture with different approaches, motivations and functions is
practiced in all regions of the world, however, there is an identifiable division
into two significantly different regions of the practice — in the analysis of urban
agriculture, the experience of the Global North and the Global South is
separated. The division of the experience of urban agriculture is not based on a
generally accepted division of countries or territories of the world. In research
and theories, the classification of countries in the Global North and South varies
and the conditional division of territories is formed by differences in the
experience, dominant functions and motivations, trends in the use of territory,
types of agriculture and the amount of food grown. The experience of the Global
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North consists of North America, Europe, part of Asia; the Global South — South
America, Africa, part of Asia. The territorial division of urban agriculture in
Australia is assessed differently, but in studies focused on case study of urban
agriculture in Australia, it is most often classified as a practice of the Global
North (Byrne et al., 2017).

1.5. A scientific theoretical research of the functions of urban agriculture

In the 21st century, agriculture is mostly understood as an activity and
practice of the rural environment, which, compared to the urban environment,
provides both different aspects of the environment and resource availability, as
well as economic opportunities and social specifics. The separation between
urban environment and agriculture determined by the development of
industrialization has created barriers to the perception of the potential and
development of urban agriculture.

Urban agriculture is a highly multifunctional practice, which, regardless of
the primary motivation and aim, is able to simultaneously combine several
functions, from food security to the promotion of social bonds and public health
(Horst et al., 2017). 14 functions of urban agriculture, classified into five groups,
are summarized in the doctoral thesis after the research of the scientific literature
(Table 3).

Table 3
Functions of urban agriculture and their benefits

Function \ Benefits

Political functions
support for the implementation of sustainable
development strategies

support for urban sustainability

promotion of urban biological

implementation of circular economy principles
waste management

Economic functions

food security growing food for self-consumption and market
reduction of expenditure on reduced expenses necessary for the purchase of
food purchases food, especially organic food

generation of basic or supplementary income for
household or commercial practice
food security, income generation, household
economic flexibility
Social functions
developing social cohesion alternative social networking
healthy nutrition, stress reduction, physical
activity, recreation
inclusion in the activity program of schools and
nursing homes, transfer of knowledge to the
community
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poverty alleviation

public health promotion

promotion of education (food
systems, environment)




Continuation of Table 3

Function Benefits
maintenance and preservation renewed connection with nature, restoration of
of values and traditions agricultural traditions and values in the city

Technological functions

promoting technological technological and practical innovations created
innovations by the need for space and territory adaptation
promotion of energy efficient reuse of water resources, increasing the energy
buildings efficiency of buildings

Environmental functions

creating a microclimate by reducing the heat of
ecosystem service provision the city, absorbing dust and improving air quality,
preserving biological diversity

preservation and improvement
of the environment, including
landscapes

Source: author’s construction

greening of the territory, diversification of the
urban landscape

The political functions are related to the role and opportunities of urban
agriculture in policy planning and development strategies. In the fulfilment of
political functions, urban agriculture has a support potential for sustainable
development, circular economy and waste management strategies and plans.
Urban sustainability is one of the UN’s sustainable development goals, which in
the concept of green cities includes balancing consumed and produced resources,
including food, improving the quality of the environment and developing green
public areas (Goal 11: Make..., [b.g.]). Although urban agriculture is not a basic
solution for achieving sustainable development goals, its functionality in
supporting urban sustainability is significant from both social and environmental
as well as political aspects (Rogge et al., 2018). Sustainable development is
related to the implementation of circular economy principles, to which waste
management plans are subordinated. Urban agriculture is most directly related to
urban biological waste management. The impact of practices on waste
management varies from the type of urban agriculture and the approach to
practice (Mufioz-Liesa et al., 2022). The practice of urban agriculture is able to
both reduce the amount of food waste and create an opportunity to use organic
waste for compost.

The economic functions are related to economic benefits of various scales,
including the provision of both food and financial resources. Although the
economic functions of urban agriculture in the form of direct financial benefits
are difficult to assess due to resource limitations and costs, they provide
practitioners with diversified incomes and their sources, while also diversifying
the urban agroecosystem itself (White, 2017). The function of providing food is
the basic function of urban agriculture. Research results vary, but approximately
15-25% of the world's food is produced in urban areas (Simon, 2023). The
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importance of urban agriculture should not be linked to the complete provision
of food for the household, but to making food provision more accessible, flexible
and stable for all social groups of the society (Poulsen et al., 2015; Dorofieieva,
Vugule, 2021). The food provision function interacts with the function of the
expenditure reduction. Urban household farming is profitable when comparing
store produce costs and especially organic food prices (Azunre et al., 2019). But
if the average labour force salary costs of the respective region are included in
the calculations, then the economic benefit can also be negative (Glavan et al.,
2016). The economic calculation of expenses is essential in the assessment of
financial profitability not only in the function of reducing food expenses, but also
in the function of generating income. It has different results in practices when
urban agriculture is engaged in by households or individuals as an additional
occupation or when the practice is primarily motivated by commercial aims.
However, urban agriculture is rarely the primary source of income generation —
it mostly provides secondary or even tertiary income for practitioners (White,
2017). Whether urban agriculture is used for self-consumption or for sale is
influenced by several factors, including the type of farming system, production
method, crops, marketing opportunities (Poulsen et al., 2015). Poverty
alleviation is one of the UN's sustainable development goals, and urban
agriculture can at least partially alleviate food insufficiency caused by
urbanization (Twelve Organizations Promoting..., 2016). The function of poverty
alleviation is affected by a set of factors, therefore the role of urban agriculture
in it must also be critically evaluated — especially because its practice is mostly
able to provide households with only a small part of the necessary food.

Although urban agriculture realizes economic functions, it is the social and
environmental potential that can mitigate the growing risks of urbanization and
globalization (Azunre et al., 2019). Urban agriculture includes in the trends of
social urbanism, the goal of which is the progressive transformation of cities on
sustainable principles in all, including, social aspects (Simon, 2023). The social
functions of urban agriculture are related to the promotion of physical and
psychological health, lifestyle, social trends, values and other social aspects at
both the societal and individual level.

With the increasing level of the urbanization, traditional community ties have
been replaced by the anonymity and individualism. The pressure of the
information age, the global economics and competition-oriented social policies
have led Western society to a crisis of the social cohesion (Veen et al., 2016).
Urban agriculture is recognized as one of the important pillars for the sustainable
social development of cities, creating an alternative social network and
influencing social growth and common good (Glavan et al., 2016; Dorofieieva,
Vugule, 2021). It is community or other types of collective gardens that can
provide the major potential for the social cohesion. In addition, to achieve the
maximum positive impact of urban agriculture, it is important that gardens are
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accessible to as many people as possible, including those who are not gardeners
(Schram-Bijerk, 2018). It develops the public health promotion potential of
urban agriculture by providing experience-based benefits such as stress
reduction, improved access to healthy food, and creation of physical activity
opportunities (Schram-Bijerk et al., 2018; White, 2017; Simon, 2023; Yuan et
al., 2022). Contact with nature helps to restore and improve cognitive skills
(Schram-Bijerk et al., 2018; Yuan et al., 2022).

The educational promotion potential of urban agriculture interacts with other
social functions (Ferreira et al., 2018). Urban agriculture can provide the
educational promotion function in several directions — both directly, by including
school gardens and their management in the program of school activities, and
indirectly, by fulfilling the educational function through the exchange of
knowledge, skills and experience between urban gardeners and managers (Horst
et al., 2017). No less important is the function of urban agriculture: maintaining
and preserving the values and traditions — creating a renewed link with nature,
agricultural practices and growing food at home. By preserving and promoting
local culture and agricultural traditions, urban agriculture is able to develop the
interaction between different generations (Trendov, 2018).

