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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

As a member of the Pennsylvania Green Growth Partnership (PAGGP), the Center for Sustainabl
Communities at Temple University (C®@3 conducted a study n Phil adedancgmei ads
neighborhoods with the following two primary olyesti

e Analyzehe issues of community food insecunitg hungein theCity of Philadelphia

e Analyze the contribution of community gardens, urban farms, and Community Based
Organizations (CBQOsCommunity Development Corporations (CD@s)providing fresh
food access and allewig food insecurity and hunger

The study first looked at the issues of hunger and spatial inequality (in terms of accessing fresh food)
many Philadelphia neighborhood$s&ographic Information Systems (GIS) based spatialsawalys
conducted to find neighborhoods that face the issues of food ins&barignalysis includddta on

the following categories: food cupboards, community gardens, urban farms, supermarkets, farme
markets, grocery stores, convenience stores,atmccallected by the Southeastern Pennsylvania
Household Health Survéhis analysis showcased th@amurrence of poverty, hunger, land vacancy,
absence of supermarkets and grocery stores, and informal means to fresh food access at t
neighborhood saal Such coccurrences were mostly concentrated generally in the North, West, and
South sections of Philadelphia.

Secondly, the study paid particattantion to the rolthat urban agriculture programs have in reducing
inequality dund inthe aforemeimned neighborhoodsA citywide Survey was conducted to better
understand the impact of urban agriculture at the neighborhood scale. Analysis of the data included t
following: (i) understanding the models of urban agriculture, (i) identifying thg pandan
participants and recipients of locally produced food, (iii) analyzing how local food is distributed in
disadvantaged neighborhoods, and (iv) understanding how community agriculture projects were evolv
and engaged in their neighborhoods. Majdinfys from this analysis are listed below.

e Three primary models of urban agriculture exist in Philadelphia: the traditional community
gardens, the entrepreneurial urban farms, and urban agriculture supported by CBOs or CDCs.

e Three different modes areedsto distribute food throughout the city: informal distribution,
sales, and donation.

e Community gardens are located in all of the 12 Planning Analysis Zones of the City, but mostl
concentrated in neighborhoods experiencing the greatest level of tawityinse

e Community gardens draw a large portion of their participants from their surrounding
neighborhoods.
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The report concludes with a discussion based on ten-dpllmterviews with garden organizers. The
topics discussed were based on either futiddegue about the initial survey results, or issues raised by
the interviewees. The topics included the following:
e Agreement/ di sagreement with tRlilsdadcdelepneind §
gardens help providing fresh foutladleséssng fiosdcurity and hunger intawee neighborhdods
e Economic contribution of urban agriculture
e Accessibility to urban agriculture

A number of garden organizers expressed that
underserved neighborhoods was achieved by creating knowledge of local produce for a generati
unfamiliar with the production of food. Gardens are also creating indirect economic opportunities for
their neighborhoods through hands on training in a profdssebimag. A variety of transferable skills

are assisting teens to find gainful employment through various garden programs.

Planting at Broad and Norris
Photo: Temple Community Garden Facebook Page
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INTRODUCTION

As a member of the Pennsylvania Gr@eowth Partnership (PAGGP), the Center for Sustainable
Communities at Temple University (CB&conducted a study analyzing the issues of community
food insecurity and the role of community gardens in the City of Philadelphia. The PAGGP was
founded in2006 bythe Green Building Alliance in Pittsburgh and the Engineering and Design Institute
at Philadelphia University. The funding was provided by the Pennsylvania Department of Communit
and Economic Development. The PAGGP Research Network was crettiedaftademic and non

profit community to collaborate, share informatol learn about each other's work. Since 2006, the
CSC which is a partner of tHAGGP Research Netwoitkas been awarded thigrantsto conduct
research studies. This report sebleon the thirdndfinal study thatvas completed during 26211
academic year

Food insecurity, hunger, and spatial inequality exist in manynémwer urban neighborhoods.

addition the historic land use chasdmvehad important impacts onban natural systems and the
foodshed. Increasing productivity of the foodshed can be achieved without further adverse impacts f
the urban and regional ecosystem. Many old industrial U.S. cities are trying to address food insecu
issues by providing et access to healthy food and emergency hunger relief to their most vulnerable
residents. These residents live in neighborhoods tipatoarendblighted by vacant lands. However,
community garderend urban farmsvhich have been primarily developesuth vacant properties,

are important agents of urban food systems and unique examples of overall urban sustainability a
community development. Within this contesd,explored and analyzbd importance of community
gardens in addressing the issuefoarf insecurity, social justice, community organizing, and land
maragement practices in many leineome neighborhoods of the City of Philadelphia. In particular,
we evaluatethe role and influence of community engagement in reducing spatial inedbhabty i
neighborhoodthrough variousmpgrams that asuppoted by norprofit organizations

