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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This case study provides an analysis and evaluafi@mmunity Supported Agriculture (CSA). To examiCSA
as a potentially viable Future Economy Initiatirgerviews, a survey, and secondary data sources witized.
From May 2014 to October 2014 16 in-person senniettired interviews with CSA farmers were condugembss
three counties in Western Massachusetts. A coplysointerview and survey can be found in the appefdere
have been few comprehensive efforts to analyze &38ss the United States, however this study pesvith
overview of the CSA and the resulting economicjapand environmental outcomes.

CSA represents an innovative way to organize priclu@nd distribution on the farm by altering tlaerer-
consumer relationship. Originally CSA set out tigrathe interests of members seeking fresh, siadténlocal
food, with farmers seeking to sustain themselvea oelatively small plot of land by engaging in fidiversity land
intensive production destined for their neighbémgheory, a farmer decides how many families tbay support,
perhaps 100 families a year. They determine theafqgeroduction, including a living wage for theifiser and
workers, and then divide total farm costs by the fiinilies that become members of the farm. Mempaysup
front for their share, before planting begins fie tvinter when farmers are buying inputs), provgdivorking
capital for the farm. Through purchasing a shaemirers don't receive a fixed amount of producdienathey
receive a share of the harvest. By purchasing @est{amembers] are taking a risk with us on therfAr(RFF:
representing an important risk-hedging strategyriany CSA farms since they don’t qualify for fedemap
insurance or subsidy programs. Thus, the CSA pesvidrmers with working capital, secure markets, amway to
hedge their risk, while members receive fresh,l|asstainable produce and additional non-markkteviom
supporting their local farmer.

The study found significant variation in CSA fartrusture, resulting in mixed outcomes across theifeu
Economy Initiative indicators. Farms generallyddilto provide adequate income to farmers and wsrkawever
the notion of livelihoods considers more than semgtonomic measures. When CSA farms are compatgs D
averages, they provided superior income and empaynstill far from a living wage. Farmers in thady area
frequently discussed non-monetary forms of compenséor their work, particularly noting benefiteom the
lifestyle CSA helped them achieve. The study didficon that CSA provides access to working capitalfarmers,
greatly reducing their reliance on financial indiitns and improving their profitability. Resulis@a suggested CSA
greatly reduces the barriers to entry for young maa farmers through improving access to land,iamtoving
farm viability on limited acreage. This occurs thgh relationships with organizations and individusg¢eking to
preserve land and support sustainable land uselimhed acreage was supported by intensive andrdes
agricultural production, which is not unique to G3®wever CSA can provide an advantage to thesesféirough
a guaranteed market. Regarding opportunities, GBidrs were more than three times as likely to been
compared to average US farms. This may be becatkérbproved access to farming and by CSA providirigpe
of farm production and distribution that may be emappealing to women, though more research is saces
Finally, all CSA farms in the study claimed to @il organic growing practices for part, of all, béir crop. Many
farmers went ‘beyond organic’ to provide long-teznosystem services while improving yield and padufiity.

Many challenges remain for CSA farms to improvdqrenance across the Future Economy framework. Bhoyi
fair compensation to all who spill their sweat be farm, coupled with improving access to foodlfav income
members are the central challenges facing CSA mydeirward. If compensation is not improved, notyoate
farmers and workers being taken advantage of,Ibatiamay become increasingly difficult to findgg#e willing to
farm in this manner. Moreover, farmers generalgognized that CSA was out of reach for low-inconembers,
greatly limiting the people they can reach and ionprg access to healthy, fresh, local produce tmirose with
the means. The challenge presented by the needtliodompensate labor while providing nourishmainan
affordable price will test the viability of CSA asFuture Economy Initiative.

First documented in the US in 1986 and gradualtgaging through New England, CSA has continuedritsvth
across the country, reaching over 6,000 farms naiite. If CSA is to provide an alternative to besa as usual
that reaches beyond niche markets, external assesta needed. With the current industrial food plex of
heavily subsidized food deeply ingrained, governnaetion to rethink the nation's agricultural pglis essential.

! The farms represented in interviews for this stwilybe referred to throughout by abbreviated narigted in Appendix C.
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CSA farms cannot compete in the long-run againavihesubsidized food, and additionally CSA farneed to
ensure markets recognize their extra-market value.

i|Page



TABLE OF CONTENTS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ..ottt ee ettt e e e sttt e e e ettt e e e e sttt ee e e saneaesasstseeeeanssaeeeeaannseeaeeans [

L. INTRODUCTION ..ciiiiittiie ettt ettt ee et e e et e e e e sttt e e e s tbe e e e e e sbee e e e eaaaaeesanseeeeeeansbeeeeeanseeeeeannees 1

2. EVALUATION ..ot ittt ettt et e e e ettt e e e e ettt e e e e st e e e e e ensaeaansseeeesanssaaaeeassnaaeesannnneaenanns 4
2.1.  Livelihoods and OPPOItUNILIES ..........cciceeiiiiiiiiiiiiiriiiiiieei e naaresrrerereenreeanrennnaanes 4
N o U] 12
2.3.  Empowerment and Social RelatioNS .........ccciiiiiiiiiiiec e 15
S £ 11 (0] o] 01T o 17

3. RESILIENCE, SCALABILITY, AND REPLICABILITY ... i 19

N O ] N[ U 51 [ ]\ RSP 23

REFERENGCES. . .....co oottt e e 24ttt e e e e ettt e e e e st e e e e annee e aasaeeeeaanseeeeeeanssnneeeaansneneeans 27

Y 0] 011 T 33

Y o] 01T T [5G = T 35

Y o] 01T o [ G O PP PP PP PPPPPP 38

iii|Page



About E3 Network’s Future Economy Initiative

In communities across the US, new economic ingtitstare emerging to challenge business-as-ushakerbold
innovations respond to rising inequality, enviromta¢ degradation, and economic decline. They megefthe
foundation for a more resilient and equitable ecopof the future. Despite their potential significe, there is a
general lack of awareness of these innovationdtaidimpacts and there has been little systengatimomic
analysis of these innovations and their contributma potential future economy.

The Future Economy Initiatidés bringing rigorous economic analysis to thesermging innovations. Our goals are
to document and study their social, economic, anvitf@nmental impacts and identify factors which timute to
their emergence, success, and limitations. We dsdedrma team of researchers to design a frameworkrfalyzing
future economy innovations and awarded grantsaimseof researchers across the country to applyaheework

to varied case studies. This case study reponésod seven presenting results of those effortseWemurage you to
explore the other completed case studies and tly #ppframework in your own research and share fiodings

For questions or comments on E3 Network’s FuturenBmy Initiative, please contact Robin Hahnel, E&work;
robinhahnel@comecast.net

For more information regarding this particular cakely, please contact Mark Paul, PhD candidatpaBment of
Economics, University of Massachusetts Amherst@dul @econs.umass.edu.

2 The Future Economy Initiative is a program of Emmics for Equity and the Environment Network (E3wark), a national network of
economists developing new and better argumentsrétecting people and the planet. Through appksearch and public engagement, we seek
to improve decision making and further understagdifithe relationship between economy and ecolbtpye information available online at:
http://www.e3network.org/future-economy-initiatitaéml.

iv|Page



1. INTRODUCTION

As consumers seek out fresh, local, and healthgym®, and farmers search for a way to farm in air@mmentally
sustainable fashion while making a living, Commui@tpported Agriculture (CSA) may be a solution ¢@toltzer
2004, McFadden 2008, Bennett 2009). Advocates atfis provides a viable model of production andriistion
of food by local highly diversified farms, whileeating conditions for the community and farm tajtmgether in a
“symbiotic relationship” (DeLind 2003). This is delied through linking consumers, or members, diydotlocal
farms. The basic economic arrangement of CSA ire®members paying the farmer before the seasondyelus
providing working capital for the farm, while tharfer provides the consumer with weekly producénduhe
farming season. In theory the consumer is buyitshare’ of the farm’s annual harvest, lasting aerage of 24
weeks (Lass, Bevis et al. 2003). In its simplestfahis relationship provides fresh local prodt@eonsumers, and
working capital plus a guaranteed market for fagnbkowever, boiling down CSA to a producer-consumer
relationship that describes market-based econoxeitaages may disregard many important aspectsof th
arrangement that make CSA part of the future ecgn@uohneider and Lamb elaborate on the value-addpécts
of CSA. Going beyond produce for a price, the CSAdtually selling a lifestyle that re-connectspdedo their
food and the land (Lamb 1994). While at its best thlationship may enable participants to actiwigage in key
decisions regarding the farm, its growing practieesl its relationship with the community, in rgatnany CSA
farms may represent little more than a marketingootunity for diverse vegetable farms seeking tbdieectly to
consumers.

Since the start of the CSA in 1986 the number oh&offering CSA has grown, though they represesd than 1%
of farms across the United States. While no numbensational membership are available, CSA has bemming

in popularity® As CSA has expanded, the structure has evolveddompass a wide variation of possible ways for
farmers to organize their version of the CSA. Faoffisring CSA range from very small family farmggorting a
handful of families in their community and adheririgsely to the original principles laid out by gaCSA
participants to large-scale farms using CSA asadmeany marketing strategies to sell produce, amaything in-
between. While advocates boast about the benefitsransformative potential of CSA, there is a latkystematic
evaluation of CSA to understand what it is and whiatnot delivering, where progress needs beeaed, and to
what extent it represents a viable alternativéheibdustrial food system.

1.1. History of the CSA

In 1986 the first two documented CSA farms begathénUnited States, Temple-Wilton Community Farm in
southern New Hampshire and Indian Line Farm in gr@esMassachusetts. They both became aware of G\ fr
examples in Germany and Switzerland, where smatides had asked their local community members yoapa
upfront sum in order to cover the farms’ annualduaion expenses. In return, the members of theruamities
would receive a weekly portion of the farms’ bouriticluding vegetables, meat, and dairy. Upon liearof the
idea, the two farms began production in 1986, reglihares to members of their community. ThesenaligC SAs
only offered shares of produce. Although the dimespiration may have come from Europe, CSA appeahave
originated in Kobe, Japan. There, during the 1980apvement referred to as teikei took off amosgsll
agricultural producers. Although the literal traat&n is “partnership,” the movement insisted theper translation
was “food with the farmer’s face on it” (Hendersamd Van En 2007). The movement began with a gréup o
Japanese women who were frustrated by the qudljtyoaluce and milk available to them and their f&msi
through the conventional food system. As consurardsproducers alike were worried about the heatibial, and
environmental impacts of extensive pesticide wmanfconcentration, and the depletion of rural Ivabds that the
‘modernization’ of agriculture brought, they bandedether to form member-farmer partnerships (JAA83).
Thus, the teikei system was born out of the repectif conventional agriculture, on grounds of slhcia
environmental, and economic justice in additiom &imple desire for fresh, quality food. For ovéty fyears, the
teikei movement has continued to support farmsgusustainable growing methods and meeting the nefddsal
farmers and consumers alike (Roosevelt 2003).

The adoption of these ideas in the United Statémded suit nearly twenty years later, with thefiding of Indian
Line Farm. The farm had humble beginnings as ateagghard with some 30 members, though withinua-fear
timeframe the farm had expanded its membershiweo 50 families and produced a wide array of ctopseet

3 Data on the number of members involved in CSA tseexely scarce. Assuming the average number oéskeard half-shares in the 2001
national survey are the same today, we can caéctiatnumber of members to be roughly 640,000 ,ghdhis is a very rough estimate.
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their needs. As membership expanded, early advwbaleeved the success was driven by consumersictypto
become empowered and “vote with their dollars”lémal sustainable agricultural practices (Groh BludFadden
1997). To continue attracting members of the conitpwamd provide them with a full understanding loist
alternative model of acquiring one's food, the fbens of the farm explained the CSA as follows:

The concept of these new cooperatives is simplédelithe costs of the farm or garden among shadensl
before the growing season begins. Instead of dnwyrre that is supported by government subsidies,
private profits, or martyrs for the cause, theyateean organizational form that provides directpgupfor
farmers from people who eat their food (ibid.).

In 1986 a full share at Indian Line Farm was priae8557,the equivalent of over $1,000 today. T$hisuch more
than the average share price in 2001 of $429 (kkak 2001) and the average share price in thdy strea of $461.
Perhaps share prices amongst early CSA participeates far above today’s prices in part due toiatstradherence
to the initial principles of CSA. The original faems were committed to paying themselves a fairenagd
members demonstrated their appreciation of thistoppaying higher prices. In fact, we found therage share
price in the study area was about the same a$atinadl by Cooley and Lass (1998) almost twenty yegrsin the
same region, representing a 50% reduction in ptagsy? To explore this issue related to CSA farms, wat fir
provide an outline of the initial CSA principlesroed from the literature:

1. A share constitutes a portion of the farm’s harvesividing the farmer with a guaranteed marketn€o
and Myhre 2000).

2. The price of the share is determined by the coptaduction on the farm, including a living wage foe
farmer(s), which takes into account the averagesvedgnembers (DeMuth 2008).

3. Members support the farm by providing working calpfibr farming operations prior to the planting sea
through pre-payment, thereby reducing or elimirgathe reliance of farmers on financial institutions
(Lass; Cone 2000).

4. Farmers are supported in their endeavor to groaniagro-ecological manner. This leads to diveissiifon
of agricultural production, growing regionally appriate crops, engaging in sustainable land managegm
minimizing off-farm inputs, promoting biodiversitgnd an array of other ecosystem services (Groh and
McFadden 1997).