The technological functions of urban agriculture are related to the practice's
potential in promoting technological innovations and solutions. In circumstances
where land areas for growing food are limited, innovative approaches are sought
— boxes, bags, hanging pots, vertical structures, etc. forms are used in the
adaptation of agricultural practices (Foodmetres..., 2015). An important aspect
in the technological functions is also the potential of ensuring the energy
efficiency of buildings, using agricultural practices to preserve the heat of
building walls and roofs, promoting energy efficiency by saving energy for
cooling and heating the building (Uk-Hyeon et al., 2022).

The environmental functions of urban agriculture create a sustainable
urban environment, mitigating the risks of urbanization. Urban agriculture
provides ecosystem service functions (Wittenberg et al., 2022) by promoting
biodiversity that builds environmental and economic resilience of cities by
developing green infrastructure (Skar et al., 2020). Environmental diversity,
forming a diverse ecological mosaic, is a basic principle in building flexible and
resilient systems (Chan et al., 2017). The performance of the ecosystem service
function ensures and contributes to the well-being of the society and the
sustainability of the urban environment (T6th, Timpe, 2017). Preservation and
improvement of the environment, greening of the urban environment and
expansion of green areas are one of the criteria of urban sustainability (Goal 11:
Make..., [b.g.]). Agricultural practices in cities not only make the urban
environment literally greener, and greener with a specific purpose, but also
ensure environmental and ecosystem biodiversity (WinklerPrins, 2017b; Simon,
2023).
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Urban agriculture is not and cannot be a universal solution tool for urban
development and food security, but its functions should not be considered
insignificant either — it is one of the food security systems with a complex socio-
economic and technological framework, capable of ensuring the fulfilment of
several functions. As a multifunctional practice, urban agriculture has a
considerable potential to influence and improve urban sustainability at many
levels and dimensions.

2. REGULATORY FRAMEWORK OF URBAN
AGRICULTURE AND TOPICALITY IN SUSTAINABLE
DEVELOPMENT IN LATVIA

The chapter is 31 pages in length and includes 6 tables and 2 figures. The
chapter identifies the most important risks of urban sustainability and determines
the potential of urban agriculture in their minimization, analysing aspects of the
practice in the strategic documents of sustainable development. The existing
normative framework regulating urban agriculture in Latvia is summarized and
its problems in promoting the development of the practice are determined.

2.1. Urbanization challenges in the sustainable development of cities

Cities are the core of innovation and technological development, affecting the
difference in access and provision of living standards, wages, health care and
other social institutions compared to rural areas. Population migration to cities is
not a new phenomenon, but the increasing proportion of urban residents in the
21st century creates several challenges for the sustainable development of cities
in both economic, social and environmental dimensions. Cities are seen as the
main aspect for prosperity and development, but they also consume huge
amounts of resources, generate most of the pollution, unsustainable growth and
social inequality (Toboso-Chavero et al., 2019). Therefore, urbanization creates
risks such as rapid population growth in the urban environment, negative impact
on climate change, increasing dominance of multinational food corporations
(Byrne et al., 2017), high air pollution, the formation of the urban heat island
effect, challenges of waste management, reduction of biodiversity, etc. (Skar et
al., 2020).

In 2007, for the first time in the history, the majority of the world's population
was urban rather than rural (Urban farming against..., [b.g.]), Europe is the third
most urbanized region in the world, where 74% of the population lives in cities
(2018 Revision of..., 2018) , and the dominance of the urban population in Latvia
has been observed since 1955 (World Urbanization Prospects, 2018). As
urbanization increases, cities become more vulnerable to risks and changes,
including in the context of food security and supply. Facing the risks of
urbanization, two approaches are put forward in urban sustainability, the
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integration of which can ensure urban sustainability in all three dimensions:
green cities, which focus on environmental aspects, and smatrt cities, which focus
on technological innovation (Bonab et al., 2023).

Urban sustainability views cities as ecosystems, whose sustainability
indicator is health in all related dimensions — social, economic and environmental
(Simon, 2023). Therefore, in the research of the doctoral thesis, the challenges
caused by urbanization to the sustainability of cities are classified into groups of
dimensions of sustainable development: economic (economic stratification,
unemployment, insufficient income level, insufficient food security, dependence
on producers of food resources outside the cities); social (social stratification and
distancing, lack of social cohesion, public health challenges caused by urban
lifestyle); environment (air, water and soil pollution, which contributes to
negative climate changes, loss of biological diversity, increase in the volume of
waste and management issues). Paying equal attention to the challenges of all
groups, but especially to the impact of environmental solutions on them, the
concept of regenerative cities is put forward in urban development — it
determines that green areas are not only developed in the urban environment, but
they are formed as productive territories that simultaneously provide landscape,
biodiversity and food resources (Nowysz et al., 2022). The creation of
regenerative cities as a complex solution approach to the challenges of
urbanization also includes the practice of urban agriculture, as it has the potential
to support and promote the development of urban political ecology, urban
regeneration and ecological civilization.

2.2. Aspects of urban agriculture in strategic development documents in
the context of urban sustainability

Overpopulation, economic stratification, climate and other global risks have
determined the relevance of new, innovative solutions and approaches as a
prerequisite for the development of all spheres. The need for a new development
concept was determined already in 1983 by the World Commission on
Environment and Development, established by the UN, which in 1987,
publishing the report "Our common future”, defined a sustainable development
as the most appropriate development concept in the increasing globalization.
Being in the era of globalization and related processes, including the
intensification of political and economic relations, Latvia is in a unified
development system with Europe — both in the territorial context and politically
and economically as a member of the European Union. Besides, the European
Union's long-term development strategy is directly related to the concept and
aspects of sustainable development.

Urban agriculture research often analyse the impact of practice on sustainable
development and its three dimensions (Wittenberg et al., 2022), therefore, in the
research of the doctoral thesis, the aspects of urban agriculture in strategic
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development documents are also classified into groups of economic, social and
environmental aspects. The aspects and potential of urban agriculture can be
identified in development documents determining sustainability in both
economic (the European Green Deal, EU circular economy action plan, Latvia's
sustainable development strategy, Latvian Bioeconomy Strategy, EU strategy
"Farm to Fork", etc.), social (UN Universal Declaration of Human Rights, EU
Cohesion Policy, LR Public Health Guidelines, LR Education Development
Guidelines, etc.) and environmental (EU Biodiversity Strategy for 2030, Latvia's
strategy for achieving climate neutrality, Latvia's National Energy and Climate
Plan, etc.) dimensions.

Aspects of urban agriculture can be identified in several directions of
sustainability of the economic dimension: sustainability of natural resources and
promotion of productivity; sustainability of food systems and raising awareness
of the value of food; stabilization of income level and promotion of employment;
implementation of circular economy principles. In the development of the social
dimension, aspects of urban agriculture can be identified in such principles as
promotion of social cohesion and public involvement, promotion of public
health, development of education. Urban agriculture has the potential to support
the environmental dimension of urban sustainability in ensuring biodiversity and
developing the ecosystem.

2.3. Legal regulation and institutional framework of urban agriculture
in Latvia

Urban agriculture as an agricultural approach is not specifically regulated in
the regulatory documents of the Republic of Latvia, but the current legal
framework is binding on it in several aspects of practice: 1) process — agriculture
and commercial activities; 2) specificity — food circulation; 3) territory and
environment — spatial municipal administration and environmental development
and protection.

Agriculture and commercial activities in Latvia are regulated by many
regulatory documents, defining both definition and supervision, principles and
requirements, and support instruments. The Law on Agriculture and Rural
Development has the most direct impact on urban agriculture. It does not specify
the practice of agriculture in the urban environment, but agriculture is not directly
related exclusively to rural areas either. However, agricultural development
trends are indirectly assessed and regulated in the context of rural areas
(Lauksaimniecibas un lauku..., 2004). In Latvia, urban agriculture is currently
mostly practiced in various types of private properties for household
consumption, but community gardens register their activity as associations.
Therefore, urban agriculture in Latvia is bound by the Associations and
Foundations Law, the purpose of which is “to promote the activities of
associations and foundations and the long-term development thereof” to
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"promote the operation of associations and foundations and their long-term
development" (Associations and Foundations Law, 2003). If urban agriculture is
practiced as a commercial activity, then its operation is subordinated to the
existing commercial regulation.

