
  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This document provides a comprehensive overview of the University 
of Canterbury (UC) food stream while also dissecting the burgeoning 
academic and social research currently conducted on food miles and 
its shortcomings. The document concludes with a detailed map of the 
UC current food system and its green spaces with a goal of 
highlighting how far café food travels while also providing 
information for the purpose of increasing UC’s food security and 
making it more socially and environmentally aware of its food chain.  
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The aim of this paper is to identify flows of café food at the University of 

Canterbury as well as highlight food security issues. An additional goal is to dissect food 

miles and map where food is coming from while also investigating green space on 

campus. This is to show the amount of green space that exists, and where could be used 

to enhance aesthetics and increase food grown on campus. Other universities’ food 

streams are also examined, and parallels and benefits drawn from them discussed.   

 

Literature review 

INTRODUCTION 

Global food production needs to continually increase to sustain the planet’s 

proliferating populace and provide food security to its inhabitants. In a 30 year period 

from 1968-1998, world food production increased by 84%, while the global population 

increased by 91% and trade in food by 184% (Stancu and Smith 2006). Global trade in 

agricultural products has also led to more widely prevalent food and agricultural diseases 

such as Aphtae Epizooticae (Foot and Mouth Disease), Bovine Spongiform 

Encephalopathy (Mad Cow Disease), Wheat Stem Rust and Avian Influenza (Bird Flu) as 

well as potentially unwanted genetically modified food. These aforementioned points 

highlight the need for a more secure, sustainably managed, and locally focused food 

system. With the ever increasing globalisation of food and its associated trade, food 

security has become a big issue as it deals with a number of social, economic and 

environmental issues that may not be obvious to consumers. Raising these issues helps 

highlight unforeseen adverse ecological, environmental and social impacts of food 

production and transportation, as with the increase in food production and trade there is 

almost certainly a large increase in water, air and waste generation as well as increased 

resource depletion. 
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DEBUNKING THE FOOD MILES MYTH  
‘Food miles’ is a term first coined in the mid-1990s by the SAFE Alliance 

(Paxton 1994). Essentially the expression is a measure of the distance of how far a given 

food has travelled from a farm or production site to your plate. The term also implies 

complex interactions and impacts that underlie the food system, such as energy use, 

contributions to climate change, dependence on fossil fuels, traffic congestion as well as 

social and economic impacts on rural communities and developing countries. These 

figures however are not quantified in food miles (Stancu and Smith 2006). Despite the 

term becoming a buzzword for environmentalists, it is deemed too simplistic by many 

(Watkiss 2005; McClaren 2009; Saunders et al. 2006; Stancu and Smith 2006; Garett 

2008). As a whole, the concept of food miles is too shallow, needing heavier focus on the 

energy that is used in the production of food as well as the greenhouse gasses (GHG) 

generated in its transportation. For example, food transported by plane generates 177 

times more GHG than shipping; this difference is not quantified by the food miles 

equation. This highlights that road, sea and air transportation for food have very 

contrasting environmental impacts and need to be addressed as such. Another crucial 

point is that food transportation accounts for roughly only 10% of the food systems 

emissions (Garett 2008). The issue of food miles is far more complex than first assumed; 

Watkiss (2005, p. 4) concurs, concluding that “a single indicator based on total food 

kilometres is an inadequate indicator of sustainability. The impacts of food transport are 

complex, and involve many trade-offs between different factors. A single indicator based 

on total food kilometres travelled would not be a valid indicator of sustainability”. From 

another perspective, McClaren (2009, p. 58) cites “it is not possible to say that 

transportation is always (or never) the most important life-cycle stage for all food 

products. Indeed, different life-cycle stages dominate for different food products due to 

the relative magnitude of environmental impacts at the agricultural and processing life-

cycle stages compared with the transportation stage”. Another valid point to take into 

consideration is that behind the advocates of the term ‘food miles’ there are three broad 

groups that can be identified, each with its own agenda or particular motivation: 
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protectionism (a desire to protect one’s own economic activities of other countries or 

regions); a concern about climate change and other transport-related environmental 

issues; and support for local economies, communities and cultures (McClaren 2009). 

Therefore to challenge the concept of food miles it is important to keep the 

aforementioned point in minds. It is for the reasons discussed above that the food miles 

concept has come under attack from various scholars as inadequate for distinguishing an 

accurate comprehensive environmental social or ecological impact assessment. 

