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WHAT DID THE MEETING INCLUDE?

The online public meeting included ten stations - each with
information, ideas for action, and opportunities for participants
to contribute.
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GROWING FROM THE ROOT ? Resources for

Access to Community
Land Gardens
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Growing from the Root is

Philadelphia’s first citywide plan to
organize and respond to the needs
of the urban agriculture community.

STATION

Farming
Careers and
Businesses

Animal
Keeping

The Plan is rooted with input from community
organizers, local growers, small business owners, SIAT"JN
non-profit organizations, and City officials interested A

in maintaining and enhancing Philadelphia’s unique —xy
assembly of urban farms and gardens. From this
input, the Plan will highlight the City’s existing barriers
to supporting urban agriculture and develop policy,
program, and project recommendations for City
agencies and partners. This Plan and its facilitated
engagement events are managed by the
Philadelphia Parks and Recreation Department.

This graphic explains the public engagement process and
where we currently are in the project..
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WHO PARTICIPATED [FIELD

+HOW WAS THE ™™
MEETING PROMQJED?

WHO PARTICIPATED, FROM WHERE?

Growing from the Root's second public meeting
drew about 280 sign-in’s. Residents came from
the across the city, and notably, from the areas
with the highest concentration of gardens and
farms - Southwest, West, Northwest, and South
Philadelphia.
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Out of Philly's 45 ZIP codes, 35 were represented,
along with smaller numbers from 30 ZIP codes
outside the city.

Of all the attendees, two thirds said they garden or

farm in some capacity, and 8 percent said they used

to farm or they come from a family of farmers. 1 sign-in
2-4
5-9

WHAT DO WE KNOW ABOUT .
PARTICIPANTS?

Age of Public Meeting Participants Race or Ethnicity of Public Meeting Participants
PARTICIPANTS CITYWIDE PARTICIPANTS CITYWIDE
Under 18 5%* 18% Black / African American 22% 42%
18-24 8% 7% White 61% 35%
1 i i 1 0, 0,
5 - 40 48% 6% H|§pan|c, Lat'|r1><, or Spanish 8% 15%
B . Asian or Pacific Islander 7% 7%
- 0, 0,
S B “ Middle Eastern 1% -
Over 65 8% 19% American Indian or Alaska Native 2% -
No resp. 2% . Other 7 responses -

Gardening/Farming Practices of Public Meeting Participants

PARTICIPANTS r—} WHERE? PARTICIPANTS

Garden or Farmin At Home 66%
Philadelphi 66% —
lladephia In their neighborhood 26%
ES'ITOt garden or farm in 26% In a community garden 8%
[
y - At a farm 8%
Do not garden or farm in _ — "
Philly, but used to or come 8% With an organization 7%
from a family of farmers At a school 6%
On a park / public land 5%
At a cemetery 2%




WHAT LESSONS [FEID
DID WE LEARN? ™™

SECTION 1: LESSONS FROM AGROSS THE ONLINE PUBLIC MEETING

The first section of this memo outlines themes that came up repeatedly throughout the online public meeting. The second section
details the particular information that came out of each activity.

LAND SECURITY IS CENTRAL TO MAKING PROGRESS THIS PLAN’S PRIORITIES.

There are deep connections between land

[ (4

and every other area of this plan. Without Ir FEELS “T M .mg&ﬁz"l_“;he“
!ahd security, we heard, it can be hard to myest DISEMPoWEQMIé STARTING :D TENVRE
in infrastructure that makes growing possible; 76 know VT ... LA
. . . . . AT Locar £ AN ! .
it can be hard to build a business or invest in f_‘“wses: GARDENERS onl-_m pKiNG aBOVT
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Land is at the very center of the work couLd ge 774::::‘:42:'&7- BE AN VE »
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gardeners and farmers do, their lifestyles,
and their livelihoods - and, therefore, at the
center of this plan.

54[]/ of respondents know a garden 460/ of respondents know of a The majority of reported lost
0 thatis currently threatened. 0 garden that was lost or stolen gardens were lost to development.

We asked participants what they would lose if their garden were taken away.
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WHAT LESSONS
DID WE LEARN?

INFRASTRUCTURE SUPPORT CAME UP A LOT.