Food circulation in Latvia is regulated by several regulatory documents,
which include requirements for various food groups and processes. Since urban
agriculture is a food-producing sector, its operation is related to the Law on the
Supervision of the Handling of Food, which regulates food production quality
criteria and food safety requirements (Partikas aprites uzraudzibas..., 1998),
which are also binding on urban agricultural production. Urban agriculture in
terms of food circulation and safety is regulated by several regulations of the
Cabinet of Ministers (CM) for different production groups: for crop production
— CM regulations no. 499; for poultry meat — CM regulations no. 960; for the
circulation of eggs — CM regulations no. 235; for honey production — CM
regulations no. 251.

Regarding the planning of the development of the territory, the practice of
urban agriculture must comply with the principles of planning. Its
multifunctionality is oriented towards a balanced approach to resources,
development dimensions and the diversity of the environment and economic
activity. Therefore, urban agriculture, regardless of the specifics of its goals
(commercial or self-consumption), is directly related to the activities, plans and
regulations of local governments. The Law on Local Governments establishes
the principles of local government management and autonomy, which allows
local governments to plan the management of their territories relatively freely,
giving the opportunity to include urban agriculture in development plans. The
law regulates the rules of operation of local governments, the economic basis,
the competence of local governments, the powers and responsibilities of the
council (Pagvaldibu likums, 2022). Spatial Development Planning Law provides
the inclusion of sustainability principles in planning (Teritorijas attistibas
planosanas..., 2011). Public infrastructures, such as education, health and social
care, culture, recreation etc. facilities, can be supplemented with urban
agriculture in urban development, including it as a part of the infrastructure.

Territory management is related to environmental development and
protection. Building an understanding of the processes of the food cycle is one
of the aspects of sustainable development — it emphasizes the understanding and
development of the values of the interaction between food and the environment.
The environment is one of the dimensions of sustainable development, and
Latvia has several aspects that contribute to its protection and development. One
of them is the preservation of biological diversity, which in Latvia is primarily
regulated by the Law on the Conservation of Species and Biotopes (Sugu un
biotopu..., 2000, p. 2). Considering that the principles of urban sustainability
place great emphasis on greening the environment and restoring and promoting
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biodiversity, urban agriculture has the potential to develop biodiversity in the
urban environment.

The significant differences of the urban environment from the rural
environment also determine several specific risks in urban agriculture, therefore
it needs the regulation so that not only the support, but also the control is adapted
to the specifics of the environment (Nowysz et al., 2022). The absence of urban
agriculture as a concept, agricultural approach and practice in the regulatory
documents of the Republic of Latvia makes it difficult not only to supervise and
control it, which is especially important in the context of the use of plant
protection products, but also hinders its development opportunities due to the
lack of support and regulatory instruments.

Institutionally, the practice of urban agriculture is subordinated to the work
of four ministries: the Ministry of Environmental Protection and Regional
Development in the fields of sustainable development, global climate change
prevention, local government supervision, territorial development planning and
environmental protection; the Ministry of Agriculture in defining and monitoring
the requirements of agriculture and food, their quality and circulation; the
Ministry of Economics in the aspects of formation policy of national economics
and promotion of competitive, innovative agricultural approach; the Ministry of
Education and Science in aspects of promoting the development of competence-
oriented programs and urban agriculture scientific research. Urban agriculture in
Latvia can be implemented subordinated to the existing regulatory and
institutional framework. But for the fulfilment of the full-fledged
multifunctionality and the potential of the sustainable development strategic
aspects, urban agriculture needs the interest and systemic support of the state and
local governments.

3. CONCEPTUALIZATION AND CHARACTERIZATION
OF THE SITUATION OF URBAN AGRICULTURE
IN LATVIA

The chapter is 43 pages in length and includes 7 tables and 19 figures. The
chapter defines the conceptualization of urban agriculture in Latvia, identifying
and justifying the boundaries of the research and the concept. The concentration
of urban agriculture in Latvia has been calculated and analysed. In order to
determine aspects affecting the development, the macro environmental factors
influencing the practice have been characterized and summarized in diagrams of
causal loops. An analysis of the functions of urban agriculture in Latvia was
carried out to determine the potential of the practice.
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3.1. Situational characteristics of urban agriculture in Latvia

Food growing traditions in Latvia are ancient and socially supported in the
cultural-historical aspect, however, urban agriculture as an activity promoting
and supporting the sustainability of cities is relatively underdeveloped both in
practical implementation and research. Food growing in cities is mostly practiced
on a small scale by households for self-consumption. The development of public
and community gardens is increasing, but in the form of individual and
community initiatives, not in the form of activities supported and promoted by
local governments. The practice of commercial activity, which fulfils the multi-
functionality of urban agriculture, evaluating the number of practitioners, the
volumes produced and the results, is in the stage of the early development. Urban
agriculture in Latvia has so far been little researched, and the practice does not
have a specific legal status that would enable accurate determination of the scope
of the practice and trend analysis.

In the research of the doctoral thesis, the demarcation of the "urban"
environment is subordinated to State cities defined in the Law on Administrative
Territories and Populated Areas: Daugavpils, Jelgava, Jekabpils, Jurmala,
Liepaja, Ogre, Rezekne, Riga, Valmiera and Ventspils (Administrativo teritoriju
un..., 2020). "Agriculture™ is conceptualized as the economic activity of crop and
animal husbandry; the demarcation is determined by studies of the global
experience of urban agriculture, which focuses on the production of food
products, and the FAO definition of urban agriculture, which excludes forestry,
fishery and peri-urban agriculture (World review. Urban..., 1996).

Statistics on urban agriculture in Latvia are not collected in a direct way,
therefore the following indicators have been chosen for the description of the
practice in State cities:

1) land areas used for agriculture;

2) the number of registered livestock and poultry;

3) the number of registered enterprises in the agricultural sector.

Limited availability of land resources for growing food in the urban
environment often determines the need to adapt the space due to the limited areas
of land that can be used for agriculture (Skat et al., 2020). In 2022, agricultural
land areas in State cities make up 0.03% of the total territory of the country and
0.07% of the total area of agricultural land in Latvia, which indicates the focus
of the use of land resources in State cities on non-agricultural forms of land use.
In State cities, the largest proportion of agricultural land (Fig. 1) is made up of
meadows and pastures, which in the period of 2018-2022 make up on average
49.18% and 26.77%, respectively. Arable land (16.24%) and orchards (7.81%)
make up a relatively smaller share.
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Fig. 1. Agricultural land areas in State cities (ha) and their share in
Latvia (%), year 2018-2022.

The proportion of areas indicates the potential to develop urban agriculture
in the form of community gardens that grow vegetables and berries. However,
these types of products have high risks — orchards are one of the most common
areas of urban agriculture, but they also have one of the highest risks of product
quality due to air pollution (Skar et al., 2020). The existing agricultural land areas
in the Latvian cities are not sufficient for the wide implementation of the practice,
but are adequate for the promotion of the practice in the overall urban
environment system with the support of local governments.

The large proportion of meadows and pastures in State cities may indicate the
potential for livestock and poultry farming practices, however, the information
collected by the Agricultural Data Center (Lauksaimniecibas datu centrs, [b.g.])
on the number of livestock and poultry in Latvian State cities does not confirm
this. Trends in the number of livestock and poultry in State cities are fluctuating
—only livestock categories such as cattle and pigs show a decreasing trend. The
consumption of beef and pork among city residents is also decreasing (Partikas
produktu patérin$ vidéji..., [0.9.]), therefore, the decrease in the number of these
livestock is not related to the decrease in the relevance of urban agriculture. The
increasing trends in numbers in categories such as poultry and bee colonies
indicate a reorientation of urban agriculture to those groups of livestock and
poultry that are relatively easier to manage in household conditions.