 

At Lincoln University scientists expanded their food miles equations to include 

other energy-consuming aspects of food production. Their equations included: water use, 

harvesting techniques, fertilizer outlays, renewable energy applications, type of fuels 

used, means of transportation, amount of carbon dioxide absorbed during photosynthesis, 

disposal of packaging, storage procedures and dozens of other cultivation inputs 

(Saunders et al. 2006).  
 

To accurately show a social, ecological and/or environmental impact assessment 

for food mileage, many fluctuating, complicated factors need to be incorporated into the 

equation. This is extremely difficult to quantify but is very relevant and pertinent for an 

increasingly globalised food system.  

 

RELEVANCE TO NEW ZEALAND 

The simplistic nature of food miles has the potential to harm New Zealand’s 

economy. More than half of the country’s monetary exports are agricultural products 

while Aotearoa is the most isolated developed country on Earth relative to large markets 

(McClaren 2009). So by a food miles standard, any exported food to Asia, Europe or 

America would incur massive food miles but it is not a comprehensive assessment and 

does not reflect all factors involved in farming methods and production. Scientists have 

started using the term ‘product life cycle’ as a more complete environmental and social 

assessment tool for measuring sustainability and ecological impacts of food production 
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and transportation (Figure 

1). A recent study 

compared the embodied 

energy in frozen lamb 

from New Zealand and 

Germany using this 

product life cycle 

approach. This report 

challenged the general 

thinking that regional food 

production and distribution 

systems are less energy 

intensive than global systems, and argued that ecological quality is mainly influenced by 

operational efficiency and not by the marketing distance itself (Schlich and Fleissner 

2005). Schlich and Fleissner’s paper is backed up by various others including a 

government report which cites that the main source of GHG from food is from agriculture 

which accounts for 36% of the GHG emitted in the entire product lifecycle. This is from 

the tillage of the land, livestock and the use of electricity, fossil fuel and fertilisers 

(Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 2011).  

 This means that just buying local however is not necessarily more beneficial for 

the environment. Using United Kingdom (UK) versus New Zealand examples, the energy 

input (by megajoule per tonne of production) used to grow apples in New Zealand is 59% 

less while the CO2 emissions per tonne of producing lamb in the UK is more than four 

times higher (Table 1 and Table 2) (Saunders et al. 2006).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Lifecycle stages in the food supply chain 
(Garnett 2008) 

Saunders et al. 2006 
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This again helps highlight the fact that ‘food miles’ as a comprehensive indicator 

is too simple and does not quantify any of the other major social, transport types or 

environmental factors. It is also valuable to note that in winter, if food was to be locally 

sourced, the energy required for hothouses was found to have a heavier environmental 

impact than similar imported food (Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 

2011). Ideally food would be sourced seasonally and locally (where possible) while 

focusing on more sustainable farming and CO2 efficient transportation methods. 
 

FOOD SECURITY 
Food security relates to a person’s access to, and availability of food. Global food 

security is becoming a more drastic issue with an increasing global population, 

urbanisation, dependence on fossil fuels and land degradation. A local food system is a 

way to increase global and community food security by providing accessible, healthy and 

fresh produce and food. By definition a community’s food security is an expansion of the 

concept of household food security, which focuses on the ability of a household to 

acquire enough food for an active, healthy life (Kantor 2001). This is especially relevant 

for university students, many of whom are at least partially reliant on financial support 

from the government. Community food security is of particular pertinence to universities 

as it encompasses: farmers’ markets, food buying cooperatives, community-supported 

agriculture programs, community gardens, farm-to-university initiatives and food 

recovery programs. Many universities globally are increasingly undertaking forms of 

community food security for a cornucopia of benefits not only to students, faculty and the 

community but also to the local economy and environment (Fichtner 2011). 
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UNIVERSITIES’ FOOD FLOW 
To increase food security and reduce CO2 emissions from food transport, many 

universities globally have implemented polices to ensure access to a healthy, 

environmentally friendly food supply for students and faculty to purchase. Academically 

prestigious universities such as Yale, Stanford, Brown and the University of California, 

Berkley, to name a few, have actively taken steps in a number of ways to increase food 

production on or near their respective campuses.  