This is a descriptigudywhere we have usedays, interviewsnd Geographic Information Systems
(GIS) based spatial and network analyses as primaogohegies. Our research agenda included the
following tasks:

¢ Analyzethe issues of food insecurity and spatial ineqtraityexistin many dwerincome
neighborhoods;
e Explore the role of urban agriculture, including community gardens and urban farms;

¢ Understandhe nature and influence of community engagetimenigh the operations and
programs of CBOs/CDCs; and

¢ Developquestions for future research
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HUNGER AND FOOD INSE CURITY

Background

Poverty is the root of hunger. People under poverty occgsmnaularly face hunger and under
nourishment, have poor diednd thus suffer physical health consequences. Definiegsuring food
nsecurity and hunger is a challenging task. A
involuntarydecrease in the quality and quantity of food eaten because of economic hardship. It is relate
to undernouri shment !ordertountiestand theisslies &f hupgercahdifoedn s
insecurity in old industrial cities such as Philadelghizeed tstudythe changes in populati@nd

land use patterrmer the year8ased on U.S. census daigure 1preserga comparative analysis of
population changes in Philadelphiataa®elaware Valley Metro region from 1900 to 20&€.other

similar cities the City ofPhiladelphia haseen losingopulation sincéhe 1950sAt the same time,
suburban counties have gained populafisnwesee only inthe recent censudata haghe City
experienced sonp®pulationincreaseUnfortunately, ven hough the city was losing population for a
number of decades, its agricultural tards weréiminishing

Population Change 1900 - 2010
Philadelphia vs. Delaware Valley Metro Region

Millions

1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010

——Philadelphia —Metro Region

Figure 1: Population change in Philadelphia and the mét2618gion 1900
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Figure 2 shows selected land uses of Philad€Elpiyusing DVRIE land use data of 1990, 1995,
2000, and 2005. As we see in this figure, residential, wooded, and agricultural land uses have decre:

but parkingareas haveacreased. More importantlyetity has seenggiificant increase in vacant land
Philadelphia Land Use 1990, 1995, 2000, 2005 (Logarithmic Sc
64000

use
32000
16000
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4000 ——
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AgricultureCommermaI Parklng Recreatior Re5|dent|al Vacant  Wooded Other Land
Total Total Uses

35, 880
24 205

6,822
5 211
5 496

7 596

325
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= 1990 = 1995 = 2000 = 2005

Figue2: Land use change in Philadelphia 300ari910

Figures 3a and 3b show a comparison of vacant land parédadelphia in 1999 and 2010 (data
aggregated at the census tract lédatprding to these mag3h i | adel phi adshaveac an
increasethy approximately 50%4ithin the last 11 years2810studypublished by the Redevelopment
Authority (RDAJ reportsthe vacant land adds up to 3,555 acres that are valued at nearly $Rdillion
accounts for a citywide $8,000 iospropety value per househofdll estimated value3his study

also estimated that 78% of vacant land palprivately ownedn addition, raintainingall the

vacant land costs the city $20 million each year.

2 Econsult Corporation et al. (20Mgcant Land Management in Philadelphia: The Cost of the Current Systétheand the@enef
ReformPrepared for the Redevelopment Authority of the City of Philadelphia.



Vacant Land Parcels,
June 1999 (n=30,107)
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Vacant Land Parcels,
2010 Philadelphia OPA (n=45,130)
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Philadelphia City Planning Commission ) .
Map: Center for Sustainable Communities

wiww.philaplanning.org

Figure 3a and 3b: Philadelphia vapantéénoh 1999 and 2010
Source of 3a: Philadelphia City Planning Comm(stﬁ;ipd/wmthjﬂeilaplanning.org/data/vacp)rop.html

The majority of vacant land parcels incityeare concentrated in North, West, and South Philadelphia
(looselydefined. According to U.S. census data, these areas also have significant poverty concentratio
We present American Community Survey data2P00% iniyure 4aThis map is showing population

up to 200 percendf poverty at census tract levedrkercolor d the tracts represendensepoverty
concentrations. As poverty leads to food insecurity and hunger, these areas also thgperastce
hunger. Figurdb shows the spatial pattern of residents who called Philabundance Hotline asking for
emergency fooassistance during 2€@®106. It is important to note that these ar@psimarilyNorth,

