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Urban Agriculture: Enhancing Food Democracy in Philadelphia

Katharine A. Travaline

Supervised by Christian Hunold

As part of an alternative agrifood movement questioning the undemocratic and unjust dominant agrifood system, urban agriculture is attracting more and more interest. In the City of Philadelphia, a vibrant urban agriculture scene offers numerous benefits and poses a variety of challenges. In this thesis, I attempt to clarify the ways in which city farming in Philadelphia might democratize the agrifood system. To do this, I examine the literature on alternative agrifood movements and urban agriculture. I use interviews with seven of Philadelphia’s food growing organizations to explore the city’s farming activity. I then apply the concepts of food democracy and civic agriculture to my observations of food production in Philadelphia. I differentiate between two broad types of urban agricultural activity – social service urban agriculture projects and entrepreneurial city farms. I find that because these groups promote and practice urban agriculture in various ways and for different reasons they do not necessarily offer the same benefits or face the same challenges – that is, they do not enhance food democracy in the same ways. Their ability to foster participation in the agrifood system, educate the public about food and agriculture, and increase community food security varies considerably, as does their capacity to bring about institutional change within the agrifood system. The overriding goal of my thesis is to clarify these connections between urban agriculture in Philadelphia and democracy so that city residents can better understand what it means to farm their land and so that they can work more effectively toward a democratic agrifood system.
Chapter 1: The Connection between Food, Philadelphia, and Democracy
Introduction

As the world awakens to the dramatic implications of the dominant agrifood system, including food shortages, price increases, and environmental degradation, an alternative agrifood movement is growing. As one manifestation of this movement, urban agriculture helps us see the political meanings inherent in food production, distribution, and consumption. I propose that, although by no means a panacea for them, city farming can play a part in democratizing the unequal power relations embedded in the dominant agrifood system, in creating a food democracy, or civic agriculture. In other words, urban agriculture can help shape an agrifood system in which all people have equal access to fresh, nutritious food and in which a knowledgeable public can effectively participate. Furthermore, city farms have the potential transformative power to affect institutional change.

Urban agriculture potentially offers economic, environmental, health, and social benefits. It also poses challenges, including land tenure security, economic feasibility, and health and environmental concerns. In this study, I explore the extent to which farming in cities may play a role in enhancing the democracy of food systems and the obstacles it faces in doing so. Because food systems are unique to each locality, it is important to give cities individualized attention. I focus on the City of Philadelphia, which is notably active in urban agriculture and has potential for increased food production. 
I emphasize that urban agriculture is promoted and practiced by different groups for different reasons. Consequently, city farming groups do not necessarily offer the same benefits or face the same challenges. I differentiate between two broad types of urban agricultural activity. First, social service urban agriculture projects are groups growing food in cities primarily to address social concerns, such as community food security, agriculture and food education, and community development. These groups may participate in food sales, but do not aim to run a self-sufficient business. Second, entrepreneurial city farms, although not unconcerned about community food security, education, and community development, primarily aim to demonstrate the viability of a sustainable urban food growing business.    

Because the various farming organizations in Philadelphia have objectives that fall along different parts of the spectrum between social service goals and entrepreneurial imperatives – they exhibit a range of influence over the democratic nature of the city’s agrifood system. They foster participatory decision-making and educate the public about food and agriculture issues in different ways and on varying levels. They increase community food security to different degrees. They also influence institutional change regarding the agrifood system differently. With this thesis, I attempt to clarify these connections between urban agriculture in Philadelphia and democracy so that city residents can better understand what it means to farm their land and so that they can work more effectively toward a democratic agrifood system.
Food and Democracy


The connection between food and democracy is undeniable. Food is a very powerful tool both for understanding society’s political values and for transforming its very fabric. As the dominant agrifood system of the United States continues to be shaped by globalization, critics condemn it more and more for its undemocratic methods and outcomes. Consequently, members of a new social movement are increasingly advocating alternative agrifood systems for, among other things, their democratic means and ends. 

Agriculture and food are deeply embedded with political meaning. “Food,” Allen (2004) explains, “has always been political,” as the need for it “required the creation of relationships of coordination and cooperation” (p. 53).  Everyone needs it and interacts with it every day of the year. Therefore, food shapes our lives and how we relate with one another. Our social organization is inherently influenced by how we feed ourselves and vice versa. In other words, food is “both a symptom and a symbol of how we organize ourselves and our societies;” it is “both a vignette and a microcosm of wider social realities” (Lang, 1999, p. 218). As such, examining our food systems fosters a better understanding of our society. 

Studies of the system that currently dominates our relationship with food in the United States reveal that it is running counter to the democratic ideals upon which this nation was founded. The “underlying social science paradigm is neoclassical economics,” prioritizing “optimal efficiency” and “maximum profitability” (Lyson, 2007, p. 20). To reach these capitalist goals, the agrifood system has become increasingly centralized. As the decision-making regarding our food has been concentrated into fewer and fewer hands, the democracy of our agrifood system has been more and more compromised. Unequal access to quality food results from this agrifood system that puts profits before social justice (Koc et al., 1999; Allen, 2004).
Beyond its ability to elucidate our social organization, food possesses great transformative powers to affect institutional change. Connected to virtually every aspect of our lives, the decisions we make about our food have boundless influence. This is reflected in the United States Department of Agriculture. It is “the only sector of the U.S. economy for which it can be said that there is national planning,” is the “largest cabinet department after Defense and Treasury,” and “administers more regulatory laws and programs than any other government agency” (Allen, 2004, pp. 54-55). With such power, Allen (2004) proclaims, agrifood issues are “clearly those that have the potential to catalyze broad social movements” (p. 212).

Also demonstrating that transformative power, movements to “democratize the agriculture and food system” are rising up in opposition to conventional agriculture’s neoliberal economic base and in support of civic agriculture, or food democracy (Lyson, 2007, p. 19). Stressing that people are citizens and not just consumers, such alternative agrifood movements espouse increased participation in agrifood systems, achieved with “smaller-scale, locally oriented, flexibly organized farms and food producers” (Lyson, 2004, p. 61). Alternative agrifood movements also emphasize food security, “a condition in which all community residents obtain a safe, culturally acceptable, nutritionally adequate diet through a sustainable food system that maximizes community self-reliance and social justice,” according to Bellows and Hamm (as cited in Siedenburg, 2004, p. 20). Manifestations of these movements include the rising numbers of farmers markets, CSAs, agricultural education programs, farm-to-institution collectives, cooperative markets, and urban farms. Hamilton (2004) describes these trends as “collectively an effort to promote democratic values in society” (p. 16). 
Food and Cities


Much like that between food and democracy, at first glance the connection between agriculture and cities is not apparent. However, history reveals an integral link. In particular, cities traditionally have had a problematic relationship with food, denying its importance as an urban issue despite the high prevalence of food insecurity in low income city neighborhoods. Today, however, people are increasingly addressing food issues in cities worldwide, including Philadelphia.


The relationship between agriculture and cities has transformed over time. According to Bodlovich (2001), “Jacobs (1972) argues that agriculture was an urban invention, observing that the first medieval systems of crop rotations were typically centered around towns” (p. 10). U.S. cities were born of a link to agriculture as most were actually founded on prime farmland, based around farmers’ markets, and continued for centuries to source their food from the immediately surrounding land. However, as technology drastically reduced the price of transportation and the industrial revolution transformed the face of agriculture, cities gained access to food produced all over the world (Boone and Modarres, 2006). As a result, the ecological footprints of cities today are disproportionately large – although cities cover only about two percent of the earth’s surface, they consume approximately seventy-five percent of its resources (Wackernagel & Rees, 1996; Garnett, 1996a). Cities also have an impact on their neighboring farmland in the form of urban sprawl. According to the U.S. Department of Agriculture, “prime farmland is being converted to development at two to four times the rate of less productive farmland” (Boone and Modarres, 2006, p. 78). 

Today, urban food issues are becoming more and more pressing. As the U. S. population continues to rise, reaching 301,621,157 in 2007, and continues to become increasingly metropolitan, with 80.8 percent living in urban areas as of 2005, cities are an important focus of research today more than ever (U.S. Census Bureau, 2007; UN, 2007). The significance of food as an urban issue is exemplified by the ways in which urban food systems contribute significantly to community health, welfare and economies; connect to other urban systems; and impact the urban environment (Pothukuchi and Kaufaman, 1999). For example, as population densities rise, urban ecological footprints are growing and food insecurity is worsening, especially for low-income city residents (Garnett, 1996a; Koc et al., 1999). 

Urban agriculture represents one attempt to address the problematic relationship between cities and food. Mougeot (2001) proposes the following definition: 

“Urban agriculture is an industry located within (intra-urban) or on the fringe (peri-urban) of a town, a city or a metropolis, which grows and raises, processes and distributes a diversity of food and non-food products, (re-)using largely human and material resources, products and services found in and around that urban area, and in turn supplying human and material resources, products and services largely to that urban area. (p. 10)
There are many types of urban agriculture including but not limited to: community gardens, entrepreneurial farms, vertical agriculture, rooftop gardens, aquaculture, personal plots, educational agriculture programs, orchards, animal husbandry, indoor growing, container gardening, and hydroponics. 


In the past, farming activity in U.S. cities tended to occur only in times of crisis. The mayor of Detroit is credited with organizing the first community gardens “so that people suffering economic hardship could grow some of their own food” in the late nineteenth century (Allen, 2004, p.69). Urban farming supplemented food rations during wartime – the Liberty Gardens of WWI and the Victory Gardens of WWII (Lyson, 2004; Allen, 2004; Boone and Modarres, 2006). City land was also farmed as part of the nation’s “emergency food system” during the Great Depression (Lyson, 2004, p. 96). Influenced by the environmental movement beginning in the 1970s, the contemporary community gardening effort began in the United States “explicitly to combat urban decay,” but has also helped low-income urban communities grow food (Boone and Modarres, 2006, p. 92; Hynes, 1996). In contrast, the history of entrepreneurial urban agriculture is comparatively shorter than these other forms. Kaufman and Bailkey (2000) point out that the earliest for-market city farms in the U.S. began only in the last two decades of the twentieth century.

By the late twentieth century and now in the early twenty-first century, people are producing more and more food in cities worldwide. In 1996, the United Nations Development Programme estimated that about 800 million people are engaged in some sort of urban agriculture activity around the world (Boone and Modarres, 2006).  The International Development Research Centre (2003) estimated in 1993 that 15 percent of the world’s agricultural products were being produced in cities and projected that this number would have risen to 33 percent by 2005 (as cited by Boone and Modarres, 2006, p. 91). As of 1996, cities in the United States produced 30 percent of the nation’s food supply (Smit et al., 1996). 
Food and Philadelphia

When it comes to agriculture and food, place and region provide very important context (Hinrichs, 2007). Each city has its own “unique possibilities and challenges that are associated with local and regional histories, cultures, and ecological conditions” that must be taken into account when examining its agrifood system (Ostrom and Jussaume, 2007, p. 256). Therefore, rather than assuming that one agrifood system model works for all, individualized approaches must be taken for each city (Koc et al., 1999; Hinrichs and Lyson, 2007; Ostrom and Jussaume, 2007). As such, this study focuses on the City of Philadelphia. Food systems can be even more specific to community and neighborhood, as reflected in the range of Philadelphia’s urban agriculture organizations I highlight in this study. 

The City of Philadelphia has been home to agricultural practices for centuries.  The City’s green historical legacy can be traced back to 1673, when William Penn designed a “greene Country Towne” with parks and open spaces (“Philadelphia Zoning Code Commission [PZCC]”, 2007). Philadelphia has a particularly strong history of community gardening and horticulture. From 1897 until 1927, the Vacant Lot Cultivation Association advocated for-profit market gardens as a means of food security and employment (Goldstein, 1997; Hess, 2005; Lawson, 2004). In 1904, the Garden Club of Philadelphia was formed for women “to promote interest in garden design and management, encourage civic planting, and help protect wildflowers and native plants” (Sternberg, 2007, p. 21). The Woman’s National Farm and Garden Association was established in 1914 and the Neighborhood Garden Association of Philadelphia ran from 1953 to 1977 (Sternberg, 2007; Lawson, 2005). 

The Pennsylvania Horticultural Society (PHS) has been the driving force and main source of support for community gardening from the late twentieth century into the early twenty-first century, with the help of its Philadelphia Green program and the Neighborhood Garden Association – A Land Trust (NGA) (Hess, 2005). Philadelphia Green started in 1974 to promote the growth of vegetables on vacant land in low-income neighborhoods and later expanded to include non-vegetable greening practices (“City Farmer”, 2001; Hess, 2005). Evidently, there is a lot of growing going on in Philadelphia with 1,135 community gardens, according to a 1996 estimate, or about 500, according to an early twenty-first century count (Hess, 2005). Either way, this represents an increase from the 357 community gardens in the city in 1983 (Levitan, 1986).
Today, Philadelphia has significant physical potential for urban agriculture. Like other U.S. cities, Philadelphia has been struggling through the transformation from a manufacturing to a service-based economy. Its population has declined by 31% from 2,071,605 in 1950 to 1,448,394 in 2006 (Kaufman and Bailkey, 2000; U.S. Census Bureau, 2006). As a result, about 30,900 vacant lots of land remain (“PHS”, 2000). No consensus currently exists, but the city is beginning to closely examine the use of this land. The City’s Zoning Code is currently being reformed, and city agencies such as the Philadelphia City Planning Commission (PCPC) and the Philadelphia Department of Public Health (PDPH) are turning their attention to green and open space (“PZCC”, 2007; PCPC, 2005; PCPC & OSP, 2005).
Urban agriculture offers the potential of environmental, health, social, and economic benefits that may make the activity a good policy option for Philadelphia on a number of levels. City farming may prove to be a means of reaching a number of environmental goals, including those of the City’s Local Action Plan for Climate Change, an executive order of the former Mayor John Street and prepared by the City’s Sustainability Working Group in 2007 as well as those of the new sustainability-minded Mayor Michal Nutter. The Philadelphia Water Department has already shown a good deal of interest in city farming for its stormwater management potential (Nairn, 2007). The City’s Air Management services may find urban agriculture’s positive effect on air quality of interest (Weissman, 2007). Addressing the health benefits of city farming, the Philadelphia Department of Public Health’s (PDPH) Healthy Environments Collaborative held a conference entitled “Urban Agriculture for Sustainable Health and Economic Development” in 2007. Growing food in the city may also increase residents’ access to fresh, nutritional produce, of which Philadelphia is in desperate need.
There are a number of groups advocating local food systems that may play an important role in urban agriculture. First, the Food Trust (2004a), which was founded in 1992, “works to improve the health of children and adults, promote good nutrition, increase access to nutritious foods, and advocate for better public policy.” Second, White Dog Community Enterprises offers a number of Fair Food Programs including the Restaurant Project, Fair Food Farmstand, Farmer Outreach Project, Farm-to-Institution, and the Buy Fresh, Buy Local Campaign that produces the Philadelphia Local Food Guide (“White Dog Community Enterprises,” n.d.). Third, Farm to City, a local food advocacy project supported in part by the Pennsylvania Association for Sustainable Agriculture and the Small Farm Success Project, promotes twelve Philadelphia-based farmers’ markets, ten of which it operated in 2007;  CSA’s (Community Supported Agriculture); and buying clubs (“Farm to City,” n.d.).
Urban Agriculture in Philadelphia

Urban agriculture comes in many shapes and sizes in Philadelphia. Possibly one of the most publicized success stories of urban agriculture in Philadelphia is Greensgrow Farms, moved from Jacksonville, New Jersey in 1998 to its current home in the Kensington neighborhood by Mary Seton Corboy and Tom Sereduk. The ¾-acre site, formerly Boyle’s Galvanized Steel Plant, was remediated by the EPA and sat idle for eight years (Lazarus, 2000; Seton Corboy, 2002). With Seton Corboy regularly testing the soil and experimenting with alternative growing methods, Greensgrow Farms now consists of a greenhouse, raised beds, hydroponics, a nursery hoophouse, flower beds, beehives, and a vermiculture project (Seton Corboy, 2002). It operates as a hybrid for-profit business and a non-profit training people, experimenting with different techniques, and creating a guide for others (Lazarus, 2000; “Greensgrow Farms,” 2005-2007). Still, The Nursery, Farm Stand, Restaurant Sales, and CSA shares do not pay for everything, and Greensgrow depends on grants, in kind donations, and contributions (“Greensgrow,” 2005-2007).

In Germantown, Weaver’s Way Co-op Farm started as the Mort Brooks Memorial Farm in memory of and based on a fund in honor of Norma Brooks’s late husband. In 2000, it began on a half acre, but has recently tripled in size. Directed by a Farm Committee, it had a bumpy financial start but is fairly successful now as “crop plans are designed to meet the needs of the Co-op produce department” (“Weaver’s Way Co-op,” 2006). Once run on all volunteer labor, a full-time farmer, David Zelov, was hired in 2007. It has also expanded its educational program, overseen by David Siller, and has created Weaver’s Way Community Programs to help administer non-profit projects (“Weaver’s Way Co-op,” 2006).

In the Mill Creek Neighborhood of West Philadelphia, thanks to funding from the PWD and PHS, the lot adjacent to a fifteen year old community garden became Mill Creek Farm in 2005. It serves as an educational center, giving tours, and hosting field trips and workshops. In addition to food cultivation, the farm demonstrates sustainable resource use and ecological methods of living. Mill Creek Farm is also committed to improving local access to nutritious food by growing and distributing food. It operates as a not-for-profit supported by private donations, grants, and produce sales (“Mill Creek Farm,” 2007a).

In 2003, Nancy Weissman of the PWD and Roxanne Christensen of the Institute for Innovations in Local Farming (IILF), collaborated to create Somerton Tanks Farm (STF) to demonstrate “an economically viable business model that will attract entrepreneurial farmers to establish environmentally and economically sustainable farms in the City” (STF & IILF, 2006; Weissman, 2007, p. 7). On a half acre of PWD land in Northeast Philadelphia, STF served to prove the economic feasibility of the SPINTM   (Small Plot Intensive) method. Despite its success, it was a demonstration farm and, thus, was shut down at the end of the 2006 season. However, IILF, awarded a First Industries Planning Grant by the Pennsylvania Department of Community and Economic Development, released a feasibility study in 2008 (STF & IILF, 2006).  

In 2007, Paul Glover established the Philly Orchard Project (POP) with the goal “to plant orchards in the city of Philadelphia that provide healthy food, green spaces and community food security” (McGuire, 2007; “POP,” n.d.). The group specifically targets less desirable land and expects to plant “primarily on land acquired through transfers of development rights” (McGuire, 2007). It helps existing neighborhood groups to plant their own orchards. Domenic Vitiello, assistant professor of City and Regional Planning and Urban Studies at the University of Pennsylvania, serves as the president of POP’s board (McGuire, 2007).