Water, electricity, lumber, greenhouses, and more: we
heard that oftentimes these needs are not met either due
to a lack of resources, unclear City processes, or because

folks are hesitant to invest in infrastructure when there is
no land security for their gardens.

[/
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- Meeting participant

46[]/ rated “physical infrastructure and ecological needs”
0 the most important thing for community gardens.

FIELD
REPORT

MANY PEOPLE ARE LOOKING FOR
ECONOMIC AUTONOMY AND CAREER
OPPORTUNITIES.

Many participants are interested in pursuing
agriculture within Philadelphia as a career - not a
hobby - but low wages and lack of job security prevent
many from entering the field or pursuing it full time.
Entrepreneurs and business owners expressed that an
inability to secure land or invest in it means that it is
harder for their business to succeed. Participants also
mentioned larger regulatory structures that do not
support small scale agriculture businesses.

“T £6VND A WONDERFVL TOB WORKING A; :oss
WONDERFUL FARM (N THE ciry. THIS F:gnsm.m
\T'S BEST N TERMS OF PAY AND OFFER

INSVRANCE, sick/ VACATION paAys, ETC.
But I sSTILL HAD TO QUIT AFTER ONE YEAR ...

THE PAY IS TVST NOT
SUSTAINABLE FOR My FBMILY..
It waS DEVASTATING FOR ME PERSONALLY -

I waNT T CONTINVE TO FARM.

FARM TOBS SEEM DO-ABLE ONLY FOR yYouNG

”
" KEEP EXPENSES LOW.”
PEOPLE ... WHO CAN - meeting participant

SKEPTICISM AND A LACK OF TRUST WERE COMMON THEMES RELATED TO CITY AGENCIES.

Participants expressed skepticism that the City will be
able to hold and carry out new responsibilities, based
on those participants® experiences with the City.

Trust in City entities is much lower than trust in
community-led organizations such as the Neighborhood
Gardens Trust (NGT), Soil Generation, and the Philadelphia
Orchard Project (POP); however, participants seemed

to have more trust in Parks & Recreation than in other
entities, such as the Land Bank.

We heard a desire for transparency and clear
methods for holding the City accountable in the
implementation of this plan.

Key themes and words that emerged around
interactions with City agencies include...

Agbusus TRUSTRATNG o pinism
FoLLOW-UP
COMPLICATED
SsLow CONCERNS
ABOVT CITY
Lack oF
OPaaue L 0 .  PRIGRITIES



WHAT LESSONS
DID WE LEARN?

FIELD
REPORT:

PARTNERSHIPS & INVESTMENTS IN COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP ARE IMPORTANT TO MANY.

We heard from respondents that the City cannot hold
this work alone: it must lean into community-led
programs and support.

The City should funnel funding and support for agriculture
through existing community organizations who have
demonstrated an ability to effectively do food justice work
and counter food apartheid.

There were several comments and themes observed
around supporting the work communities are already
doing, and investing in communities to lead work
around food sovereignty and agriculture. Themes

also emerged around the importance of and a need for
strengthening and creating more formalized networks of
growers who work together to support and hold this work.

“Tv 'z
ERE STRv,
"Wwe NEED“:gDE” NICcE ”57%22 o LAack o;.?::f: sz:' Ay
CENTRAL FEW YEARS Bl &
SPACE WITH oF Yourn Peaae::CK &
INFRASTRUCTURE SoMmECTED T8 S

wE,
T6 TEACH " com::;;f’; THAT weee
PEOPLE OF A OWE anses SYPPORTING
AGES."” ST aem v?" NOT suee ¢

- meeting participant

" Meeting participant

IT'S ABOUT COMMUNITY-BUILDING, CULTURAL & ANCESTRAL PRACTICES, & MENTAL HEALTH.

Participants made clear that the relationship between
land and people is not only one of sustenance, but
also one of reconnecting with community practices
and teachings, childhood memories, and cultural

and family ties. Where there is land insecurity,
relationships are eroded.

Across multiple stations, people talked about growing,
foraging, and seed saving as being important for learning
about and holding onto many of their cultural traditions.
Folks also expressed the importance of connecting with
different methods and techniques their ancestors used to
grow food. The relation to community-building is evident,
as these practices were referred to as being site-specific
and context-specific.

There were also many responses about agriculture
improving people's mental health, like decreasing
depression and anxiety. When asked "what would be the
consequence of losing access to the land you tend,” many
people noted their mental health as well as a decrease in
physical and community health.