West, and South PhiladelpBighave higher rates of vacant land parcels, higher concentration of
poverty, and higher evidence of hunger. According to U.S. censtisedatareas also have higher
concentration of minority populatiofrhe leading antiunger nonprofit Food Research Action Center
(FRAC) has analyzed data from dl 2ditvey created for the Galldgealthways WeBeing Index.
Approximately18% of responehts throughout the country said yes to this survey question: "Have there
been times in the past 12 months when you did not have enough money to buy food that you or yot
family needed?Based on this surveennsyl vani ads fir sdh indunien;gc-_r)e S

—

3 Meenar, Mahbubur. Forthcoming. Feeding the Hungry: Food Insecurity in Lower Income Commiotgaé§.dod 2
Geographies: Concepts, Spatial Context, andtibestdsaRerdcN. et al. Surrey, England: Ashgate Publishing Ltd. o




Phil adel phiads Kensington neighbor hahedity oppar t s
Chester, was named #ezondungriest district in thentirenatiorf.

Community Gardens and

E Community Gardens and
Poverty Concentration

Emergency Food Assistance

2.5 5 Miles
|

Legend

Community Gardens O
Planning Analysis Zones [_]

Legend

Community Gardens O
Planning Analysis Zones [_]

Lighter to darker color represents
lower to higher density of residents
who seeked emergency food services

Lighter to darker color represents
lower to higher density of population under poverty

Figure 4&overtyap(at and bel@@ percent)

Figure 4b: Spatiglgra of locations of the callers to Philabundance Hotline asking for emergency food as
20092010

Note: Only the community gadderizan fartmat participated irsanrey are displayed in these maps.

Community Food Insecurity

In order to analyze community food insecurity in Philadelphia, we started with this question: What is th
state of healthy and fresh food access in theseinocwere neighborhoods? We analyzed fresh food
accessibility in the city based on various types obtdlets. We also looked at a number of other
studies that have analyzed this issue. One such sthdyReinvestment FUNdBRF) sipermarket
study’ of low access afé@s national study has identife@das undersen by fullservice supermarkets
and experiencedigrificant grocery retail leakalyethe low access aeega®rding to this studgsidents

have taravel longer distances to supermarkets compared to the average distancenobhigreeas

with similarpopulation density and cammership raten addition to population data, the TRF study
also usedesidential land aremr ownershifBureau of Labor Statistics Consumer Expenditure Survey
(2009) and supermarket locatiofZ009)from Trade Dimensions he results are presentedotigh
online interactive maps published on the wel@lsédPolicy Mas seen in these maps, many Ioweél

—

4 Philly.com web site, 2011 2
5 Detalls available at th&F web sitéhttp://www.trfund.con) and The Policy Mapeb sitghttp://www.policymap.com o




income neighborhoods in Philadelphia contain tbesaccess aiascollected data of supermarkets
and other types of yfMapwkbsiteandabtdined Healthy Correrfsiae P o |
from The Food Trust (TFT). Figure 5 shows supermarkets, grocery stores, healthy corner stores, al
other outlets that sell fresh foods in Philadelphia.

Geaographic Access to Healthy Food
and Poverty Concentration

5 Miles
e |

Legend
Healthy Food Outlets ©O

Lighter to darker color represents
lower to higher density of population under poverty

Figure:G ocationssafpermarkets, groowesy, $iealthy corner stores, and other cugleltbghdtfsedibod

In addition, we created two more maps showing other types of community food outlets that may offe
healthy food choices to the residents. We collected the following dat#rdayevarious sources:
farmers markei@eleg Kremer, University of Delawar@nrounity garderend farms (Pennsylvania
Horticulture Society, CSC), arabd cupboardsGreater Philadelphia Coalition Against Hynger
Philabundange Figure 6 shows commiyngardens, farms, and farmers markets in Philadelphia, and
Figure @ shows food cupboards that distribute produce donated by various community gardens anc
farms. Thirty three cupboards receive donations of fresh, local produce that are grown in 4¢ communi
gardens through the City Harvest programa regular growing season, this program reaches out to
1,000 lowemcome families. It distributed above 64,000 Ibs of produce during0290rowing
seasonBesides, thEresh for Afirogram (Philabundea) distributes fresh produce in some parts of

6 In partnership with five North Philddieia communities, the TFT developed the Healthy Corner Store Initiative pilot
program to increase the availability of healthy foods in corner stores and to educate young people about healthy snacking.
With a partnership with Philadelphia Department did?dbalth, the TFT is now expanding this network to 1,000 stores
throughout the city. http://www.thefoodtrust.org

7 City Harvest is a partnership of Pennsylvania Horticulture Society, the Philadelphia Prison System, SHARE, the Heglth
Promotion Council dBoutheastern Pennsylvania, Weavers Way &wa Farm, and 42 community gardens. 2
http://lwww.pennsylvaniahorticulturalsociety.org/phlgreentatyest.html o



the city.We have also created an ordgstination matrix using ArcGIS Network Analyst extension to
see the network pattern from urban farms or gardens to food cupboards. As expected, the networ}
have a sting geographic influence, as most origin and destination greirgeographically close
(Figure 7b).