The University City High School is host to a garden run by the Urban Nutrition Initiative (UNI), “a university-community partnership that engages K-16+ learners in an active, real-world problem-solving curriculum that strives to improve community nutrition and wellness” (“UNI,” 2005). The garden employs high school students in after-school and summer jobs and provides food and nutrition as well as entrepreneurship education. The students also sell the food they grow at farmers’ markets and farm stands, and they donate some to food banks and churches.

Urban Tree Connection is a non-profit with the following mission: “to assist urban, low-income communities to revitalize their neighborhoods by transforming abandoned open spaces into safe and functional places that inspire and promote positive human interaction” (“UTC,” n.d.). Founded by Skip Wiener, Urban Tree Connection runs programs, which promote community and youth development through the greening of urban open space, on multiple sites in West and North Philadelphia. Since 2006, UTC has increasingly focused on growing vegetables with its “Growing Healthy” initiative – “a multi-year community gardening and health education project designed to promote the benefits of healthful eating and physical activity” (“UTC, 2008).
These seven urban agriculture organizations in Philadelphia exemplify the wide range of objectives advocated in the alternative agrifood movement. I use them here to illustrate the ways in which city farming may help to democratize the agrifood system and the challenges of such an endeavor. It must be noted that these groups do not represent all of the types of food production found in Philadelphia. I chose to highlight these specifically because they are organized city farming ventures with explicit missions, associated in one way or another with the movement for an alternative agrifood system. 

Roadmap of Thesis

Interest in urban agriculture is rapidly growing world wide, particularly in Philadelphia. With this study, I hope to clarify what the different forms of urban farming have to offer cities. As demonstrated by the literature review in Chapter Two, urban agriculture offers a variety of potential benefits, a number of which can be summed up as its ability to enhance food democracy – the focus of this study. In particular, I consider the role city farming may play in creating a more democratic agrifood system for Philadelphia. I examine the ability of urban agriculture to foster participation in the agrifood system, educate the public about food and agriculture, and increase community food security, as well its capacity to bring about institutional change within the agrifood system. To address these issues, I employ the concepts of food democracy and civic agriculture. Food democracy refers to the “idea of public decision-making and increased access to and collective benefit from the food system as a whole,” and civic agriculture represents “a broad-based movement to democratize the agriculture and food system” (Levkoe, 2006, p. 91; Lyson, 2007, p. 19). 

In Chapter Three, I discuss participation in decision-making processes regarding agriculture and food, comparing the dominant agrifood system of the U.S. with alternative agrifood systems such as urban agriculture. Chapter Four further explores participation in agrifood systems by considering how urban agriculture’s education components foster democratic decision-making. In Chapter Five, I examine the role of city farming in advancing the equality of access to fresh, nutritious produce. In Chapter Six, I consider the ways in which urban agriculture may be impacting the conventional agrifood and urban systems of the United States. I conclude that the various types of agricultural activity in Philadelphia enhance the democracy of the city’s agrifood system in different ways and on a range of levels. 
Ultimately, urban agriculture is not a panacea for the unequal power relations and the undemocratic methods and outcomes of the dominant agrifood system. Rather, it is one tool in the alternative agrifood movement’s toolbox. With this study, I emphasize that urban agriculture comes in multiple forms, with a variety of objectives and limitations. I recommend that advocates and practitioners of city farming recognize and address this diversity. 
I consider a number of food growing projects in Philadelphia, including community gardens, entrepreneurial farms, and education programs. In an attempt to avoid the “academic isolationism” that Epstein (1990) claims is common to the study of social movements, I substantiate my literature research with interviews and participant-observations of seven organizations involved with food production in Philadelphia (p. 39). These are: Mill Creek Farm, Greensgrow Farms, Weaver’s Way Farm, Philly Orchard Project, Somerton Tanks Farm, Urban Tree Connection, and the Urban Nutrition Initiative’s University City High School Garden. I also present suggestions for further research and action.

Chapter 2: A Literature Review of Urban 
Agriculture’s Potential in Philadelphia

Introduction

Different groups promote urban agriculture for different reasons. I follow Mougeot’s (2006) suggestion – “Municipal governments should start with the right questions: What can UA do for my city (not what can my city do for it)?” to determine why Philadelphians should support farming in their city (p. 62). In this literature review, I consider the various arguments in favor of urban food production, including those for its environmental, health, economic, and social benefits. I also explore the obstacles to city farming, including land tenure insecurity, economic feasibility, and health and environmental concerns. I conclude that not all types of urban agriculture offer the same benefits, nor do they address all of the same challenges. Specifically, I identify two broad categories of urban food production – 1) social service urban agriculture projects and 2) entrepreneurial city farms. Considering the rising movement to democratize the agrifood system, I suggest that the concepts of food democracy and civic agriculture be applied to urban agriculture activity in Philadelphia, and I proceed to do so in Chapters Three, Four, Five, and Six of this thesis.

Urban agriculture represents a potential land-use option for cities, but it remains an option rife with challenges for most. Many U.S. cities, particularly Philadelphia, have ample vacant land of which food production may prove to be a good use.  However, amidst much advocacy, city farmers continue to come up against land tenure obstacles. Municipal support for it as a land-use option in Philadelphia is building, but still lacking. All of the food growing projects highlighted in this study face land-tenure obstacles in one form or another.
Some practitioners and scholars assert the economic feasibility of urban agriculture, while others remain skeptical and caution against measuring the success of city farming in purely economic terms.  The economic benefits and feasibility of city farming are highlighted in a number of studies, some of which are specific to food production in Philadelphia. However, others contend that there is more to city farming than a business model and that it has a larger role to play in shaping civic life. For example, some scholars and practitioners address the challenge of coordinating the economic imperatives of city farming with the democratic values of equality.  I conclude that social service food growing projects and entrepreneurial city farms have different overarching objectives and, thus, different economic imperatives and outcomes. Therefore, advocates should use caution when attributing economic benefits and claims of viability to all urban agricultural activity.

Practitioners and advocates also emphasize the numerous environmental benefits and address the few environmental risks posed by urban agriculture. The literature suggests that, although existent, the environmental concerns presented by growing food in cities are not insurmountable. Most studies I reviewed highlight the numerous environmental benefits of city farming, including stormwater management, energy efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, and air quality.  Other, inedible, landscapes, including trees and grass, offer many of the same environmental services that food cultivation does. Therefore, the environmental advantages alone may not win support for city farms in Philadelphia.

Urban agriculture also offers a number of health benefits and poses a few health risks. Similar to the environmental concerns, the health hazards of city farming are real, but manageable, possibilities.  A number of studies indicate that growing food in cities positively impacts both the psychological and physical health of residents. In particular, increasing access to fresh produce offers city residents a more nutritious diet and food security. However, I argue that not all urban agriculture models ensure that such health benefits are equitably distributed throughout the city. While entrepreneurial city farms do increase access to fresh produce for the city in general, the social service urban agriculture groups tend to make an explicit effort to make that food available and affordable to those city residents who lack food security the most.
Urban agriculture, particularly community gardening, is also praised by advocates and practitioners for fostering community building, social cohesion, and cultural expression. All are valuable social benefits, yet none elicits particularly strong support for urban agriculture. A less vague understanding of the social impacts of city farming is needed. In an attempt to paint a comprehensive picture of urban agriculture, I turn to concepts found in the literature regarding the growing movement to democratize the agrifood system. 
Employing the concepts of food democracy and civic agriculture, I propose that city farming is valuable to Philadelphia as a means of enhancing the democracy of the city’s agrifood system. In other words, Philadelphia should consider farming as a land-use option because it is a manifestation of a local, civic agriculture, as opposed to the centralized, dominant agrifood system. I present this argument as a supplement to, not a replacement for, the other reasons to advocate city farming. I stress, however, that social service urban agriculture projects and entrepreneurial city farms enhance food democracy in different ways and on different levels.
In the remaining sections of this chapter, I address the various economic, environmental, health, and social benefits and challenges of city farming and what they mean for Philadelphia. In Chapters Three, Four, Five, and Six, I assess the ways in which city farming in Philadelphia creates a more democratic food system. 

Urban Agriculture and Land Use 


Urban agriculture represents a land-use option for cities with a lot of potential as well as many challenges. Philadelphia, in particular, is often cited as a prime location for agricultural activity based on the city’s significant number of vacant lots – about 30,900 according to the Pennsylvania Horticultural Society (“PHS,” 2006). Smit and Nasr (1992) argue that the urban setting should be seen as “a resource to be tapped” for productive purposes (p. 147). However, land tenure security is one of the greatest obstacles to urban agriculture and it has only recently gained credibility as an issue worthy of attention to city planners. In Philadelphia, recent developments offer room for urban agriculture to become a legitimate land-use option.


One of the greatest challenges to urban agriculture is acquiring and maintaining secure land tenure. Surprisingly, many city farmers do not own the land they use. Without some sort of tenure arrangement, even for only a few years, farmers risk losing their investment to developers (Brown and Carter, 2003). In fact, as Mougeot (2006) explains, “security of tenure is more important than ownership” (p. 53). Brown and Carter (2003) discuss a number of choices for dealing with this issue, including usufruct arrangements, conservation easements, land trusts, and using land that may not have another use such as rooftops, roadsides, and institutional property. Each urban agriculture organization in Philadelphia included in this study is, or was, experiencing land tenure insecurity on one level or another.  


A number of studies have addressed this concern. However, most concentrate on community, or allotment, gardens specifically and do not consider other forms of urban agriculture (Drescher, 2001). A good deal of literature addresses land issues for city farmers in developing countries (Lado, 1990; de Zeeuw et al., 2001; Bryld, 2003; Crawford, 2002-2003; Mougeot, 2005; Mougeot, 2006). For example, Mougeot (2005, 2006) has written extensively on the topic and offers many suggestions. Bryld (2003) and de Zeeuw, Guendel, and Waibel (2001) argue that the primary policy issue regarding urban agriculture in developing countries is the legalization of farming as a use of city land. Although important lessons can be learned from such work, more research is needed to clarify the land-use issues in U.S. cities that pertain to forms of urban agriculture other than community gardening, including those with specific entrepreneurial or social service purposes.

 
Only recently have planners acknowledged the legitimacy of urban agriculture as a topic worthy of consideration. Pothukuchi and Kaufman (1999) discuss how land-use planners have previously failed to recognize the growing significance of city farming. Many of the authors in the volume edited by Viljoen (2005) point out the limited attention given to the relationship between urban land and farming. Howe (2003) explains, “Research has tended to bypass or perhaps even ignore food that is grown in urban areas and the land-use policy implications of such activities” (p. 255). Due to this omission in the planning field, “a consistent approach to [urban agriculture] is rarely found” (Drescher, 2001, p. 555). 

Many authors argue that planners as well as local authorities have an important role to play in promoting productive uses of land such as food cultivation (Smit et al., 1996; de Zeeuw et al., 2001; Viljoen, Bohn, and Howe, 2005; Pothukuchi and Kaufman, 1999; Bailkey, 2004; Nasr, 2004; Howe, Viljoen, Bohn, 2005; Viljoen, 2005; Hagan, 2005). Hagan (2005) contends that grass roots advocacy of farming city land is not sufficient. He states, “Freeing up or reclassifying land for urban agriculture requires more than a desire to hold hands and plant vegetables. It requires top-down intervention by planners and local authorities” (p. 55).

Increasingly, planners and city officials are recognizing food cultivation as an urban land-use option. The integration of urban agriculture into the planning policies of cities in developing countries is the focus of a number of studies (de Zeeuw et al., 2001; Mubvami & Mushamba, 2006; Bryld, 2003; Viljoen, 2005). Librizzi (1999) offers a compilation of “[c]omprehensive plans, zoning regulations, open space policies and goals concerning community gardens and open green space from the cities of Seattle, Berkeley, Boston, and Chicago.” In 2004, special issues of planning journals were devoted entirely to food planning – Journal of Planning Education and Research (Summer 2004) and Progressive Planning (Winter 2004). In 2005, the American Planning Association (APA) began to address the issue of food systems, and in 2007 its “Policy guide on community and regional food planning” officially lists “[v]acant urban land for growing food” as a land-use option for planners to consider. Some cities have started to heed the APA’s advice, including Portland, Oregon for which the report, The diggable city: Making urban agriculture a planning priority, was released (Balmer et al., 2005).
In Philadelphia, the connection between land use and the food system has been gaining credence recently. Regine Levitan examines farming as a viable land-use option in Philadelphia in her 1986 Temple University geography thesis. Vacant land: A resource for reshaping urban neighborhoods, a report issued by the West Philadelphia Landscape Project in 1991, presents a typology of the city’s vacant land and makes recommendations for its use, including community gardens, orchards, and outdoor markets. Kaufman and Bailkey (2000) argue that “despite the positive awareness of city farming in Philadelphia, acquiring the land needed to implement it is, in practice, difficult due to bureaucratic complexity and the way in which city agencies managing vacant land guard their own interests” (p. 45). Thus, as Hess (2005) observes, while there is potential for urban agriculture to be integrated into the city’s vacant land management, an open space plan is needed to do so. 

Some city agencies and organizations have begun rethinking Philadelphia’s land use. PHS’s Philadelphia Green reported on the city’s vacant land management (Fairmount Ventures, Inc, 2000). The Philadelphia City Planning Commission (PCPC 2005; PCPC & OSP, 2005), although not directly addressing urban agriculture, has begun to consider aspects of planning that indeed encompass it. As one of the winners of the “Urban Voids: Grounds for Change – An International Design Ideas Competition” in 2006, the Philadelphia City Parks association and the Van Allen Institute named New York City-based Front Studio’s “Farmadelphia.” This design plan lays out an architectural method of expanding and sustaining urban agriculture in Philadelphia (www.vanalan.org/urbanvoids). In 2007, a commission was created to reform the city’s out-of-date and cumbersome Zoning Code, which does not currently address agricultural uses of city land (“PZCC”, 2008). GreenPlan Philadelphia, “a planning project to help provide a long-term, sustainable roadmap for using, acquiring, developing, funding, and managing open space in our city’s neighborhoods,” was completed in late 2007 and considers urban agriculture as a desirable land-use option (“GreenPlan Philadelphia,” n.d.).

 Urban agriculture represents a possible land-use option for the large amount of vacant land in Philadelphia. However, land tenure insecurity remains a major obstacle for the city’s current and future food growers. Considering the potential economic, environmental, health, and social benefits that urban agriculture has to offer Philadelphia, future research into possible solutions to these land-use issues is imperative.

Economics of Urban Agriculture


In order for agricultural use of city land to be incorporated by planners and supported by city officials, some scholars and practitioners suggest that it needs to be seen as an economically viable option. Studies show that greening city land positively affects property values. Urban agriculture is credited with other economic benefits such as income supplementation, skill transference, and job creation. Furthermore, research indicates that farming in cities is indeed a financially feasible business model. 

When considering the economics of farming in cities, the “immediate problem lies in conceptually linking food production with urban land” (Bailkey, 2004, p. 24). Historically, Von Thunen’s 1826 land use model demonstrated that “[h]igh bid-rent values near the city center or Central Business District (CBD) make farming in cities difficult because it has to compete with other activities, like commerce, that are willing to pay more for the same space” (as cited in Boone and Modarres, 2006, p. 90). Nugent (1999) suggests that a cost-benefit framework be used to analyze the sustainability of urban agriculture. A number of studies covering financing and investment issues regarding urban agriculture in developing countries are presented in Cities Farming for the Future (van Veenhuizen, 2006). Looking at developing countries, Smit et al. (1996), Nugent (2001), and Smit and Bailkey (2006) argue that agriculture can be an economically sound use of city land. 
Two studies offer evidence that suggests urban agriculture can positively impact city development in industrialized nations. Voicu and Been (2006) find that “community gardens have, on average, significant positive effects on surrounding property values,” and Wachter (2004) reveals that property values rose an average of thirty percent as vacant lots were greened in Philadelphia’s New Kensington neighborhood (p. 33). The irony, of course, is that the greened land then becomes more attractive to developers and, thus, more expensive so that it is more difficult for the land to be purchased and retained by those who wish to farm it. 

A number of studies indicate that farming is a profitable use of city land, supplementing income, transferring skills, and creating jobs (Brown & Carter, 2003; Garnett, 1996a; Garnett, 1996b; Smit, Ratta, & Nasr, 1996; Nugent, 1999; Nugent, 2001; Mougeot, 2005; Howe, Viljoen, & Bohn, 2005; Mbiba, 2005; Petts, 2005; Lyson, 2004; Mougeot, 2006; Dixon et al., 2007). Most of the evidence for such claims comes strictly from developing countries. For example, Mougeot (2005) has compiled data from the 1990s demonstrating the contribution that urban agriculture makes to urban employment, income, and food expense savings, but U.S. cities are noticeably missing from the study. It is important to fill this void because urban agricultural practices in U.S. cities may not be entirely comparable to those of developing countries. In particular, it is problematic to draw on the experiences of subsistence farmers for lessons to be applied to social service urban agriculture projects and entrepreneurial city farms.
A small amount of research addresses the economic value of urban agriculture to city municipalities. Kaufman and Bailkey’s (2000) study of 70 entrepreneurial urban agriculture projects in the U.S. noted that farming was not seen as an economically viable land use option by many city officials. Nancy Weissman (2007), of the Philadelphia Water Department, explains how municipalities may experience significant financial savings due to the environmental impacts and the reduced maintenance costs of “chemical free, sub-acre, low-till, commercial” vegetable farming (p.2). The positive influence urban farming has on city residents’ health is cited as another way cities may profit financially from the activity (Smit et al., 1996; Brown & Jameton, 2000; Dixon et al., 2007). 
If a city is to experience these proposed economic advantages, scholars argue that city farming must be an economically viable venture. Brown and Carter (2003) outline the many economic challenges of urban agriculture, including the start-up costs and the difficulty city farmers face in marketing their produce due to the monopolies held by wholesale distributors. Speculative land markets also pose major obstacles (Koc et al., 1999, p.3). Kaufman and Bailkey’s (2000) research presents mixed findings regarding the economic feasibility of city farming. Brown and Jameton (2000) and Brown and Carter (2003) explain that inner-city growers require assistance such as subsidies, grants, non-profit status, loans, and crop insurance “so their businesses can survive agriculture’s perennial hazards of market slumps and climate disasters” (Brown & Jameton, 2000, p. 27). Alternatively, Bodlovich (2001) suggests that by “developing improved models of commercial urban agriculture” city farms “may achieve economic viability in combination with ecological sustainability within the industrialized urban context” (p. 31).
On the one hand, studies assert varying degrees of feasibility for purely entrepreneurial urban farms. Smit and Bailkey (2006) describe how city farming “can represent an expansion of a city’s formal and informal economy” (p. 154). In 2000, Pennsylvania Horticultural Society’s Philadelphia Green published The feasibility of urban agriculture with recommendations for Philadelphia, which was authored by Hope Wohl Associates. According to the PHS website, this study demonstrates that “the handful of existing for-profit ventures is at best marginally profitable” (“PHS,” 2006). Satzewich and Christensen (2005-2007) explain how SPIN (short for Small Plot INtensive) farming’s “organic-based techniques make it possible to generate $50,000 in total sales from a half acre of land growing common vegetables,” requiring only “a modest up front financial investment” (p. 4). In 2007, a study, based mostly on the SPIN method used at Somerton Tanks Farm in North Philadelphia, concludes “that further expansion of commercial farming activity is economically feasible in Philadelphia, ” and projects that the SPIN model can produce $120,000 annually ($60,000 operating expenses and $60,000 net income) (Urban Partners, 2007, p. 24). 
On the other hand, some scholars and practitioners argue that there is more to city farming than a business model. Brown and Carter (2003) explain, “[t]rying to maximize earned revenues while maintaining a strong social agenda presents significant challenges, since each objective alone demands energy, focus, and creativity” (p. 12). Moreover, it is not enough for city farmers to be financially successful. That is to say that urban food production can, and should, not be measured only by its viability as a business model. Rather, the noneconomic impacts of city farming and their policy implications must be considered when both practicing and studying urban agriculture. I explore this point of view in Chapter Three of this thesis.
Urban Agriculture and the Environment


With the few environmental risks posed by urban agriculture easily overcome, farming in cities provides a unique opportunity to integrate nature back into the urban environment as well as to assuage the city’s large ecological footprint. Studies and observations in Philadelphia indicate that the few environmental challenges of urban agriculture are relatively easily managed by most city farmers. Furthermore, the environmental benefits are substantial. However, these positive impacts on the city’s environment may also result from green landscape options other than food production (e.g., trees, grass, etc.). Consequently, municipal officials may need additional reasons to support urban agriculture as a land-use option.