[/
My crEAT avrs aup i

FOOD 10 THE saumy, zr;éf?’ FORAGED rop

- Meeting participant

35[y of participants talked about connections to their
0 ancestry, family and culture when talking about
seed saving,

30[y mentioned that the practice of seed saving allows
0 them to save money and have greater access to
nourishing foods.




WHAT LESSONS [FEID
DID WE LEARN? ™™

EDUCATION IS CENTRAL TO MAKING PROGRESS - BOTH TO SHARE KNOWLEDGE ABOUT GROWING AND TO
INFORM PHILLY RESIDENTS ABOUT KEY ISSUES.

People indicated a desire for more agricultural o
education and trainings for themselves and broader | 36[y0 \?vfo%?gt\‘i(lilep?glt;adr?w not forage but I
education campaigns across the city. Many folks want
to see more agriculture curriculum in schools as well ) , ) )

fundi ificallv for Career and Technical 720/ stated that their main barrier to learning how
as more funding speci y ! 0 to save seeds was lack of experience or skills

Education (CTE)-type programs.

“rugee IS A LOT oF GENERAL T REMEMBER WATING cym

KNOWLEDGE ABOVT PRACTICAL W senooe, o e,
SUSTAINABLE LIVING LIKE CANNING, ;l:’sep AS A PLANT PERSOW,
WOOBDWORKING, BUILDING, REPAIRING, HADGIU:;,_‘;QVE Lovep It
FORAGING, AS WELL AS INDIGENOVS LAND USE HOT AN sws'“ GETTING
PRACTICES, THAT I THINK SHOULD BE TAVGHT vl mf:- c’go?f .
I8 PUBLIC SCHOOLS... THEY ARE VITAL TO ACTVALLY WENT Towaep
VUNDERSTANDING A RELATIONSHIP SOMETUING, "

76 THE LAND wa TANGIBLE way” - meeting participant

- meeting participant




WHAT LESSONS
DID WE LEARN?

FIELD
REPORT:

SECTION 2: LESSONS FROM EACH STATION

The second section details the particular information that came out of each activity.

s

Historical
Timeline

ABOUT THIS STATION

The historical timeline presented four “pressures” that
drive the cycle of racialized land-based oppression that
defines much of the history of growing in the United
States.

The goals of this station were to help participants understand
historical events in order to place themselves today in the
reality of how racism plays out in our food system and
ultimately in urban agriculture, and to learn from the ways
communities have self-determined through these oppressive
conditions.

WHAT WE HEARD

REFLECTIONS ON DISADVANTAGES AND PRIVILEGE:
Participants in this section reported on their personal and
family experiences; but, perhaps more importantly, they
reflected on what the survey questions meant to them.
Many participants communicated a sense of gratitude or an
experience of discovery as a result of the questions that were
posed in this section.

5% of participants in this section said, "My ancestors are
Indigenous to the Americas and our lands were stolen
from us during colonization and settler colonialism.”

15% said, "My ancestors were displaced from their land
and identity because of enslavement through the Trans-
Atlantic Slave Trade”

22% said, "My family or | were forced to leave our land as
refugees because of war, genocide or climate disaster.”

26% said, My ancestors have benefited from U.S.
Government subsidies including the 1862 Homestead Act
,1944 G.I. Bill, and USDA (United States Department of
Agriculture) grants.”

ACTIVITIES

In a short survey, we asked participants to consider their
long-term advantages or barriers to land ownership, by
looking at their own experiences, the historical experiences of
their families, and their identity within American culture.

“AS A WHITE PERSON WHO GARDENS ON AN EMPTY
LOT (N WEST, T'VE HAVE MANY ADVANTAGES, FROM
MENTORSHIP THROVGH EMPLOYMENT TO THE TIME
TO GARDEN AND A LITTLE EXTRA CASH, AS WELL

AS LITTLE FEAR OF RETRIBUTION FOR OCCUPYING

- meeting participant

PROPERTY THAT ISN'T MINE”