5. Risk and reward on the season is shared. Sinaa¢heber is purchasing a portion of the harvest, they
benefit from a particularly good year (a bumpempgrand share in the struggles during crop failiuab
1994, Cone and Myhre 2000).

6. Promote vibrant and diverse local food systems &lgeowers are accountable to consumers (DeMuth
2008).

7. Rejection of the industrialization of farming thgduchallenging members to re-evaluate their comtpuni
their food system, and their role (Kelvin 1994).

The CSA model arose partially in response to tilariaof the organic movement. As the organic mogetiwas
hijacked by industrial agriculture, political press mounted to weaken production methods necefsaoyganic
certification, and organic became simply anothemfof profit driven conventional agriculture. Orgawas no
longer an alternative model for those who wanted food to support their values (Buck, Getz etl897). In turn,
CSA is part of the second-generation responsestddimination of the industrial food system, prongla model
that advocates hope will redefine farmer-membaeatiais (Schnell 2007). Although there are significdata
limitations, a historical picture of CSA expansismpresented in Figure 1 below. Starting with tamfs in 1986,
the CSA model experienced a significant first staggrowth in the 1990’s (McFadden 2008). By 1986re were
1,019 farms participating in CSA across the Uniiates, however the early 2000’s represented alekpansion
with only 1,080 registered CSA operations in 2088am 2006). By 2009 a second boom of CSA growth was
underway, which continues today. In 2009 there werr 2,250 registered CSAs and as the model agedito
grow in popularity this number jumped to 6,200 wathleast one in each state by 2014 (Harvest 20¥4jle CSA
began with produce in the U.S., today farms offeside variety of share types throughout the yedutther
diversify the farm, improve convenience for membarsl generate a year-round income. This papefaulls
solely on main season vegetable shares. Althougisfaffering a CSA represent less than 1% of theius

4 This does not take inflation into account.
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million farms across the United States, they regmmean often idealized alternative to modern adftice that
warrants an evaluation to truly understand wheeestitcesses, failures, and potential exist.

Figure 1. CSA Farms in Operation
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1.2. Methods

To examine CSA as a potentially viable New Econdnilyative, interviews, a survey, and secondaryadaiurces
were utilized. The interviews and survey were caeld in three counties in Western Massachusetsilin,
Hampshire, and Hampden county, which have expeggkparticularly robust increase in farms offering/C
(Schnell 2007) and are located in close proxinotyhie original CSA farms. Additionally, Massachisétas a
vibrant local food economy, with direct-to-consursates accounting for 8.6% of total agriculturdésan 2007,
compared to a national average of 0.3%, secondtorihode Island at 9.5% (Low and Vogel 2011). gdocal
and national level CSA databases including Communitolved in Sustaining Agriculture (CISA), Locdarvest,
and the Robyn Van En Center, 47 CSA farms offeaimgain season vegetable share in the study regioa w
identified; however, eight farms were excluded friova study for reasons including: the operation diadontinued,
the operation was a learning institution (schabi, share offered was not produce based, or thatipe was not
the producer of the food. Thus 39 farms in the wredjion met the selection criteria.

From May 2014 to October 2014, 16 in-person, sémiciured interviews with CSA farmers were conddctach
followed by a brief written survey to gather genatatistics on the farm and farmers. 14 of théntérviewees
successfully filled out the survey. The surveyduded questions about up to three farmers workimgach farm,
providing details on 28 total farmet3.he interviews ranged from thirty minutes to apgmately two hours, and
were conducted on the farms. The interviews folldwe mental models approach (Morgan 2002), inmghapen-
ended questions followed by probes on specificeissiot mentioned in the responses. This methodndasated by
the exploratory character of this study and byabiéity of in-depth interviews to reveal a more noad
understanding of CSA. The interviews were audioreéed, transcribed, coded, and analyzed. The suwesisted
of 24 questions and gathered quantitative datatadhelfarm, CSA program, and farmers. A copy ofitfierview
guestions and survey can be found in the appendix.

5 When the USDA collects farmer statistics, spaqedsided for respondents to enter information peirtg to Farmer A (1), Farmer B (2), and
Farmer C (3). The survey provided a similar framdwand therefore collected data on 28 farmeroasedarms reported up to three farmers,
while others only reported one.
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2. EVALUATION

2.1. Livelihoods and Opportunities
The CSA model felt like a way of converting mastotly our labor into a livelihood

-JWB
In the United States small and midsized family fafrance the backbone of the country, have been disajy
since the turn of the #century and may soon become an artifact of the pasording to the USDA family farms
still account for 97% of all farms and produce 88Pthe total value in U.S. agriculture, howevemnfarwith small
and midsize sales constitute 89.7% of all farmsomly contributed 16.6% of total value in U.S. aghiure during
2010 (O'Donoghue 2011). Today the number of farmthé United States continues to dwindle; yet trenk that
do exist are growing to gargantuan sizes, withntlagority of cropland located on farms of 1,100 aaselarger
(MacDonald, Korb et al. 2013). The destruction aadcentration of farms resulting from the dominatid
industrial agriculture has come with unsustainagienomic, social, environmental, and health consecgs
(Horrigan, Lawrence et al. 2002, Donham, Wing eR@b7).

In response, farmers and consumers alike have saiigmative models of organizing the productiod a
distribution of food, focusing on aspects that wilpport local economies, a vibrant small familyrfasector, access
to healthy food, and sustainable growing practitée first stage of alternative agriculture wasahganic
movement. However, with its co-optation by industegriculture resulting in the adoption of stamf$ain place of
process, deterioration of many agro-ecologicalgipies, and the substitution of capital for labmther alternatives
must be considered (Guthman 2007). Aside fromeidsiction insome synthetic inputbig organic now differs little
from industrial agriculture in its capital-intensivess, input-intensiveness, and large-scale mamoeubesides its
reduction in the use thereof. Thus a second gaaoprat alternative agriculture is attempting tokpigp where
organic failed. The movement for local food systésnsow working to incorporate a diverse set oflgoacluding:
reducing distance between farmer and consumeringahroduce appropriately, promoting agro-ecololgica
practices, providing a reliable and adequate inctmiarmers, ensuring access for all to healthylpce that is
sustainably produced, building community, and invprg the value chain through value-added goodsywed
locally.

While production and crop revenue across the UrStadies is thriving, farm livelihoods and opportigs are not.
Researchers have found ample evidence to showttwsath in agricultural yields and the expansioraofeage does
not automatically translate into improved farm rehad wellbeing. Donham et al. (2007) found thatsbcial and
economic wellbeing of local communities does natdfit directly from the total production or salédacal farms;
rather benefits are derived from increasing the memof individual farms and farmers. Gomez et2000) found a
negative relationship between farm concentratiaheasonomic growth and prosperity in surrounding camities.
Additionally, a Pew Commission report (2008) indesasignificant social and economic benefits frangé
numbers of farms and farmers as opposed to farmecdration, noting that communities with fewer tdéams
have experienced lower average family income, highies of poverty, and persistent low wages fonfevorkers.
With farm livelihoods suffering, as 2012 median faet income was $1,453nany farmers must re-think how
they can make their living on the land (USDA 2012).

CSA represents one alternative to the trend of famntentration that encompasses broad environmestahomic,
health, and social justice initiatives in an att¢topprovide farmers with improved livelihoods amgportunities.
Key aspects of these opportunities include affolelabd accessible land and capital, a reliableaaiedjuate
income, risk management strategies, and educatipmartunities for the next generation of sustadiadérmers. In
this section | evaluate critically the livelihoodsd opportunities present, and absent, from CSA.

6According to the United States Department of Agtire (USDA) a family farm includes any farm whéne majority of the operation is
owned by the operator and their family. Small fanfélrms are family farms with gross sales of $389,8nd under. Midsize family farms
consist of family farms with sales of $350,000 98®99, and Large-scale family farms consist ofiffafarms with gross annual sales of
$1,000,000 and over. Sub categories do exist.

7 Off farm income thus accounted for most of the lebiadd earnings.
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2.1.1Affordable and Accessible Land
| want farming to be something [the future genemas] can do without making a tremendous amounaoififices
compared to other Americans in terms of how muelp thork and how much they get paid for doing thekwé big
part of that is land access and land affordability.

-RFF

Under the pressure of rising land prices, competifor land use, and low farm-gate prices, small mndsize farms
are struggling to make a living (O'Donoghue 2014&yge farms have responded to increases in lacdphy
continuing on the path to consolidation and attémgpto reap any rewards from economies of scalentay exist.
In fact, from 1987 to 2007 the midpoint acreffge U.S. farms increased in all but 5 states, actdally doubled in
16 (ibid.). Through consolidation large farms apéedo survive by acquiring small net profits pereg thus
embarking upon a land extensive strategy. Choasidifferent path, highly diversified farms haveaad use
advantage through engagement in intensive langnasices, therefore potentially providing farnelihoods on a
minute fraction of the land needed by large farffs.instance, non-CSA farms are on average 7.4tlarger than
CSA farms, yet CSA farms provide higher averagmfanrcomes. CSA in particular may have a unique athge in
accessing land through alternative tenure agreenseich as agreements with neighbors or communéty an
conservation land trusts (Lamb 1994, Curtin andaBsly 2008). Although CSA farms are not exclusivelivy to
these arrangements, their community engagemerdediidation to environmentally sound farming prazgicnay
make them more attractive to conservation and comitynarganizations.

In the face of rising land prices, alternative tenarrangements can be a win-win for communitisnérs, and
conservation organizations. As farmers strugglectess land, a scarce resource for many new faandrthose
located in urban and suburban regions, CSA may affeath forward. These highly diversified farme lend
intensively, as opposed to extensively, focusimgrthrowing practices on high-value crops to previarm viability
on relatively small pieces of land (Tubene and tdarZ002). By using the land intensively, substitgtiabor and
capital for land, farmers are able to generate haghbls of revenue per acre and can therefore radiking on less
acreage. These benefits, however, hold true fdaatis engaged in such growing practices, not @8 farms
(Schnell 2007). Despite some potential advantaggs/ed by CSA farms, they tend to face more presgom
alternative land uses due to the necessity of these proximity to customers. CSA farms often fzael prices
that reflect non-agricultural uses, resulting igngficantly higher land costs per acre (Nehringrrizad et al. 2006).

Previous studies provided insight regarding acteetand for CSA. In this study 79% of farmers ie study owned
some or all the land they farmed, while 21% owneden These findings are consistent with earliedisgion CSA
farms reporting 73% and 79% ownership rates resmdgtin line with USDA averages (Lass, Bevis t2903,
Strochlic and Shelley 2004). While 25% of farmescdssed the CSA improving access to land, withraning,
“how it [CSA] makes it possible for us to grow onjgally on this land. It makes it so that we cantowe to afford
leasing land and the landlords can have crops gmwiband aren't forced to sell it” (ESF), 75%inied CSA had
no effect on their access to land.

Even with limited land needs, farmers throughoetstudy area stressed the need for secure teghts i order to
continue investing in the land. 42% of respondergee concerned the farm’s tenure status may etfiectarms
long-term viability, including all of the interviexes who leased-in land. One farmer discussed thesfanability

to purchase the land it currently rents, which reméntly come up for sale, stating, “the land ig/\&xpensive
around here. It's not attainable. Even with thegpams that help farmers acquire land it's way, wat/of our
budget” (SSP). Other farmers noted that ownergitpn financially unattainable, is not the onlytp&trward.
Rather, farm security relies on “long-term reliatdaure. Other than that, | don't really care if oven it or lease it.”
(RFF)

To ensure secure tenure rights, two farms in théysarea worked together with land trusts in otdegain access
to farmland. For Red Fire Farm (RFF), they were dbl‘reconfigure the ownership arrangement oft @idhe
farmland.” The “land trust did a capital campaigml aaised a bunch of money so they will buy thé estate and

8 Borrowing from Macdonald (2013), midpoint acreagkers to the measure where half of all croplanésaare on farms with more cropland
than the midpoint, and half are on farms with 18$8s proves more informative than a simple medvaere half of all farms are either larger or
smaller.
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we can pay off our mortgage... in the end we wilplaging $20,000 less per year to the bank than eewarently
with the mortgage. Over the years that's a verypificant amount of money. To do that capital cargpaive
appealed to our CSA membership particularly, thhotlg whole community in general” (RFF). The otfeam
working with a land trust, Simple Gifts Farm, h&e following statement on their website: “[w]e #ne stewards
of the North Amherst Community Farm (NACF), comntyrowned land preserved in perpetuity for farmifbe
nonprofit NACF brought us in as farmers to enshet the land remains an organic community farmildlive
corridor, and a place for local residents to emjature and walking trails. We run the farm as asiaggical unit,
integrating vegetable crops and livestock, and eoting our members with their food supply” (Sim@#ts Farm
2014).

These two accounts of mutual support between emviemtal advocates in the community and CSA farmblight
the need for functional partnerships amongst stakleins moving forward. Additionally, two other im@&ewees
discussed how their growing and land managementipea helped them secure access to land. One favase
thrilled to announce the landowners were workinthwle farm to create a land trust since “a comtyuand trust
helps to guide the management of the land” (NRRgSE arrangements help protect farmland and catebol
environmentally sound land use practices througbr@awved provisions of land to farmers utilizing agroological
methods. Although CSA may not directly provide farwith improved access to land, the community ¢@sgpled
with agro-ecological growing practices may make G&#ns more attractive to land trust and commuagsistance
(DeMuth 1993).

2.1.2Working Capital
[O]ne of the big things about the CSA is that distributes the timing of that income from the ehthe season to
the beginning so we get by without loans. It'sdyefbr the farm.