Philadelphia's Community Gardens,
Urban Farms, and Farmer's Markets

0 25 5 Miles
P

Legend

Farmer's Markets ©
Community Gardens, and Urban Farms

Lighter to darker color represents
lower to higher density of population under poverty

Figurel6 L ocat i oncmnuhity gatdens, tamns, Bnpl faimar$ rearkets

Philadelphia's Food Cupboards that
Distribute Fresh Produce

Legend
O Food Cupboards

Lighter to darker color represents
lower to higher density of population under poverty P

Figure 7& h i | a fbead lcypliodinagdissibuteesiproduadonated by various community gardens and farm:

Figure 7b: A screen shot ofnatestiiation network aréafysie community gardens/ urban farms (¢icgles)
(@]

food cupbodsdsiares) 8



The sate of community food secunisymore than having p$icabr geographiaccess to healthy food
choice. Having physical access to a fresh food degietnotensureaffordability, ethnic preference,
variety and quality of foodd-ood insecurity is a state of a person or a household, it is a feeling.
Accoding to the Centre for Studies in Food Security, there are five components etdood s
known as the Five A!s(1) Availability: sufficient footbr all people at all times; (2) Accessibility:
physical and economic access to food, including aciedésstation; (3) Adequacy: access to food that

is nutritious, safe, and sustainable; (4) Acceptability: access to culturally acceptable food production :
distribution that do not create conflict with people's dignity or human rights; and (5) Ageiesy: pol
and processes that help achieve food security.

Minimum or no access to fresh food outlets within a walking distagbecome a critical issue in
poor neighborhoods where car ownership is alsoHmures5 through 7 show thahany parts of
theseneighborhoosglhave physical access to one or more types of food outéetsast they hasach
access througPhiladelphi@d scxtensive public transport netwdgriot shown in the mapdHowever, it
does not guarantee that lowerome residentsould want to buy or have affordability buylocal,
fresh produceFrom our field surveys weeard various types of commerggarding qualitgnd
affordability In manysmall conveniencgores healthy food options are limited and foods are not
always frestdditionallymanyfresh food outlets such fasmers marketarban farmsor Community
Supported Agriculture (CSA) programs doasoeptElectronic Benefits Transfer (EB3grd$and
target higher income resideritarthermore, \ailability of healthy ¢als infood cupboards is not
always guaranteed and many people in need do not necessarily ask for foodrasssigboards.

Gardens attempt to alleviate problems of fresh food access, but experience limitations in full
addressing the concerns. Moesmmunity gardens are seasonal and cannot offer fresh produce year
round. Besides, hundreds of community gardens have died over the last two decades for a myriad
reasons, including discontinued or decreased financial support, and real estatentigveksuree
Gardens also take a tremendous amount of time and capital to create andidslitibaial struggles

consist of organizing neighbors and volunteers, securing funding and tools, and securing land from tl
city. One gardener trying to staroemmunity garden expressed frustration about working with the city
to gain accessl ttds veeaxhaau s tpirmog,erittygs oa ful | t i
this kind of project b e ¢ a u s Ehesae factomake gardena sekny k1
much less accessible for neighborhoods with little capital mobility.

In additionto the external difficultissanygardens face, there are also limitations faced by community
members. Mangesidents do not have easy access to g@xastimmunity gardenklost of them are
membetonly gardens with long waitiligls, andt takesatremendous amount tifne commitmento

8 Centre for Studies in Food Security web site, 2010.
9 The EBT card is the identification cardtfer SNAP/Food Stamp Program.
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create and sustain a valuable gaides can be difficult for lowsmcome residents who have two or
three jobs, soatimes outside of their neighborhoods, and rarely have time to cook food let alone grow
it. Gardens are also facmgenerational ancllturalgapamongyoung kids and old immigrants who
migratedfrom the southern stategith agricultural knowledgEducdion is another crucial factor.
Regardless of the neighborhood racial composiayledge limitations around fresh faody

inhibit lowsincome participation in community agriculture projects.