A few environmental risks are posed by urban agriculture. Therefore, precaution must be taken when attempting to farm the industrial landscapes of cities. Soil, water, and air contamination, and the resulting health risks, can be major obstacles to urban agriculture (Garnett, 1996a; Garnett, 1996b; Garnett, 1996c; Smit et al., 1996; Bourque, 2001; Koc et al. 1999; Brown & Jameton, 2000; Mougeot, 2001; Tixier & de Bon, 2006). However, there are methods to overcome these challenges including using imported soil, raised beds, hydroponics, strategically placed crops and bioremediation (Smit et al., 1996; Brown & Jameton, 2000). Furthermore, the organic farming methods, which dominate city farms in the U.S., mitigate the risks associated with the chemical-based farming found more often in the cities of developing countries. Although the health risks of urban agriculture should be taken seriously, van Veenhuizen (2006) advises that “the fear of contaminated food and other health risks should not be exaggerated and need to be compared to those of rural agriculture” (p. 4). The existing farms in Philadelphia demonstrate that food can be safely produced on city land one way or another. For example, hydroponics and raised beds are employed at Greensgrow Farms in order to overcome the obstacle of growing food on an old steel mill site (Seton Corboy, 2002; Greensgrow Farms, 2005-2007).
In spite of the few environmental challenges, urban agriculture has the potential to improve the local as well as the global environment. According to Rees (1997), cities have significantly large ecological footprints, and urban agriculture can reduce the amount of energy used by cities and their residents. Green vegetation helps cool the air, mitigating the urban heat island (UHI) effect. This improves the quality of city life as well as helps reduce energy consumption and, thus, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (Boone and Modarres, 2006; Weissman, 2007). Furthermore, in the U.S., products of our transport-dependent food system travel on average 1,500 miles from farm to table – 27 times more than food produced locally (Pirog and Benjamin, 2003; Paxton, 2005). Therefore, by localizing the urban food system, city farming has great potential to decrease the distance of food transportation and the accompanying GHG emissions. Local and organic food production also reduces the energy use and GHG emissions associated with food processing, packaging, and artificial fertilizers and pesticides (Paxton, 2005). Certain kinds of organic urban agriculture, such as low-till or no-till, can also help lower atmospheric levels of CO2 through terrestrial carbon sequestration (Deelstra & Girardet, 2001; Weissman, 2007; Duxbury, 2005; U.S. Department of Energy, 2005). 
Well managed farming practices can also play large roles in resource recycling and management, including stormwater mitigation, organic waste composting, and soil and air quality improvement (Smit & Nasr, 1992; Garnett, 1996a; Garnett, 1996b; Smit et al., 1996; Bourque, 2001; Deelstra & Girardet, 2001; Nugent, 1999; de Zeeuw et al., 2001; Brown & Carter, 2003; Weissman, 2007).  Mougeot (2005, 2006) outlines various research projects focused on these topics. Because these studies were supported by the International Development Research Centre (IDRC), most of the data comes from developing countries. Smit et al. (1996) offer a few examples of “urban agriculture’s waste management benefits” (p. 187). Cofie, Adam-Bradford, and Drechsel (2006) provide an overview of reusing organic waste for urban agriculture, and Buechler, Mekala, and Keraita (2006) offer a detailed discussion of wastewater use in urban agriculture, both focusing on developing countries. 

In 2003, PHS’s Philadelphia Green and the PWD’s Office of Watersheds collaborated to investigate alternative methods of urban stormwater management, including the use of vegetation (Caroll, 2006). Nugent (1999) asserts that agricultural activity improves the hydrologic functions of a city, and Weissman (2007) explains that organic city farms, with their chemical-free and composted land, provide more significant stormwater and water quality benefits than other open space scenarios. Cities can also take advantage of the organic waste recycling, or composting, functions of urban agriculture (Smit & Nasr, 1992; Rockwell, 1994; Relis & Levenson, 1997; Sherriff, 2005; Lennartsson, 2005). Farming, if conducted properly, can improve soil quality by aerating the compacted urban ground (Boone and Modarres, 2006). Some research also attributes city gardens with biodiversity preservation (Garnett, 1996a; Garnett, 1996b). Finally, urban agriculture plays a role in air quality as the leaves, stems, and roots act as filters for small particulates (Weissman, 2007).

These potential environmental benefits offer a powerful argument in favor of urban agriculture as a land-use option. However, most varieties of vegetation would have similar positive impacts. Therefore, city officials may need additional evidence that urban agriculture is a land-use option worthy of support.
Urban Agriculture and Health


Some forms of city farming pose health risks, but the organic urban agriculture practiced most often in U.S. cities does not involve these concerns and can actually improve both the psychological and the physical health of urbanites. In particular, the improved access to fresh produce that may come with city food production offers community members a more nutritious diet and potential community food security. However, these health benefits are not always equitably distributed among all city residents and, thus, must be attributed to the various forms of city farming with caution.


There are a few health risks involved with urban agriculture. For example, Mougeot (2006) discusses poisoning from pesticide over-use. However, this and other risks apply more to developing countries, where city farming is usually chemical-intensive. In contrast, most city farms (not including community gardens) in the U.S., and all of the Philadelphia farms I highlight in this study, engage in organic methods. Mougeot (2001; 2006) also points to the rapid transmission of zoonotic diseases from city-kept livestock. In this study, I focus strictly on vegetable and fruit growing, and so I am not concerned with this issue. There are also health concerns associated with growing crops on contaminated land (Armar-Klemesu, 2001). I discuss methods by which these risks are usually avoided in the previous section of this chapter. 

Studies show that the psychological well-being of city residents is enhanced by urban agricultural activity (“Landscape and Human Health Laboratory”, n.d.; Garnett, 1996a; Garnett, 1996b; Nugent, 1999; Smit et al., 1996; Brown and Jameton, 2000; Brown & Carter, 2003; Howe, Viljoen, Bohn, 2005). Most of the evidence for this correlation comes from research on community gardens and not other forms of urban agriculture.  For example, studies correlating gardens and reduced stress indicate that “gardeners and people coming into contact with urban agriculture sites (the public) will all benefit from these health benefits” (Howe et al., 2005, p. 60). Nineteen percent of those surveyed for a study in Philadelphia listed mental health as a reason for participating in community gardening (Brown and Carter, 2003). 


The physical health of city residents is also found to be enhanced by urban agriculture (Garnett, 1996a; Garnett, 1996b). Howe et al. (2005) explain that city farming is “a useful outlet for increasing the amount of gentle, regular, exercise” and can influence residents in developed countries to consume less fat and sugar (p. 60). Moreover, locally grown food is generally more nutritious because it is fresher and is not grown with travel durability as a key requirement (Weissman, 2007; Blair, Giesecke, & Sherman, 1991).


Urban agriculture advocates also often praise its positive effect on food security – that is, its role in ensuring “that food is available at all times; that all persons have means of access to it; that it is nutritionally adequate in terms of quantity, quality and variety; and that it is acceptable within the given culture” (Koc et al., 1999, p. 1). Armar-Klemesu (2001) asserts that it “contributes, in no small measure, to the food security of many major cities, both as an important component of the urban food system and as a means for vulnerable groups to minimize their food-insecurity problems” (p. 104). This and many similar observations are based almost entirely on cities in developing countries (Altieri et al., 1999; Armar-Kemesu, 2001; Maxwell, 2001). In particular, Cuba is widely noted as a country where urban agriculture “has rapidly become a significant source of fresh produce for the urban and suburban populations” (Altieri et al., 1999, p. 131). Some contend that urban agriculture has a similar impact on food insecurity in the United States (Brown & Carter, 2003). For example, a study in Philadelphia found that community gardens increase vegetable consumption among the gardeners (Blair et al., 1991). 

I argue that comparing the food security impact of urban agriculture in developing nations with that in the U.S. is problematic because food is being grown by different people for different reasons. For example, in developing nations, it is usually city residents who are experiencing food insecurity and/or poverty that grow food to supplement their diet and/or their income. Although this is sometimes the case in the U.S., the types of city farming highlighted in this study – social service urban agriculture practices and entrepreneurial city farms – are usually run by affluent city residents. Whereas the social service urban agriculture projects usually make an explicit effort to impact the food security of the community, the entrepreneurial farms are more concerned with demonstrating sustainable agrifood and green business models. Consequently, research assessing the degree to which the various forms of urban agriculture affect the food security of the individual cities in the United States is needed to clarify the impact of urban agriculture on food security. 
A few authors caution against advocating urban agriculture as a panacea for food insecurity (Allen, 1999; Bourque, 2001). Allen (1999) warns that efforts such as city farming and community supported agriculture (CSA) “are important additions to, but not substitutions for, a nonretractable government safety net that protects against food insecurity” (p. 117). 
Research suggests that growing fresh, nutritious produce in the city provides residents a number of health benefits. However, some of these benefits are also attributable to the cultivation of other forms of green vegetation in cities and, thus, city officials may need more reasons than its health benefits to support urban agricutlure. Furthermore, although producing food closer to its consumers increases access and availability, it is debatable whether all forms of urban agriculture affect the food security of all city residents equitably. I examine the connection between urban agriculture and food security further in Chapter Five.
Social Benefits of Urban Agriculture

Urban agriculture is not only attributed with economic, environmental, and health benefits. It is also praised by scholars, advocates, and practitioners for fostering community building, social cohesion, human well-being, and cultural expression. All are valuable social benefits. However, these proclamations are vague and do not elicit particularly strong support for urban agriculture. A more explicit understanding of how farming activity impacts communities and their members is needed.

Some studies attribute general improvement in quality of life to urban agriculture, usually in the form of community, or allotment, gardens (Garnett, 1996a; Garnett, 1996b; Cook, Lee, & Perez-Vazquez, 2005; Howe, Viljoen, & Bohn, 2005). Hynes (1996) specifically points to “tackling crime as one of the prime achievements of the community garden movement in the USA” (Howe et al., 2005, p. 57). Food growing projects are sometimes used to help mitigate criminal recidivism (Garnett, 1996b). Howe et al. (2005) and Woelfle-Erskine (2002) explain how urban agriculture can serve as “a valuable means of expression of local or ethnic identity, for example through growing culturally significant produce” (Howe et al., 2005, p. 57). City farming is seen by Goldstein (1997) as “a strategy for neighborhood development and organization.” Garnett (1996a) explains: “Garden plots can stimulate a sense of common ownership and, in doing so, spur a sense of community into existence” (p. 305). Nugent (1999) describes community building and cohesion as benefits of farming in cities.  Garnett (1996b) and van Veenhuizen (2006) discuss urban farming’s role in reducing discrimination as it allows for the inclusion of women, ethnic minorities, the elderly, and other disadvantaged populations. Iles (2005) describes how community gardens and city farms encourage social participation. Smit et al. (1996) observe that urban agriculture in developing countries “improves social equity by improving the health and productivity of poorer populations and by providing them an opportunity to earn additional income” (p. 165).


In an attempt to better understand the influence of community gardens, Nairn (2007) distinguishes between “tangible goods, such as produce and flowers, jobs and decreased stormwater management costs, and intangible goods”, such as “the construction of social capital, the joining together of community members and the formation of community networks (pp. 6, 4). Such an analysis begins to elucidate the social impacts. In the following chapters, I attempt to expand this clarification by looking at a variety of forms of city farming and exploring the concept of food democracy and these so-called intangible benefits in greater detail.
Urban Agriculture and Food Democracy

We know Philadelphia has a lot of vacant land – a good starting point for a vibrant farming culture. We also know that urban agriculture potentially has a lot to offer the city. The literature on urban agriculture addresses the environmental, health, economic, and social benefits as I outlined above. I argue that these are good reasons to support city farming, some being stronger than others, but that they do not represent the full potential of the activity. In this thesis, I outline urban agriculture’s enhancement of food democracy as a means of providing a comprehensive understanding of the potential of farming in Philadelphia.

The health and environmental benefits are significant and, thus, should not be ignored. However, many of them may come with having a greener city whether the vegetation grown is edible or not. Furthermore, the different forms of urban agriculture have different impacts regarding some of these benefits, especially equality of food access. While the economic advantages of a farming business are enticing especially for a city that could use all the economic development it can get, I suggest that looking at urban agriculture as purely a business model is missing out on a whole other side of what it has to offer. That is to say that urban food production should not be measured only in financial terms. Rather, I propose that the noneconomic impacts of city farming and their policy implications be considered when both practicing and studying urban agriculture. 

Although some literature recognizes these noneconomic, social implications of growing food in cities, these observations only scratch the surface of the possibilities. In this thesis, I attempt to dig a little deeper into how urban agriculture impacts society. To do this, I borrow conceptual tools – civic agriculture and food democracy – from literature on alternative agrifood systems and apply them to urban agriculture in Philadelphia. 

Many authors recognize that large-scale, globalized, commodity agriculture is unsustainable and unjust – that is, environmentally degrading, socially inequitable, and economically unstable. They argue that there is an alternate model on which to base agricultural practices and analyses. Lang (1999) uses the term food democracy to refer to “the demand for greater access and collective benefit from the food system” that is rising up in opposition to conventional agriculture (p. 218). Lyson (2007) explains: “Fundamentally, civic agriculture represents a broad-based movement to democratize the agriculture and food system” (p. 19). Viewing the manifestations of the alternative agrifood movements such as CSAs (community supported agriculture), the growth of farmers’ markets, and the increasing number of city farms through “the lens of democracy,” Hamilton (2004) sees them as “collectively an effort to promote democratic values in society” (p. 16).

Central to food democracy and civic agriculture is public participation in decision-making, as Neva Hassanein explains:

At the core of food democracy is the idea that people can and should be actively participating in shaping the food system, rather than remaining passive spectators on the sidelines. In other words, food democracy is about citizens having the power to determine agro-food policies and practices locally, regionally, nationally, and globally. (2003, p. 79)

I suggest it is important to ask: In what ways do the urban agricultural projects in Philadelphia foster a participatory food system?


Education plays a large role in food democracy and civic agriculture. It serves as a means toward participatory decision-making within the agrifood system in two ways. First, by learning about their food – where, how, and by whom it is grown – people are able to make more informed decisions about their agrifood system. Second, by participating in alternative agrifood organizations, people learn how to be effective citizens. Charles Z. Levkoe uses The Stop Community Food Centre’s urban agriculture program to make the following observations:

Through participation in this Toronto-based, community organization, people were able to develop strong civic virtues and critical perspectives. These, in turn, allowed them to influence policy makers; to increase their level of political efficacy, knowledge, and skill; and to directly challenge anti-democratic forces of control. (2006, p. 89)

In this thesis, I explore the ways in which the farms in Philadelphia educate the city’s residents in a way that enhances their ability to make informed decisions about food and that makes them more effective citizens. 


Also key to food democracy and civic agriculture is food security. According to the United Nation’s Food and Agriculture Organization, food security means “that food is available at all times; that all persons have means of access to it; that it is nutritionally adequate in terms of quantity, quality and variety; and that it is acceptable within the given culture” (Koc et al., 1999, p. 1). This concept has been expanded into the notion of community food security which further encompasses sustainable agriculture, community development, and social justice (Siedenburg, 2004). I contend that it is important to examine advocates’ claim that urban agriculture enhances a city’s community food security. In this thesis, I investigate the extent to which the farming projects in Philadelphia aim for and meet community food security needs. 

Enhancing the means to participation in and collective benefit from the agrifood system, food democracy also serves as a means for institutional change. According to Hassanein, “Food democracy is a method for making choices when values and interests come into conflict and when the consequences of decisions are uncertain” (2003, p. 83, emphasis in the original). Allen (2004) explains that alternative agrifood movements are influencing institutional change on two levels. First, they are developing alternatives to the existing agrifood institutions. Lyson (2004) describes civic agriculture as operating on this level as it “brings together production and consumption activities within communities and offers consumers real alternatives to the commodities produced, processed, and marketed by large agribusiness firms” (p. 101). Second, alternative agrifood movements are interacting with and ultimately changing existing institutions such as the U.S. Department of Agriculture (Allen, 2004). To better understand urban agriculture’s role in changing the agrifood system, I examine the ways in which the various forms of urban agriculture in Philadelphia are influencing the traditional institutions of the dominant, conventional agrifood system as well as the city itself.

The purpose of this thesis is to explore the ways in which urban agricultural activities in Philadelphia enhance food democracy and civic agriculture. In the following chapters, I apply these concepts to urban agricultural projects in general and to those currently or recently active in Philadelphia – Greensgrow Farms, Mill Creek Farm, Weavers Way Farm, Philly Orchard Project, the Urban Nutrition Initiative’s University City High School (UCHS) Garden, the Urban Tree Connection, and Somerton Tanks Farm.
Chapter 3: Urban Agriculture and 

Participation in the Agrifood System

Introduction


Central to food democracy is increased participation in the decision-making processes of the agrifood system. The conventional agrifood system does not foster such democratic decision-making. Rather, it has become increasingly concentrated and centralized, with bigger and fewer farms run by a smaller number of multinational corporations. It is based on neoclassical economics, prioritizing profits before people’s needs. Within the disempowering workings of the dominant agrifood system, people play the role of consumers more than they do the role of citizen. Urban governance today also tends to offer little space for city residents to be involved in their agrifood system. Reasons include: historical trends that have deemed food an urban nonissue; urban land-use economics that leave little, if any, room for food production in cities; and the failure of municipalities to sufficiently include the public in decision-making processes. 