-SSP

Farming is planning-intensive work: during the wintfarmers are often spending their time coopethsige
poring over the books. As the farmers plan fortpeoming season, they need to calculate their ilgmuirements
and place orders to ensure timely delivery of saatiother necessities for the season to run snyodttdditionally
farmers purchase inputs in the winter, grow th@srhrough the spring, summer, and fall monthsdoutot sell the
majority until late summer or fall harvest.

The time lag between input purchases and harviest satails a high dependency on the availabifityredit. To
purchase their inputs up front, farmers are fottoeihke out operating loans. Once the harvestlis &rmers in
theory recoup their initial investment but arel tilrdened by the interest accumulated on theiraijrey loans. The
interest accounts for roughly 5% of total farm exges over the past decade (USDA 2012). Howevenpwitthese
loans many farmers would be unable to finance thelevprocess each spring. Previous research ajgests that
credit constrained farms have a significantly lowalue of production (Briggeman, Towe et al. 2008jor
lenders to U.S. farmers include the Farm CrediteSysthe Federal Agriculture Mortgage Corporatitie, Farm
Service Agency, national banks, and local/regitmaaiks or credit unions. While farm access to créoiésn’t
appear to be a major constraint at this time, therést payments on farm debt have historicallynted many
family farmers (Dudley 2000). Other arrangementadeoess inputs certainly exist, such as contractifeay
arrangements where a firm hires a farmer to gravitfem, in some instances providing most of theessary
inputs to minimize the capital requirements of fdmener. Whether the financing comes from the bamtke firm
the farmer is left paying a price to borrow, theuléis a reduction of net farm income.

To minimize the financial burden farmers face tlyloborrowing, CSA is structured to provide farmeith access
to working capital without the accruement of détdther than the farmer seeking loans from a baeknloers
replace this rent seeking institution, providing tiecessary working capital for the seaisberest free CSA
farmers also gain a great deal of financial segtiby selling directly to members who have providkd farmer
with working capital in advance”, and therefore Wwnwhat their income is prior to the season (Oberenl2004).
Finally, by being in debt to their members rathent a financial institution, the farmer can expeeea difficult
season and remain debt free, though member ratectidd be a challenge. This working relationshifhw
members relieves the farmer from dependence ondiabmarkets and government programs, providiegfanmer
with the opportunity to gain further autonomy.

Evidence from the interviews and surveys overwhegtyi revealed the important role of CSA in provigliiarms
with the necessary working capital. Farmers disedi$®ow the up-front payments are “a big help” (UP@)ile
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others noted, “the cash flow makes it possibleutoto be viable” (RFF). An impressive 94% of farmsaid CSA
assisted in financing the farming operation. Maayrfers noted how the financial arrangement haelarg
implications for the farm, with a younger farmeting: “I'd have to take out a large loan to pay émerything”
(DNG) without CSA. Despite the financial suppodrfr members prior to the growing season, two farmers
continued to take out operating loans. One of tif@seers did mention “since we started the CSA aeeln’t had
to do that as much” (ITF). For the farmers in thelg area CSA greatly reduced farm reliance ondpamich may
bolster farm profitability. These up-front paymeatg providing the farmers with the financial séguand peace of
mind necessary to carry on farming by circumnawggfinancial institutions and appealing directythe
community. Additionally, this initial support by@élcommunity makes “CSA seem like a great modepémple
who are just getting started and don't have muphaayet” (ITF) and therefore may reduce barrigrgntry into
farming.

2.1.3Reliable and Adequate Income
Farming is labor of love. You never ever make tm@ant of hours that you put into it.
-NP

The United States has provided major financial sutpio its farmers through farm bill legislatiorrfover 80 years.
In order to keep producers in the agriculture bessnthe government felt compelled to act to “teihiste income”
to the struggling farmers (Peterson 2009). Thefjcation that farm households tend to be less wé#lthan non-
farm households held true until recently. From 2002 however, average farm household income hesyal
been equal to or greater than non-farm househotzhie. In fact, in 2012 average farm household irggom
$108,844, was 53% greater than the average U.Sehold income; however, 80% of household income was
earned off the farm. Since 1990, when CSA growthegu up, the data reveals that earned income faomifig
represents only 12% ¢dtal household farm incom&herefore, with on-farm income averaging only24® during
this time period, well below the poverty line, fanhouseholds must rely on off-farm income for ithigelihoods
(Weber 2012).

One of the most important aspects historicallyaidehold farm income has been government paynEmtse
days, government support appears to primarily bemefga-farms rather than keeping family farmsafytoverty.
In an analysis of government farm payments, Petedigrovered the average per-recipient supportigeoivto
large farms was $132,293, yet the federal cap beidy payments was $50,000 per year (Peterson 2009)
Additionally, the 2008 Farm Bill provided no asaiste to three fifths of all farmers while it paletttop 5% of
recipients an average of $710,150 annually, primditected at commodity crops (Imhoff and Kirschemn
2012). These massive government payments areé@atespect of farm income for recipients, resugtim a tilted
playing field and greatly distorting farm incomatsdtics. As discussed above, earned income fromiffig is far
below national income averages, perhaps resultifigrmers seeking alternative farm arrangementsatie
farming an economically sustainable occupation.

A core principle of early advocates of CSA was tovie farmers with a living wage. In addition toiang for a
living wage, the nature of CSA provides farmershvetsolid understanding of their income for thearmping
season. Previous studies have provided mixed sesnlCSA farmer income. Lass et al. found CSA fasnaee
almost twice as likely to have grossm incomes exceeding $20,00@reatly reducing the reliance on off-farm
employment as compared to the average (2003). édfhh@SA farmers rely less on off-farm income, 48% o
farmers surveyed reported a lack of satisfactiah #rieir compensation (ibid.). While data on CSAinsted,
researchers at the USDA found that on average smdlmid-sized farms engaged in local food saleadd more
hours and were more likely to forgo off-farm empimnt (Low and Vogel 2011). Yet Oberholzer found Cfi8An
income to be the main challenge for farm survitlaugh this is the primary challenge for farms lbfams
(2004). In theory the farmer’s income is priceaittie cost of the share, which is determined pidgroduction,
thus ensuring the farmer a living wage; howevearslprice often does not include the cost of thedéa's labor
(Lass, Lavoie et al. 2005). These findings areifigeh growing concern amongst researchers that Gi&Amost
agriculture, fails to compensate farmers for thark (Tegtmeier and Duffy 2005).

9 A caveat: most U.S. farms are ‘residential’ farimsttdo not report farming as their main occupatf@equently these farms are classified as
farms to seek rents through subsidies while redypitieir tax liability, and therefore reported faimiome is not a fair representation of the
average farm income for full-time farm operatoratthroduce for a living.
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These troubles were generally confirmed withinghely area. With 81% of farmers responding that fiad-time
farming activities were not producing a living wagecome needs were clearly not being met. Onbefliree
farmers that perceived their compensation as adegtr@ssed that this was only because of “thiatgrace that
my father had started. It was such an amazing appity to have all the tools, and the land” (UPE)r the
majority of farmers struggling to make ends meeg mterviewee summarized it well in their respotsthe notion
of earning a living wage by stating, “Farming? hlanake a wage. 0 dollars” (MSG). Another farmgported that
after keeping meticulous track of all farm expertbesfarmer “made $2.24 an hour” (NP). A living we&gHardly.

The survey provided detailed results on farm incowkile gross farm income averaged $85,346, net facome
was a measly $12,044. Certainly that can’t resud living wage, but it is vital to understand CStAtistics through
comparisons with other farms. Although farm incaméhe study area was by no means adequate, ti®&e C
farmers earned an average of 377.5% more on thetfan the national average (USDA 2014). Additibnal
median farm income of CSA farms interviewed wa28Q,above that reported by the USBAibid.). The data
from this and previous studies indicate that ofegesa CSA may indeed assist farmers in earningatgr farm
income. However, on average income earned on theifafar from providing a living wage. In anottamall
regional study, the inadequate income generatedigir CSA resulted in farm exit (Ostrom 2007).

Despite the significant income challenges they f&®A farms continue to crop up across the natigth, no clear
slowdown in sight. Income, although vital to sualivis only one aspect of the compensation andativdestyle
that come with operating a CSA farm. One farmeioghaff the low income, mentioning that people “wauk be in
this business if you just wanted to make money’RRFMy wage is my health insurance, my truck, ¢aes,
clothes, and food. That's my wage” (DNG). Anothemfier discussed how “[m]oney is not very motivatiogne. |
do it because | want to be outside and work witbpbe. .. As long as that’s there and | can eat andHere, | don't
care what | get paid” (SSP). Other non-monetargnfoof compensation included autonomy on the faeming
their labor come to fruition, the opportunity to rkkdhe land, the unlimited supply of healthy foadtidg the
season, joy received from feeding the communitylemed ones, and the rewards of educating futurades.
Beyond the non-monetary compensation, farmersralsgived a guaranteed market for their produce ttaunsla
guaranteed income stream. CSA farmers noted thgtitad a fair idea of what their income would betfie season
ahead, providing them with some degree of secaritythe ability to plan accordingly. This was otilye for the
CSA portion of the farm, and since 88% of farmghi& study area sold produce outside the CSA, soginif income
uncertainty remained. The non-monetary aspectrofdacompensation appears to be a critical reamoantry and
continuation for CSA farmers; however this is neiable, or fair, trajectory. Farmers deserve tddidy
compensated for their work and to receive a liwirage for providing food for the community. Withagetassessing
and finding a way to meet the basic income requermnfor farmers, CSA may be limited in its potahitnpact on
the broader economy.

2.1.4Risk Hedging
[T]he original idea is that the customer is sharitige risk...But in our case the customers [are] shguthe risk in
terms of what they are going to get

-SGF

Farming is inherently risky due to its reliancews®ather and other conditions outside the farmergrol such as
pests, diseases, and volatility in food pricesirfiprove rural livelihoods and provide farmers witie ability to
face risks associated with agriculture, the Unéates government introduced the Agricultural Atijuent Act
(AAA) of 1933. This legislation, part of the New 8lerepresented the start of large-scale governswgport to
agriculture, initially through activities to rai$eod prices, and therefore farm income. The AAA wedrumental in
its support to farmers and was partially respossibt the 50% increase in farm incomes from 1933519
(Rasmussen 1976). Despite the progressive begisnifigne AAA, ample research has shown that fagislation
after the depression has provided support to leogemodity farmers while actively pushing small anid-sized
family farmers off the land (Ritchie and Ristau &6d8Researchers have continuously shown that goveanh
payments to hedge risk for farmers are unfailidigliged to increased farm sizes due to their dispropnate

10 A note on the comparison: Defining a farm is a lemajing task. For the above results farms in thdysarea are compared to farms in the
2012 USDA Census whom are classified as princigrahfoperator — intermediate farms. This meansatradr's primary job is farming and the
farm earns less than $350,000 in gross cash fazamia. This category was chosen for comparison Isecallifarms in the study area for which
data exists fit into this category. This leavesmstdence farms which are farms with a princigderator who is retired or has another primary
occupation and receives less than $350,000 in gasds farm income and commercial farms where thgsgrash farm income is over $350,000.
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benefits to large scale farming (Williams-Derry adok 2000, Key and Roberts 2006). A great dethef
disproportionate support to large-scale monocuttineough crop insurance and other government stgmbask-
hedging strategies stems from the lack of appliitaltdo small and midsized highly diversified farfisFarms
engaging in CSA do not have the ability to hedgk tirough traditional mechanisms due to their eslinee to
agro-ecological growing practices, and thereforstrsaek alternative avenues to hedge their risk.

Rather than relying on government support to prvisurance and other risk-hedging strategies, f2a8Aers rely
on crop diversification and membership. Most stadieCSA recognize “an important aspect of CSAé both
the farmer and the CSA member share the risks ia$sdavith farming” (Cooley and Lass 1998). Accaglio the
USDA, CSA farms share, or sell off, a portion dfittrisk to their members, therefore the farm isvied with a
risk-hedging strategy for the season. Additionati&s have supported the idea that many CSA fanowporate
risk sharing (DeMuth 1993, Lamb 1994, Groh and Mizfem 1997, Lass, Lavoie et al. 2005). One study#4
participants found members overwhelmingly undeistéie concept of risk associated with CSA and were
comfortable with said risk (Oberholtzer 2004). @a bther hand, DeLind claims that the idea of shask has
been all but eliminated from CSA, which has transied into a simple form of commerce rather tharua social
movement (DeLind 2011). DelLind continues, arguimat CSA is nothing more than a simple marketing plo
having compromised the values of the earlier CStatives through expansion to a broader consurase Ifibid.).
Whether or not the risk sharing built into CSArise for many farms, a large part of the variafiofindings can be
attributed to the broad umbrella that CSA farmsrapeunder. While CSA farms that rely on sellingr&ls for most
of their revenue and adhere more to the originedédaid out by early participants appear to engageme level of
risk sharing, farms that seem to rely on the CSailaxply a marketing ploy appear to be less williaglace the
burden of crop failure on the members. Neverthelesstudies have indicated that members and tredier
community actually engage in risk sharing for thmf itself, rather the shared risk, if it occusspnly for the
season and not the farm.

Within the study area questions about sharingittieaf theseasorbetween farmers and members produced a wide
range of responses, indicating significant variagaists between CSA farms. One farmer explaingx, Way we
work, we [farmers] bear the risk” (CHF). The farmeas not comfortable putting the risk on the menayet felt
obliged to provide for members. Another explairigehen people sign up we tell them that they areiaésg the

risk” (ESF), which provides essential support for season. In general, more than two thirds ofdesrhelieved

they shared risk with members, but none viewedrbmbers as taking all the risk. As one farmer putie split it

[the risk] about 50-50 and they are told up fravattif there’s a crop failure that they take trek s well as the
farmer.” The risk sharing may have been importargame farmers, but none believed the ristheffarmwas

shared with the members, rather that lay squarelhe farmers' shoulders.