Following these discussions, we understand that a conmfomohitysecurity map should include more

than just poverty and food access varidblestder to create a community food insecurity map of
Philadelphia, we analyzed the data from the Southern Pennbiduaetaold Health Surv@p1Q
published byPublic Health Management Corporation's (PHMC) Conitsnudealth Data Base
(CHDB). Approximately 10,000 householdsPhiladelphiaand four neighboring countiegere
randomly contacted by phone and asked questions about health screenings and personal hesz
behavios. This is one of the largest regional health surveysrdivates a unique, ktepth view into

the health andwddle i ng of t he.Ourdapd imsacdrity mapeissbasdd am@éstions
(variablesfrom this surveyincluding the followingceess to healthy foplealth condition (diabetes,
obesity) poverty hunger education enploymenttatus, dod consumption habiature ofcommunity
involvementgovernment assistanstatus, andse ofthe Internet A completdist of all these variasl

or survey questionis provided inAppendixA. As seen irfFigures 8a and8b, Phi | a dlewep hi a0
income neighborhoods have the most food insecure population.

Median Household Income
in Philadelphia

Community Food Insecurity
in Philadelphia

®

5 Miles 0 2.5 5 Miles

P
Lighter to darker color represents
higher to lower median income

Lighter to darker color represents
lower to higher food insecurity

Figurea@and 8IA comparison of median household income and the state mﬁmﬂmﬂnit‘%ﬂnﬂbip@
neighborhoods
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SURVEY OF COMMUNITY GARDENS (& FARMYS)

As the second paof this study, we examined the impacirbéin agriculture e city by focusing on

the type of workommunitygardens do, how they distribute food, and who they iRplaat.| adel p h
local food landscape is immense andPthiadelphia regiois celetatedon a national scale for its

urban foodinitiatives. Within the city various programs exist, from grassroots agoculacant
parceldo large scale farming programs that distrfbothroughout the cityDue to the variety of
programsavailake throughoutvarious neighborhoods Bhiladelphia, the impact of urban agriculture
varies.In recent times, not too many studies have measured the outcome of community garden:
throughout thecity. A 20082009st udy est i mat ed t h aand s§uatied gardeasl p h
produced $4.9 million worth of vegetalblesng summedé mor e food than all 0
markets and urban farms combined sold in that.year

In February 201the CSG an a survey of Phi | adaenlsplgainea®destterc o m
picture of the cityds wurban agricul tur euref for
survey consisted of 36 questions divided into two sections. Sduidrgéestions about the gardens
while Section B asked quessicabout the neighborhamd nd t he gardensd eng
neighborhoods. The online survey was open for two weeks, from February 21 to March 7, 2011. Tt
PHS and Philadelphia Orchard Project helped us distribute the survey link to their netourk20 ab
organizations/individuals throughout the city. We received 46 responses (38% response rate) fro
individuals and neprofit or grassroots organizations (including CBOs/ CDCs) who manage a total of
81 community gardens and urban farms throughdat®phia. Out of those 46, we conducted seven

in person followup interviews and three phone interviews. There was at least one response from eac
of P hi | Bd®lannipghAnadysissZones. We received fewer responses fsraldéufbiprofit

urban &rms, as our survey was primarily targeted toward community gardens who may also se
produce. We did however invite a few urban farms to participate in the survey; all of which hawve
community programs related to hunger and food insecurity.

The Gardens

Our survey received at least one response from each Planning Analysis Zone of the City of Philadelpf
Figure 9 showsthe location of the community gardens and urban famus,their respective
neighborhoosd This figure also shows the percentage of myimmwncentration throughout the city.

The gardens are divided into three categories based on how they described their primattyemission,
name ofthgar den (i . e. i f the phrase 0compnandtheit y ge

N

10Vitiello and Nairn. 2009. Community Gardening in Philadelphia: 2008 Harvest Report. Penn Planning and Urban %Zldles
University of Pennsylvania.




tax status as aganization: The three categories a@B0Os/CDCs, communitygardens, andrban

farms. Tablé shows the number of respondents in each cat@gdryable 2 shows the total number

of respondents in each Planning Analysis Zointhe 81 gardens presentedhis study, the size of

each garden varies tremendoUsliyty of them are smaller than 2,000 sq. ft., sixteen are between 2,000
and 10,000 sqg. ft., and the rest are larger than 10,000 &lojeR®.shows the numbeaf gardensn

each category basausquare feet.