Movements for alternative agrifood systems, on the other hand, advocate increased participation. Including multiple actors, especially those from marginalized populations, in the decision-making processes that affect their agrifood system allows people to be food citizens, not just consumers. However, alternative agrifood movements face obstacles to achieving good citizenship. 

In this chapter, I explore the dichotomy between the conventional and alternative ways of governing our agrifood system and our cities. In particular, I consider how farming in cities may foster democratically inclusive agrifood systems. I also examine the challenges of balancing democratic inclusion with economic imperatives, which are exemplified by the experiences of the agriculture projects in Philadelphia. 
Conventional Agrifood and Urban Systems: Minimal Participation


Conventional Agrifood System. The dominant agrifood system in the U.S. began to evolve over a century ago, becoming increasingly concentrated with fewer and fewer actors with decision-making power. In the mid-nineteenth century, an economic revolution reshaped agriculture along the same mass-production lines as it did the manufacturing sector. A series of acts, beginning with the Morill Act of 1862, established the land-grant system of colleges and universities, which became the model of modern agriculture based on rationality and standardization. Agricultural scientists became the experts of the agrifood system, and experimental biology was used to increase they system’s output (Lyson, 2007). During the early twentieth century agricultural economists also gained authority over farming practices (Lyson, 2004). To “increase agricultural production on less land and by using less labor” was the goal of farmers (Lyson, 2004, p. 18). As a result, U.S. farm ownership became more and more concentrated.

The second half of the twentieth century saw even greater consolidation, creating an agrifood system with fewer and fewer actors in charge worldwide. Lyson (2007) explains how the global agrifood system began to emerge in the 1950s as the size of national food corporations increased. Then, in the 1980s, “a wave of mergers among food processors, input suppliers, and marketers resulted in a tremendous consolidation of power in the food sector” (Lyson, 2007, pp. 20-21).


Today, the global agrifood system continues to be increasingly centralized – bigger and fewer farms are run by a smaller number of multinational corporations. For example, “the ten largest U.S.-based multinational corporations control almost 60 percent of the food and beverages sold in the United States” (Lyson, 2007, p. 21). Absentee ownership and contract farming have become the norm. Consequently, farmers have become less independent as large corporate processors control nearly every aspect of their production (Lyson, 2007). 

Lacy (2000) argues that this change in the control of the agrifood system is “broadly disempowering” (p. 20). In other words, in a globalized and highly centralized agrifood system, decisions are made by a very small number of actors in charge of the farmers. Furthermore, as Allen (2004) explains, in the legislative arena, decision-makers represent the few powerful agrifood corporations, leaving smaller farms less well represented. Lyson (2004) and Levkoe (2006) also highlight the disempowering effect of the distancing between production and consumption that characterizes the dominant agrifood system. That is, the public has less power over the source of its food because it is grown so far away geographically.

A distancing between the public and its food also results from the conventional agrifood system’s “underlying social science paradigm” – neoclassical economics (Lyson, 2007, p. 20). The model of governance in the U.S., a modern capitalist society, privileges efficiency, calculability, and profit – the bottom line is making money from food (Botelho, 1999; Lang, 1999; Levkoe, 2006). It does not promote local decision-making regarding the agrifood system. Instead power is highly and hierarchically structured, and people are regarded as merely actors in a free market (Botelho, 1999). 

In other words, people are identified as consumers, not citizens, and thus have been denied control over their food (Allen, 2004; Levkoe, 2006). Consumer choice, and thus public participation in the agrifood system, is limited because “large agribusiness firms are not responding to consumer demand but rather trolling for consumer dollars by offering repackaged, reformulated, and reengineered products in the hope that some of them will be profitable” (Lyson, 2007, p. 21). The public is left with no voice in a nondemocratic agrifood system. Levkoe (2006) explains: “Relegating food solely to the whim of market forces directly threatens democracy, putting profits ahead of people who are involved in its production, distribution, and consumption” (p. 90).
Conventional Urban System. Although once integrally linked, as outlined in Chapter One, agriculture and food are now rarely explicitly integrated into conventional urban policies. Only recently have cities begun to form food policy councils (“CFSC,” n.d.). Pothukuchi and Kaufman (1999) describe reasons for this. First, food is generally taken for granted by the average city resident, especially since technologies of the industrial revolution ensure that it can always be made available. Consequently, the agrifood system is not perceived as an important urban system. Second, the historical development of cities has led to a “persistent dichotomy in public policy between urban and rural policy,” designating food as strictly a rural concern (Pothukuchi & Kaufman, 1999, p. 214). There have been instances in which community gardens were supported by traditional government institutions, including the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development as well as Community Development Block grants, but they were of a low priority and temporary (Pothukuchi & Kaufman, 1999).

Agrifood systems, including urban agriculture, tend to garner minimal municipal support because they are assigned little, if any, value in conventional urban land-use economics. Von Thunen’s 1826 land use model demonstrates that “[h]igh bid-rent values near the city center or Central Business District (CBD) make farming in cities difficult because it has to compete with other activities, like commerce, that are willing to pay more for the same space” (as cited in Boone & Modarres, 2006, p. 90). Consequently, if municipalities do not oppose informal uses of public land outright, they usually prioritize the land-use option promising the largest economic return (Allen, 2004). 

Moreover, despite some valiant efforts, traditional urban governance has failed to sufficiently include the public in decision-making processes. City residents often have a limited voice in urban decision-making processes, to which they are invited but usually find very little satisfaction (Botelho, 1999). Consequently, city residents have little input in the use of urban space, and if they do farm the land, they endure the risks of insecure tenure (Botelho, 1999; Boone & Modarres, 2006).
Alternative Agrifood and Urban Systems: Increased Participation


Alternative Agrifood Systems. In response to the undemocratic conventional agrifood system, alternative agrifood movements advocate a more participatory approach. Hassanein (2003) argues that because the agrifood system has been and continues to be “contested terrain,” it is an important space for participatory decision-making (p. 79). Lacy (2000) asserts that “[d]emocratic participation must extend beyond the political sphere” to all other areas of life including agrifood systems and that we must move beyond the “trivialized notion of citizenship, in which involvement is reduced to isolated acts of voting” (p. 12, p. 22).
A measure of the democracy of agrifood systems, or food democracy, is the degree to which those affected by it are included in the decision-making processes (Young, 2000; Allen, 2004). As Young (2000) proposes, “Some of the most powerful and successful social movements of this century have mobilized around demands for oppressed and marginalized people to be included as full equal citizens in their polities” (p. 6). Alternative agrifood movements have demonstrated a commitment to such democratic processes (Allen, 2004). For example, “Inclusion (getting marginalized players into the agrifood system)” is one of the goals proposed by Stevenson et al. (2007, p. 40). Garnett (1996b), Botelho (1999), van Veenhuizen (2006), and Smit and Bailkey (2006) discuss the role of urban agriculture, specifically, in reducing discrimination in the agrifood system as it allows for the inclusion of women, ethnic minorities, the elderly, and other disadvantaged populations.

Such inclusion is important because it gives people a voice in the agrifood system. Central to food democracy is the notion that people can and should be participating in, and therefore have the power to shape, the agrifood system – in other words, be “food citizens” (Hassanein, 2003, p. 80; Lyson 2004). Levkoe (2006) suggests that this is particularly so because food is more than just a commodity as we can not live without it, and, relatedly, Koc et al. (1999) explain that people are more than just consumers:

Moving beyond the notion that consumers act as rational beings who focus on their individual interests, the concept of food democracy (or food citizenship) recognizes that consumers can identify the interests of others (food workers, other consumers, future generations, and other species). As citizens, we can participate in shaping the food system and the ways consumption of food in our communities expresses the values of family and culture. (p. 6)

Unlike the conventional agrifood system, which privileges profit, an alternative agrifood system, or civic agriculture, promotes citizenship (DeLind, 2002). Lang (1999) suggests that the various manifestations of civic agriculture represent a shift form consumerism to citizenship. In other words, by giving city residents a chance to participate in their agrifood system, urban agriculture allows them to be more than just consumers, to be citizens. Looking beyond the neoclassical economic model of the agrifood system’s focus on the free-market, individual competition, large-scale multinational corporations, and profit maximization, civic agriculture concentrates on community problem-solving, small-scale locally oriented organizations, and the social processes of communities; it seeks to “reestablish agriculture where it has been replaced by agribusiness” (Hoffman, 2007, p. 320; Lyson, 2004).


Key to alternative agrifood systems is this bottom-up approach, in contrast to the top-down control of the conventional agrifood system. Lang (1999) asserts, “If the control approach to food policy is associated with pressure from above, in societal terms food democracy is a set of demands from below” (p. 218). Brown and Carter (2003) suggest that cities in particular already hold “existing, but somewhat neglected or undeveloped, expertise and social relationships” (p. 6). That is to say, that many city residents are already involved with alternative agrifood systems in one form or another – farmers’ markets, CSA’s, urban agriculture, etc. Lyson (2004) explains that manifestations of civic agriculture, such as farmers’ markets and urban farms, are not monitored by most federal or state agencies. Therefore, it is from those people directly involved that we know what we do about civic agriculture. In other words, the experts in urban agriculture are the city residents practicing it, not large corporations or the USDA. Furthermore, activities such as urban agriculture give people, who would not otherwise engage in national or state efforts, a chance to participate in and support an alternative agrifood system (Allen, 2004).  For example, through urban agriculture projects youth, who are often left out of policy decisions, gain a voice in agrifood and urban systems (Botelho, 1999).

Also key to alternative agrifood systems is the involvement of multiple actors. Hamilton (2004) asserts that all the different components of a food system must be included in the decision-making process for it to be democratic. In regard to food security, the World Health Organization advocates “democratic, transparent decision-making and accountability in all food regulation matters, with participation by all stakeholders, including consumers” (Wilkinson, 2003, p. 27). Similarly, Levkoe (2006) explains that a socially just agrifood system requires the participation of the various actors involved.

The city farming activities in Philadelphia demonstrate and exemplify the value of participatory decision-making on a variety of levels. Mill Creek Farm, Weaver’s Way Farm, the University City High School (UCHS) Garden, Greensgrow Farms, and Philly Orchard Project use the community members’ preferences to help determine which food is grown, but also base the decision on what makes sense to grow regarding season, location, and market factors. The voices of the high school students employed by the UCHS Garden are also incorporated into the management and practices of the garden (D. Harris, personal communication, May 5, 2008). The Urban Tree Connection plans to administer a survey in the future to find out what the communities want grown (S. Wiener, personal communication, July 1, 2008). Somerton Tanks Farm, needing to stick to its strict business model, did not always follow this trend – thus providing an example of the challenge of balancing the economic and social justice goals of the alternative agrifood movement, which I discuss in greater detail below (R. Christensen, personal communication, May 13, 2008).  

Urban agricultural projects usually, if not always, represent steps in the direction of sustainable agriculture, and it is in this sense that public participation is particularly important. The United Nation’s Agenda 21 is cited by some advocates of urban agriculture, and in its Chapter 23 broad public decision-making is named as a prerequisite for sustainability (Garnett, 1996b;). Furthermore, one of the signs of a sustainable agrifood system listed in A Primer on Community Food Systems is enhanced public participation (Wilkins & Eames-Sheavly, n.d.). 


The quest for a sustainable agrifood system is particularly challenging because it involves a broad range of interests and a complex definition of sustainability which, according to Allen et al. (1991) includes “environmental soundness, economic viability, and social justice among all sectors of society” (p. 37). Hassanein (2003) explains that because this challenge involves conflicts over multiple values, there can not be one authority, such as the agribusiness industry. Rather, citizen participation, through food democracy, is necessary to find sustainable solutions. I suggest that urban agriculture, by providing a space for broad-based participation in the agrifood system, helps society face the challenges of sustainability. 


Urban agriculture, moving away from the unsustainable technologies of the conventional agrifood system, requires the development of alternative technologies, which also necessitates the democratic participation of multiple actors. Prain (2006) suggests that participatory technology development (PTD), “an on-going process of innovation that blends new and tested principles and practices to changing local realities” is needed to develop sustainable, particularly urban, agriculture (p. 278). 

In this sense urban agriculture in Philadelphia represents an alternative to the conventional agrifood system. SPIN farming, which was used at Somerton Tanks Farm, is described by its founders as “non-technical and unencumbered by any specific ideology” and accommodating to “creativity and the place-based nature of farming” (Christensen, 2007, p. 25). Christesnen (2007) explains that SPIN also allows for an alternative set of experts to participate in the agrifood system as it equips a new generation of farmers – small business farmers, as opposed to both large agribusinesses that dominate the conventional agrifood system and to the environmentalists and social activists that dominate urban agriculture. The place-based and participatory development of urban agrifood technology represents a step away from the centralized and top-down distribution of conventional agrifood technology.

Mill Creek Farm incorporates numerous alternative technologies as a means of farming sustainably. Its “innovative toolshed demonstrates green building and reuse technologies including cob, solar electric, living roof, compost toilet, graywater collection, and found object mosaic” (“Mill Creek Farm,” 2007a). Furthermore, Mill Creek Farm fuels its pick-up truck with biodiesel and plans to fuel it with used vegetable oil in the future (“Mill Creek Farm,” 2007a; J. Walker & J. Rosen, personal communication, May 2, 2008). Greensgrow Farms also experiments with alternative technologies, including hydroponics and biodiesel production (M. Seton Corboy, personal communication, May 6, 2008).  Weavers’ Way Farm will be testing hoop-house growing techniques in the future (D. Zelov, personal communication, May 23, 2008).
Alternative Urban Systems. Urban agriculture is associated with economic development and decision-making processes alternative to those of conventional urban systems. Smit and Bailkey (2006) suggest that it is important to recognize the value of the social capital, or the social networking, that results from city farming projects. Lyson (2004) explains that embracing “community capitalism,” or “civic economy,” allows communities to gain greater control over their economic destinies (p. 105, p. 26). In other words, manifestations of civic agriculture including farmers’ markets and city farms encourage economic development that gives an urban community control of its own agrifood system. 
Urban agriculture requires and fosters alternative urban decision-making processes. Dubbeling and Merzthal (2006) suggest that decision-making in urban agricultural projects require Multi-stakeholder Processes (MSPs) because they take place in “a multi-sectoral environment, touches on a larger number of urban management areas (e.g., land use planning, environmental and waste management, economic development, public health, social and community development), and involves a large diversity of systems and related actors” (p. 20). Prain (2006) agrees, arguing that urban and peri-urban agrifood systems are more complex than their rural counterparts and, thus, require a broader set of participants. This is especially so, Prain (2006) asserts, due to the multi-functionality of urban space. Nasr (2004) and other authors mentioned in Chapter Two suggest that urban planners especially, “[h]aving built up a substantial body of knowledge – and corps of experts in urban systems,” should be key participants in alternative urban agrifood systems (p. 44). Botelho (1999) advocates city policies that ensure public participation in the agrifood system.

This complexity of urban agrifood systems is exemplified by the diversity of land-use challenges faced by the urban agriculture projects in Philadelphia. For example, the UCHS Garden is on school grounds and, thus, remains vulnerable to the fate of the University City High School, which will be closing in a few years for asbestos renovations (D. Harris, personal communication, May 5, 2008). Mill Creek Farm is struggling to get the land, which is owned by the city’s Redevelopment Authority, put into a land trust with the Neighborhood Garden Association (J. Walker & J. Rosen, personal communication, May 2, 2008). The Philly Orchard Project relies on community members to take care of the trees and bushes because it plants primarily on community land which is, furthermore, subject to the whims of development (D. Vitiello, personal communication, May 20, 2008).
Challenges of Food Democracy 

The reformist potential of urban agriculture projects is limited sometimes by the practitioners’ focus on market concerns and, at other times, by their failure to acknowledge structural impediments to equity. First, as Lang (1999) and Delind (2002) caution, some alternative agrifood manifestations, like their conventional counterparts, can be too narrowly focused on private interests and reliant on traditional market relations. Hinrichs and Barham (2004) explain that the neoliberal context of the food system “in underscoring a certain primacy of the marketplace also subordinates other concerns and interests that include meaningful participation by diverse populations and benefits sharing with disadvantaged groups.” (p. 351). DeLind (2002) points out that the civic agriculture advocated by alternative agrifood movements tends to fall into this pattern of focusing on economic development at the potential expense of social justice. She writes, “at present, civic agriculture, for all its good work and public potential, is focused most keenly on creating economic infrastructure rather than common inner structure” (DeLind, 2002, p. 222). These authors, thus, caution against alternative agrifood sytems that compromise the interests of the public in the name of their own private interests. 
Some of the entrepreneurial city farms in Philadelphia compromise the participatory decision-making ideals of food democracy on some levels. For example, even though community members expressed an interest in produce that could be sold at a lower price, Somerton Tanks Farm did not grow it because it did not meet their economic bottom line of maximizing profits (R. Christensen, personal communication, May 13, 2008). However, I point out that these entrepreneurial urban farms sometimes attempt to balance out their market-orientations with varying degrees of commitment to social justice. Weaver’s Way Farm’s strong education component, to be discussed more in Chapter Four, enhances the involvement of the public, the youth in particular, in their agrifood system. Furthermore, as its farmer David Zelov explains, the farm is associated with the Weaver’s Way Co-op, which is a member-owned community store, and its members volunteer on the farm and have input into what is grown and how it is grown. He stresses that his customers at the farmers markets and restaurants participate in this regard as well (D. Zelov, personal communication, May 23, 2008). GreensGrow Farms, an alternative green business model for cities, goes to great lengths to ensure that it is an integral part of its neighborhood and vice versa (M. Seton Corboy, personal communication, May 6, 2008). The interests of the residents of its New Kensington community are prioritized and play a role in shaping the business’s practices. 

It is important to note the difficulty of balancing social justice concerns with the bottom lines of an entrepreneurial business. Brown and Carter (2003) explain: “Trying to maximize earned revenues while maintaining a strong social agenda presents significant challenges, since each objective alone demands energy, focus, and creativity” (p. 12). I find that four urban agriculture projects in Philadelphia with social service priorities – Mill Creek Farm, Philly Orchard Project, Urban Tree Connection, and the UCHS Garden – operate most explicitly on a commitment to public interests. The farmers at Mill Creek Farm recognize this obstacle as they explain that, although it would be nice to be financially self-sustaining rather than dependent on grant and donated money to subsidize their sales, to be so would mean raising the prices and making the nutritious, fresh food unaffordable to the community members (J. Walker & J. Rosen, personal communication, May 2, 2008). By keeping the prices lower, they are able to increase the food security of the neighborhood and ensure that community members have some role in shaping their own agrifood system. 