In Latvia, urban community gardens are often registered as associations in
non-agricultural sectors, which makes statistical analysis of them impossible. In
Latvia, there are no united statistics on educational institutions or associations
that practice food growing, but a statistically analysable indicator characterizing
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urban agriculture is the number of agricultural enterprises that have registered
their activities in State cities. According to CSB data (Tirgus sektora
ekonomiski..., [b.g.]) in 2020, which is the latest available data at the time of the
research, only 5.85% of agricultural sector enterprises in Latvia are registered in
State cities (4.26% of crop and animal husbandry economic activity type
enterprises), which confirms the disinterest of commercial practice in urban
agriculture. Although this aspect in the context of business reduces the intensity
of competition for existing and potential merchants in the urban environment, the
proximity of rural areas and their enterprises to cities significantly reduces the
competitiveness of urban agricultural enterprises — the potential reduction of
logistics costs does not compensate for the lack of availability of land resources
and high prices.

In order to characterize urban agriculture in Latvia, an analysis of the
concentration of urban agriculture in Latvian State cities has been carried out.
Since the primary aspect of urban agriculture is the territorial aspect
(implementation of practices in the city territory), the location quotient (LQ) is
used to calculate the concentration. In urban agriculture research, the location
quotient is used when statistics on practice locations are available (McClintock
et al., 2016). Due to the limited statistics of urban agriculture in Latvia, the
indicator of the number of economically active enterprises in the sector of crop
and animal husbandry, hunting and related auxiliary activities (NACE: A01) has
been used to determine the concentration coefficient. Information about the State
city of Ogre is not published in the CSB database (Tirgus sektora ekonomiski...,
[b.g.]), therefore the urban agriculture concentration calculation was made for 9
State cities.

The formula published in studies (Lizinska, Kisiel, 2019; Muska et al. 2023)
is used to calculate the concentration coefficient:

LQi,l = ﬂ ) (1)
where
LQi, — the location coefficient of urban agriculture in i-th city and in time
period I, where i € {1,..., 9};
UA: i — the average number of economically active enterprises of the sector
AO01 in the i-th city and in the time period I;
ET:i, — the average number of economically active enterprises in the i-th city
and in the time period I;
UAr — the average number of economically active enterprises in the A0l
sector in all the studied cities and in the time period I;
ET+ - the average number of economically active enterprises in all the studied
cities and in the time period I.
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The limits of the values of the concentration coefficient are determined using
the conditions of the published studies (Muska et al., 2023; Lizinska, Kisiel,
2019), where: 1) a coefficient > 1 indicates a higher concentration of A01 sector
enterprises than the average in Latvia; 2) coefficient < 1 indicates the potential
inadequacy of the analysed variable; 3) coefficient = 1 (+ 0.15) indicates a similar
concentration of enterprises in the AO1 sector as on average in Latvia.

Calculations of the concentration coefficient of urban agriculture indicate
significant differences between Latvian State cities (Fig. 2).
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Fig. 2. Changes in the concentration coefficient of urban agriculture in
Latvia during the study period.

The lowest concentration coefficient of urban agriculture, not exceeding the
average of State cities, is in Riga and Jurmala, which indicates the orientation of
urban enterprises to non-agricultural commercial activities. The highest
concentration of urban agriculture is in Jekabpils and Valmiera. In almost all
State cities of Latvia, there are small trends of changes in the concentration of
urban agriculture, the biggest ones being identified in the cities of Liepaja,
Jekabpils and Valmiera. In Jekabpils and Valmiera, the concentration of urban
agriculture is increasing, which is a positive practice trend, taking into account
that these cities also have a relatively higher proportion of agricultural land areas.

3.2. Factors influencing the practice of urban agriculture in Latvia

Urban agriculture in Latvia is influenced by several factors related to urban
economics, business, environment, society and regulatory acts. Historically,
agriculture is a traditional occupation of the Latvian population, but the
improvement of the standard of living reduces the economic need for food
cultivation and, therefore, the individual scope of the practice. However, the
opposite trend is also characteristic — residents in various regions, including
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cities, are increasingly searching for the contact with nature and traditional,
including agricultural, activities. Thus, urban agriculture in Latvia is influenced
by various factors, often with ambiguous direction of influence. Urban
agriculture is an integral practice related to the economic, social and
environmental systems of the city — it is connected to urban resources (land,
labour) and influenced by urban systems (municipal policies, land availability,
urban market systems) (Gozdziewicz-Biechonska, Brzezinska-Rawa, 2022). In
the doctoral thesis the external environmental factors affecting urban agriculture
in Latvia are classified into four groups of factors: economic, social, political and
environmental factors.

Summarizing the research experience and the specifics of Latvia, in the
doctoral thesis the economic factors are analysed in four directions:
development of the agricultural sector; value of land resources; income and
employment trends; food consumption and purchasing power and their trends.
For the most part, economic factors are conducive to the development of the
practice (Fig. 3).

Urban agriculture is becoming a part of agricultural sector systems, and the
development of the practice is promoted by factors related to increasing food
consumption and purchasing power. But the development of urban agriculture is
hindered by economic factors, which are primarily related to the basic resources
of the practice — land and labour.
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Fig. 3. Diagram of causal loops of economic factors of urban
agriculture in Latvia.
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As the level of the employment in Latvian cities is high and the salary in the
sector of crop and livestock farming is lower than the average in other sectors,
the availability of labour for the development of urban agriculture in the form of
commercial activity is problematic. Also, the relatively high value of land
resources in cities reduces both the potential profit and the availability of land
resources for the implementation of urban agriculture practices. The high cost of
basic resources and the problem of their availability significantly reduce the
economic functions of urban agriculture, which is why social functions are
primary in Latvia, being included in the trends of the Global North practice of
urban agriculture.

The social factors influencing the development of urban agriculture are
analysed in three directions: trends in the number and proportion of the urban
population; food growing traditions and cultural habits in the society; society’s
development trends. Social factors mostly have a positive effect on the
development of urban agriculture in Latvia. Research in the world experience of
urban agriculture demonstrate the potential of the practice in mitigating social
risks. Therefore, the risks characteristic of urbanization form factors that
positively affect the development of urban agriculture in Latvia, indicating the
relevance of the practice.

The influence of the political factors consists of: the principles and topicality
of urban sustainability; sustainability of food systems and inclusion of short food
chains in development plans and strategies; the absence of the concept and status
of urban agriculture in regulatory documents. The principles of urban
sustainability specified in different strategies, emphasizing various aspects, are
in a different scale related to and encouraged by the implementation of urban
agriculture practices, therefore they are factors promoting the practice in Latvia
as well. But for the current practice of urban agriculture, without defining and
providing a specific status and functions in the development policy, the impact
of the regulatory documents regulating agriculture in the Republic of Latvia is
negative.

The development of urban agriculture is related to such environmental
factors as the relevance of urban environmental diversification and biodiversity;
issues of ecosystem service preservation and maintenance; trends in waste
management. The aspects and goals included in the development strategies are
generally conducive to urban agriculture, but the lack of interest of state
administration institutions in the development of the practice hinders the use of
its potential in promoting urban sustainability. However, the need to mitigate the
risks of the urban environment, such as the physical and mental health of the
population, economic stability and sustainability and preservation of the
ecosystem, promotes the role and functions of urban agriculture (Dorofieieva,
Vugule, 2021).
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3.3. Evaluation of functions of urban agriculture in Latvia

A set of several processes, such as public and research interest, changing
social values and technological innovations, in the interaction with the challenges
and barriers of agricultural practice in the urban environment, has determined
that urban agriculture develops not only in different ways, influenced by the
availability of resources, but also as a multifunctional practice. In the 21st
century, urban agriculture renews and diversifies practice approaches according
to the context of urban regeneration, climate change risks, sustainable
development and resource consumption balance issues.