Community Gardens and
Racial Composition

5 Miles

Legend

Community Gardens O
Planning Analysis Zones [_]

Lighter to darker color represents
lower to higher minority population density

Figure Philadelphminoritgomposition kwations of all community gardens/ farms participated in the
Boundariskow the limithe€i t y of Phil adel pEil2xds Pl anning An

Tablé: Number of Surveyidigants Accordingtedories

Category Number of survey participants

\ \

11 Some gardens straddle two categories. Some Community Gardens have @&tb@1@)t3teir mission is not
community development based.
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Table 2: Number of Gardens Based on Planning Analysis Zones

Planning Analysis Zone Number of GardenResponses

WesPhiadelphi
Soth Phidefia

\ \
\ \
\ \

Roxburough/ Manyunk

Tabl8: Numberf &ardens Based on Size

Size Number of Gardens

| |

Table 4shows how respondents identified their missiora scale of High Priority to Low Prioray.
large percentage of responderdsnd i fy ocommunity greeningo (32
ocommunity devel opmento (23%) as the most I mp

Tablel Mission of Gaglerganizatisn

High Priority < » Low Priority
Scale 5 4 3 2 1
Business or 6 6 6 2 21
Entrepreneurial
Charity (to food 9 8 11 7 7
cupboards, etc)
Community 19 10 7 4 1
Development
Community 26 7 7 4 1
Greening
Education 22 8 9 4 1
Food Production 25 8 7 3 2 (@))
Training 12 12 4 4 7 3
Other 8 0 1 0 0 s




Food Distribution

Food and its dtribution are at the center of urban agriculture debates. How does fresh food get to the
neediest populations? Who distributes that’fdbere does it come from? These questions are central

to the discussion on the impact of urban agriculture at auglfessi insecurity and spatial inequality.

This section of the study looks at the role gaplayis distributing food throughout Philadelphia.

Both Figure 10 andable 5 report ho

gardens participated in this surv
prioritize their modes of distution. In

the survey questiorevsuggested five type
of food distribution: (i) Sold at farmer
markets; (i)  Distributed  throug
community supported agricultuf€SA)

(i) Harvested by participants; (i
Distributed by participants; and (
Donated to dod cupboardsiccording to
Table 5, the m@jority of the participating
gardens consider that harvesting ¢

Figure 10: Primary Modes of Produce D
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m Distributed
through CSA
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Participants

m Distributed by
Participants
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distributing by participangge their highest

priority.In Figue 10, wénave combinedll the higher priority modesifkss and 4) as primary nexi

This pie chart shows the percentages of these primary modes of food distribution, as practiced amor

the gardendn Table 6, we have narrowed downfibhe types ofmodes into three major categories:

informal distributionsalesanddonations

Tabk5: Modes Bbodistribution

High Priority » Low Priority
Scale 5 4 3 2 1
Sold at Farmers 11 5 0 1 10
Market
Distributed through 4 2 1 1 12
CSA
Harvested by 23 1 4 1 4
Participants
Distributed by 19 0 2 3 6
Participants
Donated to Food 9 5 6 3 7
Cupboards
Other 2 3 1 0
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Table: Categories of Distribution

Farmers Mrkets Donate to Food Cupboard Harvested by Participants
CSA Distributed by Participants
Informal Distribution.

Informal distributn is one of the more popular modes of distribution amongst urban agriculture
programs. Informal distribution differs from formal modes such as sales or formal donations in that
there is no formal structure to the way produce is distributed cljaoohrds groceryco-ops, and
farmersnarkets constitute a formal structure to the way food is distributed, and are, in part reliable way
for residents to gain access to fresh pro@ucéhe other handnformalmodes of distributiomvolve

produce that is haggted by a garden participant or shared wigihbwes of a garden participant
Usually, informal modese less reliable than formmaksdue tomany factorand uncertaintiethat

might be associated wgtowing local produce, and sharing that prodiicen@ighbors.

Of the 46 survey respondents 54% of them identified their primary mode of produce distribution as
either oharvested by partici pandategorizeshsinfoorali st r i
distribution. Themission of these conunity gardens ifocused primarily on food production,
community greening, and community development. Comngardgns are typically neighborhood
based andhey identify mostly with the social network of their neighborhoods, which results in a
comfort aml desire to distribute food through that same network either through produce sharing or
subsistence agriculttire

Interestingly, abol83%of the respondensn s wer ed oOyesoO6 to having a
fees range from $5 to $100 per year,amitaverage fee ranging from-$20 per year. Relying on the
social network of neighborhoods, gardens who distribute food informally do so to hehe build
surroundingcommunity. When asked why participgaetsanvolved igardeing one couple answered,
OFor fun. o I nfor mal di stribution mo des seem
interactionand feeding families with fresh, local produce.