Second, even when alternative agrifood organizations aim to challenge the neoclassical economic model of the dominant agrifood system and work for social justice, they face the difficulty of informing decisions democratically. In other words, alternative agrifood movements struggle to break the structural racism, sexism, and classism of the conventional agrifood system. Allen (2004) points out that this has not been adequately addressed by alternative agrifood organizations:

The primary participants in alternative agrifood movements closely resemble the participants in conventional agriculture in class, gender, and ethnicity. Participants in alternative agrifood movements are caught in power relations and discursive and ideological strangleholds similar to those of conventional agriculture. (Allen, 2004, p. 18)

Allen (2004) explains that the demographic profile of alternative agrifood movements are dominated by European-Americans, the affluent, and men. The representation of women in alternative agrifood organizations is indeed better than that in conventional agrifood organizations, but it remains unequal as the leadership roles are usually still held by men (Barndt, 1999; Krug, 1999; van Esterik, 1999; Allen, 2004). 

Allen (2004) also points out that the structural inequalities of the agrifood system cannot be solved simply by ensuring the inclusion of a diversity of actors and by working from a local level. Although alternative agrifood movements may be doing a lot to include people in their agrifood system, they still tend to reinforce the systemic power relations in the basic structure of the conventional agrifood system. It is not enough to ensure inclusion in the existing framework; rather, people need to be full participants in creating the framework that establishes the priorities and strategies of the alternative movement (Allen, 2004). Furthermore, Allen (2004) explains that creating local agrifood systems does not automatically guarantee equal representation. She states, “There are clear asymmetries of power and privilege embedded within small communities” (Allen, 2004, p. 172). Philadelphia is by no means an exception to this trend. To achieve a “deep democracy,” alternative agrifood movements and their organizations must “democratize the allocation of opportunities and resources in order to give all people equal voice and agency” (Allen, 2004, p. 158).


The urban agriculture projects in Philadelphia represent a mix of structural inclusion, or deep democracy. Four organizations – Greensgrow Farms, Somerton Tanks Farm, Mill Creek Farm, and the UCHS Garden are (or were) run by female farmers and/or organized by female leaders. Three groups – Weaver’s Way Farm, the Urban Tree Connection, and Philly Orchard Project are run by men. Each of the seven organizations are, or were, led strictly by white, middle-class people. However, some of the groups, particularly the UCHS Garden, the Urban Tree Connection, Mill Creek Farm, and the Philly Orchard Project, work to include the marginalized populations of the community in the decisions that shape the organization. All of Philadelphia’s urban agriculture projects exemplify the challenge of informing decisions democratically even in alternative agrifood organizations.

Conclusion

Urban agriculture represents a means of democratizing the agrifood system, in that it has the potential to open up spaces for increased participation in the decisions that influence the ways in which food is produced, distributed, and consumed. As opposed to the conventional agrifood system and traditional forms of city governance, urban agriculture calls for and helps create alternative agrifood and urban systems that involve inclusive, participatory decision-making. The theory and the applied groundwork is there to support increased participation and inclusion in the agrifood system of city residents; however, city farming groups face significant obstacles in making such an alternative agrifood system a reality. For one, it is a challenge for urban farmers to avoid falling into a pattern of focusing on economic development at the expense of social justice. Second, when urban farming groups fail to acknowledge the structural impediments to equity in their own organization, they reinforce the same systemic power relations that dominate the conventional agrifood system. In theory city farming represents a move toward a participatory agrifood system. However, different types of urban agriculture practices represent different levels of commitment to socially equitable participation. 

Chapter 4: Urban Agriculture and Education

Introduction

As demonstrated in the previous chapter, urban agriculture can help create a democratic agrifood system by enhancing participatory decision-making. In this chapter I suggest that urban agriculture also has the potential to educate people so they can be effective participants. The centralization and concentration of the agrifood system has left citizens ignorant about food and agriculture. Without that knowledge, they lack the power to partake in the decision-making that shapes their agrifood system. The educational components of urban agriculture projects potentially increase the knowledge and, thus, the decision-making power of the public in two important ways. First, teaching people about their food – where, how, and by whom it is grown – enables them to make more informed decisions about the agrifood system. Second, being involved in alternative agrifood organizations offers people lessons on how to use their power as citizens to effect change in the dominant agrifood system. 

 As the global agrifood system has become increasingly centralized with bigger and fewer farms run by a smaller number of multinational corporations, the general public of the western world has become increasingly ignorant about food and its implications. Desmond (1990) argues that the United States, in particular, has “possibly the least agriculturally-informed public,” despite having “one of the world’s most plentiful food supplies” (as cited in Dillon et al., 2005, 1359). People know less and less about their food because the dominant agrifood system has distanced and alienated them from their food sources (Allen, 2004; Hamilton, 2004; Viljoen, Bohn, & Howe, 2005). Furthermore, the centralization and concentration of power within the agrifood system creates a “psychological distancing” between consumers and the implications – environmental, social, and economic – of the agrifood system in which they participate (Paxton, 2005, p. 41; Lacy, 2000).


Certain populations are especially left out of the centralized and concentrated dominant agrifood system and, thus, uninformed about their food. For example, city dwellers’ knowledge about the agrifood system and the issues associated with it is particularly inadequate (Dillon, Rickinson, Sanders, & Teamey, 2005; Viljoen, et al., 2005). Deelstra and Girardet (2001) point out that this is because most urban residents have not had much, if any, direct experience with food growing. Young people’s knowledge of their food is also exceptionally limited (Dillon et al., 2005). In fact, the World Health Organization recommends educating children, specifically, about food and nutrition (Wilkinson, 2003).

Central to alternative agrifood movements is democratic participation. Considering such a paucity of knowledge, however, much of the public is not prepared to make informed decisions about its food. Thus, education is an important means toward the goal of food democracy. Hamilton (2004) explains that “[i]nformation is the root of the movement for a food democracy” (p. 19). Equality of access to this information is of particular concern to alternative agrifood system advocates (Allen, 2004). Lyson (2004) highlights educational programs, which provide this information, as key to a community committed to civic agriculture. Similarly, Hamm and Baron (1999) suggest that educating people about their food is one of the priorities of a sustainable food system. As such, education is an important component of urban agriculture – a manifestation of these alternative agrifood movements.


Although the educational potential of urban agriculture appears to be significant according to scholars and advocates and as exemplified by some city farms, evidence that growing food in cities actually creates knowledgeable and effective food citizens is somewhat lacking. My research on the farming activity in Philadelphia indicates that enthusiasm for the ideal of educating the public is present, but the effectiveness is not entirely clear. Furthermore, not all types of farming activity have the same educational aims and outcomes. I recommend future research that explores the educational impact of urban agriculture more deeply. 

Urban Agriculture and Informed Decisions

Participant Education. Those who participate in urban agriculture (e.g., volunteers, students, employees) will likely gain a better understanding of food, nutrition, and the agrifood system. Garnett (1996b) asserts that partaking in the hands-on process of cultivating food is indeed one of the best ways to learn about food. A significant component to most urban agricultural programs is giving participants the chance to get their hands dirty and help with the daily activities involved in growing food. By teaching how food is actually produced, “the hope is that a new generation will grow up with a better understanding of the true value of food, and with the knowledge to make informed decisions about future food policy” (Iles, 2005, p. 85). Furthermore, in the process of learning how to grow food, both children and adults gain valuable practical skills in production, processing, and marketing that can be useful in seeking employment (Brown & Carter, 2003; Howe et al., 2005; Smit & Bailkey, 2006). Some city farms even run employment or internship programs. 

Virtually all of the urban agricultural projects in Philadelphia incorporate participant education in one form or another. Although Greensgrow Farms does not currently have an official education program, it does offer tours – 350 were given last year (M. Seton Corboy, personal communication, May 6, 2008). The primary objective of Mill Creek Farm, a self-proclaimed “education center,” is to educate city residents about their food and agrifood system (“Mill Creek Farm,” 2007a; J. Walker & J. Rosen, personal communication, May 2, 2008). School field trips, community group service projects, and volunteers visit the farm and assist in a variety of activities. During their first year Mill Creek Farm employed high school students in a job skill training program, last year they had two college interns, and they hope to have both in the future (“Mill Creek Farm,” 2007a; J. Walker & J. Rosen, personal communication, May 2, 2008).
In addition to a profitable food production business, Weaver’s Way Farm runs an extensive education program under the direction of David Siller, bringing in hundreds of school children from the surrounding communities and growing food on site at some schools, including the Martin Luther King School and Saul Agricultural High School. The participants are introduced to broad agrifood issues, including the impacts of globalization, but also get to experience farming in the Children’s Garden (D. Siller, personal communication, May 23, 2008). The farm also welcomes community service groups, students doing school projects, and volunteers of all ages who wish to help out and learn along the way (D. Siller, personal communication, May 23, 2008).

The Urban Tree Connection runs children’s programs at some of its garden sites, during which the children help harvest, wash, and package the food that is grown there (S. Wiener, personal communication, July 1, 2008). As Skip Wiener, founder and executive director, explains, “that harvest, that physical activity is very much a part of teaching the kids.” Another group of youth is participating in a business program in which they harvest, wash, package, and distribute the food throughout the neighborhood (S. Wiener, personal communication, July 1, 2008).


According to Debbie Harris, the garden coordinator, the primary purpose of the UCHS Garden is youth development, which involves a large education component (personal communication, May 5, 2008). The high school students are employed by the garden, and they receive a lot of instruction in a wide range of areas including the science of food production, issues regarding the conventional agrifood system, and nutrition. Students from other schools also come to the garden for education purposes (D. Harris, personal communication, May 5, 2008).

Howe et al. (2005) explain that food growing activities in urban schools are valuable educational resources “with potential for use in relation to traditional subjects such as science, geography and newer cross-curricular subjects like environmental studies” (p. 58). The children at West Philadelphia Charter School benefit from the Growing Connection program in just this way (A. McMillen, personal communication, February 1, 2008). 
Community Education. In addition to those directly involved, urban agricultural projects educate the community at large about agriculture and food. Deelstra and Girardet (2001) explain that members of a community in which food is being grown tend to have more interest in the agrifood system processes, whether or not they participate in the growing themselves. Howe et al., (2005) suggest that sometimes just having access to locally grown foods educates the community and raises awareness of agrifood issues. 
Mill Creek Farm is committed to educating the greater Philadelphia community and does so by offering community-skill share workshops, hosting “work days” during which community members can volunteer, and distributing nutrition education materials to low-income populations in the city (“Mill Creek Farm,” 2007a; “Mill Creek Farm,” 2007b). The Philly Orchard Project has developed a draft of an orchard care manual specific to the Philadelphia region that will be distributed to the community groups with which they plant orchards (D. Vitiello, personal communication, May 20, 2008).

Somerton Tanks Farm was founded as a demonstration farm (STF & IILF, 2006). Ferris, Norman, and Sempik (2001) describe demonstration gardens as “gardens devoted to public education” (p. 566). Somerton Tanks Farm was not committed to public education in the same sense as farms like Mill Creek. For example, the managers minimized the number of volunteers and educational activities because they were impeding the business aspects of the farm (R. Christensen, personal communication, May 13, 2008). However, Somerton Tanks did educate the community in a number of ways. For example, it provided the members of the community in which it was located a chance to witness a side of the agrifood system that most had never seen before. Furthermore, it demonstrated to the city’s government agencies, especially the Philadelphia Water Department, that unused municipal land could be put to alternative and productive use. Because the PWD recognized that it was important that people see what was happening on its property, tours continued to be conducted even after the other educational activities ceased (R. Christensen, personal communication, May 13, 2008). 

As co-founder of Greensgrow Farms, Mary Seton Corboy explains that the organization’s mission is to demonstrate that a viable green business can be created on old industrial land (personal communication, May 6, 2008). In this sense, Greensgrow Farms teaches the community about the agrifood system and the city government about alternative uses of urban land, including food production. Mary Seton Corboy proclaims that the community members know more about food than they did before Greensgrow Farms was there. 
Farmer Education. City farms also educate and train active and potential farmers. In the wake of a national decline in the number of farmers as large-scale agribusinesses take over and traditional farmers get older, Hamm and Baron (1999) point out that the “primary mechanism of increasing the farming population will be to grow more farmers” (p. 56). 

Another way in which Somerton Tanks Farm served as a demonstration farm was in the educational opportunities it provided farmers. The Institute for Innovations in Local Farming (IILF), a nonprofit organization, partnered with the Philadelphia Water Department to create Somerton Tanks Farm. Along with developing sub-acre farming techniques, IILF aimed to provide “training and support to urban farmers” (STF & IILF, 2006). A number of interns learned the farming business, and some went on to become full-time farmers (R. Christensen, personal communication, May 13, 2008). The farm also served as an experimental station for alternative growing methods, including hoophouses built in 2006 to test cold weather growing tactics (STF & IILF, 2006). Roxanne Christensen, co-founder of Somerton Tanks Farm, published with Wally Satzewich a guide to the SPIN method used at the farm. It is a “step-by-step learning guide to the radical new farming method that makes agriculture accessible to anyone, anywhere” and is available for purchase online (Satzewich & Christensen, 2005-2007, p. 1). Internship programs have also been a part of Weaver’s Way Farm and Mill Creek Farm, offering budding farmers the chance to learn and practice small-scale food production (D. Siller, personal communication, May 23, 2008; J. Walker & J. Rosen, personal communication, May 2, 2008).

In addition to these urban agricultural projects, city farmers learn from each other. There are a number of forums and centers around the world dedicated to the subject, including City Farmer, Resource on Urban Agriculture and Forestry (RUAF), the Urban Agriculture Network (TUAN), Community Food Security Coalition (CFSC), Support Group on Urban Agriculture (SGUA), the International Development Research Centre (IDRC), and the North American Urban and Peri-Urban Agriculture Alliance (NAUPAA). In Philadelphia, most of the city farmers I spoke with communicate and share resources through an email list-serve called PUFN (Philadelphia Urban Farmers Network). 
Urban Agriculture and Democratic Learning

Civic organizations have the potential to teach and cultivate democratic principles, and I argue here that some urban agricultural projects can serve the same purpose. Lyson (2004), discussing Alexis de Tocqueville’s (1836) observations of nineteenth century America, points to civic organizations, including voluntary associations, churches, and small businesses, as places of civic engagement. Putnam (1993) explains that “[p]articipation in civic organizations inculcates skills of cooperation as well as a sense of shared responsibility for collective endeavors” (p. 90). DeLind (2002), Allen (2004), Hamilton (2004), Lyson (2004), and Levkoe (2006) argue that alternative agrifood organizations and movements, like other civic organizations, serve as venues for democratic learning and practice.

Other authors have observed that participants in urban agricultural projects similarly gain the knowledge and skills to be effective citizens. Winne (2008) goes as far as to say that this sort of education is one of the greatest contributions of urban agriculture:

Food competency percolates up from the grass roots to city hall, the statehouse, and Capital Hill. People who are smart about their food choices are also smart and engaged food citizens. They inform their elected officials about important food system policy issues and hold those officials accountable for their actions. They are advocates for food democracy, food justice, and sustainability. (p. 189-190)

Demonstrative of democratic learning, the style of teaching used by many urban agricultural projects today is different than that of educational gardening programs of the past. Lawson (2004) explains that the School Garden Movement, of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, “taught good work ethics that were deemed appropriate for the industrialist capitalist society” and “stressed precision and efficiency” (p. 155). In contrast, for example, participants in The Stop Community Food Centre’s urban agriculture program in Toronto developed strong civic virtues and critical perspectives and gained the necessary experience to shape policy makers’ decisions (Levkoe, 2006).  As with learning the basics of the agrifood system, democratic learning occurs on different levels – individual and community.


 Individual Democratic Learning. In alternative agrifood organizations, such as urban agricultural projects, individuals potentially gain strong civic virtues and learn the rights and responsibilities associated with participating in a democracy (Levkoe, 2006).  Feenstra (1997) argues that by struggling together to solve problems in local agrifood system projects, community members are enhancing their democratic capacity. Brown and Jameton (2000) point out that developing and sustaining urban gardens is particularly effective in this manner because it “requires complicated knowledge and skills to navigate government offices, access public resources, persuade funders, and deal with complex social relationships” (p. 29). Smit and Bailkey (2006) suggest that city farms specifically committed to community-building enhance individuals’ self-confidence and encourage them to share and act on the knowledge they have gained. Levkoe (2006) also highlights this personal transformation that occurs as an individual, who once felt powerless, realizes she can use her new skills to make a difference.  

Individuals who have little or no voice in their community, including youth and prisoners, may also learn what it means to be a responsible citizen through food growing programs. Botelho (1999) explains that the young, because they are excluded from the political process, find a powerful voice and are granted legitimacy in many urban agricultural projects geared toward them. The high school students that work at the UCHS Garden are good examples of this phenomenon. In addition to the farming and marketing skills and the knowledge of the agrifood system, nutrition, and food production, they learn to work together to meet their goals (D. Harris, personal communication, May 5, 2008). According to Debbie Harris, the garden coordinator, the Urban Nutrition Initiative run program’s overall goals are youth development and empowerment. So she tries to “really have the kids be involved with all the decisions so that they feel like this is a place they have investment in, a place they feel safe in, a place they have a voice in” (D. Harris, personal communication, May 5, 2008). I witnessed one example of this participatory approach in a meeting held in preparation for a fundraiser dinner the garden was hosting. The students were encouraged to participate in every aspect of the planning, from the clothes they would wear to the order in which the evening’s events would take place (personal observation, May 5, 2008). 

Another example of the democratic learning fostered by the UCHS Garden is the students’ participation in the annual conference, Rooted in Community, for which they were raising money at that dinner. This youth-focused and youth-led conference provides a networking opportunity for young people who are working on community food systems (D. Harris, personal communication, May 5, 2008). Harris says that they try to maintain that youth-led model throughout the year at the UCHS Garden, using interaction and consensus (personal communication, May 5, 2008). 