Although the idea of sharing the risk of the sea®ayy provide members with a sense of satisfactioough
supporting of the community farm by providing a de@ form of insurance, how does this play out alitg? One
farmer discussed how “we've definitely put thaskisharing] to the test.” It is “easy for peopleagree to it in
theory...but it was really put to the test three gesgo now. Hurricane Irene came though and pretighm
obliterated everything we had. | mean our entiopdield was under water.” The farmer, knowing thegre in a
floodplain and aware of the impending storm, disedshow they “put the word out to members and tdipeople
showed up and helped us do this mass harvest ofthirey we could possibly get out of the field.” €@nthe storm
hit, the fields were lost for the season, putting member-farmer relationship to the test. In raspdo the disaster,
the farm “accepted donations from other farms,veihg the strength of the local farm community dgrorisis.
The true challenge lay ahead as the farmer wagsaifsmembers would stick by the farm and undectiuat
disasters such as these were part of farming. C&Mbmrs, after all, are supposed to share in tke asd rewards
of farming. The farmer discussed how “it was ingtireg....absolutely everyone was very understandidgyvever,
the flood certainly stirred some hesitation amomgsimbers, as “that next year we actually had aygést drop in
membership.” But, “that said, there’s so many pedbpht have really been steadfast.” Despite thasths, the farm
quickly recovered and was back to full membershipiw one year. Although this provided a great egbof how

11 Government insurance and subsidy programs primapibly to monocultures growing commodity crops. Fon-commaodity growers, such as
CSA farms, the government offers a program calednion-insured assistance program (NAP). This progtoes not appeal to CSA farms due
to its structure. The program is for individual gsp so a farmer with 30 crops may need 30 differetrance policies. Additionally payments
are only considered after 50% of the crop is l0sice 50% is lost, NAP covers 55% of the marketepiic the second 50% of the crop.
Additionally the USDA is only starting to cover @mjc prices, though this current applies to onhaadful of crops.
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CSA supports farmers that don’t have other riskgimegl mechanisms, the farmer expressed some friastrat
stating, “I mean it's great on the one hand, antherother | don’t always want to have our handtouhe
community” (NRF). This example may not be geneseddle however, as it was one of the few farms irstody
that relied almost exclusively on the CSA to sligroducts. The farm adhered much closer to tiggnat CSA
idea than others, perhaps resulting in a strongemaunity bond. Other farms that experience disantgr be less
willing to place the burden on members for fealosfng their customer base. This is observed irsthdy, with
over 30% of farms reporting they buy in producemycrop loss in order to supplement the sharéncigh the
shared risk of the season may provide a short-tesarance policy, it could spell disaster for thenfi since
members can move to another farm next season.

Other forms of risk management are crucial to CSAability. Rather than relying on a small handdfikcrops,
CSA farmers rely on crop diversity to minimize tiigk of the farm when a particular crop may fagriers in the
study grew an average of 38 different crops andsamnishing 115 varieties. As one farmer explaifigde hedge
our bets by diversifying” (UPG). This diversificati not only reduces the impact, for instance, lolight that kills
all the tomatoes, but also has tremendous enviratahbenefits that will be discussed below. Thigpediversity
allows farmers to give members “a general listrops” they may receive during the season. But theke it clear
that “there’s no guarantee that you'’re going toagst one of those crops because they [members]tbaeount
for crop failure” (DGB). On the other hand, tworfeers discussed that having such a high level ardity on the
farm “makes it very difficult” (ITF). The farmerscpressed that they feel pressure to deliver at kegaste of all the
crops to their members. Additionally protectiompisvided because, as one farmer noted, “our maahigdo
produce the highest quality food that we can hButthere are a lot of instances where there magobeetic
imperfections that don't really bother me becaus®ol that it doesn't really bother my customedRE). What
may be a crop failure for farms selling into grocstores can still result in a successful cropd8A farms. Finally,
this high level of diversification allows famershave long-term crop rotation patterns, which redube risk of
crop failure through mechanisms such as greatlyadied insect problems by interrupting their repretilee cycles
and reducing parasitic nematodes, weeds, diseasedchy bacteria viruses, and fungi (Magdoff areh\Es 2000).
Although this high level of diversity is by no meamnique to CSA, the structure of CSA may greatjuce the
transaction cost associated with harvest and salafmers that engage in high-diversity agric@timilar to
monocultures who sell to a single buyer, at thdrbégg of the season CSA farms already know whige& trops
are going and how much they will sell for. Diveisif farms also don't have to negotiate a pricesfeh crop,
potentially with multiple buyers and many timesoilighout the season.

Unlike many farms in the United States, crop ineaeapolicies are not structured in a way that aspid CSA
farms. Because these programs only provide insarimrccommodity crops they disproportionately bérafge-
scale monocultures (Key and Roberts 2006), and afdke bill is actually paid for by the taxpay#r.fact, under
the 2008 Farm Bill, the taxpayers paid 60% of dregurance premiums (Shields 2009), greatly reduttisgcost of
the insurance to farmers. This uneven playing fielts diversified farmers that grow non-commodityps at a
great disadvantage. As discussed above, CSA isdimgva new option to these farmers that may hiedprt weather
hard times, as current policies leave them outyoThis was confirmed throughout the study area@€SA was
covered by crop insurance. Interestingly, 55% aifs reported they would be interested in a ristiging
program, such as crop insuraniéen appropriate program existed. One farmer digcl®ir frustration, claiming
“[a]s far as crop insurance goes, it's a real peobfor the CSA model because | grow close to 3emdint
vegetables and on two-and-a-half to three acreSG@) It was clear that crop insurance programs Vireadly not
designed for farms like ours” (RFF). In turn, famnstressed that “[the CSA really is the insurdrfgd-F). While
CSA may provide some risk management for the seidslmesn’t seem to be sustainable, as over halfaimers
indicated they “would be interested in it if thevas something that would give us reasonable insefaiRFF).

There are currently no viable crop insurance pnogréor the type of farmer that offers a CSA. Thistitutional
bias for large-scale monocultures growing commodiops must be addressed to level the playing.field
Recognizing this as a growing problem, the 2014rHaill authorized the USDA to develop a new inse&n
program called Whole Farm Revenue Risk ManagenM®AC 2014). Whole farm insurance has the potetdial
greatly improve the viability of diverse farms, hewer details on the program are not yet availdbtelerstanding
the value of crops produced on a CSA will preseaagchallenges, however, as crop insurance ddeshe the
produce at the same price as the community. Thésolearly articulated in two studies, finding theseticipating
in direct purchases from farmers have clear praferdor local produce, such as that procured tHrd@@8A, and
are willing to pay an additional 50%-150% (FarnsthhpThompson et al. 1996, Darby, Batte et al. 2008)
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Within the study group, 73% of farmers reported tha risk of the season is shared with membensgker, unlike
the USDA definition and many early advocates of@®A model (DeMuth 1993), no farmer thought the
community shared in the risk of the farm as a wholee CSA model has proven to be very playablegfoee there
is no clear answer to how or to what extent CSAgies risk-hedging mechanisms for the season. \gleéar is
that depending on how CSA is structured on a pddidarm, it can provide the farm with a valuablay to reduce
risk. Risk reduction may occur through shared osthe season, diversification on the farm, or ppehby
providing the farmer with outlets for produce th@y not be marketable otherwise. On the other Hanahers
acknowledged that relying on members to hedgetwdfx the farm for the season, but could resuligni§cant
issues with member retention that could jeoparttizeentire farm.

2.1.5Farm Workers and the Next Generation of Farmers
Farming looks mighty easy when your plow is a dearwl you're a thousand miles from the cornfield.
-Dwight D. Eisenhower

Historically farming has been one of the primargugations in the United States, providing livelidedrom coast
to coast. When the Agricultural Adjustment Act vigssed in 1933 to support farmers during the dsjor@sover
20% of Americans made a living working the landeDa industrialization and economic developmerhanU.S.
the farming population began disappearing, falfirogn 58% of the labor force in 1860, to 21% in 198012.2% in
1950, to 3.4% in the 1980s (Spielmaker). Todaytleas 1% of the U.S. work force reports agricultaseheir
primary occupation (USDA 2014). In conjunction wittis dramatic reduction in number of farmers,dlerage
age of U.S. farmers has steadily risen. Currehgyaverage farmer is 58.3 years old and only 6#eatl farmers
are under the age of 35 (2012 census). As farnoatincie to substitute land and capital for labarpeyment
generated for both farmers and farm laborers fuidleéeriorates (Low and Vogel 2011). The local fooovement
may provide some hope; farms rooted in local foetivorks disproportionately engage in labor inteegarm
production, providing over 40% more full-time-eqalient farming jobs per farm than the average fabim.{.

With an aging farming population and continued agtation from farming communities (O'Donoghue 201t
guestion arises, who will be our future farmers?léfne adoption of capital and land intensive textbgies and
has drastically reduced the need for farmers, reBesuggests a shift to sustainable farming metkexigd require
a major increase in farmers (Netting 1993). Readizhe challenges the U.S. faces due to its agirg population,
the USDA has attempted to provide support to nemdas through the Beginning Farmer and Rancher
Development Program (BFRDP). The program is furthesugh the Agriculture Act of 2014 and provide9$2
million a year to train and support new farmersi{(féfson 2014). The program has been funded sif68,2and
engages in government and community based educsgiwites, offers loans and financial resourced paiavides
program evaluations. Despite these efforts, thebmurof young farmers continues to decline.

Traditionally, a patriarchal intergenerational ster of knowledge and farmland dominated the UnBtates
agricultural sector, however this system has ofedeteriorated (Runyon 2013). As recent generatiacisthe land
and capital to enter farming in addition to the lmedian wage, they continue to seek alternativel@yment
outside of agriculture. For those seeking to faritheut a farming background the barriers to entgytagh
(Williamson 2014). However, CSA may provide oppaities to those interested in pursuing alternafi@rening
through apprenticeship programs to provide knowdedeprking capital in advance thus limiting capital
requirements, potential improved access to landtdd requirements of land through intensive meshod
community support, and access to a guaranteed tarke

CSA farmers practice highly diversified labor-insere agriculture, utilizing an array of labor saesdo meet the
labor needs in a cost effective way. Sources afraiciude family members, apprentices, members veage
laborers. Oberholtzer hypothesized that farmetmgcfinancial challenges to meet their labor neeélly on large
amounts of member labor to meet the farm’s nee@@4R While member labor represented a signifitaimdr
source for many early CSAs (Lass, Bevis et al. 20080 longer appears to be a significant aspéotany CSA
farms, as structural changes have occurred to apgpadroader audience (DeLind 2011). In the staicia only
two farms asked members to contribute labor andefeirements were only a few hours a season. \Witho
members as a labor source, farmers must rely neaeilly on other sources of labor, increasing ovests.
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The use of apprentices on the farm as a sourabof proved to be a controversial topic amongshésis.
Apprenticeships were labor in exchange for subsig@nd an education. Young and new farmers typical
received a stipend, often including room and boand, an education in return for their labor. Ondhe hand,
some farmers thought apprenticeships were mutbalheficial, offering an affordable form of laborrgturn for a
valuable educational opportunity, while others \@eithe apprenticeships as largely exploitativeeXplore the
importance of apprenticeships in developing th#é skt of future CSA farmers, interviewees wereeaskow they
had acquired their skills. Two thirds of farmerpaged engaging in apprenticeships on CSA farnw poi starting
their own. One farmer praised his time as an agigesrsaying, “l learned almost everything thahblv, or needed
to know...as an apprentice” (SSP). Another farmesssted the importance of these opportunities, notasmwe
lose family farms we lose the skills and know h@®ing to school to learn how to farm is not the saihey don’t
teach you how to do anything on the ground” (MS&)jother farmer was passionate about “using thimfas an
opportunity for people to learn skills related t8Aand related to farming so that they can go off start their
own projects” (ESF).

While apprenticeships may provide valuable laboistime farms, only 44% of CSAs in the study offered
apprenticeships. Two farms expressed interesaitirsg an apprenticeship program in the futurehasarm
expanded operations. Compensation for apprentaesdy ranging from $500 a month plus housing t2$0 a
month without housing. In most instances apprestwere provided with unlimited food from the farttmough this
may not be comparable across farms, as some faodaged non-vegetable goods on the farm that afipesn
were provided such as meat and eggs. Despite hbieesdits, one farmer discussed how the “hourly Jip@ypot
what it should be” (DGB). To provide apprenticeshnadditional valuable learning opportunities, oagil farms
have a “collaborative program for the apprentices.we allow our apprentices time off from work ediche those
meetings happen and | do teach a workshop evet §REF). This program provides apprentices withupportive
community where they engage in educational aatiwitAnother farmer mentioned how they’ve “been wagkvith
rubrics and evaluation criteria” so the farmer tsay here’s what it looks like to be really effegtion the farm”
(SSP). These apprenticeships can, under the gghtelship, provide an important labor source orfiaha while
granting the apprentice a valuable educational gppiby.