Sales

Urban farmssomeCBO<$CDCs, and eversomecommunity gardens growof for the purpose of
seling, even if partiallyt orto afarmeramarket through a&CSA pogram, oto a grocerin this study

we did not includeommunitygardenmembership fees undée sales mode of distribution, bec#use

is not a direct financial exchange for produceb@rause community gardens play a promineirt role
distributing food through donatioasdinformalavenues —

QY
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12Note: Subsistence agriculture is a form of self sufficiency farming where the grower and the consumer are the sanfe pers




Out of the 46survey participant89%a n s wer ed Oy es O wh e mpatisulR@o i f t
primarily sold atarmersmarkets and 8%rimarily sold through a CSWhen asked abouhe
approximate amount of produs@d each year Ibs, gardens gave a widnge of responses. Answers
variedfrom 5 Ibs. to tens of thousands of Ibs. A number of resporadeogbared the dollar amount
earned from selling produce in a given year, rather than the total Ibs. These responses also vari
ranging from $150 per week to $100,000 in aRygare6 (page 13¥hows active farmers markets
located throughout the cighere gardens have the oppatiuto sell.

Donations:

Philadelphia has a networkatWout 70Good cupboardsand soup kitcherntbat address the issues of
communityfood insecurityandhunger.Food cupboards, however, do not fully alleviate the iequal
found in the lowestncome neighborhoods in terms qfroviding access to fresh produdé&/e
specifically asked tbarvey participants if their gardens donated produce to food cupbigaré3a
(page 133hows the locatigrof all food cupboards Philadelphighat receivéreshproducefrom the
community gardens

Out of the 46 respondents, 18% primarily distribute produdeotbcupboards.This includes
community gardens, farms, and CBOs/GDG/pically thecupboardsare located in thesame or
adjacent neighborhoods as gfaedensAccording to survey results, a total of 18,712 Ibs. of produce
was distributedo 15 different food cupboardy 20differentgardensn 2010. Tablg shows the
number of gardens distributing various amounts of produce to cupboards.

Tabl&: Numbeof Gardens Donating Prodleig)tioty

Weight N umber of Gardens

Z50750s

The Neighborhoods

Neighborhoods are the social fabric of a city, and the oopsaditi neighborhoods are vital for its
success. Adiscussedh the Backgrouséction of this report, certain Philadelphia neighborhoods are
experiencing a variety of social problems related to population loss, vacant land, food inequality, al
hunger. Urban agricultureplays an important role in the redevelopment fofmerly blighted
neighborhoods.drticipants of this study come from a variety of neighborhoods in Philadelphia, each of
them contributing something unique to the landscape.

In Philadelphighere are dense concentrations of community gardens and urbam tfaeriorth and
West Philadelphia neighborhoods whardvacancys extremely higland family income levels hover §’



around the poverty lin€igure4b (page 11yshows that there & corelation between the highest
concentration of gardens and the highest concentration of emergency food assistaRigicaliers
(page 113hows similar relationship with poverty concentration.

Participants revealed additional information about thiginborhood conditions throughe survey.

43% of respondents considered their neighborhood a food desert, compared to the 46% who did no
11% were unsure if their neighborhoods were considered a food deseBamhnolthe participants

who we interéwede x pr essed di sl i ke rtd.or Edadhe iprhtrerswi edw eoe
opinions about howonfusingthetermof ood desert 6 had become in
neighborhood conversations, and how many different meanings the @mnased up.One
interviewee expressed t hmanythindifeom hoehavimg acéessdodrest e s
food due to a spatial limitation or a financial limitation.

Intriguingly43% ofthe 46 respondentselieved their mghborhoods tdo e 0 f o od@hbroddeys e r t
defined On the other hand,moderate to high percentage of respondents expressedhgavygof

fresh food outlets their neighborhoodd able8 shows thegercentage aksponses to the question,
oDoes your hawihgfollovang freslofdod outldtsVe have not identified exactly how
many of these fresh food outlets are available in these neighborhoods and whether they can meet
demand of the total neighborhood population.