The University of California, Davis has utilized a variety of methods to ensure a 

sustainable and secure food system. By 1977 it had set up a student run farm, with a 

focus on sustainable agriculture principles and practices. It has not only helped provide 

the University dining halls with fresh produce but also has since provided internships, 

formal courses and research projects for staff and students (Agricultural Sustainability 

Institute at UC Davis 2011). Now in its fourth decade, the student run farm is a great 

model to show the long term viability of such a project. 

Yale University has created a farm within walking distance of its campus. Set up 

in 2003 by a group of students, today the farm is prolific and produces a multitude of 

organic produce, consisting of vegetables, fruits and herbs. One of the main beneficial 

aspects aside from the growing, distributing, and eating of campus produced food, is that 

volunteers learn valuable first-hand experience about sustainability and agriculture (Yale 

University n.d.). As Yale University (n.d. p. 1) also points out “the Yale Farm seeks to 

model efficient and sustainable practices that are economically viable and ecologically 

sound. It produces abundant and delicious food while engaging in agricultural practices 

that can be continued indefinitely without causing degradation to the biological systems 

on which they rely”. 

Stanford University, like Yale, grows food onsite. Amongst other produce, its 

campus community farm and over ten community herb-and-vegetable gardens provide 

organic herbs and produce to dining halls and student houses. For food that is not 

produced on campus, Stanford has polices ensuring that roughly 40% of Stanford dining 

produce is organic or regionally grown (within 400 kilometres of the university). 
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Through this, a strong partnership with local farms has formed, helping support about 30 

small, organic farmers to grow organic produce for Stanford faculty and students 

(Sustainable Stanford 2011).  

Brown University has taken a hands on approach to procuring fresh food by 

creating Farm Fresh in 2004. This project aimed to directly link the University with 

Rhode Island farmers by making direct purchases of food products and produce. By 

actively creating an increased regional food economy, this has reduced food miles and 

reliance on fossil fuels while also helping to support local farmers. A 2008 report entitled 

Building Local Food Programs on College Campuses (p. 5) makes the important point on 

buying regionally: “supporting local farmers offers both environmental and social 

benefits since it reduces carbon emissions by shortening distance travelled while also 

returning a greater percentage of the food dollar directly to local farmers ... for every 

dollar spent in the conventional retail system only 20% makes it back to the farmer”. In 

contrast, institutions buying directly from farmers or non-profit entities send 60% - 100% 

of each dollar to local food growers (The Community Alliance with Family Farmers 

2008). 

  Returning now to the local context, on a regional scale Canterbury, New Zealand 

has rich farm land ideal for cultivating produce to build a strong regional food system. 

The abundance of locally grown and obtained produce was demonstrated at a symposium 

held in Christchurch in 2009 where all food was sourced from within a 100 km radius of 

the city. The dinner menu included lamb, pork, beef, chicken, turkey, salmon, seafood, 

seasonal vegetables and wine while dessert incorporated freshly picked berries, apples 

and lemons (Christchurch & Canterbury Tourism 2009). 

While the question of developing supplementary space for growing additional 

produce on the UC campus is explored later in this report, UC already has two flourishing 

community gardens to build on from. This includes a recently planted orchard to 

complement the existing fruit, vegetables and herbs which regularly provide produce to a 

wide range of people and groups. 
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UC grown food 

As previously stated UC currently has two small thriving community gardens 

located on campus. The Dovedale Community Garden, located in the College of 

Education was established in 2010. In 2011 the garden, having become somewhat 

overgrown, was refurbished with a 225m2 garden growing cucumber, potatoes, 

courgettes, beans, lettuce, beetroot and carrots to name a few. The garden also has a small 

scale orchard (approximately 102 m2) consisting of 14 mature and newly planted trees: 

apples, pears, plums, figs, and an apricot tree as well as various types of berries including 

kiwifruit (also known as Chinese gooseberry) vines. The garden is utilised by a large 

number of people for varying purposes, including relaxation by staff. Faculty, student and 

locals regularly garden there while Unlimited (a local school), The Biological Husbandry 

Unit (BHU), The Christchurch College of English and learning disabled students come 

for work experience, education and to reconnect with the food system through 

maintenance and harvesting of produce. 