"T CALLED MY PARENTS TO ASK THEM SOME FAMILY
HISTORY (N ORDER TO ANSWER CERTAIN QVESTIONS

v. AND I LEARNED THAT THE NEIGHBORHOOD THAT
MY PARENTS LIVE (N NOW EXCLUDED MY ANCESTORS
(EveoPEAN ASHKENAZI TEWS) VNTIL THE FAalR
HOVSING ACT PASSED (N 1968.” - meeting participant

T FEEL AS THOVGH MY GENERATION AND THE ONES
AFTER ME ARE HVGELY BEHIND THOSE WHO HAD
ACCESS TO LAND, MONEY AND NETWORKS. IT wovLb
TAKE GENERATIONS TO GET SLIGHTLY CLOSE, IF
THINGS SAY THE SAME. GOVERNMENTAL SYSTEMIC
RADICAL CHANGE HAS TO BE ENACTED, LIKE ,

- meeting participant

YESTERDAY.”




WHAT LESSONS
DID WE LEARN?

STATION

Access to
Land

ABQUT THIS STATION

The “Access to Land™ station included discussion of

who tends the land, who owns the land, and how we can
protect the land we cultivate over time. Information

in the station addressed the state of land security in
Philadelphia, and the historical context of BIPOC land loss that
has lead to the current situation.

In Philadelphia, there are over 400 active gardens or farms.
Fewer than half are secure, and about a quarter are at high
risk.

Additionally, about 7 in 10 active gardens are in Philly's highest
poverty areas. 1in 3 are in “racially concentrated areas of
poverty.”

WHAT WE HEARD

INTERACTIONS WITH THE CITY: Respondents’ comments
about land access emphasized frustration with City
agencies that control land and a sense of urgency, as most
respondents know of gardens that are currently threatened
or that have already been lost to development.

54% of respondents interacted with the Philadelphia
Land Bank to get access to the land they grow on

Respondents described interactions with City agencies
to get access to land as “arduous, obtuse, slow, opaque,
slow, frustrating, unclear, long time, complicated,” among
other things.

54% of respondents know a garden that is currently
being threatened.

46% know of a garden that was lost/stolen.

The majority of reported lost gardens were lost to
development.

FIELD
REPORT:

ACTIVITIES

This section asked participants about their gardening or
farming practices - or about what is keeping them from
gardening or farming. It also asked about participants
struggles with land security, and it asked for information
about gardens or farms that have been lost.

RACE AND ETHNICITY: There is a pervasive sense that race
and ethnicity factor into decisions about who can access or
secure land in Philadelphia.

74% of respondents believe race and ethnicity factor
into a person’s ability to obtain access to land and land
security but have not personally experienced it

27% have personally experienced race and ethnicity
impacting their ability to obtain access to land and land
security

FOOD, COMMUNITY, & CULTURE: Participants expressed
deep and meaningful connections with the land they garden
or farm on, not only for the food it provides but also for

the community it fosters and the connections it allows to
respondents’ cultures and heritage.



WHAT LESSONS
DID WE LEARN?

spn

Resources for
Community
Gardens

ABQUT THIS STATION

The goal of this station was to provide a space for
discussion about the needs of community gardens.

WHAT WE HEARD

LAND NEEDS: Participants ranked land-related needs most
important for their community gardens - especially garden
infrastructural needs and land security.

Among a range of land-related needs, participants
said the most important needs for their garden are
growing infrastructure (45 likes), growing materials
(47 likes), long-term land security (37 likes), and water
infrastructure (31 likes).

Some people also mentioned accessibility as something
their gardens need to thrive.

PEOPLE NEEDS: Participants ranked people-related needs
second-most important for their community gardens -
especially a living wage and benefits for workers.

Among a range of people-related needs, participants said
the most important needs for their garden are a living
wage and benefits for workers (44 likes), apprenticeships
(34 likes), construction labor or expertise (29 likes), and
diversity & anti-racism training (30 likes).

Trauma informed care also seemed to be a category
people want to see more support for in their work and
organizations.

FIELD
REPORT:

ACTIVITIES

We asked participants four open ended questions:

- What does the LAND at your garden need to thrive?

- What do the PEOPLE who tend your garden need to thrive?

- What does the COMMUNITY that gathers at your garden
need to thrive?

- What SYSTEMS does your garden need help navigating in
order to thrive?

We also asked participants to rank these four types of needs
in terms of their gardens’ priorities, and we asked which
programs or resources participants had accessed to address
their community gardens’ needs.