On the other hand, two farms in the study area sg@gdhe use of apprentices. Two farmers felt styoaigout what
they deemed “abuse” of interns in the CSA modek (terviewee discussed how the farm “doesn’t viatetrns
because they don't get paid well,” rather everysimeuld “get a good paycheck” (ESF). This argumeme from a
particularly successful farm that was able to ghgraployees a base salary of $11.50, far abovagnieultural
minimum wage of $1.63 or the minimum wage of $8r0the region (MassGov). Despite showing frustratiath
traditional apprentice arrangements, the farmerpeasionate about making “opportunities for youagge” and
“recognize[d] the need for education” (ESF). Thieeotfarmer opposed to the apprenticeships claitifeghu’re
going to work hard, you deserve to get paid” (UPG).

The jury is still out. Are CSA apprenticeships pding a worthy educational experience, or an exatie feudal
system? If farmers often seek out apprentice lalboause they can't afford the wage bill, why ddartmers just
raise the price of their shares to reflect a livivege for employees? After all, a previous studynfbCSA shares
were cheaper than procuring the same produce @t l@gional, and national conventional chains ragional
organic chains (Cooley and Lass 1998); howevemdas explained they couldn’t raise prices anymasenany of
them were still trying to grow their CSA customesb and they faced competition from other CSA famtke
region. As farmers attempted to remain competititey frequently found themselves struggling to thegjr
workers a decent wage. One farmer noted, “all tapfe on staff deserve to make a lot more monay Weaare
giving” (NLF). Although farm viability is critical CSA farmers must work to ensure fair pay and carsgton to
their workers. To support agricultural laborers Gadghess consumer support, organizations suchdheukural
Justice Project and the Domestic Fair Trade Astocidave generated certifications to label agtical goods
produced by farms meeting certain labor standaktisle, this may be a step in the right directioone of the
farms in our study area were participating anddampensation for the farmer and laborer alikeoish®eing
achieved at this time.

2.2. Equitable Access to Food and Farm
Everyone should be able to get the highest qupalitduce always and we need to figure out as a sobi@w to
make that happen.

-MSG
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Italy is home of the Slow Food Movement, which baen spreading throughout Europe. In the Developiord,
there are peasant organizations such as La Via €gingfighting for Food Sovereignty (FS). In theitdd States,
there is the local food movement. What do theseam@nts have in common? They are all food and dgrieu
movements fighting for alternatives to the indwadtfarm system and its economic, ecological, speiadl health
consequences. Access to fresh, healthy, and ciljtagpropriate food is central to some (FS), winitgroved food
access has recently been incorporated into otiig§4). Recent efforts in the United States havergited to posit
the local food movement, and in particular the farshmarket and CSA, as a mutually beneficial sysfer
farmers and low-income consumers alike (Guthmary20&hile evaluating access to food is imperatiudie
distribution side, access to farming itself is asitical to building an equitable food and farmisygstem.

The United States has consistently followed a clieag policy through agricultural legislation, thas this led to
improved food security and health outcomes (Tilat2003)? Not all food is created equal. Whilelth8. may
provide dietary guidelines for a balanced diet tigto My Plate, a quick review of agricultural sulisgdreveals the
government's funding is far from in line with thdietary recommendations. 50% of the American idistipposed
to consist of fruits and vegetables, but what portf subsidies do these food groups receive? Fresland
vegetable producers receive ja8b of total subsidieghe remainder go to commaodity crops such as anth
soybeans, contributing greatly to the rise of pssee foods while marginalizing healthy alternatifdess 2013).
The U.S. cheap food initiative has driven down agerhousehold expenditure on food in the U.S.dggtbbal low
of 6% (Gates 2012), compared to 60-80% for many podeveloping countries (Mitchell 2008); yet east 17.5
million (14.3%) U.Shouseholdsire food insecure, 6.8 million (5.6%) of which healy low food security
(Coleman-Jensen 2014). Households with childrenthose headed by single parents, especially woaren,
disproportionately food insecure despite publiégsdsace programs. This seems at odds with the mtucreeap food
policy; however, rampant inequality and unemploytreaupled with limited access to healthy foods.(agd
deserts) has resulted in poor access to food ioutrit

Food is a fundamental human right. Much of the alisse regarding feeding the poor, particularlyhie tleveloping
world, is centered on the notion that the world tinsrease food production; but across the devetppind the
developed world, food security is a distributiopedblem (Patel 2013). The United States has engagedd and
nutrition assistance programs such as the natsmotalol lunch program, school breakfast programpleupental
nutrition assistance program (SNAP), and the speajaplemental nutrition program for women, infaraisd
children (WIC). Realizing the persistence of fonddcurity in the United States, owners and managdesmers’
markets and CSA farms have expressed interesigagimg with low-income consumers and improving food
security (Guthman, Morris et al. 2006).

Food is a fundamental human right. Much of thealisse regarding feeding the poor, particularlyhia developing
world, is centered on the notion that the world tinsrease food production; but across the devetppind the
developed world, food security is a distributiopedblem (Patel 2013). The United States has engagedd and
nutrition assistance programs such as the natsmotalol lunch program, school breakfast programpleupental
nutrition assistance program (SNAP), and the speajaplemental nutrition program for women, infaraisd
children (WIC). Realizing the persistence of fonddcurity in the United States, owners and managdesmers’
markets and CSA farms have expressed interesigagémg with low-income consumers and improving food
security (Guthman, Morris et al. 2006).

Previous research reveals many CSA farms offerrprog to increase access and food security for fawrne
consumers, with 56% of CSAs offering some formaef-income program (Lass, Bevis et al. 2003); thotingh
efficacy of these programs is questionable (Guthriviorris et al. 2006). Cooley and Lass find prodabéained
through CSA shares is cheaper than procuring théuze elsewhere (1998); however this doesn't ted@shto
affordability, as buying large quantities of produnay be financially out of reach despite the pidéravings
through CSA. While one CSA member survey found &f%embers changed their eating habits, eating more
produce and/or a greater variety, another fountrtteambers spent 43% more money per week on pratiace
non-members (Perez 2003, Curtis 2011). These sdadlicate that although the CSA may provide predbat is
cheaper and more abundant, the produce may remtaf ceach for low-income members who can't affinel
additional increase in food expenditures.
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Farmers in the study area expressed general interemrk with the community on the issue of foatess.
Despite farm interest in issues regarding accefsoth, 73% reported they didn't believe CSA waoafhble for
low-income members. Farmers repeatedly reportdohestuck between two poles: on the one hand fakyheir
“share needs to be more expensive” in order fanttemake a living, but on the other farmers gehesagreed
“there is no access for low-income people” (MS@)ah attempt to reach those less able in the corntynower
70% of the farms offered some form of low-incomegyam(s), however they were found to be small, undized,
and not advertised.

The most common program was a sliding scale (25%rafs), where for instance rather than a flat sipaice of
$625 the price would be $550-$700. In these ingsnfarmers asked members to pay more if they atdee which
in turn helps subsidize other families that hawedption to pay at the lower end of the scale. Tdvis of
community redistribution proved appealing to farspevith one noting the program made “it possiblegieople
who really had the means to pay to pay more anglpagho didn't to not feel excluded” (JWB). Otheml-income
programs included:

» Elderly shares — senior citizens receive a shaeodnts if needed. The program was made possible
through financial support by Communities InvolvadSustaining Agriculture.

» Payment plarid — low-income members had the ability to pay irtaiments. These ranged from weekly
payments to three payments across the season.faon®also accepted EBT payments.

*  Work shares — members were offered the option tdwff a portion, or the entirety, of their share.

e Scholarships — farms engaged in fund raising tsiside shares.

» Interest-free loans — farmers worked with a locatl¢ union to provide interest-free loans to merabe
without the ability to pay the share price up-front

Other farms sought to reach low-income membershbghing outside the CSA. One farm was very protits of
Mobile Market Program, where the farm convertedfr@sl bus into a produce delivery system that teiéo
underserved communities. Since “[a] lot of Sprietffihas been designated a food desert by the U8B A, way
for us to get fresh organic produce to people wdranally can't find a place to buy it close to theomes. We are
also able to offer the produce to those peopleratiaced price” (ESF). Other farms were able torgup access by
“donat[ing] a lot of the leftovers from CSA sitesfbod pantries” (RFF) or allowing the communityparticipating
in gleanings, where the crop was about to be plawetkr and people could come pick as much as thsiyedl.
While these initiatives may improve food accesth&ir communities, they are highly location specifihis
presents a clear problem, as CSAs are generabydddn counties with significantly higher educatibattainment,
income, and less racial diversity (Schnell 2007).

These programs offered by CSA farmers to low-incomeenbers are certainly a step in the right directibut the
primary mechanism to improving food security withire local food system appears to be through péidtid
assistance programs (Guthman, Morris et al. 200&).government has rolled out programs for instao@®uble
SNAP (EBT) benefits at some farmers’ markets, ameetongoing trials to allow farmers access to EBY¥npents
14 days in advance. Government support for suctrpros is critical, as the burden of providing feeturity and
fresh healthy produce cannot be shouldered by f&rmbo are themselves struggling to make a livikggGuthman
argued, “[a]s a rule, farm security trumps foodwsiyg...When consumers are affluent, CSAs and farhraeskets
may truly be ‘win-win™ (ibid.). In addition to thehallenges of affordability and location of the AC®r low-
income members, additional barriers to participagaist. Guthman finds CSAs and other local foaiities rely on
“discourses that reflect whitened cultural histeyighus attempts by these farmers and relatedutishs often
overlook the needs and priorities of the low-incaroenmunities they try to serve (2008).

Beyond addressing issues regarding access to toi@thcal food movement, and CSAs in particulary iiaregard
traditional gender roles by providing a specificnfioof farming that's appealing to women farmers.ridém have
historically been drastically underrepresentecaasérs. The discourse has focused on men as ‘farmkile the
women are the ‘farmwives’ (Shortall 1992). Womewisrk in agriculture tends to be ignored by researslin the
United States, yet their contributions on the férame been vital to farm and household successelthited

12 Farmers offering payment plans did not find it aféel the farm’s operation through reduction in vimgkcapital. Farmers did however discuss
how the payment plans represented a very smaleptage of the shares offered, and could pose #isén risk to CSA if adoption occurred
for a significant portion of shares sold.
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States, farm and farmland have historically beess@a down from father to son, bypassing women antirzing
the cycle of patriarchy. Recent data indicates womay have increased their role as farmers, witmamonly
representing 6.3% of farmers in 1987, while todayngn account for 15% of farmers (USDA 2014). Wlile
percentage of women farmers more than doubledtbegpast 25 years, 91% of them had annual farrmevef
$50,000 or less, far above the U.S. average oRPZ5/Iditionally, women farmers are exiting farmiaiga much
faster rate then men, contributing to the uncemal@ of women in the future of U.S. agriculturbidi.).

Despite these persistent gender inequalities, isafti@ agricultural models may provide a silveifiin Trauger
finds women throughout the West are three timeserikely to be the head farmers practicing sustama
agriculture as compared to conventional farms (200%e sustainable agriculture community providpaces that
promote and are compatible with women'’s identiiedarmers” (ibid.). Although data is sparse, pyasistudies of
CSA farms have indicated that women play a mudlelarole as farmers as compared to the U.S. averagss et
al. found that amongst CSA farms, women were fooes more likely to be head farmer as comparetigdd LS.
average (2003), representing 34% of head farmeds64% of secondary farmers. What was perhaps more
surprising was women'’s major participation as thedtfarmer, representing 60% of this group (ihidhile
women were much more likely to be farmers, theyevgill underrepresented as head farmer, pointirige
existence of continued inequalities. Regardingstindy area, the survey findings obtained aftefinterviews
provided statistics on the 28 farmers involvechia €CSA operations. Women represented 45% of alides
reported; however, they were underrepresentedi@suy farmers (27%). The findings corroborate earitudies
indicating women are more likely to be farmers BAC(Galt, O'Sullivan et al. 2012), but the gendgmamics
within CSA and U.S. agriculture in general remairgely unexplored. To understand why and where vwomay
enter farming, there appears be two separate issaewarrant further attention. First, there is issue of access.
As discussed above, individuals interested in fagnvho don't receive valuable transfers of knowksdgrm, and
equipment through intergenerational transfers faagr barriers to entry. CSA may reduce thesenititig land
and capital requirements for young and new farm@nsthe other hand, women must be interested mifay in the
first place. Trauger argues that while conventi@ualculture has historically excluded women frdra farm,
sustainable agriculture provides “spaces of empmeat for women farmers” (2004). Rather than bedtemtified
as ‘farm wives’ in conventional agriculture spacgsstainable agriculture spaces provide commumigyagement
and recognition of women as valuable producersofitedge, community, and food (ibid.).

CSA can't be expected to revolutionize access ¢d fand farm. However, understanding how CSA intsraith
pressing food and farming issues is critical tol@ating its effectiveness as a viable alternativbusiness as usual.
Previous research and interviews conducted forsthidy confirm CSA farmers’ interest in improvirapfl security
in their communities. Yet CSA remains inaccessibtanany low-income consumers. Additionally, CSAyma
improve access for women farmers, while providinglernative farming structure that is more appegal
however gender parity does not exist, as male ferg@ntinue to disproportionately hold leadersloiles. To truly
address the deeply imbedded inequalities thattressuhequal access to food and farm one mustfaokeyond the
CSA itself. The government can and must do morenwedy issues of access. How? Perhaps a thougfeisxes

in order. What if the U.S. government supportedcadfure the way the government recommends whagat@ This
would entail a massive restricting of U.S. agriatgtpolicy, as fruit and vegetable producers rexaimost no
government support, yet are supposed to be a rpajtion of the American diet. Surely this woulddea cheaper
fruits and vegetables for Americans, resultingnipioved access to healthy foods. In the leastJttien of
Concerned Scientists argue the government coufArlericans meet the recommended daily intakeuifsfiand
vegetables though a mere investment of $90 milkodrop in the bucket compared to the $5.08 billiosubsidies
corn and soybeans alone receive. CSA represemsciting new opportunity to support sustainableagture, but
they can't be the solution to these challengesnor, incremental changes will have to do.