The Okeover Community Garden, located in the main campus was founded by 

volunteers in 2002. This garden is much larger (505 m2) in size and subsequently 

produces a much larger range and amount of fresh produce. There are approximately 49 

different types of vegetable and fruit trees (Appendix 1) as well as a cornucopia of 

different herbs. The garden is also utilised by a multitude of student clubs, community 

groups and faculty for a range of reasons beyond gardening: relaxation, functions, 

meetings and to make good use of its excellent pizza oven. A good example of the 

garden’s practicality is that the student brewing club grows Hops for their student club 

members to use free of charge. Similar to the Dovedale Community Garden, it is open to 

all and is utilised by various community, student and academic groups with the produce 

harvested being taken away by the volunteers and helpers. 

Note: for more information on the University of Canterbury community gardens see: 

www.sustain.canterbury.ac.nz/comm_garden/index.shtml 
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Table 3: Top 5 products sold at UCSA 

cafés in 2011 

AN ANALYSIS OF THE CAMPUS FOOD SITUATION 
 To precisely evaluate where food products, ingredients and fresh produce on the 

University of Canterbury campus originate from, the privately owned cafés (Café 101 

and Reboot Café) and University of Canterbury Students Association (UCSA) run cafés 

(Engineering Café, Alibi Café, Café 1894) were approached to find sales figures. To 

ensure accuracy, sales figures and quantities of products were then dissected with the 

focus given to fresh produce and the top five selling products overall (Table 3) from the 

cafés. Due to the sensitive nature of the information needed for this research project, 

compliance from the UCSA was initially difficult, thus gaining the necessary information 

was arduous to obtain. This report puts slightly more focus on fresh produce, the reason 

being that it is easier than other products to trace, and that if UC were to grow its own 

food, fresh produce would be the most viable. Specifically five products from the top 

selling categories (Table 3 and Table 4) of both private and UCSA owned cafés were 

investigated.  

 

 

Top 5 products  Quantity sold 

South Island Bakeries 

Pies 

46,966 

Hot Chips 13,127 

Small Rice Balls 10,394 

Sausage Rolls 9,779 

Baker Boys Slices 9,486 

Total  89,752 

Fresh produce Quantity 

sold 

Bananas 3,118 

Apples 2,036 

Oranges 851 

Small fruit 519 

Pears 280 

Total 6,804 

Table 4: Top 5 produce sold at UCSA cafés 
in 2011 
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Having found the top selling products, suppliers (and also their suppliers) were 

subsequently contacted who either sent full or partial lists of ingredients and their origins. 

The ingredients were then mapped to highlight distances travelled to reach the 

University of Canterbury. 

 Note: Baker Boys was the only company that never responded to calls or emails 

regarding the ingredients in their slices 

UCSA CAFES 

Having initially been blocked by the UCSA from seeing any commercially 

sensitive data, the UCSA sustainability executive Nathan Ainsworth and president Kohan 

McNab not only provided sale figures for all the UCSA owned cafés (Café 360, 

Engineering, Alibi and Collective) for the 2011 financial year but also provided a detailed 

list of food suppliers to contact. Their invaluable contribution made the project able to 

examine the University of Canterbury café food stream in much more accurate detail. 

Having received the data from Ainsworth and McNab, the data was then 

dissected, grouped and graphed (Figure 2). One issue with the data received was that pies 

were lumped together in to one category, thus making it impossible to differentiate 

between different kinds. It has also potentially skewed the results as pies were the highest 

selling food product on campus. For the purpose of this report one type of pie (steak and 

cheese) will be analysed and mapped.     
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Figure 2: Products sold at UCSA cafés in 2011 

 

PRIVATELY OWNED CAFES  

  The owner of Café 101 and Reboot Café, from the outset, provided detailed sales 

figures, contact and supplier information. Both these cafés only had selected weekly 

order forms, rather than yearly figures, so to gauge annual figures, an educated estimate 

for the financial year was made from approximately 15 weekly sales figures. 