COMMUNITY NEEDS: Community-related needs ranked
third among community gardens’ priorities - especially
community organizing, community relations, and trainings &
professional development.

Among a range of community-related needs, participants
said the most important needs for their garden are
community organizing and coalition building (37 likes);
community-led governance, accountability processes,
and ownership (36 likes); and training on growing
techniques and best practices (30 likes).

Though they received fewer votes, there was still
significant interest in multilingual signage, a crop sharing
network, and conflict management (greater than 15 likes
each).

SYSTEMS NEEDS: Participants ranked systems-related data
last among community garden needs; the top systems-
related ideas were a pathway to land security and legal
counsel for land ownership.

Among a range of systems-related needs, participants
said the most important needs for their garden are

a pathway to land security and legal counsel for land
access and ownership (38 likes each)

Participants commented that Black and brown leadership
is important for these ideas

Other top ideas were public water and power
connections (31 likes), support finding and applying for
funding or grants (27 likes), and exemptions from taxes,
bills, or fees for gardeners/farmers (25 likes).



WHAT LESSONS
DID WE LEARN?

STATION

Animal
Keeping

ABQUT THIS STATION

This station presented information related to

four different types of agricultural animals that
Philadelphians might want to raise within City limits,

as well as information on current regulations related

to those animals in Philadelphia. The animals addressed
were bees, hens, goats, and fish. For each animal, there was
information about how those animals are currently raised in
the city, how much space they need, their benefits, current
city regulations (including amount of space required to raise
them), and some common misconceptions.

WHAT WE HEARD

ANIMAL KEEPING: Participants expressed broad support
for animal keeping in the City - especially hens and bees.
Many people commented on the broad benefits - food,
companionship, education, and more - and the relatively
insignificant impacts.

Bees and hens got the most enthusiastic support, with
90 percent of survey takers expressing support for each.
Participants mentioned how valuable these animals can
be as a source of food.

Goats drew support from about three-quarters of survey-
takers. Commenters noted they are great for meat and
milk, and they clear land effectively; though they may not
be suited for every type of garden space.

Fish drew support from about 7 in 10 respondents, and
another quarter said they were on the fence - possibly
because, as commenters noted, they did not feel that
they could raise fish themselves.

Some people mentioned additional animals, including
quail (which the commenter stated is already legal) and
ducks.

FIELD
REPORT:

ACTIVITIES

For each of the animals presented, we asked participants
whether they were *hot™ or “cold™ about allowing that
animal to be raised in Philadelphia, and we asked for an
explanation of their rating. We also provided space for
participants to name additional animals that they raise or
would like to raise.

'DURING THE PANDEMIC, T WAS ABLE TO PROVIDE
EGGS TO ELDERLY NEIGHBORS WHO COVULD NOT GET
TO A STORE OR THE STORE WAS OVT."”

- meeting participant

“T HAVE KEPT BEES FOR YEARS AND IT IS A
WONDERFUL WAY TS CONNECT UITH NATVRE AND TO
SUPPORT THE HEALTH OF THE ENVIRONMENT"

- meeting participant

"GOATS ARE A GREAT SOURCE OF MEAT AND MILK, A
GREAT EDUCATIONAL TOOL, AND PROVIDE A VALVABLE
ECOSYSTEM SERVICE OF PLANT REMOVAL, A FOSSIL
FUEL-FREE WAY TO REMOVE INVASIVE PLANTS AND
CLEAN VP OVERGROWN AREAS TO MAKE ROOM FOR

- meeting participant

FUTVRE GARDENS.”

"KEEPING FISH CAN HELP CONTROL MOSAVITOES.
FISH EAT MOSAVITOES EGGS AND LARVAE THAT ARE
LAID (N THEIR POND DRASTICALLY REDVCING DISEASE
- meeting participant

CARRYING INSECTS.”

"HEeY.. LocAL PROTEIN. WHAT'S NOT TO LIKE?"”
- meeting participant

10



WHAT LESSONS
DID WE LEARN?

STATION

Farming
Careers and
Businesses

ABQUT THIS STATION

The goal of this station was to create a space for
participants to discuss challenges they have faced in
starting or holding a career in agriculture - or in starting
an agricultural business in Philadelphia.