2.3. Community Engagement
It's about people...It's about relationships that amere than just economic.
-JWB

Globally people are waking up and realizing theent capitalist system is providing for the fewheatthan the
many. But what alternatives, if any, are availaklge. Gibson-Graham develop a vision of the “comityun
economy” which provides an ethical and politicadsp for “individuals and collective subjects [t@gotiate
questions of livelihood and interdependence angdrestruct themselves in the process.” Beyondtikery, there
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is the reality where people are “building commurmigpnomies” (2006). During the 2tentury social movements
have harnessed the power of food and farming, ngatkiem an integral part of rebuilding community.

For some scholars, CSA is “a dynamic social intssadnvolving economic, social, environmental, and
philosophical principles that challenge its papi#gits to re-evaluate their community, their foostegn, and their
role” (Kelvin 1994). CSA after all stands f@ommunitySupported Agriculture. Yet this raises the questis CSA
truly reconnecting the community with their fooldus building deeper connections to the farmer bhadand?
Feenstra argues local food systems can have artideas hand in re-vitalizing and empowering commniesit
(1997). These community-farmer ties can run ded¢pinvCSA, as farmers are able to gain an undersigraf the
communities needs and desires prior to plantingeigng topics such as land management, crops twdven, and
financial limitations (Lamb 1994). To ensure comiitpiand farm were intertwined, most early farms @titey the
CSA model developed a ‘core group’ of participahest would work with the farmer(s) to make impottan
decisions. The core group’s function was to heffize that through the CSA, “the primary need isfoothe farm
to support the community, but rather for the comityuio support itself through farming” (Groh and Medden
1997).

The degree of community engagement appears to bimgva/Vhile community involvement in the CSA was
historically an integral aspect, many more recadies have failed to corroborate the argumend. $tudy of 13
farms practicing the CSA model in the mid-Atlant@erholzer found only three discussed the roleoaimunity
involvement (2004). Additionally, two different méer surveys reported community involvement, such as
activities on the farm, was among the lowest ragagons for member participation (ibid.; Cone 2000jhe only
national study of CSA farms the results indicatesranger relationship between the farmer and conityyuwith
73.5% of CSAs offering community activities and 648porting that starting the CSA improved community
involvement on the farm (Lass, Bevis et al. 2003).

The study area provided mixed results pertainingofmmunity involvement with the farm. Only 40% afiners
reported community activities as part of their CE#fugh many farmers discussed how the pick-upaské/es
were an important community-building event. Whermrbers come to the farm it provides consumers the
opportunity to “actually talk to the grower...We dettell them a lot of personal things about thefand they get
to know us as people instead of a grocery stor®'GR Thus for many farmers “It's very rewarding raythe
direct connection” (UPG). Other farmers felt “tt@nomunity is not really supporting [the farm], theyybuying the
products” (DGB) though in this scenario the farmede it clear they offered shares only for the eatin benefit
of capital upfront and a guaranteed market.

While members may interact with the farmers duthngjr weekly pick-ups, many farms discussed how the
community events they organized “strengthen comtgunot just the food side” (ITF). Events farmerganized
included harvest festivals, raspberry and strawtfestivals, potlucks, community workdays, and osh&Vhile
these events were important to many farmers, othgrkined how “we aren’t sure it works for ussié lot of
logistical work to set up events” (ESF). Althoudple events were time consuming, cutting into farmprecious
time during the season, some farmers felt farm tsweere an integral part of the CSA.

While discussing bridging relations between thenfand community some farmers discussed the impaméan of
their u-pick gardens. On the four farms in the gtacka that provided u-pick opportunities to thre@mbers, the
farms devoted a section of their land to certaopsr but rather than the farmers harvesting thegesc¢hey were
left for the members to gather. For these farnesutpick offered a win-win solution. Members reeshadditional
produce in their weekly pick-uip they were willing to spend the time, offering thamopportunity to experience a
bit of farm work first hand and often functioning a fantastic way to engage children. On the dihed, farmers
had a variety of reasons for providing a u-pickdgawrto members, ranging from community building hatping
members reconnect to the land to the simple fattdtops chosen for u-pick are extremely labomisitee to pick
and by providing members the opportunity to picksia crops the farm would save a great deal. Cyppsatly
found in the u-pick gardens include: sweet anddepipers, multiple varieties of beans, cherry toesthusk
cherries, tomatillos, strawberries, herbs, flowets,

(Re)building communities is priceless, but as isiown today, things that don’t have a calculablekeiavalue are

often excluded from the process of economic degisiaking. Community Supported Agriculture can’tdgected
to restructure community relations in an era of Bneial capital, in which neighbors rarely are wilto go next

16| Page



door when they run out of sugar. What agricultuae do is provide a space for members to come tegetid bond
over a common interest in a vital daily necessitufood. Although the community linkages in thedy area
were not as robust as the early literature wowdd lene to expect, perhaps denoting a shift awag fhe C in CSA,
there exists strong potential for CSA and localfegstems to promote community engagement through
reconnecting farm, food, and community.

2.4. Environment
There is a fundamental tension between the ‘effigiepromoted by markets and a broader notion fiiehcy,
founded on long-term human well-being, that (i)a@npasses externalities, both positive and negatiek(ii) puts
the welfare of future generations on a par withgaat-day welfare rather than discounting it towareso.

-James K. Boyce, 2004

The industrial agricultural system is an environtaéoatastrophe. According to reports releasechbyQonsultative
Group on International Agricultural Research (CG)Adgriculture was responsible for up to one thirdlobal
greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) in 2012 (Beddingteaguzzaman et al. 2012). Additionally, agricudtis
responsible for 56% of non-CO2 global GHG emissidnstaggering 80-86%, or 12,000 megatons of carbon
dioxide equivalent, of agricultural emissions aeagrated through the production process each lgeaing a great
deal of space for improvement (ibid.). Continuinighvbusiness as usual under the industrial agricallsystem will
quickly deplete the world’s finite resources. Addiog to Tegtmeier and Duffy (2004), the annual maécosts of
US agricultural production is estimated to be betw$5.7 and $16.9 billion (2002 dollars). The sysie
consuming fossil fuels, water, topsoil, and plagrtngplasm at an appalling rate (Horrigan, Lawrericd.€2002). In
fact, the UK Department of the Environment conddaestudy in the 1990’s, finding that new crop eteis
developed for industrial agriculture lasted a nfere years in the field before pests and diseagaged the
varieties, rendering them obsolete (Swanson andnloaxe 1997). In addition to varieties being rendeybsolete
due to methods of production, Rangnekar (2000) shbat agribusiness intentionally engages in pldnne
obsolescence of varieties to improve profits ansliemfarmer reliance on the firm. The fault of thesvironmental
challenges does not lie within agriculture itsedtther it is the path societies have chosen —ithéyztion methods
used — that have resulted in these damning envieatahoutcomes (Vermeulen, Aggarwal et al. 2012).

Alternatives are possible. The industrial agricidtisystem must be uprooted and replaced by diiegdarming
systems (DFS), which promote equity by balancingceons such as environmental sustainability, ecécom
inclusiveness and viability, social justice, comiityisuccess, and the well-being of future genergti@Allen and
Sachs 1991). The seeds of these alternativesamygaining traction (Kloppenburg, Lezberg et2000, Kremen,
lles et al. 2012). They can be found in organiodiphamic, agro-ecological, perennial, permaculauré other
forms of production based on alternative agri-foetivorks (AAFNS) (ibid.). AAFRNSs offer an alternadi “against
the logic of bulk [high volume, low cost] commodipyoduction, alternative food networks redistribuidue
through the food chain, reconvene ‘trust’ betwemrdpcers and consumers, and articulate new forrpslifcal
association and market governance” (Holloway and®{sey 2004). These forms of agriculture have therial

to provide ecosystem services rather than destru¢tiCS 2014). To support DFS, farmers and conssialée
have transitioned to CSA as one potentially viatdg forward. For the early pioneers in CSA, envin@mtal
concerns were paramount (Groh and McFadden 199M)el2001 national survey of CSA farmers, 96% of
respondents reported to practice organic and/ayli@mic practices, providing ample evidence to sufpihe claim
that “virtually all CSA farms surveyed practicedform of sustainable or environmentally frienghpduction”
(Lass, Bevis et al. 2003). Engaging in sustainédii@ing practices requires deep knowledge of prodngractices
coupled with local agro-ecology. While farmers n#éad in depth knowledge to farm sustainably, comsts
looking to eat sustainably may not have the timgerest, or available information to make inforngesttisions. To
ease this burden on consumers, countries like tlied) States engage in legislative activities gulate and certify
what they deem to be sustainable through the Oedaitification program.

A mere 12 years after the USDA's Certified Orggmiogram took effect the business is booming. Witiaaic
sales reaching $35 billion in the U.S. during 2@b8 growing, farmers and consumers alike are pagfiegition
(USDA 2014). But what does the organic label atyua@present? When consumers walk into the grosemge,
they are inundated with products. According toRbed Marketing Institute, the average grocery sstoeks an
astounding 43,844 products (FMI). With so many apgi consumers can become confused with varioimsla
made by manufacturers such as “natural”, “all retufGMO free” and “free-range” (Walsh and Yamif@5). To
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ease the burden of choice, the Certified Orgariellprovides a clear stamp of approval, easinguoBs concerns
about the health and environmental impacts of tiiily food choices.

Through the conventionalization of organic, orgamiaduce is increasingly produced on large-scaleauoalture
farms by multi-national corporations (Guthman 2004 Yact, organic farms tend to be larger, mokelii to be
corporate owned, and have increasingly lobbied sgjto change organic legislation to allow a beoadnge of
chemicals to be applied. Prior to the organic limgelAdams and Salois find organic food was linkedmall
farms, animal welfare, deep sustainability, comriyusiipport, and other factors lost today by Big &g (2010).
As these developments within big organic go agairesty of the environmental, economic, health, auias
concerns the organic movement initially set owddress, farmers and consumers have been incrgasptong for
local food as a response (ibid.). The local foostesy is now offering a second wave of alternatiyecalture in an
attempt to meet the desires of growers and edtatgb far beyond what the organic label can pmvid

During the interviews, farmers disagreed on théditglof organic certification. While some farmeteought the
certification was necessary, as it ensured growers meeting a certain standard and provided inserthat these
practices were met for members, others thoughtuigibhg personal relationships with consumers axmglaning
their practices, trust and community relations fpechany form of government regulation. In praiséheir growing
practices, one farmer discussed how “[m]y practeezed the [organic] standard, but | don’t need a
certification...members just know from coming here gaiking to me” (DNG). For some farmers the comitwun
aspect of CSA eliminated the distance between ferianed eaters, allowing farmers to go beyond organd
translate these efforts to their members. As thada was directly responsible to the community tiveye
embedded in, members had the ability to work withfarmer to influence growing practices. One farex@ressed
his frustration with the direction the organic kggtion took: “I don't believe in certified organichink it's bullshit.
There’s nothing in the standards that takes intmast environmental or human health which is whare about”
(SSP). Another went on to explain direct dissatifm with “our federal government on the way theybeen
operating the whole organic program,” particulaner the lobbying of “congress to allow these othesticides in
which there are synthetic pesticides, and now @s¥gsays, they are organic” (NP). Farmers additiona
recognized the consumers desire to have certifigdnic farms since “it's an easy yes or no. They'tdaoeed to
educate themselves” (SSP). The lack of suppothiofederal response to organic by the farmersdrstudy was
particularly clear in the survey, with all 16 farmeporting they practiced organic agriculture, buity 4 of the farms
were certified. The reasons farmers didn’t becoaréfied went beyond any legislative issues, aseséarmers
discussed that in order to serve their communitly aved provide affordable food not all the prodeoaild always
be organic.