Utilising the information gathered from both the UCSA and privately owned 

cafes, a detailed list of the most popular food products and ingredients was drawn up, 

categorized and dissected. Subsequently suppliers were contacted directly, to discover the 

origins of the aforementioned ingredients, produce and products. In contacting suppliers, 

difficulties arose and there were multiple impasses gathering information due to 

confidentiality, suppliers and distributors being uncooperative and ‘unique trade secret’ 

Sandwiches	  
(Prima	  and	  
UCSA)	  
12.48%	  

Sushi	  8.15%	  

Bakery	  products	  	  
15.75%	  

Misc	  food	  (chilled	  
and	  toppings)	  

1.33%	  

Biscuits	  
7.34%	  

salads	  
0.83%	  Fresh	  fruit	  1.76%	  

ConfecKonary	  
16.17%	  

Chips	  3.42%	  
Ice	  Cream	  1.24%	  

Asian	  products	  
0.77%	  

Hot	  
foods	  
4.88%	  

Fried	  foods	  6.52%	  

Pies	  and	  savories	  
18.83%	  

Burgers	  0.53%	  
Sandwiches	  (Prima	  and	  UCSA)	  

Sushi	  

Bakery	  products	  	  

Misc	  food	  (chilled	  and	  toppings)	  

Biscuits	  

salads	  

Fresh	  fruit	  

ConfecKonary	  

Chips	  

Ice	  Cream	  

Asian	  products	  

Hot	  foods	  

Fried	  foods	  
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Table 4: top 5 selling products at 
private cafés on campus 

 
 

Table 5: top 5 selling produce at 
private cafés on campus 

 
 

ingredients. As a result of this, it was impossible to have a complete list of ingredients; 

however a comprehensive record was achieved. 

FOOD PRODUCTS SOLD BY THE UCSA CAFES 
Results from the 2011 financial year for all the UCSA owned cafés show a clear trend 

towards processed food. It is interesting to note that while overall, (unsurprisingly) more 

products were sold at UCSA cafés, more fresh produce were estimated to be sold at the 

privately run cafés. It was hypothesised that the more sustainable and environmentally 

friendly business ethos of Café 101 and Reboot may attract healthier eaters. 

  As this report focuses more on fresh produce, it is interesting to note that the 

company Bidvest supplies all fresh produce to UCSA Cafes with all but apples being 

seasonally imported (Table 3).  

  

 

 

 

 

Top 5 products  Quantity sold 

Sausage roll 6,380 

Tandoori sub 5,278 

Hamburgers  4,350 

Vegan rolls  3,712 

Caramel OD 2,784 

Total 22,504 

Fresh produce Quantity sold 

Bananas 3,118 

Apples 2,036 

Oranges 851 

Small fruit 519 

Pears 280 

Total 6,941 
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Taking ‘Original Foods Blueberry Muffin’ as an example, a snapshot of the 

globalised food market is revealed. A majority of their ingredients are sourced in New 

Zealand (eggs, vanilla, blueberry flavour, muffin blend, blueberries), while the potassium 

sorbate (a food preservative) and citric acid is sourced from China. The wheat fibre is 

acquired from Germany while the canola oil is made in New Zealand from local and 

imported Australian ingredients. 

 

 

FOOD PRODUCTS SOLD BY 101 AND REBOOT CAFES 
The privately owned cafés on campus make a conscious effort to buy locally 

grown food as well as support local business and buy seasonally where possible. This 

business ethos is reflected in a number of ways. Salads, herbs various baked goods and 

muesli are all sourced locally, being made by café staff at a premises within one 

kilometre of the UC campus. Pies and baked goods that cannot be made onsite are 

supplied by a local bakery Cookery Nook, while the chicken is supplied by a local 

wholesaler Cantab Food. The chicken is bought from Southern Chicks who raise the 

chickens in Christchurch and Waikato. Fresh produce, like the UCSA cafés is purchased 

from Bidvest.  

Having analysed the top five selling products as well as the fresh produce from 

both private and UCSA cafés, I was able to map where the ingredients came from. For 

this, 62 ingredients (Appendix 2) were mapped (Image 6) with 64% of the ingredients 

being sourced from New Zealand and a total of 76% being obtained from Australasia. 