Since urban agriculture statistics are not available in Latvia at the moment
and the number of studies and publications is small, the most appropriate method
for evaluating functions is the involvement of experts. The selection of experts
was carried out in order to collect opinions from representatives of various fields,
forming an assessment covering various groups of functions. The assessment of
the functions of urban agriculture and their interaction was carried out by experts:

- the expert in political and legal aspects: Diana Saulite — the senior expert of
the Department of Protected Territories of the Ministry of Environmental
Protection and Regional Development of the Republic of Latvia,;

- the expert in economic and business aspects: Anda Zvaigzne — the doctor of
Economic sciences, associate professor of the Rezekne Academy of Technology,
the director of the Research Institute for Business and Social Processes;

- the expert in social aspects: Inese Gobina — the doctor of Medical sciences,
associate professor of Riga Stradins University, leading researcher of the
Institute of Public Health;

- the expert in environmental and technological aspects: Una Ile — the doctor
of Architectural sciences, associate professor of the Latvia University of Life
Sciences and Technologies, leading researcher of the Department of Landscape
Acrchitecture and Planning.

The results of expert interviews on the performance of the functions of urban
agriculture in the current situation and experience of Latvia are summarized
using a metric scale, evaluating the performance of the function from 0-10 points.
The questions of the structured interview about the evaluation of the performance
of functions in Latvia are based on the functions of urban agriculture identified
and analysed in the theoretical discussion of the doctoral thesis. The functions
are classified into 5 groups in the research of the doctoral thesis: political
(support for urban sustainability — P1; promotion of urban biological waste
management — P2), economic (food provision — E1; reduction of food purchase
expenses — E2; income generation — E3; poverty alleviation — E4), social
(development of social cohesion — S1; promotion of public health — S2;
promotion of education — S3; maintenance and preservation of values and
traditions — S3), technological (promotion of technological innovations — T1;
promotion of energy efficiency of buildings — T2) and environmental (providing
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ecosystem service — Enl; conservation and improvement of the environment,
including landscapes — En2). The function evaluation results are summarized in
Figure 4.
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Fig. 4. Assessment of the performance of urban agriculture functions
in Latvia.

The experts emphasize the social functions of Latvian urban agriculture as
the highest evaluated and fulfilled (average in the classification group: 7.69).
Taking into account that the practice of urban agriculture in Latvia is currently
not yet considered to be widely developed, as average are evaluated the level of
performance of technological functions (average in the classification group:
6.13), especially emphasizing the function of promoting technological
innovations of the practice, and environmental functions (average in the
classification group: 6.00 ). The political (average in the classification group:
5.25) and economic functions (average in the classification group: 3.88) have the
relatively lowest evaluation of the performance of functions.

The functions of urban agriculture can be assessed separately by comparing
and analysing their performance in different cities, countries and regions.
However, evaluating them separately from one another does not allow for a
complete analysis of them. A low indicator of the performance of economic
functions does not create a direct financial benefit, but its prioritization does not
allow a full evaluation of other functions. Therefore, in order to evaluate the
multi-functionality of urban agriculture, in the doctoral thesis, using the results
of the structured interview of the experts, an assessment of the interaction of the
functions was carried out and its mapping (Fig. 5) using the heat map approach.
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Fig. 5. Interaction map of functions of urban agriculture.

Influencing function

In the evaluating groups of functions, the social functions need to be
highlighted — their dominance can be found not only in the performance of the
functions of urban agriculture in Latvia, but also in the interaction of both
directions — influencing and positively influenced functions. The interaction of
the functions of urban agriculture confirms the multi-functionality of the practice
— its functions are mutually comparable, but cannot be evaluated separately and
within the priority framework of a certain group. By evaluating the
multifunctionality of urban agriculture and fully including and promoting the
practice in urban planning systems, integrated implementation of functions is
possible, which provides support for urban sustainability in both the economic,
social and environmental dimensions.

4. EXPERIENCE AND DEVELOPMENT PERSPECTIVES
OF URBAN AGRICULTURE IN LATVIA

The chapter is 39 pages in length and includes 14 tables and 11 figures. The
chapter analyses the experience of urban agriculture through case studies of the
commercial practice and community gardens. A population survey has been
conducted and its results compiled in order to determine the extent and trends of
the practice in households, as well as to analyse the population's attitude towards
the practices and products of urban agriculture. Development perspectives of
urban agriculture in Latvia have been developed, defining three scenarios — the
dominant one is determined by using hierarchy analysis.
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4.1. Case study of urban agriculture experience in Latvia

For the analysis of the current practice of urban agriculture in Latvia, a case
study method has been chosen, which is also often used in urban agriculture
research in other countries, in order to obtain an in-depth and direct opinion and
experience of practitioners in the implementation of the practice, goals,
functions, etc. aspects (Wittenberg et al., 2022; Asl, Azadgar, 2022). Three cases
were selected for the analysis (Table 4).

Table 4
Characteristics of cases selected for the analysis of urban agriculture
in Latvia
. Foundation . Managed
Ozgggﬁ)nnl i year, Type of activity* Urbanrzgtg:gggltu re territory,
legal form P ha
55.20 — accommodation
Hotel Janne | 2016, Ltd in guest houses and other urban apiary 0.008
types of short-term
accommodation
. 94.99 — activities of community garden
**
Koplgnas zsoszolciat’ion organizations not "Augnica", 15
augnica elsewhere classified horticulture
Artilérijas {2020, 90.04 — activity of project "Sporta pils 2
darzi association | cultural institutions darzi", horticulture

* type of main activity according to the information available in the SRS database
** experience of creating a community garden since 2020, but in the Ltd form
Source: author’s construction

The case study of urban agriculture in Latvia was carried out in 2022. Case
selection was determined by four criteria: 1) community garden or commercial
practice; 2) suitability of the practice for the promotion of urban sustainability;
3) period of operational experience; 4) implementation of practice in State cities.
All cases are located in Riga, but in different districts of the capital.

Most of the organizations involved in creating community gardens are
registered as associations in Latvia — also the community gardens selected in the
case analysis: "Augnica" (located in the district of Andrejsala) and "Sporta pils
darzi" (located in the centre district). SIA "Hotel Janne" (located in the district
of Agenskalns) was chosen due to its commercial experience, although
agriculture is not the company's core business. Managed areas differ, which is
also influenced by the specifics of agricultural practice and the land resources
required for it. The community garden "Augnica" is an open type — it is not
visually separated from the city's architecture and environment. The community
garden "Sporta pils darzi" is located in a closed area, which outside of it does not
complement the image of the city's environment and its diversity. The apiary of
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"Hotel Janne" Ltd is located on the enterprise's territory and is available to
visitors at certain times.

The results of the case study obtained in the thesis research are summarized
in the SWOT matrix in Table 5. The aspects collected in the matrix are grouped
according to their importance — each one is assigned a rating from 1 (aspect
identified in the analysis of one case) to 3 (aspect identified in the analysis of all
three cases).