On the other hand, one farmer articulated his sagpothe certification, explaining:

We originally decided to do it because we were whaling some stuff to Whole Foods and they require
that if you want to call yourself organic. | feéd it, when you're in an anonymous market likettlyau
need that designation to demonstrate...I think tkdifging it makes sense for CSA farms too because
they don't know really. There’s a lot of stuff thahink customers in that market...are really jugsting

the farmer. And I think that there's stuff thatdning through the certification process, the certi€atches
and helps you figure out how to maintain the staaslayou know, the organic farmers fought for &fiedi
certification program and then organic farmers vwaatt decided that it was the government and theg we
big brother looking over our shoulder and we daslht to be part of it...And there's this whole thing
going on with people, local kind of replacing orgaand people feel like if it's a local farm theisigot all
the integrity. (SGF)

Much of the recent scrutiny of organic may be fiesti, but let us not make the same mistake abaatl.|b.ocal is
not synonymous with sustainable agriculture orityaédrm livelihoods. It does not guarantee constgikat their
food is pesticide or herbicide free, nor is it apw@nvironmentally superior. For instance, lamlirydand apples
produced in the New Zealand and shipped to the @keviound to be more energy efficient than the sproducts
produced in the UK itself due to variations in pwotion methods and natural resources (SaunderbeBat al.
2006). This is not to say local food doesn’'t haxagncomparative advantages environmentally speakisgthat
more work is needed to understand the regionalmiggof agricultural production.
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While farms in this study area certainly fit inteet'local food’ category it is important to acknedbe that local
food is a broad category and not synonymous witA.GSthe interviews farmers explained how theio\ging
practices go beyond organic. These practices #ieutli to incorporate into legislation, as the ws&l preservation
of local eco-systems through agriculture requioeslly adapted knowledge. As an example, one faaxplained:
“I concentrate very highly on pest management thhaihe pests themselves” (NP). Others discussefatheas a
whole system. The farm had recently decided todhigkens — not with the primary intention of ragsimeat and
eggs for sale, rather to produce more fertilizethenfarm, thus reducing external inputs. Thesdiffigs are in line
with the general move away for certification-basgdgtems such as “organic” and “fair-trade”, as AAFdbt to
move “towards food sovereignty and food justice firamote the power of participants to control ooi@inate
their parts of the larger food system.” This coddult in the “spread of DFS while simultaneousigmoting the
often overlooked social equity and participatorgqass dimensions of sustainable agriculture.” (Knentles et al.
2012)

The potential ecosystem services provided by DES/ast, including soil building and regeneratiaitragen
fixation, water infiltration, nutrient cycling, peand disease suppression, promotion of nativénaddrs, improved
biodiversity, etc. A 2010 report by the United 8taNational Research Council (NRC) found ampleeié of
DFS that contribute towards the sustainability gahéy outlined; however, these systems will nabloge
widespread without “incentives for appropriate nedsk reform of U.S. farm related policies, and Jtle®rientation
of publicly funded agricultural science” (Reganaldckson-Smith et al. 2011). One such benefitagribrease in
biodiversity achieved through DFS. According to @envention on Biological Diversity and other leagli
biodiversity researchers, “chemical-intensive indazed monoculture of vast areas in agricultdraartlands is
the main driver of biodiversity loss in landscapé$ood production” (Tscharntke, Klein et al. 20@sardinale,
Duffy et al. 2012, Barthel, Crumley et al. 2013).d comprehensive study, Tuck et al. find orgaaiming on
average increases species richness by roughly 30%4]). In the study area, farmers grew an averageé o
different crops and an astonishing 115 varietiesomspared to the typical monoculture in the Unigtdtes that
grow less than a handful. Thus, these diverse gigpwractices may assist in delivering wider ecasysservices,
replenishing some of the natural assets industgatulture has decimated. While the industriatrfisag system has
resisted incorporating alternative farming stragsgin the premise that this required land to bentakit of
production and therefore would reduce farm prdfsley et al. 2005), there’s sound quantitativeaesh to
suggest that through sustainable intensificatiom$acould become 60-100% more productive; therefore
eliminating the believed tradeoff between sustdmgbowing practices and yield (Pretty, Noble et28I06,
Badgley, Moghtader et al. 2007).

The discussion regarding agriculture and the enm@nt is framed in such a way to argue that socretygt
minimize the negative environmental effects of agture on the environment. This is a false dichotoThe terms
of the debate need be changed to solving how socaet restructure the food and fodder system. Fsloasld be
on developing and learning from traditional indtidns and growing practices to revolutionize agdtime,
transforming it from one of the most environmemntaléstructive systems imaginable to a system tloaksv
synergistically with people and nature to enrioé émvironment, society, and economy.

3. RESILIENCE, SCALABILITY, AND REPLICABILITY

Objectives such as supplying diverse, culturallgegatable foods to communities, supporting smalkrsid
sustaining soil and water resources, and raisingdfgecurity within particularly vulnerable areasust not be
crowded out by a one-dimensional quest to produmes food.

-Oliver De Schutter, Special Rapporteur on thetrigfood, United Nations Final Report

Agricultural systems are highly complex, warrant@ygtematic analyses that take into account thiiymand
negative externalities associated with these systather than a narrow evaluation based on yidid.fixation on
yields'® seems to arise our of the supposed dual crisisgfdbe world: the planet’s population is expediedeach 9
billion by 2050 while climate change is expectedj¢merate volatile growing conditions that may safsally

13 Closing the yield gap between developing and d@eslacountry agriculture could greatly reduce pgvand provide food security in many
developing countries, however improving yields i @f it-self need not directly translate into retions in poverty or the provision of food
security. The challenging questions of how thes&lyimprovements are achieved and who benefits beuatidressed.
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reduce yields (Challinor, Watson et al. 2014). Bongr a complete understanding of the resilierzaability, and
replicability of agricultural systems stakeholdersst change the terms of the debate and evalugde g#ystems on
their ability to provide all with the basic humaght to healthy food in an economically, sociabiynd
environmentally sustainable way.

The current industrial food system attempts to méze profits while externalizing many of the coassociated
with the methods of production used. While manyarfarms continue to grow in size due to economiesale
that exist in agriculture (Sumner 2014), therdrisrgy evidence that large farms on average arasefficient as
small farms by land or energy consumed per unitutput (Rosset 2000, Helfand and Levine 2004, LyiécRae
et al. 2011). Analyzing farming systems in theaoter context of the economy rather than simply somion
farming techniques reveals “the interconnectedesystof inputs, labor, land, capital, governancelarmvledge
that maintain specific types of agricultural protioi, distribution, and consumption systems” (Kremides et al.
2012). Rather than arising due to efficiency gaihs,industrial food system is dependent on govenirand
multilateral institutions supporting the dominamdendustrial agriculture in the global north (Patdolt-Gimenez
et al. 2009). This is not the only option. Alteiimas do exist and are making headway in developimydeveloped
countries alike. In the U.S., CSA and its particifssare attempting to promote a viable alternativeusiness as
usual in agriculture. What is less clear howevervhgther alternatives like CSA and AAFNs more bipédve the
ability to continue their impressive expansion apgeal to consumers beyond niche markets.

3.1. Resilience

For systems to survive they must be resilientasnwe have learned through the recent financisisgrinstable
systems need significant institutional support @@ ernment) to persist. There are many pardiieteeen the
current industrial agricultural system and the fficial sector, both of which have prospered by medns
government support through friendly legislation aivéct subsidies to continue business as usuaileVittajor
bank bailouts have occurred in the financial sysésm result of the 2008 financial crisis, largalsenonocultures
are bailed out season after season through taxpapeorted crop insurance schemes. For food systesikency
can be separated into environmental resiliencyemotiomic resiliency, though the two are deeply ected.

While U.S. farms have produced tremendous gaiggeid and gross output, they are dong so undeglai
unstable system (Council 2010). Experts anticiphieate change will generate significant yield ldsgt will also
create high levels of instability in agriculturedhgh increases in yield variability (Challinor, Wan et al. 2014).
Searching for alternative systems that both profade growing population and do so in a sustaiaalld resilient
way has proved challenging (Battisti and Naylor 200lany experts have argued yields produced thrauganic
agriculturé* are insufficient to meet global demand, and tlweemajor expansion of cropland would be needed
(Seufert, Ramankutty et al. 2012). Others find aigagriculture matched, or even exceeded, conwealtiyields
(Badgley, Moghtader et al. 2007).

Discussing his report to the United Nations regagdioubling world food production within ten yea@iver De
Schutter argued that “[tjoday’s scientific evidemsmonstrates that agroecological methods outpertbe use of
chemical fertilizers in boosting food productionevé the hungry live — especially in unfavorableiemments.”

De Shutter goes on to state “agroecological prejeate shown an average crop yield increase of 8%@'ss more
than 50 countries (UN 2011). These improvementspleal with wide support by the scientific commurfity agro-
ecology and its benefits as a sustainable andeetsgystem (Wezel and Soldat), CSA farms and t@inmitment
to sustainable farming practices can be part o§thetion to provide a resilient farming system @mgrove
outcomes under a increasingly unpredictable future.

Evaluating a diversified farm system on its abitiywithstand environmental shocks is essentialghsuring the
system is also resilient in the face of turbulesdremic times is essential for a truly resiliemtfiang system.
Understanding economic viability is complex, asitidustrial food system is heavily subsidized, tHistorting
markets (Monke and Johnson 2010). Lass et al. fpuonhising results of the economic resiliency ofAd&rms,
noting 94.6% of CSA farms planned on continuingragien (2001). In the study area, no farms disalisise
economic downturn or its effects of the farm’s viidyy however a share with a CSA could be viewsdaduxury
good, therefore generating instability during eaoimodownturns. No studies have been conductedférus

14 While organic is not synonymous with sustainabtdrexists a great deal of data on outcomes ohardgarms, allowing for analysis across a
wide range of regions and crops.
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analyze this aspect of CSA. As discussed above, @8¥ides a structure that reduced farm reliancéramcial
institutions, therefore potentially buffering CSérins against shocks for instance to interest ratgke farm crisis
of the 1980s, farms faced exorbitant interest reéesing many to close. While these farms weramebn financial
markets, CSA can improve economic resiliency thtomgulating farms against these shocks.

3.2. Scalability

If the CSA and other AAFNSs are to have system-vifdigacts on the food and agriculture landscapeabday and
replicability are necessary. Currently they araati#d on the periphery of the food system, butpla@sion occurs it
is imperative to resist co-optation by the indwdtibod system, as happened to organic, and maiataommitment
to agro-ecological principles (Bacon, Getz et 8l12), along with other economic and social justiorcerns.
Regarding scalability, the focus should not be @sigely on the farm operation but the system itrafes in as a
whole. While increasing the scale of the farm ftsgdy or may not be desired, increasing the sdatgerations
across processing, marketing, storing, distribytangl information sharing can play an importang iialproviding a
viable alternative to the industrial food system.

There is nothing inherent to farm size, though seems to correlate with production methods usedalng the
scaling-up of organic agriculture, results indicpiteotal changes in production methods undermihecdtganic
movement (Guthman 2004). Within the CSA framewaenlf size tends to be small when compared to avélage
farms, though size needs to be put in context gilkerproduction practices. While a 5-10 acre CS#nfenay
provide a livelihood for a farmer, a corn farm mmged ten times more land to make a comparable iacbnihe
study area it was clear that some farms strugglédtiweir small size, resulting in inefficiencies the farm.
Regarding farm size, a CSA needs to scale up ingt@f acres and/or members to ensure farmers frecamake a
living. Once livelihood requirements are satisfiddta indicates that communities benefit frmorefarms and
therefore additional increases in scale shouldergiursued (Gémez, Zhang 2000).

Focusing on increasing scale in other aspectseofabd system proves more fruitful. Guptill and Kifiks find that
in order to build viable local food systems colledt@dn among stakeholders is necessary (2002).tibddily,
Gillespie et al. argue other local food outletshsas farmers' markets function as incubators foallagricultural
businesses, such as CSA, and increase the defikigabfood networks (2007). Producers and consame
themselves can't make the necessary changes wibbilding supportive institutions such as food hahd food
policy councils, which can contribute by facilitati of production, distribution, and aggregationoafal food
product. To build a relevant alternative food sgsthat can actually provide a path away from tltrigtrial food
system, institutional support is needed at all levieom the town to the world at large.

In September 2014 the USDA intervened to assist @%Rother forms of direct-to-consumer sales iir the
endeavor to expand. The Agricultural Secretary Milsack announced over $27 million in grants to tloeal

Food Marketing Promotion Program (LFPP) and therieas Market Promotion Program (FMPP). The programs
will provide funds for the promotion of food hulagygregation businesses, local food processes tgpacmers
markets, and CSAs. As the Secretary said at thewsnmement “Investing in local and regional foodtsgss
supports the livelihoods of farmers and ranchesgeeially smaller operations, while strengtheniogn®mies in
communities across the country” (USDA 2014). Thigmort, coupled with the announcement of a newféuth
insurance program by the USDA is a small step tdwaupporting these alternatives.

3.3. Replicability

Replication of CSA has done very well, with a nérmeefold increase in the number of CSA farms sR@9.
While the U.S. farm sector has continued on ité jphfarm concentration, resulting in fewer andylarfarms, CSA
farms continue to increase in terms of farm numbafish CSA farms in every state and the model bénogm
increasingly more popular, there appears to beatgleal of opportunity for continued increaseS€8A farm
numbers.

One potential driver of the increase in CSA farmid location needs. Although CSA farms do noessarily cater
exclusively to their surrounding community they diée be located in close proximity to their membsesause of
the community aspect of the farm and the highlygbable nature of the produce. The value of theeotion
between farm and community was discussed abovet, ddditionally provides the added benefit of yanumber
of small farms serving local populations. Whileyioais data showed CSA farms are disproportionddeigted in
regions with a higher socioeconomic status (Scl2@9i7), the study area contained farms locatedvims$ with
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varied socioeconomic status. One of the farmeesstruggling neighborhood discussed how their farks
closely with the community to fit the CSA to theiegeds, therefore providing an affordable optiothsd they “can
have access to better quality food that would etieer be the case” (KLO).

CSA farms are, however, struggling with many chagkss in all phases of farming, from finding andwsat land,
to acquiring the appropriate means of producticové&nment support of these endeavors could drigtatzange
CSA farms' ability to start and thrive. Advocatéslternative food systems are not asking for adbath They want
a level playing field to provide them with a fapmortunity. Government has long supported reseanch
development for large-scale, chemical intensivghlyi mechanical farming under a two-fold goal: ogslds and
generate cheap commodity crops (Reganold, Jacksiti-8t al. 2011). The lack of government supportDFS
has resulted in a severe disadvantage with regangisce, risks management, technology, R&D, diifiesgtion into
value-added products, access to value-chains\Waticout addressing these inequalities, it is chmglag to see how
CSA and other DFS can transition out of servingchenmarket and serve the public at large.