Community Building. Community and democratic learning potentially have a mutually beneficial relationship. That is, community spaces may foster democratic learning, and democratic learning can build community. Community activities provide a social forum in which democratic learning thrives: “Since democracy is something that necessitates community, democratic learning is enhanced in social spaces” (Levkoe, 2006, p. 95). Gillespie et al. (2007) describes “civic spaces” such as farmers’ markets as places of social exchange. Levkoe (2006) points to social movements such as those for an alternative agrifood system as important learning forums where marginalized populations are exposed to the democratic process. 
Urban agricultural projects are often founded on community building principles and thus potentially provide spaces for democratic learning. As examples of community building, Allen (2004) points to the connections made between consumers and growers as well as the multigenerational and multicultural connections that take place on urban farms. On city farms committed to community building – what Smit and Bailkey (2006) refer to as community-based urban agriculture (CBUA), these diverse community actors must interact “to establish the objectives and form of the urban agriculture activity, the acquisition of needed resources, the understanding of relevant regulations, and the organization of the projects’ execution” ultimately granting participants “a sense of shared accomplishment in how the methods and results of food production and distribution translate into something more encompassing” (Smit & Bailkey, 2006, p. 147-147). Iles (2005) explains that such community activity – the hallmark of urban agriculture – helps develop a greater community confidence and skills base that leads to “the ability of a community to take an interest in and to shape its own future” (p. 85). 

Community building is incorporated into Mill Creek Farm’s activities on a regular basis. The farmers partner with the existing, adjacent community garden “to facilitate inter-generational exchange between school age groups and elders” (“Mill Creek Farm,” 2007a). It also hosts numerous “work days” during which community members partake in the farming process and learn about agrifood system issues (“Mill Creek Farm,” 2007b; J. Walker & J. Rosen, personal communication, May 2, 2008).  At the farmers’ markets and farm stands through which Mill Creek Farm, the UCHS Garden, Greensgrow Farms, Somerton Tanks Farm, and Weaver’s Way Farm sell their produce, community members are able to interact with farmers, thereby building community relationships (J. Walker & J. Rosen, personal communication, May 2, 2008; D. Harris, personal communication, May 5, 2008; M. Seton Corboy, personal communication, May 6, 2008; R. Christensen, personal communication, May 13, 2008; & D. Zelov, personal communication, May 23, 2008). 
Skip Wiener, of Urban Tree Connection, explains that one of his organization’s primary purposes is community development, and community members are playing more and more active roles in its gardens (S. Wiener, personal communication, July 1, 2008). He is interested in creating “defensible space” – architect Oscar Newman’s concept that space can be designed in such a way that community members acquire a sense of ownership and respect for it – as a means of moving the social dynamic of some Philadelphia neighborhoods away from drugs and toward food (Newman, 1996). For some sites, he hopes to eventually have the community members run the farming programs themselves (S. Wiener, personal communication, July 1, 2008). 
Domenic Vitiello, president of Philly Orchard Project (POP), stresses that, in addition to food production, a primary aim of the initiative is to get community members to work together and, thus, to care about and be invested in the orchards. POP, he explains, is about building community control of food production. He points out that POP collaborates with city-wide groups, such as the Pennsylvania Horticultural Society, as well as a number of community-based groups, including schools, youth groups, faith-based organizations, and community gardens (D. Vitiello, personal communication, May 20, 2008; Moss-Coane, 2008).
Mary Seton Corboy stresses that the community is an integral part the Greensgrow Farms model. She always communicates with her neighbors and supports them in a variety of ways. In turn, they feel invested in and support her business (M. Seton Corboy, personal communicatioin, May 6, 2008).

On a broader scale of community building, Hassanein (2003) writes of the coalition building that takes place in social movements and explains how coalitions “create new democratic spaces in which different social groups can learn about one another, broadening both participation and understanding” (p. 85). Coalitions can serve as important learning spaces at different levels (Levkoe, 2006). An example of such coalition building and democratic learning on an international level rests in the North American Urban and Periurban Agriculture Alliance (NAUPAA), which was launched in October of 2006 with the following mission statement: 

The aim of this initiative is to form an alliance encompassing a wide and culturally diverse range of actors and stakeholders involved in urban and peri-urban agriculture in North America, to share knowledge and best practices amongst them and to foster linkages externally, so as to give voice to its advocates and recognition and legitimacy to its activities. (CFSC, 2007, p. 2, italics in original) 

At the “Pollinating Our Future Urban Agriculture Conference” held in March of 2008 in Milwaukee, Wisconsin, Martin Bailkey, Joe Nasr, and James Kuhns, founding members of NAUPAA, conducted a workshop. They solicited input from attendees in order to give a range of actors the chance to participate in the shape and direction of the organization. All involved, including myself, got a powerful lesson in the challenges of such democratic processes. For example, participants struggled to reach a consensus about the mission of the alliance, the level and form of its political activity, its membership base, and how it would disseminate information. Before this workshop, there had never been an attempt on such a scale to build a coalition among North American advocates and practitioners of urban agriculture. Although no consensus was reached by the end of the meeting, a foundation was laid.
Challenges of Urban Agriculture and Education


I draw on some of the same points I made regarding the challenges of increasing the participation in the agrifood system with urban agriculture to highlight some limitations of the argument that, by educating the public, city farms help create a more democratic agrifood system. The power structures that have prevailed for 150 years of capitalist control of food production and that created the dominant agrifood system of today will not be felled by simply teaching the public about agriculture and food and what it means to be a responsible citizen. However, while I contend that the model of education and food democracy I present in this chapter may be simplistic when viewed in isolation, I argue that it is indeed one part of a larger effort to democratize the agrifood system. In other words, educating people so they can more effectively participate in the agrifood system, does not guarantee a democratic agrifood system, but it does represent a step in that direction.
Conclusion


The dominant agrifood system keeps members of the public at a distance from food production and distribution, leaving them uneducated consumers. Urban agriculture projects have the potential to educate citizens so they can participate in the agrifood system by making informed decisions and effectively impacting change. The various forms of city farms in Philadelphia contribute to the education of the city’s residents in different ways and to different degrees. It is important to note, however, that such democratic ideals embodied in urban agriculture activities will not necessarily be achieved through such agrifood education and democratic learning alone. Rather, the existing unequal power structures of both the dominant agrifood system and the alternative agrifood movement must be overcome before democratic participation can be achieved. I recommend future research into the correlation between educational urban agriculture programs and citizens’ political activity regarding the agrifood system.  
Chapter 5: Urban Agriculture and Community Food Security

Introduction


Advocates of urban agriculture often praise the role it plays in enhancing community food security – the equal access, availability, and affordability of quality food for all people. Because the conventional agrifood system is primarily concerned with maximizing profits rather than feeding people, it fails to ensure this dimension of food democracy. As a result, food insecurity is a threat to residents of cities all over the world including Philadelphia. Many studies indicate that city food production can have a significant positive impact on household and community food security. However, urban agriculture comes in a variety of forms with great political variation.  While some city farms with community empowerment goals, which I call social service urban agriculture projects, explicitly aim to increase community food security, other organizations aiming to enhance existing business opportunities, which I term entrepreneurial city farms, make a less concerted effort to impact it. In other words, all urban agriculture projects do not necessarily serve the same purpose and, thus, do not impact community food security in the same ways. Future research will tell us whether or not and to what extent city farms are serving those most in need. Furthermore, urban agriculture’s role in combating food insecurity must be seen as only one part of a larger effort to restructure the agrifood system and not as a promotion of self-sufficiency which does nothing to reform the unequal power structures that caused that food insecurity in the first place.

Food Insecurity


Food insecurity and the resulting hunger and health problems are worldwide concerns. According to Andersen (1990), food insecurity exists “whenever the availability of nutritionally adequate and safe foods or the ability to acquire acceptable foods in socially acceptable ways is limited or uncertain” (p. 1560). Many recognize it as the greatest and most threatening consequence of poverty around the world, especially in developing countries (Koc et al., 1999; Frayne, 2005). Although, as Smit et al. (1996) point out, it is comparatively less problematic for wealthier nations than it is for developing countries, it is still a major concern in North America and Europe.

According to the USDA’s Economic Research Service (2007), 10.9 percent of U.S. households and 12.1 percent, or 35.5 million, individuals were food insecure some time during 2006. Children are particularly affected. In 2006, 17.2 percent, or 12.6 million, children were food insecure (Nord et al., 2007, p. 7). The hunger that results from food insecurity is “well documented as a major public health problem” in the U.S. (Brown & Jameton, 2000, p. 24).

The City of Philadelphia is plagued by a significant level of food insecurity. According to the Philadelphia Grow Project (2003-07), 13.6 percent of households in Philadelphia were food insecure in 2006. Again children are particularly at risk – 7,600 children and their parents in Philadelphia are susceptible to food insecurity and hunger.
Causes of Food Insecurity. Interestingly, food insecurity exists not because the world cannot produce enough food to feed everyone but because the food is not equitably distributed. The increasingly commodified and globalized conventional agrifood system fails to get the abundance of food it produces to those who need it (Koc et al., 1999; Allen, 2004). Brown and Carter (2003) put it succinctly: “One of the worst paradoxes in human history and one of the consequences of the economic structure of the current food system is hunger in the midst of plenty” (p. 4). Allen (2004) emphasizes the United States’ inability to feed its citizens despite its enormously successful agrifood production system. This is because the conventional agrifood system is primarily concerned with maximizing profits rather than feeding people, as I explain in Chapter Three.
Access to affordable and nutritious food is a challenge especially in urban areas. Van Veenhuizen (2006) explains that the cost to import and distribute food to city residents is continuously rising, and that this distribution is notoriously uneven. Consequently, low-income populations have trouble affording the overpriced groceries in urban stores (Brown & Carter, 2003). Indeed, “[g]rowing urban poverty goes hand in hand with growing food insecurity and malnutrition in urban areas” (van Veenhuizen, 2006, p. 8). Pothukuchi & Kaufman (1999) describe how some poorer urban residents must choose to make housing payments over food purchases. 

However, even when cash is available, affordable and healthy food is often not accessible (Brown & Carter, 2003). Cities, and poor inner-city neighborhoods in particular, have become notorious for the paucity of supermarkets, which have closed or moved due to “complex market forces related to the increasing impoverishment of their clientele and the deterioration and depopulation of once vibrant communities” (Brown & Carter, 2003, p. 5). Philadelphia has “the second lowest number of supermarkets per capita of major cities in the nation,” and the number of supermarkets in its lowest-income neighborhoods is 156 percent lower than that of its highest-income neighborhoods (Burton, 2004, p. 4; Johnson-Piett, 2006). What remains in low-income neighborhoods are high-priced corner shops full of low-quality products (Howe, Viljoen, & Bohn, 2005; Brown & Carter, 2003). Inner-city residents must travel to reach affordable healthy food. However, the lower car ownership rates among poor communities, combined with a city’s limited transit system, makes this difficult (Pothukuchi & Kaufman, 1999).
Solutions to Food Insecurity. The USDA has addressed the issue of food insecurity with a number of federal programs. The WIC Farmers’ Market Nutrition Program (FMNP), established in 1992, increases the access of fresh nutritious food for low-income women and children by providing coupons redeemable at farmers’ markets. Developed in 2002, the Seniors Farmers’ Market Nutrition Program (SFMNP) provides similar services to seniors (Allen, 2004; Food and Nutrition Service, n.d.). The USDA has also helped facilitate the use of the Electronic Benefit Transfer system, the required method of food stamp redemption since 2002, at farmers’ markets (Allen, 2004).
There are also numerous service organizations (e.g., food pantries, soup kitchens, and food banks) providing food to people experiencing food insecurity (Pothukuchi & Kaufman, 1999). In Philadelphia, Philabundance, SHARE, and City Harvest are such emergency food sources, just to name a few (“Philabundance,” 2007; “SHARE,” n.d.; “PHS,” 2007). These organizations are manifestations of the emergency food movement that was born of the federal social service cuts made by the Reagan administration (Winne, 2008). Such food distribution services are only one part of the solution to food insecurity. As Koc et al. (1999) argue, such services “should only be relied on as emergency measures, rather than being institutionalized as permanent mechanisms for food access” (p. 6). Moreover, they can not keep up with the demand. According to the 2007 Survey of Philadelphia Community Feeding Programs, 58 percent of the programs “generally did not have enough food to distribute to meet their current demand” and that demand was increasing yearly (“Coalition Against Hunger,” 2008). 

Community Food Security and Food Democracy


Many authors recognize that, in addition to participatory decision-making, another ingredient of food democracy is food security (Haddad & Oshaug, 1998; Lang, 1999; Levkoe, 2006). Levkoe (2006) describes three general perceptions of food security: the rights discourse, the anti-poverty discourse, and the Community Food Security (CFS) discourse, which is the one I adopt here. 

The rights discourse posits food as a human right, but fails to consider structural barriers to this right. The anti-poverty discourse fills some of the gaps left by the rights discourse by recognizing the connections between hunger and poverty, but it ignores food’s integral connection to the environment and the global system. The CFS perspective, on the other hand, “encompasses both previous discourses and aims to engage a broader perspective including sustainability and community building” (Levkoe, 2006, p. 91). 

The concept of CFS embodies other aspects of food democracy in addition to the equitable access component. In search of a clear articulation of CFS, Anderson and Cook (1999) explain that its advocates envision “food systems that are decentralized, environmentally-sound over a long time frame, supportive of collective rather than only individual needs, effective in assuring equitable food access, and created by democratic decision-making” (p. 141). Siedenburg (2004) credits Mike Hamm and Anne Bellows with a widely accepted definition of CFS: “a condition in which all community residents obtain a safe, culturally acceptable, nutritionally adequate diet through a sustainable food system that maximizes community self-reliance and social justice” (p. 20). Since its founding in 1994, the Community Food Security Coalition has worked toward these goals (Siedenburg, 2004).
Urban Agriculture and Community Food Security

Urban agriculture is often promoted as a means of food security in that it reduces rates of hunger, enhances health, and contributes to a city’s informal economy. There are substantive data to support these claims, but they are almost entirely derived from studies in developing countries. Some similar evidence exists for wealthier, industrialized nations, but it refers almost entirely to community gardens and not other forms of urban agriculture. It is important to note that while some city farms, such as social service urban agriculture projects, explicitly aim to increase community food security, other organizations, such as entrepreneurial city farms, make a less concerted effort. In other words, not all urban agriculture serves the same purpose. My studies of the farms in Philadelphia indicate that they are contributing to the city’s community food security to some degree, but the significance of the impact is unclear. Further research is recommended and is indeed being planned by local researchers. 

Food Access, Health, and Food Budgets. Urban agriculture, a source of food for cities, is one means of community food security (Allen, 2004; Boone & Modarres, 2006). In 2003, the United Nations Development Programme estimated that 800 million city farmers produced about 15 percent of the world’s food, and it was predicted that this number would have reached 33 percent by 2005 (Mougeot, 2005; Boone & Modarres, 2006). Urban agriculture is, thus, deemed a significant source of food, and Armar-Klemesu (2001) points out that city farming particularly serves the food needs of the world’s vulnerable populations. A lot of evidence for such claims comes from research done in developing countries (Smit et al., 1996; Armar-Klemesu, 2001; Mougeot, 2005). Cuba, for example, has been the subject of many studies claiming that urban agriculture has significantly increased the quantity and quality of food available to the nation’s residents and, thus, has helped the nation recover from the food crisis which resulted from the collapse of the Soviet Union and the U.S. embargo (Altieri et al., 1999; Moskow, 1999; Allen, 2004). 

Advocates also promote urban agriculture as a significant resource for the food insecure in industrialized nations, particularly in North America. Indeed, the main goal of the North American Urban Agriculture Committee of the Community Food Security Coalition is to promote urban agriculture “as a means for the food insecure to gain access to fresh affordable, nutritious food” (Brown & Carter, 2003, p. 3). Dahlberg (1994) asserts that community gardens in the U.S. produce a substantial amount of food, “comparable in volume to that of the $18 billion-annual U.S. corn crop” (as cited in Allen, 2004, p. 70). As of 1996, cities in the United States produced 30 percent of the nation’s food supply (Smit et al., 1996). According to the Economic Research Service (1993), “One third of the U.S. farms are in metropolitan areas, and these farms account for 16 percent of farmland and produce 25 percent of crop and livestock sales” (Allen, 2004, p. 70). Lewis (1992) demonstrates that gardens are used by low-income and immigrant urban residents to supplement their diet. 

The quality, not just the quantity, of the food available is an important factor in community food security, and advocates laud urban agriculture for its provision of fresh nutritious produce. Smit and Bailkey (2006) explain that locally grown food can have “one-third to two-thirds more essential micronutrients, minerals and beneficial fats than the same foods that have been stored, packaged, processed for more than a day or two” (p. 151). Much of the evidence that urban agriculture is impacting the food security and, thus, the health of the communities most in need comes from developing countries (Mougeot, 2006; Armar-Klemesu, 2001). 


Because the access to food provided by urban agriculture often takes place in an informal, or alternative, economy, it can stretch the food budget of city residents. According to the WHO, FAO, and UNICEF, “the cost of food to low-income communities in most countries demands one-third to two-thirds of family income” (Smit & Bailkey, 2006, p. 148). Food produced in community and backyard gardens in cities can significantly reduce these household food budgets (Brown & Carter, 2003; Smit & Bailkey, 2006). In Cuba, for example, gardens were found to profoundly impact household budgets and to contribute to the community food supply (Moskow, 1999). 
Urban Agriculture and Community Food Security in Philadelphia. Food grown in Philadelphia does increase the city’s community food security, but to what degree and for what populations is not currently known. I argue that the purpose of a city farm plays a role in the impact it will have on its community’s food security. That is, social service farms make a point of directly addressing their community’s food insecurity, while entrepreneurial gardens tend to prioritize their own business interests.
Most of the evidence that Philadelphia’s community food security is enhanced by urban agriculture comes from studies of community gardens.  For example, a study of community gardens in Philadelphia revealed that 14 percent of the participants gardened because of the resulting access to fresh, nutritious food, that access to community gardens increased vegetable consumption, and that household city gardens can serve as significant dietary supplements (Blair, Giesecke, & Sherman, 1991; Brown & Carter, 2003). Furthermore, community gardens were found to provide $700 in annual savings per family (Brown & Carter, 2003). 

It is not currently known to what extent the food being produced in Philadelphia is actually getting to those populations that need it most. For example, what percentage of the findings from the aforementioned study of community gardens benefited low-income populations experiencing food insecurity? Studies to answer such questions will soon be conducted by local Philadelphia researchers (D. Vitiello, personal communication, May 20, 2008). 
I argue that not all forms of urban agriculture impact community food security in the same way. As such, the results of studies regarding the impact of community gardening on community food security may not be transferable to other types of city farming. In this thesis, I focus on two forms of urban agriculture other than community gardening – social service and entrepreneurial urban agriculture. I suggest that because the purposes of these two types of city farming are different, their impacts on community food security will also be different. 