Table 5
SWOT matrix of urban agriculture in Latvia according to the results of
case study

Strengths (11)

Weaknesses (6)

(3) personal interest of creators in UA*
practice

(3) capacity to provide educational and
recreational functions

(2) proximity to educational institutions
(2) experience in the acquisition of project
financing

(1) creation of added value

(3) resource intensive practice, high costs

(2) lack of available, owned land
resources
(1) lack of financial stability in

associations

Opportunities (7)

Threats (7)

(2) topicality of social cohesion
(2)  opportunities  for  attracting
environmental and educational projects

(3) risks of urban thefts and vandalism
(2) variability of public interest
(2) absence of local government support

(2) interest of landowners in UA
(1) tourism development opportunities

* UA — urban agriculture
Source: author’s construction

The strengths of urban agriculture in Latvia are primarily provided by the
social aspects of the practice. Considering that the threat in the context of
community gardens is the variability of public interest, the motivation and
involvement of the creators of the practice is essential to mitigate this threat. The
strongest weakness of the practice is its resource intensity, both in terms of time
and financial resources. Existing experience in attracting project financing can
potentially reduce the impact of this weakness, but in the context of resource
intensity, the threat has been identified in the absence of local government
support. The opportunities of urban agriculture are also primarily based on social
aspects — both in the topicality of social cohesion and the possibilities of
attracting projects with environmental and educational goals are complemented
by the strength of the practice — the proximity to educational institutions.
Summarizing the results of the case study, it can be concluded that urban
agriculture in Latvia has more positive than negative aspects of practice
realization and development.
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4.2. Characterization of urban agriculture practices of residents of Latvian
State cities

Urban agriculture is able to create links between urban and rural
environments, food production and consumption, nature and culture, people and
place, both at the macro level through community and social initiatives, and at
the micro level in individual habits and households (Wittenberg et al., 2022). In
order to obtain primary data on Latvian residents' habits and attitudes towards
urban agriculture, a population survey was conducted in March-October 2021,
with the participation of 884 respondents, of whom 620 live in State cities and
406 (65.5% of respondents from State cities) are engaged in growing at least one
food product in the urban area . The indicators characterizing household practices
are summarized in Table 6.

Table 6
Indicators characterizing the practice of urban agriculture in the
population survey

Duration of Time spenton  |Amount of grown
experience, practice, h avg. production in Types of products
years week consumption, %

A* B* A B A B A B
uptol 11.8|upto 2 61.1 |upto 10 56.2 | herbs 93.6
1-2 20.2 |24 24.1/11-25 15.3 | vegetables 64.0
3-5 28.1|5-7 6.4 |26-35 13.8 | fruit trees, berry bushes |46.3
6-10 13.88-10 4.4 |36-50 9.9 |berries 404
more than 26.1 | More than 3.9 51-74 2.5 |poultry for meat, eggs |7.4
10 110 "~ more than 75]2.5 |livestock 21

* A — category; B — respondents, %
Source: author’s construction based on the results of a survey of respondents (n=406)

According to the results of the survey, it can be concluded that the practice
of urban agriculture in Latvia is characterized by a micro-agricultural
approach, which is evidenced by both the average number of hours spent on
practice per week (61.1% of respondents spend up to 2 hours per week on average
for agricultural practice), the share of the grown production in the volume of
household consumption in the relevant product group (56.2% of respondents
grow only up to 10% of the necessary food) and the more frequently grown types
of products (herbs, which are a relatively less time and labour-intensive group,
are grown by 93.6% of respondents). 78.3% of Latvian respondents grow food
for household self-consumption (19.2% for self-consumption and giving to
family and friends, and only 2.5% for sale).

In order to determine the trends and perspectives of urban agriculture in
Latvia, it is essential to analyse aspects of the motivation of the practice. The
identification of aspects of motivation in the doctoral thesis was carried out based

84



on the theoretical discussion, and classifying them into economic, social,
technological, environmental and political aspects of motivation — content-wise
creating a connection with the functions of urban agriculture analysed in
subchapters 1.5 and 3.2. The influence of motivational aspects (on a scale of 0-1
points) on the choice of residents to engage in urban agriculture is summarized
in Figure 6.

100 037 045 0.52 0.89  0.70
, 080
£ 0,60 0,88
& 040 056 0.67 068 076 092 0,89
T " a5 059 048 70 059 055 086 062
8138 0,11 005 059 045 021 0,77
' A AN M AN M AN M T O 00000 A AN M S 4N

Functions
Average rating of respondents

Source: author’s construction based on the results of a survey of respondents (n=406)
Fig. 6. Assessment of motivational aspects of urban agriculture in Latvia.

The lowest average rating (0.37) in the motivation of respondents is for the
political aspects (P1 — growing food in the city contributes to sustainable
development; P2 — the municipality invites, informs, supports food growing in
the city; P3 — when growing food, household biological waste can be used for
gardening compost). The economic aspects analysed in the survey (E1 — self-
grown food provides a share of food for the household; E2 — it is an opportunity
to reduce expenses for buying food in a store, market; E3 — selling self-grown
food creates additional income) has an average effect on the motivation of
respondents (average rating of the group of motivators: 0.45). The influence of
the social aspects (S1 — it is an opportunity to socialize; S2 — growing food
provides physical activities; S3 — it is an opportunity to rest from work; S4 —
growing food reduces stress, tension, provides relaxation; S5 — it is an opportunity
to learn something new; S6 — growing food is a family tradition; S7 — growing
food restores connection and contact with nature; S8 — gardening is my hobby;
S9 —food is grown in the city by friends, relatives, neighbours; S10 — social media
and mass media information about growing food in the city) is relatively higher
(average: 0.52), however, it is lower than the social functionality of the practice
as assessed by experts. The greatest motivation for Latvian residents is created by
the technological aspects (average: 0.89), taking into account that the survey
included such aspects that can be assessed by residents regardless of the area of
competence (T1 — self-grown food is healthier than store-bought food; T2 — self-
grown food is fresher than store-bought; T3 — self-grown food is safer than store-
bought, because its origin and growing process are known; T4 — self-grown food
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is available at the moment of its use). Relatively high (average: 0.70) the
respondents evaluate the environmental aspects (Enl — growing food you can
relax from the city environment; En2 — growing food improves, greens the
surrounding environment) as motivating, especially the greening of the
surrounding environment.

The population survey questionnaire also includes the facilitating and
hindering aspects of urban agriculture practices. The information gathered in the
development of the theoretical discussion of the doctoral thesis and in other
studies of urban agriculture (Parece, Campbell, 2019; Moghayedi et al., 2022;
Kirby et al., 2021) were used for the identification of the aspects. The results of
the population survey show that the respondents value more highly the aspects
that promote the practice of urban agriculture. Evaluating the potential benefits
of the practice, the development of urban agriculture is also promoted by creating
multidimensional motivation (Kirby et al., 2021). In the group of aspects
hindering the practice, the economic aspects have a greater influence (insufficient
territory for the implementation of the practice; the cost of the necessary
resources; lack of savings when comparing the resources needed for growing food
and purchasing food). However, the proportion of urban agriculture practitioners
among the population of the country's State cities shows that economic aspects
are not the primary for the population in Latvia.

4.3. Urban agriculture in the attitude and evaluation of the population
of Latvia

The productivity of urban agriculture, especially in economic aspects, is
significantly influenced by the scale, type, price competitiveness and consumer
perception and attitude towards urban agriculture products and their value (Yuan
et al., 2022). The research of urban agriculture also includes an analysis of the
attitude and evaluation of Latvian residents in two directions: 1) food selection
criteria and factors affecting them; 2) assessment of attitudes towards food
grown in the city. The results summarize the opinion of 884 residents.

The results of the survey show that urban agriculture practitioners have higher
requirements in the selection of food products in several criteria: long lead time,
tested taste, organically grown product, local product and well-known grower.

When evaluating the attitude towards the practice of urban agriculture in
Latvia, the highest average rating (within the range of 1-5) of the population is
for those aspects of attitudes and beliefs related to the social functions of the
practice, as urban agriculture is a complementary aspect of school education
programs and experiences (average rating: 4.16) and the aspect of education,
additional knowledge provision (average rating: 4.08). Promotion of education
has also been evaluated as the highest realized function of urban agriculture in
Latvia, besides the opportunity to learn something new is also one of the biggest
motivators for growing food in the city in the opinion of Latvian residents. This
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shows that urban agriculture in Latvia has a basis for development in terms of
education, including the practice of growing food both in the educational process
and fulfilling the function in community gardens. The attitude of the population
towards urban agriculture in the context of this function is strongly positive.

The opinion that urban agriculture diversifies and creates a greener urban
landscape is also highly rated among Latvian residents (average rating: 4.07).
The high evaluation in this aspect shows that the idea of urban sustainability in
the greening of the urban environment is relevant in the public's attitude, which
forms a potential public support in the development of urban agriculture
practices.