Table: Fresh Food Outlets ghNerh@asDescribedyrveRarticipants

[ Access to Fresh Food Outlet Percentages of Participants

Community Engagement

Recipients and Participants of Urban Agriculture

According to this studys f | unbdni agriguiture projects are located throughout the city, taut clus

in high vacancy, low incomeighborhoods where food access is scarce. Is agriculture ciastering
theseparticular neighborhoods because land is more readily available, or are the locations of urb:
agriculture projects carefully chosen based on target popufstmrsiig to Tabled, the majority of vy
produce recipients aotustered in lower socio econorslasse L o wreameho u s e h andl dCN&c')

0 Ho u s eliving withgjovernment assistancer ecei ved t he majority gof



showing that ardensprimarily servelisadvantageesidents with fresh produce through any of the
three distribubn mediumso Up pneamehous eh ol dsé received a minu
responsedilthough there is a highesncentration of gardens in more struggling neighborlamolds
thesegardensighy prioritize donations of fresh produoemore disadvdaged households their

vicinity, 58% of gardens claimed to serve people living outside the immediate neighborhood

Tabl®: Prioritization Bfoduce Recipfadsrding to their Type dE wwmic Status
Recipients include those who pefchagmatons, and/or harvest

High Priority < » Low Priority

Scale 5 4 3 2 1
Lower income households 18 6 6 1 3
Middle income households 10 7 5 2 7
Upper income households 2 2 1 2 16
Households living with 13 4 7 1 4
government assistance

Schoolchildren 5 8 7 4 7
Seniors 11 6 5 7
Other 7 0 0 0 1

TablelQ Prioritization of Active Participants According to theirHgm®oanS&taius
Participation includes food production, distribution, and community outreach
High Priority < » Low Fiority

Scale 5 4 3 2 1
Lower income households 15 8 8 5 3
Middle income households 12 6 12 1 4
Upper income households 3 4 5 1 14
Households living with 5 7 4 5 7
government assistance

School children 14 5 4 5
Seniors 5 5 7 2 11
Other 6 3 0 1 1

Similar trends existed in the rate of participation acrossesoo@mic demographi¢$able 1Q)
however, differences occurrbdtweenprimary participation rateand primary recipient rate in
households living on government assistasrgors, and Isool childrenSchoolchildren were more
likely to participate, but not be the recipiehfgoduce whereas households on government assistance
were more likely to be the main recipjdnisnot participat&eniors had similar trend as household
living on government assistance antsurprisinglyhad ahigher recipient rate than participation. This§’



could indicate that seniors are the primary receivers of government assistance, or that due to physi
limitations are not able to participate.

Additionaldata collected from this stuslyowsgardensvith gardeners frora variety ohges and racial
backgroundsThe average age of the acteelgner was 35 years with the majority of gardens drawing
activity from the 20 to 40 year old demographicagbeaangef active gardenestiows the diversity

of gardening throughout the city, from school age children to young adult activist to experiencec
gardener@up to85 yeansand thatommunity agriculture is for everyone.

When gardens were asked tontifle the primary race and/or ethnicity of their actjgedenes

the responses were varied. Fiddrehows the percemg@a of eacllemographicwWhites and African
Americans make up a total of 83% of the active gardéoessdering the locale of the gardehe
respondedit is not surprising to see the difference between African American and Hispanic gardeners.

= White (47%)
5%

12%

m African
American (36%)

Hispanic (12%)

m Asian (5%)

Figurdl: Primary Race and Ethnicity of Active Gardeners

Since he majority of gardetisat participated in this survey are located in mineighborhoodgsee

Figure 9page 18 the high percentage of whijardeers appeas asa surprising trendhy isthere

such a high rate efhitegardeners? One respondeven comments during anti er vi e w, ol t
Far mi ng] still a WAnothererespondenp says ohat reverg parrt iofvthet ciyy. isd
different and this type of statement may not Ipdicaple everywher8o, where are these active
gardeners coming fromfccording to Table 1125 gardens mention that they get less than 25
participants from their own neighborhootlsis numberalso correlagewith the high percentage of
gardeng58%9 who claimed teserve people outside their immediate neighborwothe other hand,

eight gardens get-280 participants from their neighborhoods, and five gardens (primarily urban
farms) get more than 100 participants from their neighborhiémdsver, wecannot conclude that
community gardens are not drawtimgmajority of participants from their respective neighborhoods.
Low neighborhood participation happens mostly in smaller gardens, which were the E(ri)mar)
respondents ithis survey (see Tablgpagel9). o
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Tabld 1 GardeRarticipation frEorroundinighborheod

# of Participants from Surrounding Neighborhoods # of Gardens

In addition, our followup analysis shows that the participants are coming from immediate
neighborhoods regardless of their race. We have dGi®basednetwork analysis showing the
locations ofifew randomly selected gardens and the locations of their participants. Acdéigling to

12, a South Philadelphia community garden has a majorisymembers coming from the immediate
vicinity. However, we did not directly ask whether the white population living in these minority
neighborhoods participate more actively than the black popélatione active participation of white
populationslikely the case for a number of the gardens that participated in our survey.

Figurd2 A network analysis shows that most of the participants are coming from the immediate7cinit

garden located in South Philadelphia neighborhood >
o