Of Philadelphia’s social service urban agriculture projects that I interviewed, only the Philly Orchard Project (POP) declares community food security as its main objective.  Domenic Vitiello describes POP as a community food security initiative (Moss-Coane, 2008). The others, however, do claim to be working toward community food security to some degree. Mill Creek Farm is committed to “[i]mproving consumer access to nutritious foods and building food security,” (“Mill Creek Farm,” 2007a; J. Walker & J. Rosen, personal communication, May 2, 2008). Produce grown on the farm is made available at numerous locations. It is sold at a farmers’ market near the farm, a farm stand at the farm, and Mariposa Food Co-op regularly as well as at local cafes and restaurants occasionally. Donations are also made on a regular basis to food cupboards through SHARE and City Harvest (“Mill Creek,” 2008b; J. Walker & J. Rosen, personal communication, May 2, 2008). The UCHS Garden also distributes to a number of sources. It sells produce at the Clark Park farmers’ market, which, according to Debbie Harris, represents a range of incomes (personal communication, May 5, 2008). The more affluent customers provide good business and the lower income customers gain access to food they may not have had otherwise. The UCHS Garden also sells at the City Hall farmers market and to other local businesses including Mariposa Food Co-op and a North Philadelphia chocolate company, and it donates to emergency food programs through City Harvest (D. Harris, personal communication, May 5, 2008). Food grown at the Urban Tree Connection sites is meant to be consumed by community members. It is often sent home with children who participate in its programs, and some food is grown by families who eat it themselves. Skip Wiener’s vision is to develop food growing projects on numerous scattered sites throughout the city, which, he believes, would be able to significantly impact food access for community members in the future (personal communication, July 1, 2008). 
The community food security impact of Philadelphia’s entrepreneurial farms is different than that which I describe above because it is not necessarily their main objective. Brown and Jameton (2000) explain this difference:

Urban commercial gardens do not always increase food security, at least directly, for impoverished urban neighborhoods. To maximize their financial margins, urban commercial growers usually raise specialty crops and flowers, and manufacture value-added products for sale at top prices to up-scale restaurants, grocery stores, and farmers’ markets. (p. 26)

Weaver’s Way Farm sells at two farmers’ markets, a farm stand, the Weavers’ Way Co-op grocery store, and occasionally to a couple of restaurants (D. Zelov, personal communication, May 23, 2008). While these sales provide the valuable service of offering local, organic produce to city residents, they are not marketed to the city’s food insecure populations. It must be noted, however, that Weaver’s Way Farm does donate food through the City Harvest program. Somerton Tanks Farm closed its neighborhood farm stand because the community members could not afford the high value produce, which found a better market in farmers’ markets, CSAs, and restaurants (R. Christensen, personal communication, May 13, 2008). 

Indeed, local and organic food can be costly to produce and, therefore, require higher prices that lower-income populations can often not afford (Feenstra, 1997; Allen, 2004). Allen (2004) warns that alternative agrifood systems that are not accessible to lower classes “may inadvertently reinscribe class privilege” (p. 112). Mary Seton Corboy of Greensgrow Farms contends, however, that community members from all different levels of the socioeconomic plane pay the higher prices for her locally and organically produced food (personal communication, May 6, 2008).
Allen (1999; 2004) also questions how the community food security movement can meet its goals of developing local agrifood systems that are environmentally sustainable while at the same time meeting its social equity goals of enhancing the food security of low-income populations. Indeed, to some wealthier, more food-secure constituencies, the main reason for farming in cities is not necessarily community food security; rather, they are more interested in local food systems for environmental reasons, food safety, or the rights of small family farms (Maxwell, 2001). Weaver’s Way Farm, Somerton Tanks Farm, and Greensgrow Farms have had considerable success reaching their goal of demonstrating that small-scale farming can be a sustainable business model for Philadelphia, of which equitable community food security is not a guaranteed part.

Moreover, farms concerned about community food security may have trouble balancing their social concerns with the reality of a small business. Often the only way these businesses can successfully market to low-income communities is with the help of public or private subsidies (Maretzki & Tuckermanty, 2007). Mill Creek Farm uses its donations and raised-funds to offer produce at reduced rates to its community members. The UCHS Garden is able to employ its student workers, sell to its West Philadelphia community, and still make food donations to local food cupboards because it receives funding from a number of sources (D. Harris, personal communication, May 5, 2008). Only the Philly Orchard Project is not involved in any sales, and it plants almost exclusively in low-income communities (D. Vitiello, personal communication, May 20, 2008).  

Maretzki and Tuckermanty (2007) suggest that local agrifood efforts like urban agriculture must be supported by “a federal policy environment that simultaneously supports both small family farmers and marginalized consumers,” but such a comprehensive policy approach does not currently exist (p. 341). However, I argue that there are the beginnings of a policy approach that balances small-scale, local farming’s business priorities with equitable access issues. For example, city farms selling their produce at farmers’ markets or farm stands that redeem food stamps and FMNP coupons may actually be helping lower-income residents access their produce in that sense. Almost all of the groups I interviewed, with the exception of the Philly Orchard Project and the Urban Tree Connection, fit this category. I propose that future research determine how many low-income community members take advantage of such services at farmers’ markets and farm stands.
Challenges of Community Food Security and Urban Agriculture


Although evidence suggests that urban agriculture has the potential to improve the food security for city residents, there are limitations to this concept. The food grown in cities is not always getting to the communities that need it most, as I discuss above. Furthermore, promoting self-sufficiency among city dwellers may not be advisable, let alone possible. Therefore, I stress that urban agriculture, despite its potential to feed people, is nevertheless only one part of the solution to food insecurity in cities. 

Some authors question whether or not a city’s self-sufficiency through urban agriculture is advisable, let alone possible. Jolly (1999) expresses some doubt as to the feasibility of urban agriculture meeting the needs of neighborhoods and entire cities. She argues that Havanna, Cuba, which is usually cited as an urban agriculture success case, may be an exception to the rule and suggests that “even in Havanna, with support from the authorities, gardens face serious limiting factors” (p. 199). There just may be too many people to feed and too little land with which to do it inside cities. A Columbia University professor, Dickson Despommier, is attempting to solve this problem with vertical farming – growing food in skyscrapers, but the future of such ideas remain to be seen (www.verticalfarm.com).

Jolly (1999), Bourque (2001), and Garnett (1996a) also warn against the notion of the self-reliant city regarding food production. Jolly cautions, “For the powerful, it might be a way to devolve social responsibility” (p. 199). In other words, using urban agriculture as a “band-aid” for food security issues may allow authorities to avoid dealing with the root causes of poverty and malnutrition as well as allow the further erosion of government safety nets (Bourque, 2001; Garnett, 1996a). Allen (1999) and Hamm and Baron (1999) stress that community food security efforts, including urban agriculture, must not be seen as substitutes for government safety nets. 

Simply growing food in cities will not rid them of food insecurity because the power structures that created the food insecurity in the first place will still exist and may even be reinforced. Rather, urban agriculture should be developed as one part of a larger effort to restructure the agrifood system for community food security (Allen, 1999; Power, 1999; Bourque, 2001; Ellis & Sumberg, 1998; Jolly, 1999; Riches, 1999; Hamm & Baron, 1999). In other words, all other methods of combating food insecurity must be accompanied by, not replaced by, urban agriculture in a complex agrifood system (Allen, 1999; Bourque, 2001; Jolly, 1999). 



Power (1999) argues, for example, that social justice for the poor in general must be fought for in concert with sustainable agrifood system movements. Indeed, it may be necessary to first eradicate the root cause of food insecurity – poverty – to improve the health of city residents (Dixon et al., 2007). Thus, urban agriculture in Philadelphia should be promoted along with other approaches if the city is to significantly enhance its community food security. 

Riches (1999) similarly advocates collaboration between groups and the building of “community coalitions of individuals and organizations with food-security interests” (p. 206). Such coalition building exists on a regional level with the North American Urban and Periurban Agriculture Alliance, a national level with the Community Food Security Coalition, and on a state level with the Pennsylvania Hunger Action Center (http://www.pahunger.org/). Locally, organizations such as The Food Trust, White Dog Community Enterprises, and Farm to City are bringing the multiple dimensions of food insecurity and the agrifood system together (“Food Trust,” 2004a; “White Dog Community Enterprises,” n.d.; “Farm to City,” n.d.).
Conclusion


The increasingly concentrated and centralized conventional agrifood system has failed to ensure community food security. Urban agriculture has the potential to help right this wrong. I stress, however, that not all urban agriculture may impact community food security equally. For example, social service agriculture projects and entrepreneurial city farms have different goals and imperatives and, therefore, have different community food security outcomes. Future research will clarify the extent to which these groups are feeding the most food insecure. No matter how well city residents may be able to feed themselves, however, they must proceed with caution because self-sufficiency through urban agriculture may do nothing to devolve and may even reinforce the unequal power structures that created food insecurity in the first place. Therefore, city food production should serve as only one part of the larger effort to democratize the agrifood system.
Chapter 6: Urban Agriculture and Institutional Change

Introduction
Urban agriculture has the transformative power to help shape the agrifood system through institutional change in two ways. First, city farms demonstrate the feasibility and potential of alternatives to the dominant agrifood system and, thereby, set examples for policy change outside of conventional institutions. Second, by engaging traditional institutions of both agrifood and municipal governance urban agriculture projects can influence policy change from within conventional systems. There are challenges to both methods and neither one is sufficient alone, but together they may affect significant policy change in the dominant agrifood system. In this chapter I discuss the ways in which urban agriculture, as a manifestation of the alternative agrifood movement in Philadelphia, may influence policy by exemplifying an alternative food production method outside of conventional agrifood institutions and by interacting with conventional institutions within the dominant agrifood system and traditional city governance. 

The Transformative Power of Food Democracy


Food and agriculture issues are rife with conflict and uncertainty and, thus, represent an important space for democracy – participatory decision-making, which I describe in Chapter Three, and education that fosters such participation, which I describe in Chapter Four. Hassanein (2003) explains that the recognition that the agrifood system “has been and continues to be contested terrain acknowledges an important space for individual and collective agency” (p. 79). In other words, because there is no one entity that has authority over the agrifood system and all the values involved, multiple actors including the public have the power to shape it.


The transformative power of democracy is enacted through social movements; and that power of food democracy through alternative agrifood movements. Indeed, throughout the history of modern states, it is social movements that usually affect significant political change (Dryzek, Downes, Hunold, Schlosberg, & Hernes, 2003). Buttel (1997) argues that social movements are “the most important social forces that could provide a countervailing tide to global integration of the agro-food system, to the decline of household forms of agricultural commodity production, and to the structural blockages to the achievement of sustainability.” 

Hassanein (2003) and Allen (2004) suggest that the alternative agrifood movement is a kind of new social movement, in which a diverse group of citizens attempt to bring about institutional change using a variety of strategies. Addressing the debate about whether alternative agrifood movements represent social movements, Allen (2004) declares that “[h]owever imperfectly articulated and integrated, a large group of people working together to achieve sustainability and community food security is considered, and should be referred to as, a social movement” (p. 5). 

Bailkey (2003) questions the concept of an urban agriculture movement in the U.S.: “If anything the current state of urban agriculture in the Untied States is of individuals and organizations with common beliefs, but acting independently, and heavily dependent on government sources and philanthropic foundations for financial support” (p. 280).  I argue that, considering Allen’s (2004) assertion of the existence of an alternative agrifood movement, the March 2008 initiation of an annual national urban agriculture conference, and the foundation of the North American Urban and Peri-Urban Agriculture Alliance, we can now confidently refer to an urban agriculture movement in the United States – if not on its own, then as a part of the larger alternative agrifood movement.

Collaborating for Change. It is important that organizations within the alternative agrifood movement collaborate. According to Allen (2004) and Hassanein (2003), groups that build coalitions and work together are able to drive significant change that they could not do on their own. On a number of scales, coalitions exist (and new ones are forming) that promote urban agriculture. It is important that urban agriculture organizations connect to broader and more established movements, such as the community food security, community development, and sustainable agriculture movements (Bailkey, 2003; Allen, 2004). 
Regionally, the North American Urban and Peri-Urban Agriculture Alliance was founded in October of 2006 so that organizations in Canada and the United States, initially, and Mexico, eventually, can collaborate with each other (Community Food Security Coalition, 2007). The Community Food Security Coalition brings together groups in North America with a variety of goals including “social and environmental justice, nutrition, environmental protection, sustainable agriculture, community development, labor relations, and antipoverty and antihunger efforts” (Allen, 2004, p. 47). 

Locally, all the urban agriculture projects in Philadelphia, although not in a formal coalition, stay connected through the Philadelphia Urban Farmers Network (PUFN), as a means of “sharing resources and promoting urban agriculture” (“Mill Creek Farm,” 2007b). The Neighborhood Gardening Association (NGA) and the Pennsylvania Horticultural Society (PHS) assist would-be farmers gain and current farmers maintain access to city land (“NGA,” 2008; “PHS,” 2008-09) The PHS also helped fund Mill Creek Farm and sometimes collaborates with Philly Orchard Project and Weaver’s Way Farm (“Mill Creek Farm,” 2007a; D. Vitiello, personal communication, May 20, 2008; D. Zelov, personal communication, May 23, 2008). Most of Philadelphia’s farming groups also coordinate with the city’s strong local food advocacy and community food security groups including White Dog Community Enterprises, the Food Trust, and Farm-to-City. White Dog Community Enterprises, for example, composts its food waste, which it gives to the University City High School Garden to use as fertilizer (D. Harris, personal communication, May 5, 2008). The Food Trust and Farm-to-City facilitate many of the farmers’ markets in which a lot the city’s food producers participate (“Food Trust,” 2004b; “Farm to City,” n.d.). Weaver’s Way Farm benefits from its connection to Weaver’s Way Co-op, which provides a steady consumer stream and market venue (D. Siller, personal communication, May 23, 2008). Mill Creek Farm and Somerton Tanks Farm found a somewhat untraditional ally in the Philadelphia Water Department, which provided the land for both farms (“Mill Creek Farm,” 2007a; STF & IILF, 2006). 
Change on Multiple Levels. Social movements operate on multiple levels, allowing actors to participate in the political process and to affect policy change in a variety of ways. According to Tarrow’s discussion of contentious politics (1998), the American state provides social movements with multiple access points – institutional and noninstitutional – within which change can be implemented. He explains that it “also provides opportunities to shift from contention on the margins of the polity to participation within it and back again” (Tarrow, 1998, p. 32). Allen (2004) contends that social movements, including the alternative agrifood movement, must utilize both of these access points, or levels, in order to enact change: 
Given that society is made up of social institutions, social movements cannot create change without either integrating into and reforming existing institutions or creating new forms of institutions in spaces outside the interests and priorities of the ones that already exist. Alternative agrifood movements do both. (p. 51).

She stresses that both levels are necessary, can be engaged simultaneously, and ultimately converge, at which point the traditional institutions begin to support the development of the alternative agrifood institutions. I offer a few examples of this convergence: the USDA’s Farmers’ Market Nutrition Program (FMNP), which I describe in Chapter Five; Portland, Oregon’s Resolution #36272 mandating a citywide inventory of land with the express purpose of expanding agricultural land-use; and the Philadelphia Water Department’s support of Mill Creek Farm and Somerton Tanks Farm (Balmer et al., 2005; “Mill Creek Farm,” 2007a; STF & IILF, 2006).

In the remaining sections of this chapter I will examine the ways in which the urban agricultural projects in Philadelphia operate at these two levels to transform the dominant agrifood system. First, I will look at city farms as examples of alternative methods of food production outside the conventional agrifood institutions. Second, I will consider how urban agriculture groups interact with and affect change from within traditional agrifood and municipal institutions. 
Creating New Models for the Agrifood System

Alternatives to the Dominant Agrifood System. At one level, alternative agrifood movements affect policy change by creating examples of other ways the agrifood system can work. Hamilton (2004) explains that a critical component of a food democracy in action is the availability of alternatives from which citizens can choose. Lyson (2004) describes civic agriculture as operating on this level as it “brings together production and consumption activities within communities and offers consumers real alternatives to the commodities produced, processed, and marketed by large agribusiness firms” (p. 101). Some scholars suggest that this is the most effective approach, and most alternative agrifood organizations take it (Allen, 2004). Gottleib (2001) describes efforts at this level as a “rich and valuable example of the potential for constructing a new pathway for environmental and social change” (p. 271). Alternative institutional examples of the agrifood system include farmers’ markets, CSAs, food policy councils, and urban agriculture. Levkoe (2006) explains that urban agriculture represents an alternative as it helps to break dependencies on the dominant agrifood system.

Bottom-up Change. Creating alternative examples of the agrifood system works from a bottom-up approach. Lang (1999) explains that, in contrast to the top-down control of the dominant agrifood system, “food democracy is a set of demands from below” (p. 218). This bottom-up approach is valuable because it is practical, developing new economic spaces and viable alternatives to the dominant agrifood system; it gives people a voice in their consumer choices; and it enhances democratic inclusion as it involves diverse groups of people (Allen, 2004). Moreover, operating on a local level, this bottom-up approach allows people to experience the tangible benefits of their efforts (Allen, 2004). Lyson (2004) suggests that these alternative examples may have the effect of muting the manifestations of the dominant agrifood system. Domenic Vitiello, of Philly Orchard Project, contends that it is the enthusiasm among city residents caused by all the urban agriculture activity in the city that will ultimately influence the agrifood system (personal communication, May 20, 2008).

Incremental Change. This approach to change affects policy incrementally. Such change may be inadequate for transforming the agrifood system alone, but it is a necessary component to that transformation. Allen (2004) argues that these incremental changes provide openings and set the stage for deeper transformations, serving to strengthen the alternative agrifood movement. 
Hinrichs and Lyson (2007) suggest that “pragmatic politics consisting of incremental steps may be the best and perhaps the only realistic route to ‘food democracy’” (p. 5). Kloppenburg et al. (1996) point out that in the dominant agrifood system “neither people nor institutions are generally willing or prepared to embrace radical change” (p. 38). Thus, the idea is to create alternatives as a means of gradually withdrawing from the dominant system (Allen, 2004).