These disparities provided the mortar for the bades to farm expansion and survival faced by nfeamyers in the
study area. Appropriate technology for their farsize and methods of production was one such dikefiom
farmers, with 50% reporting problems with availatdehnology. One farmer discussed how agricultiuistbry has
played a major role in the technology and equipragatlable:

All the agricultural production equipment now isaged toward bigger farms, minimum 100 acres. You
won't find any tools or farm implements or tracttinat are being built for serious use at less tt@h
acres. In the past, a 20 acre farm is totally ubbgqs and they made equipment that is approprizke $or
that stuff. So we are having to buy equipment ihatally old. The same thing for organic and
conventional. All the equipment reflects the mowvednventional in the 50’s and 60’s when herbicides
gained widespread use. Then from the 50’s to the®@sically, nobody didn’t use herbicides to Kié
weeds (sic), so everyone stopped making tractetsdid mechanical cultivation, which is to distuhie
soil and kill the weeds. The last company to makeeaghanical cultivating tractor is from the 80'seW
have two tractors from the 50’s and | hate themy tireak constantly, you can’t get parts. We wamt\a
tractor, but nobody makes them anymore. (SSP)

Since CSA and other DFS that consist primarilyro& farms continue to gain momentum, producerfaoh
equipment are slowly responding; however it isketlr such responses will be adequate without gaowemnt
support for research and development. Other clggieto farm expansion, replication, and survivatdssed by
the farmers included:

« Compensation — the vast majority of farmers ackedgéd that the current pricing of a share does not
include adequate compensation for the farmer, nesd provide the farm with sufficient funds toypa
farm workers the fair wage they deserve

o Furthermore, Lass et al. found 68% of CSA farmessewinsatisfied with their financial security,
with retirement and health care representing fasrtearding concerns (2003). These farmers did
believe that CSA helped their financial securityidi)

» Risk management programs — 55% of interviewees imggeested in participating in a risk management
program if an appropriate one for their type offarg were developed

e Share waste — The most frequent farmer reportedb®eaoncern was ‘too much food’ (31%). Farmers
believed this would dissuade some customers framtiraging as members. Although farmers offered
smaller or half shares in response, they contitoetruggle with striking the right balance

» Infrastructure — farmers frequently lacked adeqstideage and processes facilities. In order torsegu
year-round income, some farmers expressed inter@shter shares and value-added products, however
local capacity was a limitation

» Regulation — Additionally, a few farmers discussedv regulation regarding storage and processimag at
small scale was cumbersome (e.g. slaughterhouses)

* Land security — Farmers that did not own all tieeird were very concerned about the farm’s long term
viability due to insecure tenure rights

o Additionally, U.S. farm land accounts for 85% ofaage farm equity and if farmland is not
owned it provides additional challenges for therfars ability to retire (USDA 2012)
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» Access to inputs — acquiring inputs, for exampkds@roved to be challenging for some farmers wioovg
a large variety of crops and varieties and theeefared limited quantities of each type of seed

» Research and Development appropriate for divedsfheming systems

» Competition — While the study area has a vibracalléood system, it may be reaching an upper lasit
38% of farmers in the study area reported challeimgeecruiting sufficient members and lacked thititst
to raise prices in order to pay living wages duedmpetition

0 Competition has led some farmers to seek markessdeutheir town or country, with three farms
from the study area driving to Boston (2 ¥ houos)¢liver produce

These challenges threaten the ability of CSA faiomseet the needs of the members, farmers, and coityn
providing fertilizer for further research to anadylzow CSA can overcome these obstacles. Goverrraartake on
a substantial role by improving applicability offapolicies and programs, hence promoting inclusigs. While
government support slowly adapts, farmers are wgrkbgether to overcome the collective challenpey face.
Farm Hack, an online community for farm innovatipmvides a space for farmers to share their egpeeis and
knowledge. Farmers share their detailed plans aitrglourself equipment, growing methods, and higéht
equipment to improve efficiency on the farm, takihg initiative to innovate and provide support anether.
Additionally 94% of CSA farmers are interested iorling to help strengthen CSA — providing education
opportunities through technical assistance, rebearad public lectures (Lass et al. 2003). The ésmalong with
growing interest in healthy sustainable foods akéng the future of CSA into their own hands andipng forward.
Only time will tell if CSA can maintain its intedyi while continuing its impressive growth in farrmmbers, but it
looks promising.

4. CONCLUSION

“[O]ur entire agricultural system is built on cheagil. As a consequence, our agricultural sectouadly is
contributing more greenhouse gasses than our trarapon sector. And in the meantime, it's creating
monocultures that are vulnerable to national setyuifireats and are now vulnerable to sky high fpddes or
crashes in food prices, huge swings in commoditepr and are partly responsible for the explosidour
healthcare costs, because they're contributingytpel2 diabetes, stroke, and heart disease, obediitye things
that are driving our urge explosion in healthcamsts.”

-President Barack Obama, 2008

Community Supported Agriculture is an exciting Fret&Economy Initiative that is building ties betwetbe
communities and their local farmers to revitalingall and mid-sized family farms. The goals areyleftto break
out of the traditional food system and engagesgrabiotic relationship that supports a vibrant anstainable
community, economy, and environment. This caseyshad presented a fuller understanding and evaluafi
CSA, indicating many successes, but highlightiregrifajor challenges that urgently need to be adeldessensure
the long-term success of CSA as a Future Econoitigitiae.

Farm Livelihoods and access to food need to bealdntthe discussion moving forward. But CSA atiteo
alternatives to the industrial food system canitehthese conversations in isolation. A recent Wagbin Post op-
ed by Mark Bittman, Michael Pollan, and Ricardovadbr, three leading food scholars, called fortsoonal food
policy to overhaul how America grows, distributead consumes its food. They provide the bonesaf awpolicy,
at least to start the national discussion:

» All Americans have access to healthy food;

» Farm policies are designed to support our publadtheand environmental objectives;

» Our food supply is free of toxic bacteria, chenmscand drugs;

e Production and marketing of food are done transpbre

* The food industry pays a fair wage to those it eyg|

» Food marketing sets children up for healthful libgsinstilling in them a habit of eating real food;

* Animals are treated with compassion and attenticheir well-being

» The food system’s carbon footprint is reduced, tniedamount of carbon sequestered on farmland is
increased;

* The food system is sufficiently resilient to withistl the effects of climate change.
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These points suggest that a comprehensive refoourafiational food policy is exactly what's needEdture
Economy Initiatives, like CSA farms, can help imigte a national debate of restricting the foodesysby
providing real-world examples of how the economy ba reorganized in a way that puts people firStA®@as
plenty of room for improvement, but that needseadceived as part of the learning process. Altaresito
business as usual can’t be expected to be peBgdattilizing the Future Economy Initiative Framewpwhich
provides guidelines for researchers, participaansd, policymakers, a great deal of insight is gaiféct, the
framework allows for a comprehensive and comparabéduation system across Future Economy Initiative
therefore providing the necessary insight for whatorking, what is not, and what is to be donee@fcally this
framework has already allowed for a in-depth un@eiding of CSA farms and has provided informationdil
interested parties moving forward on the shortcgsiand needed changes for CSA to flourish.
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Appendix A.

Sample Interview:

Introduction- main season veggie CSA
1. First could you tell me briefly about your histayg a farmer?
a. How did you become interested in farming?
b. How did you build your skill set necessary for rimgna farm?
c. How'd you get going on this current farm?
I. And when and why did you start a community supmgbagriculture (CSA)?

Now I'd like to ask you more specific questions ahd the CSA model
2. First off, what is a CSA?
3. How do you communicate and explain the CSA modet¢mbers?
a. What are some of the common concerns members Ihavg the CSA model?
4. Who bears the risk of the season and why? (Probather events, blight, etc)
a. Does operating a CSA affect risk management offatime in any way? (probe: as
apposed to not operating a CSA).
i. Who benefits from good harvests and who bearsdbkts @uring poor harvests?
(probe: any effect on members?)
b. Does the farm have any other ways of hedging r{Bk8be: for instance crop insurance?
If so, is it subsidized in any way?)

Next I'd like to ask you a few questions about thenembers and the shares they receive.
5. What is the relationship between members and tie?a
a. What does the farm provide members and what do megyovide the farm? (probe:
labor?)
6. Is retention of members an issue for the farm?
a. Is there anything specific that you believe affeetention?
b. What are some ways the farm has tried to improtentien rates?
7. Whatis a share?
a. What types of shares are offered through the farm?
b. How is the price and quantity of shares offerecdeined?
c. How does the farm decide what to grow for the CSA?
i. Do members receive produce they’'re not accustonfed t
1. How do you promote the use of unfamiliar crops?
ii. Does the farm offer any u-pick as part of the CS#® do you offer u-pick?
(value, utilization?)
d. Do you think the shares are accessible for lowrimemembers?
I. Does the farm have any policies in place to in@easessibility (probe: sliding
scale, work share, payment plan?)
e. Does the farm provide pick-ups off farm?
i. If so, where and why?
f. Does the farm distribute products from other Idaains? (probe: fruit, meat, grain, etc.)
i. If so, How? Why?
g. Do you have other markets for your produce bediteSA?
i. How do you decide what is distributed to membedwahat is sold elsewhere?
(probe: grading?)

Next I'd like to ask you a few questions about comomity involvement in the CSA model.
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8. Are community activities part of your CSA? (prokshat type? For instance potlucks, harvest
days, etc)

9. What is the value of community involvement to taem if any? (probe: what role or actions
does the community provide?

Now a few questions about the farm operation
10. Who owns the land the farm is located on?
a. What are the tenure agreements?
i. Advantages/disadvantages/ideal goal?
b. Does the CSA model affect access to land for yaemure in any way?
11. Who owns the farm and its equipment?
12. How does operating a CSA affect your ability twafice operations on the farm?
a. Do you offer any form of payment plans to membél®® income?)
i. If so, does this affect the farm’s ability to fuaderations?
13. What are the labor sources on the farm? (proliie family, member, community, wage labor,
intern)
a. How do you value your own labor (probe: do you payrself a fair market wage)?
I. Are there non-monetary benefits/compensation to yauk?
ii. Do you have other sources of income?
b. Do you view yourself as an educator for your apfices and interns?
I. Do you have any method of evaluating the appremiiogram? (probe: what?
Start-up CSAs by your apprentices?)

[Synthesis]
Before | leave, I'd like to ask you a few more oparded questions
14. Thinking about what you've said earlier during timterview, what are the advantages and
disadvantages of CSA farming?
15. What types of research and development for instimooe agricultural extension services (?)
could be beneficial to you (or CSAs in general?)
16. Due to the farm size and diverse production doedarm have problems with available
technologies?
17. What type of risk management programs would be foza
18. Are there any key issues regarding the CSA modelltve overlooked?
19. Do you have any other thoughts you would like tarston the matter?

Thank you for taking the time to speak with me tod&. Your input is very valuable to our project.
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Appendix B.
Sample Survey:

Q1 Name

Q2 Zip Code

Q3 Farm Characteristics
Years farm in operation
Total cropland acres operated
Total acres operated by farm
Years CSA in operation?
Acres operated for CSA operation

Q4 Farm practices used on the CSA
Certified Organic
Organic, not certified
Conventional
Biodynamic

Other (please specify)

arwNOPE

Q5 Types of Shares offered from your farm (pledseck all that apply)
6. Vegetable full-share
7. Vegetable half-share
8. Winter share
9. Year round share
10. Meat share
11. Flower share
12. Egg share
13. Dairy
14. Cheese
15. Other

Q6 How many main season vegetable share CSA membessyour farm have?

Q7 How many main season vegetable share CSA memoertd youlike to have?

Q8 What is the price of the main season vegetadize?

Q9 How many weeks does this share run?

Q10 How many people does this share feed on average
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Q11 Number of crops and varieties offered in sllam@ughout season (you may put down a range)?

Number of crops

Number of varieties

Main season vegetable share

Q12 Farmer A,B,C characteristics

Farmer A Farmer B Farmer C
Age
Years of farming
Years as a CSA farmer
Q13 Farmer Gender
Farmer A Farmer B Farmer C
Male 1. 2. 3.
Female 4 5. 6.

Q14 Relation of Farmer B to Farmer A (check alt tiyaply)

7. Co-farmer

8. Romantic Partner
9. Employee

10. Apprentice

11. Manager

12. Other

Q15 Relation of Farmer C to Farmer A (check alt tyaply)

13. Co-farmer

14. Romantic Partner
15. Employee

16. Apprentice

17. Manager

18. Other
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Q16 Education

Less than high school
High school diploma
Vocational
degree/certificate
Some college
College Graduate
Graduate Degree

Farmer A
19.
22.

25.

28.
31.
34.

Farmer B
20.
23.

26.

29.
32.
35.

Farmer C
21.
24.

27.

30.
33.
36.

Q17 Gross farm income
37.

Q18 Net farm income
38.

Q19 Net CSA income
39.

Q20 Gross income per acre

40.

Q21 Net income per acre

41.

Q22 Non-farm income
42.

Q23 Does the farm receive any government subsidies?

43. Yes
44. No

Q24 Does the farm receive any government insurance?

45. Yes
46. No
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Appendix C.

Farm Name Abbreviation
Coyote Hill Farm CHF
Dave’s Natural Garden DNG
Enterprise Farm ESF
Good Bunch Farm DGB
Intervale Farm ITF

K & L Organics KLO
Solid Ground Farm MSG
Natural Roots NRF
New Land Farm NLF
Red Fire Farm RFF
Scantic Valley Farm NP
Simple Gifts Farm SGF
Stone Soup Farm SSP
Sweet Morning Farm SMF
Upingil UPG
Wilder Brook Farm JWB
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