When evaluating the attitude towards the products of urban agriculture, the
population of Latvia highly evaluate such criteria compared to food bought in the
store as healthiness (inhabitants believe that food grown in the city is healthier
than that bought in stores — average rating: 3.55) and expensiveness (inhabitants
believe that the produce of urban agriculture is more expensive — average rating:
3.27). Taking into account that freshness is an important food selection criterion
for Latvian residents, then the opinion about the healthiness of urban agricultural
products can be conducive to practice. But the price aspect, taking into account
that the population rate the importance of the low price criterion at an average of
3.26, can be a hindering aspect, assessing it in the relation to the society's opinion
about the expensiveness of the products.

The opinion that food grown in cities is more polluted than food grown in the
countryside is confirmed on average (average rating: 3.27), but is lower among
the practitioners themselves (3.04). This leads to the conclusion that additional
research and public awareness can potentially easily change the intensity of this
view, thus contributing to the development and acceptance of urban agriculture
in the society.

As aresult of the population survey, it can be concluded that urban agriculture
has a high functionality in terms of education and there are opportunities for
development in the direction of commercial practice as well. However, there is a
need to develop research and the availability of their results on food quality
aspects of urban agriculture, especially in the context of urban pollution.
Although the assessment of this aspect is average (3.27), the opinion of the
population on the qualitative comparison of food with that grown in rural areas
points to the relevance of studying and obtaining additional information on the
comparison of the quality of food products in rural and urban areas.

4.4. Urban agriculture development alternatives

Urban agriculture in Latvia is influenced by a set of several factors, but the
multi-functionality of the practice, including the promotion of urban
sustainability, determines the relevance of its development. The analysis and
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identification of development perspectives was carried out using the method of
the analytic hierarchy process.

For the analytic hierarchy process, in the doctoral thesis the approach of four
levels of criteria affecting interrelated issues has determined.

At the first level, the general aim is identified — determining the most suitable
perspectives for the development of urban agriculture in Latvia. At the second
level, groups of criteria are classified based on the results of the theoretical
discussion of the thesis and the empirical research (the analysis of the impact of
macro-environmental factors, the expert assessment of the functions of urban
agriculture, the case study, the population survey). In the analytic hierarchy
process, three groups of criteria — development goals — have been identified:
1) socially active and involved society; 2) viability of households; 3) resilience
and sustainability of the urban environment. At the third level, the evaluation
criteria are defined for three groups of criteria. The evaluation criteria are
determined based on the expert evaluations of the functions included in the
thesis, the case study and its SWOT analysis, and the results of the population
survey. At the fourth level, in analytic hierarchy process, scenarios for achieving
the overall aim are determined. The hierarchy of criteria affecting the
development of urban agriculture in Latvia is presented in Figure 7.
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Fig. 7. Hierarchy of evaluation criteria for evaluating the development
dimensions of urban agriculture in Latvia.
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In order to determine the development perspectives of urban agriculture in
Latvia and its driving scenario, the thesis analyses which dimension of
sustainable development is dominant in achieving the general aim: social,
economic or environmental dimension.

In the selection of experts for the analytic hierarchy process, as the primary
criterion was put forward the selection of experts from representatives of various
factors, areas and dimensions affecting the development of urban agriculture.
The experts involved in the assessment of the development dimensions of urban
agriculture in Latvia:

1) Rita Vectirane — Deputy Chairperson of the Jelgava City Council in the
program of social affairs, health protection, culture, education and sports issues,
Chairperson of the Education and Culture Committee of the Latvian Association
of Local Governments;

2) Dace Silina — the doctor of Agronomic sciences, associate professor of the
Latvia University of Life Sciences and Technologies, leading researcher of the
Institute of Soil and Plant Sciences;

3) Anita Villerusa — the doctor of Medical sciences, professor of Riga Stradins
University, leading researcher of the Institute of Public Health, chairman of the
board of the Latvia Public Health Association, representative of the Association
of Schools of Public Health in the European Region (ASPHER) in Latvia;

4) Una Ile — the doctor of Architectural sciences, associate professor of the
Latvia University of Life Sciences and Technologies, leading researcher of the
Department of Landscape Architecture and Planning.

As a result of the evaluation of alternative dimensions in the achievement of
the general aim (development of urban agriculture in Latvia), the experts assess
the social dimension as the dominant one with a global priority vector of 0.39
(Fig. 8).
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Fig. 8. Evaluation of the dimensions of development of urban agriculture
in Latvia.
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The assessment of the environmental dimension is also relatively high (global
priority vector: 0.33). The interaction of social and environmental dimensions is
essential in the development of sustainable cities, as they are characterized by
the provision and balance of natural resources and economic and social
development that protects and develops the urban environment and mitigates its
risks (Choi, Song, 2023).

In the realization of the dominant social dimension in the development of
urban agriculture, the involvement of not only individuals and households, but
also the community, municipality and the state is essential. At the individual,
household level, promoting the development in this dimension contributes to the
understanding of the value of food by getting to know and learning about the
food process, types of products, etc. aspects, as well as health promotion —
promoting physical movements and potentially developing the use of healthy and
fresh food in the context of physical health and providing recreation and
relaxation functions in the context of psychological health.

In order to realize the social dimension, activities should be carried out in
three directions in the development of urban agriculture in Latvia:

1) development of community gardens;

2) expansion of household practices;

3) inclusion of urban agriculture practices in the education system.

Three aspects are essential for the development of directions of activities:
inclusion of the definition of urban agriculture in the Law on Agriculture and
Rural Development; territory planning support, consulting and mentoring
opportunities in municipalities; involvement of research institutes and
universities in urban agriculture research in Latvia.

The development of urban agriculture, especially in the context of the
dominant social dimension, is possible with the involvement of various interested
groups of the society. Both the world experience and the research conducted in
the doctoral thesis show that urban agriculture has a high potential for the
fulfilment of the social functions — including in Latvia. In addition, the
development of the social dimension benefits not only households and
communities, but also municipalities and the state — urban agriculture develops
awareness and appreciation of value in the context of food resources, social
cohesion, involvement and the creation of social connections.

MAIN CONCLUSIONS

1. Urban agriculture has a long historical development and its practice has
interacted with the formation and development of cities. Three stages can be
identified in the development of urban agriculture: urban agriculture as a basic
principle of city planning; changing the functions of urban agriculture and the
renaissance of urban agriculture. The division of the stages is influenced by
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political, economic and social factors, as the role of agriculture, the spread of
practices and functions in cities change.

2. The concept of urban agriculture is widely and variously defined, often
adapting the definition to the analysis of a specific situation, thus making it
difficult to compare research results. The definition of urban agriculture is
developed as part of the doctoral thesis, which can be used regardless of the
region of practice, the volume and the groups of food products grown, but
territorially limiting the practice only within the city borders: urban agriculture
is an industry that produces crops (including vegetables, fruits, herbs, medicinal)
and/or livestock (including dairy, poultry, beekeeping) production for self-
consumption or commercial purposes in the city territory, growing it outdoors or
indoors.

3. Urban agriculture is not directly analysed in economic theories, however, its
21st century practice trends are related to several aspects of the economics, such
as globalization, economic aspects of negative climate changes, increase in
quality of life requirements, welfare economics, efficiency of resource use,
circular economy, competitiveness and value theory.

4. There are significant differences in urban agriculture practices between the
Global North and Global South regions. In the North, social functions and
motivation prevail in practice and technological innovations in space adaptation,
in the South — economic functions, a relatively more traditional approach to the
implementation of agricultural practices, on average larger volumes of produced
products.

5. Urban agriculture implements political (support for urban sustainability,
promotion of urban biological waste management), economic (food security,
reduction of food purchase expenses, income generation, poverty alleviation),
social (development of social cohesion, promotion of public health and
education, value and tradition maintenance and preservation), environmental
(ecosystem service provision, environmental preservation and improvement) and
technological (technological innovations, promotion of energy efficiency of
buildings) functions.