This highlights reasonably strong local food security, but could easily be improved 

through a number of ways such as the adoption of local procurement policies by the 

UCSA, growing more food on site and by forming local farmer and/or community food 

initiatives. 
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Image 6: world map highlighting where UC café ingredients come from  

  
 

 

MAPPING GREEN SPACE ON CAMPUS 
The initial guidelines for this report asked ‘if UC were to produce all of its own 

food, how much land would be required’. However, this needed to be modified, partly 

because it was impossible to gain completely accurate food figures from any of the cafés, 

and secondly, because it is not in UC’s best interest to grow all of its own food due to the 

financial viability and the amount of space needed to do so. To investigate the possibility 

of increased food growing on campus, four separate 10cm resolution georeferenced (New 

Zealand Map Grid Transverse Mercator 2000) orthoimages of Christchurch (Image 1), 

taken on the 24th of February 2011, were manipulated. The four images were first put into 

ENVI 4.8 where it was classified using regions of interest (ROIs) to create a maximum 
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likelihood output (Image 2). By creating ROIs in ENVI, green space (green), trees (blue) 

and non-vegetated area such as a buildings and roads (red) could be easily depicted 

(Image 2), by using objected based classification, this ameliorates the preciseness of 

vegetation classification and is especially useful method when high spatial but low 

spectral resolution data is available (Kremer & DeLiberty 2011). For the sake of this 

research, trees were not classified as green space as there is a large amount of trees on 

campus, most of which have large canopy which covers roads, paths and buildings. Using 

post classification tools, these ROIs were then clumped into bigger 10 by 10 pixel areas 

to reduce errors and highlight larger green areas that could be utilised for potential food 

production. The next step post classified the image to vector, and then exported it to a 

shapefile (Image 3). The four images were then able to be manipulated further in ArcMap 

10 (Image 4). In this program, the four ROI images were merged and the outline of UC 

clipped. The ROIs were subsequently overlaid on the original images which were then 

able to be dissected with its attribute table showing the amount of green space that could 

be accurately measured to find the amount and where the best location for produce 

growing is.  

Due to the recent earthquakes in Christchurch, two of the largest green spaces on campus: 

the Kirkwood Avenue and Teachers college fields, having since been used to house 

classrooms. Unfortunately more up to date images of the UC campus were not available 

in such high pixel resolution.   
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Image 1: Orthophotograph of the main 
campus of UC 

 

Image 2: Main campus after maximum 
likelihood classification and post 
classification 10x10 clumping 

Image 3: The vector output  Image 4: vector output overlaid on the 
orthophotograph 



17/01/11 

17  

With many small green spaces on 

the UC campus, this highlights the 

areas that are potentially suitable 

for smaller scale growing such as 

edible landscaping. An edible 

landscape is an alternative to 

conventional ornamental gardens 

and landscapes and is an ideal way 

to utilise green space. It is a site 

that has similar aesthetic qualities 

as ornamental ones, but 

additionally provides: a fresh 

edible resource, for examply fruit 

trees (Figure 3). There are many 

benefits that an edible landscape 

can provide. These include: utilizing space, improving campus aesthetics and increasing 

biodiversity, while also providing nutritious food and supplying an educational resource 

that can be utilised by staff and the wider community (Thai 2009; Hovendon 2011).    

The final GIS output shows that there is extensive open green space scattered around the 

University (Image 5). By looking at the attribute table of Image 5 in ArcMap, it was able 

to calculate that 16153 out of 140092 ‘points’ were green space meaning at least 11.5% 

of the UC campus is potentially usable for food growing.  

Figure 3.  An example of edible landscaping at 
Stanford University campus (Xu 2010) 
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Conclusion 
Due to time constraints, the University’s food stream was not able to be examined in the 

detail required to gain a complete understanding of it. Supplier and initial UCSA 

obstacles prevented me from achieving a more complete picture. This effectively gave 

less time to analyse the outcome of the data. Despite these impediments I feel an accurate 

picture of the University of Canterbury’s food system was able to be mapped and 

evaluated. 

The 11.5% of green space on campus needs to be examined in greater detail if the 

UC wants to grow more of its own produce. Factors such as sunlight hours, proximity to 

buildings, ease of access and soil quality all need to be looked in to. These options need 

Image 5: The University of Canterbury Campus highlighting green space 
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to look qualitatively at the quantitative green space. Alternatively, other options for 

increasing available growing space such as removing trees or creating raised beds may be 

considered.  

As a recommendation for increasing produce grown onsite, edible landscaping or 

converting the large green space outside the Maori department, which receives excellent 

sunlight, would be desirable. This new garden could tie in with the Maori department and 

could potentially consist of edible native plants. 