Hassanein (2003) compares such a pragmatic approach to John Dewey’s vision of democracy, or “experimental politics,” as an “ongoing method requiring gradual, participatory, intelligent action on the part of educated and informed publics” (p. 84). In other words, these city farms are useful as spaces to experiment with alternative methods of feeding urban residents. Then, the lessons learned locally can be used to “both scale out geographically and scale up institutionally” (Stevenson et al., 2007, p. 56).
Changing Traditional Institutions

Changing Food Governance. Some critics are skeptical of the effectiveness of creating alternatives outside the conventional agrifood system without also influencing policy change from within traditional agrifood and urban institutions. Ostrom and Jussaume (2007) examine “the question of whether grassroots citizens’ agrifood initiatives can effectively introduce any measure of democratic control over economic systems that are essentially nondemocratic or whether meaningful agrifood system change can only be accomplished by first transforming the larger society as a whole” (p. 240). Thus, while the urban agriculture projects are important in that they exemplify alternative methods of food production, they and other members of the alternative agrifood movement must engage directly with traditional institutions to really affect change (Hinrichs and Barham, 2007). This important point is not missed by some of the farmers in Philadelphia. Jade Walker and Jo Rosen of Mill Creek Farm, for example, talk a lot about how they can affect change in the agrifood system beyond providing an alternative model of food production (personal communication, May 2, 2008).
Constructing alternative agrifood system models in only economic terms is particularly problematic (Maretzki & Tuckermanty, 2007). Most alternative agrifood programs in the U.S. are based on local action and focus on entrepreneurship which, although contributing significantly to the effort, does not address, and may even reinforce the structural basis of the dominant agrifood system (Allen, 2004; Lyson, 2004; Hinrichs and Barham, 2004). For example, if a city farm produces food which, when sold based on market values, is not affordable to lower-income communities, the class privilege structure of the dominant agrifood system is reinforced and community food security is not achieved. In other words, dependency on the market will not address the issues of social justice and environmental sustainability that alternative agrifood movements are advocating (Allen, 2004). Stevenson et al. (2007) explain that desirable policy changes “require moving beyond the realm of individual consumer choices in the marketplace to the realm of citizen politics in which people make positive collective decisions about the larger nature of their food system” (p. 53). 

Alternative agrifood movements must tackle the root causes and logics of the system that they are trying to change and that the marketplace fails to adequately address (Hinrichs & Lyson, 2007; Stevenson et al., 2007). This requires state intervention in the form of public regulation (Koc et al., 1999; Lang, 1999). Lang (1999) argues: “Only a benign state, democratically accountable, can tame the excesses of increasingly powerful corporations in the food sector” (p. 220). In other words, in addition to examples of alternative modes of food production and distribution, the alternative agrifood movement needs to develop “better models of food governance” (Marsden, 2000, p. 28, emphasis in the original). 
Hassanein (2003) asserts that the dominant agrifood system is not immutable or inevitable. Rather, as Hinrichs (2007) explains, “changing the food system generally proceeds from the starting point of openings or vulnerabilities associated with the dominant conventional food system” (p. 5). I argue that urban agriculture is working from these spaces of interaction and resistance to influence the traditional agrifood and urban systems and, hence, to foster policy change.
Regional Interaction between Rural and Urban Institutions. The alternative agrifood movement can influence the shape of the dominant agrifood system by interacting with it. This interaction can take place on multiple levels. Regionally, urban and rural agrifood systems must cooperate “to establish a strong enough constituency to resist the dominant system and build an alternative one” (Krug, 1999, p. 167).
Krug (1999) explains that by working together, urban and rural organizations can take control out of the hands of large corporations in two ways. One, food producers, both urban and rural, can take advantage of the urbanites’ relatively greater willingness to appreciate, patronize, demand more of, and pay more for local organic food. Second, city farms educate the public about agrifood issues, as I describe in Chapter Four, and, thus, strengthen support for local control of rural agrifood systems. 

The urban agriculture activity in Philadelphia fosters this bridge between rural and urban agrifood systems in numerous ways. All of the food grown in the city educates community members about the argrifood system to some degree and, thus, opens their eyes to the importance of supporting food produced in the city’s local rural areas. Those that participate in farmers’ markets, including Weaver’s Way and the UCHS Garden, are in direct association with rural producers. Greengrow Farms brings food produced on local rural farms to its city neighborhood through its community supported agriculture (CSA) program (“Greensgrow Farms,” 2005-2007). Furthermore, Pennsylvania State University’s Cooperative Extension and Outreach service works with many of the urban agriculture organizations in Philadelphia, including Greensgrow Farms, Mill Creek Farm, and Weaver’s Way Farm, on some level to aid them in their food production activities (M. Seton Corboy, personal communication, May 6, 2008; J. Walker & J. Rosen, personal communication, May 2, 2008; D. Zelov, personal communication, May 23, 2008). 
Local Interaction with Traditional City Institutions. By interacting with traditional urban institutions, the alternative agrifood movement can influence policy change that directly pertains to the agrifood system of cities. A department of food would allow city agrifoood systems to be more comprehensively managed, but no U.S. city currently has one (Pothukuchi & Kaufman, 1999; Winne, 2008). Local food policy councils, which usually act in an advisory capacity outside of government institutions, are also recommended (Pothukuchi & Kaufman, 1999). According to the Community Food Security Coalition, the nationwide number of food policy councils has recently skyrocketed to almost fifty (“CFSC,” n.d.). Philadelphia currently lacks a food policy council, but once had a Food and Agriculture Task Force, which formed in 1984 to examine food security issues and only lasted a few years (Clancy et al., 2007). 
Another traditional city institution with the potential to address urban agrifood issues is the city planning agency (Pothukuchi & Kaufman, 1999). Nasr (2004) highlights the contribution that city planners can make to the management of urban agrifood systems. Bailkey (2004), however, points out that “a greater role for planners in food systems, and urban agriculture in particular, will not emerge from within mainstream planning practice” (p. 23). Rather, he explains, their involvement must be solicited from community food security and sustainable agriculture advocates and will emerge incrementally. I highlight one notable exception to this proposed rule. Domenic Vitiello, an assistant professor in City and Regional Planning at the University of Pennsylvania, is also the founding president of the Philly Orchard Project and, thus, represents evidence that this change can emerge from within the conventional planning field. Lyson (2004) suggests that alternative agrifood institutions, such as urban agriculture, can also be integrated into urban land-use and economic development policies.

In Philadelphia, no such municipal integrations currently exist, but the potential is growing. The Philadelphia City Planning Commission (PCPC, 2005; PCPC & OSP, 2005), although not directly addressing urban agriculture, has begun to consider aspects of planning that indeed encompass it. In 2007, a commission was created to reform the city’s out-of-date and cumbersome Zoning Code, which does not currently address agricultural uses of city land (“PZCC”, 2007; PCPC, 2007). Mary Seton Corboy of Greensgrow Farms is actively advocating the inclusion of agriculture in the zoning code as well as some sort of licensing mechanism to facilitate agricultural uses of urban land to be instated by the city’s Department of Licensing and Inspection (personal communication, May 6, 2008). GreenPlan Philadelphia, “a planning project to help provide a long-term, sustainable roadmap for using, acquiring, developing, funding, and managing open space in our city’s neighborhoods,” was completed in late 2007 and directly addresses urban agriculture (“GreenPlan Philadelphia,” n.d.). Some of the farmers in Philadelphia participated in this and other developments regarding the sustainable use of city land. For example, some of Urban Tree Conncection’s sites were surveyed for the GreenPlan project and the Mill Creek farmers participated in some of its community meetings (S. Wiener, personal communication, July 1, 2008; J. Walker & J. Rosen, personal communication, May 2, 2008).

City farming may also prove to be a valuable means to reaching a number of the goals of city agencies concerned with the environment and public health. The Philadelphia Water Department (PWD) has already shown a good deal of interest in city farming for its stormwater management potential (Nairn, 2007, P. 5). Significantly, the PWD was involved with the founding of both Mill Creek Farm and Somerton Tanks Farm. The City’s Air Management services may find urban agriculture’s positive effect on air quality of interest (Weissman, 2007). Addressing the potential health benefits of city farming, the Philadelphia Department of Public Health’s (PDPH) Healthy Environments Collaborative held a conference entitled “Urban Agriculture for Sustainable Health and Economic Development” in 2007, for which a number of Philadelphia farmers were in attendance and Mary Seton Corboy of Greensgrow Farms and Roxanne Christensen of Somerton Tanks Farm were notable speakers. The Urban Tree Connection receives funding from Philadelphia’s Department of Human Services for children’s programs (S. Wiener, personal communication, July 1, 2008).
The urban agriculture organizations in Philadelphia can benefit from interacting with traditional city institutions. As a matter of their own livelihood, I recommend that they strengthen those connections that already exist and solicit new ones. Furthermore, I suggest that they continue to participate in the city’s efforts to develop sustainable land-use policies, such as GreenPlan Philadelphia, and push for the creation of a food policy council and/or a city department of food.

Interaction with Traditional National Institutions. It is also important for alternative agrifood movements to look beyond such local and urban-rural integrations and to connect to larger-scale national efforts (Allen, 2004). Allen (2004) suggests that one means to greater food democracy in the U.S. would be the development of a long-range national food plan, emphasizing public food literacy and public participation in agrifood system decision-making. Although such a food plan is still missing, there is some evidence that “cross-fertilization and cooperation is increasing in the spaces between traditional and alternative agrifood institutions” (Allen, 2004, p. 71). 
The USDA has partnered with manifestations of the alternative agrifood movment to address the issue of food insecurity in a number of ways. As I discuss in Chapter Five, the WIC Farmers’ Market Nutrition Program (FMNP) was established in 1992, the Seniors Farmers’ Market Nutrition Program (SFMNP) was developed in 2002, and the EBT system is used at farmers’ markets (Allen, 2004; Food and Nutrition Service, n.d.). In 1996 under the Federal Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act, the USDA established the Community Food Project (CFP) competitive grants program, which has distributed $8.3 million to 69 projects (Allen, 2004). The Community Food Security Coalition “achieved notable success in the passing by a conservative congress the 1996 Community Food Security Act,” which provides approximately $2 million annually to qualifying initiatives (Howe et al., 2005, p. 59). Then in 1999, the USDA created the Community Food Security Initiative.  

The institutions of the dominant agrifood system have also been reaching out to address sustainable agriculture issues. According to its website, the USDA’s Sustainable Agriculture Research and Education (SARE) “has helped advance farming systems that are profitable, environmentally sound and good for communities through a nationwide research and education grants program” since 1988 (“SARE,” n.d.). 

Urban agriculture currently receives minimal federal support, but efforts to integrate it into traditional agrifood institutions are growing. As of 2000, twenty-one (thirty percent) of the USDA’s Community Food Project’s 69 funded projects “contained some aspect that can be considered as entrepreneurial urban agriculture” (Kaufman & Bailkey, 2000, p. 10). However, despite the significant extent to which it is practiced in the U.S., there is no federal program explicitly dedicated to urban agriculture (NAUPAA, 2007). The North American Urban and Peri-Urban Agriculture Alliance (NAUPAA) aims to help fill this void in the federal government by giving a voice to advocates and legitimacy to the practice of urban agriculture (CFSC, 2007). 

Other examples of organized national and local support of urban agriculture include the CFSC’s urban agriculture committee, the urban agriculture panel at the American Community Gardening Association’s annual conference, and the Pennsylvania Horticulture Society’s urban agriculture research symposium held in 2000 (Kaufman & Bailkey, 2000). On an international level, urban agriculture receives some support from the United Nation’s Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO). In fact, its program, The Growing Connection, operates an Earth Box project in West Philadelphia Charter School (A. McMillen, personal communication, Februrary 1, 2008).


Many of Philadelphia’s urban agriculture organizations interact with federal food policies every time they honor Farmers’ Market Nutritional Program coupons and food stamps. I would encourage them to develop more connections by applying for grants through federal programs, such as Community Food Projects and SARE. Some of the practitioners of urban agriculture in Philadelphia involve themselves in larger national efforts. For example, the high school students employed by the UCHS Garden participate in conferences all over the U.S. including Rooted in Community, which they hosted last year. In this capacity, Debbie Harris explains, that the students are acting as youth leaders in larger movements for youth development and community food system reform (personal communication, May 5, 2008). I also encourage Philadelphia’s farmers to develop broader connections by participating in organizations including the Community Food Security Coalition and the North American Urban and Periurban Agriculture Alliance. 
Conclusion

Urban agriculture, as part of an alternative agrifood movement, has the transformative power to help shape the agrifood system. City farmers, along with other advocates of alternative agrifood systems, must collaborate with one another as well as with members of movements for sustainable agriculture and community food security in order to affect institutional change, which happens on two levels. First, city farms demonstrate alternative methods of food production and, thereby, set examples for policy change outside of conventional agrifood institutions. Second, by engaging traditional agrifood and city institutions, urban agriculture projects can influence policy change from within conventional agrifood and municipal systems. All of the food growing groups in Philadelphia demonstrate the potential of food production and distribution methods alternative to those of the dominant agrifood system. Most of them also collaborate with each other and other movements as well as interact with traditional agrifood and municipal institutions on some level. I encourage them to strengthen the connections that already exist and to solicit new ones as a means of affecting policy change from within traditional agrifood and urban institutions.

Conclusion
Urban agriculture is one manifestation of an alternative agrifood movement, questioning the undemocratic methods and unjust implications of the dominant agrifood system. Because it is promoted and practiced by different groups for different reasons, not all city farming necessarily offers the same benefits or poses the same challenges. I differentiate between two broad types of urban agricultural activity in Philadelphia – social service urban agriculture projects and entrepreneurial city farms. I employ the concepts of food democracy and civic agriculture to examine the ways in which these different types of urban agriculture may be valuable to Philadelphia as a means of enhancing the democracy of the city’s agrifood system.
As opposed to the conventional agrifood system and traditional forms of city governance, urban agriculture has the potential to open up spaces for increased participation in the decisions that influence the ways in which food is produced, distributed, and consumed. The theory and the applied groundwork is there to support increased participation and inclusion of city residents in the agrifood system. However, city farming groups face significant obstacles in making such an alternative agrifood system a reality. For one, it is a challenge for urban farmers to avoid falling into a pattern of focusing on economic development at the expense of social justice. Second, the structure of urban farming groups tends to repeat and reinforce the same systemic power relations that dominate the conventional agrifood system. In theory, city farming represents a move toward a participatory agrifood system. However, different types of urban agriculture practices represent different levels of commitment to socially equitable participation. I urge city farmers to seriously consider how they are facilitating the participation of which city residents in the agrifood system.

Urban agriculture projects also have the potential to enhance participation in the agrifood system by educating citizens so they can make informed decisions and effectively impact change. The various forms of city farms in Philadelphia contribute to the education of the city’s residents in different ways and to different degrees. Creating knowledgeable and effective food citizens is an important step in the direction of a democratic agrifood system. However, the existing power structures of both the dominant agrifood system and the alternative agrifood movement pose significant challenges. I recommend future research into the correlation between urban agriculture and citizens’ political activity regarding the agrifood system.  
Farming in cities also plays a role in enhancing the community food security that the increasingly concentrated and centralized conventional agrifood system has failed to ensure. Growing food in cities inevitably increases some residents’ access to fresh, nutritious food. However, I stress that not all urban agriculture impacts the community food security of all city residents equally. Social service agriculture projects and entrepreneurial city farms have different goals and imperatives and, therefore, have different community food security outcomes. Future research will clarify the extent to which these groups are feeding the most food insecure. I caution, however, that no matter how well city residents may be able to feed themselves, they must proceed with caution because self-sufficiency through urban agriculture may do nothing to devolve and may even reinforce the unequal power structures that created food insecurity in the first place. Therefore, city food production should be considered as only one part of the larger effort to enhance community food security.

Urban agriculture, as part of an alternative agrifood movement, also has the transformative power to help shape the agrifood system on two levels. First, city farms demonstrate alternative methods of food production and, thereby, set examples outside of conventional agrifood institutions for policy change. Second, by engaging traditional agrifood and city institutions, urban agriculture projects can influence policy change from within conventional agrifood and municipal systems. All of the food growing groups in Philadelphia demonstrate the potential of food production and distribution methods alternative to those of the dominant agrifood system. Most of them also collaborate with each other and other movements as well as interact with traditional agrifood and municipal institutions on some level. I encourage them to strengthen the connections that already exist and to solicit new ones as a means of affecting policy change from within traditional agrifood and urban institutions.

Ultimately, urban agriculture is not a panacea for the undemocratic methods and outcomes of the conventional agrifood system. But, as one part of a larger alternative agrifood movement, it does have the potential to help address the unequal power relations that dominate our connections to food. In this study, I highlight some of the differences in objective and outcome that exist among city farms and that shape the impact these organizations have on food democracy, and I urge practitioners and advocates to acknowledge these when considering what urban agriculture has to offer Philadelphia.
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Appendix A: Interview Questions
1) What is grown on the farm?

2) What are production methods (i.e., organic or conventional)?

3) Who farms the land?

Employees? Volunteers?

4) Who runs the farm? Who is in charge?

5) How is the farm funded?


Is it self-sustaining from food sales?


Is there outside funding? From whom? Under what conditions?

6) What is land tenure situation? How was access to the land gained?

7) Who consumes food grown on the farm?

Who purchases the food? How is the food sold?

Is the food donated? To whom?

8) What role, if any, do consumers play in what the farm grows (i.e., what is grown, how it is grown)?


Who is involved in decision-making?


How are they involved?

9) What are the main reasons for producing and selling food in the city (e.g., environmental sustainability; community food security; health benefits; creating an alternative to conventional, large-scale food systems)?

10) What other activities besides food growing are done (e.g., education programs, internships, community service, environmental studies/demonstrations)?


Who is involved?


What are the reasons for these activities?

11) What, if any, interactions take place with other organizations (past and present)?

With advocacy groups (e.g., the Food Trust, Farm to City, White Dog Community Enterprises)?

With other urban agriculture groups in Philadelphia?

With other urban agriculture groups outside of Philadelphia?

With traditional agrifood institutions (e.g., USDA programs)?

With traditional urban institutions (e.g., Philadelphia Water Department, other government entities)?

12) What are the obstacles/challenges to reaching the farm’s goals (e.g., land tenure security, environmental risks, community support, financial viability, political awareness)?

13) What changes would help or already have helped the farm better reach its goals? 

Appendix B: Interview Details
	 
	Organization
	Interviewee(s)
	Date

	1
	Mill Creek Farm
	Jade Walker                                          Co-founder of Mill Creek Farm
	May 2, 2008

	
	
	Johanna Rosen                                      Co-founder of Mill Creek Farm
	

	2
	University City                                  High School Garden
	Debbie Harris                                        Garden Coordinator with the Urban Nutrition Initiative
	May 5, 2008

	3
	Greensgrow Farms
	Mary Seton Corboy                              Co-founder of Greensgrow Farms
	May 6, 2008

	4
	Somerton Tanks Farm
	Roxanne Christensen                            Co-founder and President of the Institute for Innovations in Local Farming, a partner in Somerton Tanks Farm
	May 13, 2008

	5
	Philly Orchard Project
	Domenic Vitiello                                    President of Philly Orchard Project and Assistant Professor of City and Regional Planning at the University of Pennsylvania
	May 20, 2008

	6
	Weaver's Way Farm
	David Zelov                                           Farm Manager of Weaver's Way Farm
	May 23, 2008

	
	
	David Siller                                            Farm Educator of Weaver's Way Farm
	

	7
	Urban Tree Connection
	Skip Wiener                                           Founder and Executive Director of Urban Tree Connection
	July 1, 2008