6. The sustainability of cities is affected by several risks and challenges —
increasing urbanization, imbalance of resource production and consumption,
economic and social stratification, increasing individualization and crisis of
social cohesion, risks of negative climate change. Although urban agriculture is
not identified in the strategic documents of sustainable development of Latvia, it
is able to provide support functions in all dimensions of sustainable development,
primarily ensuring the restoration and development of the synergistic connection
between humans and nature.

7. Urban agriculture in Latvia is not directly regulated, it has no definition and
status in the regulatory documents and strategies of the Republic of Latvia. The
practice of urban agriculture in Latvia is subordinated to the existing legal
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regulation in the fields of agriculture and commercial activity, food circulation,
municipalities, environmental protection and waste management.

8. Urban agriculture in Latvia is characterized by a relatively low number of
crop and animal hushandry enterprises registered in State cities, high prices of
land resources and a relatively small number of registered livestock and poultry.
Evaluating the area of agricultural land and the number of enterprises registered
in the industry, the largest concentration is in Valmiera and Jekabpils, relatively
smaller in Riga, Jurmala and Liepaja, which are seaside cities.

9. The interaction of the functions of urban agriculture confirms the multi-
functionality of the practice, which determines that the functions are mutually
comparable, but cannot be evaluated separately and within a certain group. All
functions have mutual interaction; therefore, they can be analysed in unified
development trends, taking into account their cumulative positive impact on the
multifunctionality of practice.

10.In Latvia, urban agriculture has a relatively high performance of social
(promotion of social cohesion and public health, education and preservation and
development of values and traditions) and environmental (ecosystem service
provision, preservation and improvement of the environment, including
landscapes) and low performance of economic (food provision, income
generation, reduction of expenses in the purchase of food) functions.

11. Urban agriculture in Latvia is a developed practice at the household level —
65.5% of residents of State cities grow at least some food product in their homes.
However, the volumes produced are small and cover a small proportion of food
resources needed by the household, which shows that micro-agriculture is mostly
practiced in Latvia. Residents are primarily motivated to engage in urban
agriculture by social (opportunity to learn something new; reduction of stress and
tension; implementation of family traditions) and environmental (greening,
improvement of the surrounding environment; opportunity to relax from the city
environment) aspects.

12. The attitude of Latvian residents towards urban agriculture can be assessed
as mostly positive. Among the population, such views are prevailing as:
horticulture practice in schools complements the educational program and
experience; practicing agriculture in the city (in schools, social care homes, yards
and elsewhere) provides education, additional knowledge; agriculture in cities
diversifies, creates a greener urban landscape. The attitude of the population is
also relatively positive towards food products grown in cities, especially
recognizing its freshness aspect. But the comparative aspects of the products
grown in rural and urban areas are more positive in the assessment of the
population in relation to food grown in the countryside.

13. According to the case study carried out in the thesis, the primary aspects
promoting the practice are the personal interest of practitioners in the
multifunctionality of urban agriculture, experience and opportunities in attracting
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environmental and educational projects, the interest from educational
institutions, their territorial proximity and cooperation with urban gardens, and
public interest in the development of the practice. The most significant hindering
aspects are the resource intensity of the practice, both in the context of costs and
time spent, the implementation of community gardens on fixed-term leased land
areas, a relatively higher risk of vandalism and thefts.

14.To evaluate the development of urban agriculture in Latvia, three scenarios
were developed in the doctoral thesis — the development of urban agriculture in
social, economic and environmental dimensions. Although currently urban
agriculture in Latvia is primarily practiced in households, the results of the study
show that the perspective of promoting the viability of households is relatively
unimportant for the development of the practice. In the Latvian situation, the
social dimension is determinative for the development of urban agriculture,
which directs the functions of urban agriculture as the promotion of education
and public health, community building and implementation of traditions. For the
realization of the social dimension, it is essential to develop public involvement
in community and school urban gardens, ensuring informational, consultative
and resource support of the municipality. The perspective of the development of
urban agriculture in Latvia is also shaped by the environmental dimension,
especially in the aspect of greening the urban environment and creating a
diversity of green areas.

15. The hypothesis of the research is confirmed partially: urban agriculture in
Latvia has development perspectives, but they are primarily driven by solutions
to the problems of socially active and involved society and resilience and
sustainability of the urban environment, and less by the challenges of household
viability.

PROBLEMS AND THEIR SOLUTIONS

Problem 1. In Latvia, urban agriculture is mostly practiced in households for
self-consumption, which is insufficient to realize the potential of the practice in
urban sustainability.

Proposals for solving the problem.

1. The Ministry of Agriculture, in cooperation with higher education
institutions, has to develop informative material on the basic information of food
growing and possibilities and types of the practice of urban agricultural in order
to promote a practice approach based on research and examples of good practice.

2. Municipal governments of State cities have to identify the potential of
using degraded areas for urban agriculture and to evaluate the development
possibility of urban green areas by including aspects of urban agriculture.

3. Associations and enterprises engaged in urban agriculture, in cooperation
with municipal governments of State cities, have to promote networking and
communication of community gardens un enterprises, creating an informative
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and experience exchange support system for both existing and newly created
community gardens and enterprises.

4. The Ministry of Education and Science, in cooperation with the Ministry
of Environmental Protection and Regional Development, in order to promote
public understanding of the process and value of food growing, has to develop
supplementary preschool and primary school programs, including the practice of
food growing in informal education in accordance with the material and
technological capabilities of the school.

5. Higher education institutions have to incorporate the functionality of
urban agriculture in urban sustainability into existing study courses on the topic
of sustainable development or create new study courses for the analysis of urban
sustainability problems and solution options.

Problem 2. In Latvia, the legal and institutional regulation of urban
agriculture does not have a definition and a different status, which limits the
economic profitability of the practice and support opportunities, hindering the
development of urban agriculture.

Proposals for solving the problem.

The Government of the Republic of Latvia has to:

= develop aspects of the definition, regulation and determination of the
responsible supervisory institutions of urban agriculture in the Law on
Agriculture and Rural Development;

= determine the most appropriate legal forms of urban agriculture practices
for urban sustainability;

= develop support requirements for the implementation of urban agriculture
practices in accordance with its impact on the promotion of urban sustainability.

Problem 3. The low level of interest and support of local governments for
urban agriculture hinders the development of its potential and the possibilities of
solutions to the challenges of urban sustainability.

Proposals for solving the problem.

1. Municipal governments of State cities, in cooperation with the Ministry of
Environmental Protection and Regional Development, have to survey the
possibilities of using the degraded areas of the city for the implementation of
urban agriculture practices.

2. Municipal governments of State cities have to support and promote the
creation of community gardens in municipalities, providing economic and
informational support tools, such as reducing land rent, attracting project
funding, advisory support.

3. Associations and enterprises engaged in urban agriculture, in cooperation
with municipal governments of State cities, have to identify, summarize and
analyse the advantages and disadvantages of the practice in order to incorporate
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the practice of urban agriculture into the development plans of the municipal
territories.

Problem 4. In Latvia, there are incomplete statistical data on urban
agriculture and insufficient results of scientific research on the impact of the
environment of State cities on the quality and safety of food products grown on
their territory.

Proposals for solving the problem.

1. Higher education institutions, in cooperation with scientific research
institutes, the Ministry of Agriculture and the private sector, have to continue
research on the assessment of the quality and safety of beekeeping products and
to conduct research on the analysis of the quality and safety of products of
various food groups, especially those grown more often in urban agriculture in
Latvia, and the factors influencing them in the urban environment.

2. Researchers have to use a unified definition and classification of the
concept and aspects of urban agriculture, which is independent of the specific
characteristics of the research city and country, providing opportunities for
mutual comparison and evaluation of research results.

3. The Ministry of Agriculture, in cooperation with local governments, have
to collect data on the practice of urban agriculture in Latvian cities in the form of
community gardens and commercial practices in order to ensure the availability
of statistical information and promote research.
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