 

 Another avocation drawn from research would be that lessons and initiatives from 

other academically prestigious universities should be followed. This includes fostering 

local farmer and community initiatives to help ensure an affordable, secure, local food 

system is achieved: a system that minimises environmental degradation and CO2 use in 

food production and transport.  

The UC’s Charter includes reference to transparency and sustainability, objectives 

referred to recently by senior university officials. Here is an opportunity to move towards 

these goals, and a straightforward starting point. When signing contracts with food 

suppliers it needs to be stipulated that a certain percentage is sourced locally and/or 

seasonally with sustainable or biodegradable packaging (where possible) used. 

Furthermore, the food production method would need to be critically analysed (from an 

environmental standpoint) while they would need to use transport that minimise CO2 

emissions. Doing so would not only highlight the UC’s and the UCSA’s commitment to 

sustainability and environmental responsibility but would also be a first in New Zealand 

(to the best of my research) contributing to the UC’s strong brand and in turn helping to 

attract students and staff who are keen to be a part of the sustainability movement. 

Another benefit would be that the University of Canterbury is not only a leading 

academic university but also one that is committed to increased sustainability, 

environmental degradation reduction while it would also helping the post-earthquake 

local economy and community rebuild in this time of need.    
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Appendix 1:   

An alphabetical list of produce grown at the Okeover Community Garden: apples, 

apricots, artichoke, asparagus, basil, black current, brussel sprouts, bush beans, cabbage, 

capsicum, carrot, cauliflower, celery, chilli, crop potatoes, cucumber, eggplant, feijoa, 

fig, garlic, gooseberry, grapes, hazelnut, herbs (numerous types), leeks, lettuce, loquat, 

(Asian) pear, onion, parsnip, peach, pears, peas, pumpkin, quince, raspberry, red currents, 

rhubarb, runner beans, silver beet, spinach, spring onion, strawberry, tomato, white 

current yams and zucchini  

Appendix 2:  

Café product list: 

 Ingredient Location of origin 

Original Foods blueberry 
muffin 

Sorbate China 

 Eggs New Zealand 

 Water New Zealand 

 Vanilla flavouring New Zealand 

 Blueberry flavour New Zealand 

 Muffin blend New Zealand 

 Wheat fibre Germany 

 Canola oil  New Zealand and Australia 

Private cafés 
Tandoori chicken sub 

 

Chicken 

 

New Zealand (Auckland  
and Christchurch) 

 Tandoori mix India 

 Serra yoghurt:  
starch 
dairy 

Pectin 

Starter culture 

 

Sweden and Denmark 

New Zealand and Australia 

Germany 
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 Lemons New Zealand 

 Sub ingredients New Zealand 

Hamburger Mince New Zealand (Canterbury) 

 Buns  New Zealand 

 Cheese New Zealand (Temuka) 

 Gherkins India 

 Mayonnaise New Zealand (Wellington) 

 Chutney New Zealand (Auckland) 

Vegan vegetarian roll Rice Thailand 

 Pastry: 
flour 
Margarine 
salt 
 

 

New Zealand and Australia 
New Zealand and Australia 
New Zealand 

 Chutney  New Zealand (Temuka) 

 Kidney beans New Zealand (Hastings) 

 Vegetables New Zealand 

 Herbs New Zealand (Canterbury) 

 Soy sauce China 

 Chutney New Zealand (Auckland) 

Caramel OD Cornflakes:  New Zealand and Australia 

 Butter New Zealand 

 Condensed milk: 
milk  
sugar 

 

Australia 

Australia 

Cookery Nook steak and 
cheese pie 

Steak New Zealand 

 Pastry New Zealand 



17/01/11 

25  

 Cheese New Zealand 

 Gravy New Zealand 

Sausage roll Sausage New Zealand 

 Pastry New Zealand 

South Island Bakeries steak 
and cheese pie 

Flour New Zealand 

 Cheese New Zealand 

 Meat New Zealand and Australia 

 Gravy New Zealand 

Hot chips Potato New Zealand (South Island) 

Teriyaki chicken rice balls Rice Japan 

 Chicken New Zealand 

 Teriyaki  Japan 

 Avocado and capsicum New Zealand and Australia 

Produce Pears New Zealand  

 Apples New Zealand  

 Bananas Ecuador 

 Tomatoes New Zealand  

 Lettuce New Zealand  

 Oranges USA 

 