WHAT WE HEARD

BARRIERS TO A CAREER IN AGRICULTURE: Low wages
present the greatest barrier to pursuing a career in
agriculture, as well as a lack of entry level job opportunities,
according to participants.

Low wages make it hard for many people to pursue the
careers in agriculture that they are passionate about,
according to a quarter of survey respondents. No other
survey option drew as many responses.

Some participants recognized the relationship between
wages and broader policies & programs that currently
share our food system (or could).

“MOST AG TOBS ... SEEM TO BE SEASONAL AND
TEMPORARY/HOVRLY (NOT HEALTH INSURANCE) AND
VNLIKELY TO MAKE ACCOMMODATIONS.”

- meeting participant

"TE THE CITY WERE TS DRASTICALLY RETHINK

ITS RELATIONSHIP TS ITS LAND (VACANT LOTS
PARTICULARLY), T COULD IMAGINE A CITY PROGRAM
WHERE A CORPS OF PEOPLE WAS PAID TO

TRANSFORM LOTS INTO PRODVCTIVE GROWING SPACES
AND AGGREGATE THE PRODUCE GROWN TS FEED
PEOPLE AROVND THEIR BLOCKS.”

- meeting participant

FIELD
REPORT:

ACTIVITIES

This station included multiple choice questions about
the barriers participants have faced building a career
or starting a business in agriculture. We also asked for
participants’ stories and ideas about how to overcome those
challenges.

BARRIERS TO STARTING AN AGRICULTURE BUSINESS:
Participants mentioned a range of bureaucratic and
infrastructural hurdles to starting a business, including a lack
of land security, lack of business resources and supports,
lack of startup capital, and difficulties accessing practical
resources like clean soil.

Commenters laid out their own struggles and those that
they have heard of from others.

"THE LAND THAT OUR GARDENS ARE LOCATED ON IS
PRIVATELY OWNED BY PEOPLE WHO DON'T LIVE (N
OUR NEIGHBORHOODS. LITTLE FUNDING IS AVAILABLE
FOR FOR—-PROFIT BUSINESSES, S6 I AM LIMITED IN
WHAT G6RANTS I CAN APPLY FOR.”

- meeting participant

"THE MAIN STRVGGLES PESPLE I TALK TO HAVE (N
BUILDING AN AGRICULTVRE-RELATED BUSINESS ARE:
ACCESSING LAND, ACCESSING CLEAN SOIL, GETTING
START-UP CAPITAL, AND COMPLICATED PHILADELPHIA
BUSINESS PROCESSES.”

- meeting participant

n



WHAT LESSONS
DID WE LEARN?

STATION

Educating

the Next
Generation of
Growers

ABQUT THIS STATION

The goal of this station was to address topics related to
education around agriculture for both adults and youth
in Philadelphia. For youth, this station discusses both in-
school and out-of-school programs. For adults, this station
discusses various topics of education and methods by which
people would like to learn. This station also looks at what is
needed to help people who want to teach.

WHAT WE HEARD

GARDENING IN SCHOOLS: Participants were enthusiastic
about getting more gardening onto school property and into
curricula, but they emphasized it will only be possible if there
are more resources committed to staff time, materials, and
training.

Many participants mentioned the benefits for students
that they believe agricultural education can have.

Without dedicated staff time for gardens, participants
say that school gardens may not work.

Getting more gardens into more schools could be easier
if there were supportive policies, participants said.

Some people felt that partnerships could open the door
to more resources.

Training for teachers is necessary to get agriculture into
curricula, we heard.

GROWING WITH YOUTH: For youth, agriculture programs
should support a wide range of values and lessons, from
healthy eating and STEM skills to connections to the culture
& history of young peoples’ communities, to literacy and
connections to careers, according to input from Public
Meeting 2.

FIELD
REPORT:

ACTIVITIES

This station included various multiple choice and open
ended questions about education for youth and adults,
as well as about teaching.

First, this station asked what strategies should be prioritized
for integrating agriculture into K-12 schools , with both
multiple-choice and open-ended options. Then, we asked
what values are most important for out-of-school youth
agriculture programs to uphold, and how young people have
learned about agriculture programs.

For adult learning, we asked how adults want to learn and
what topics they want to learn about.

Lastly, for folks who are interested in teaching, we asked
what barriers exist to teaching, and what ideas could help
overcome those barriers to make it easier for them to teach.

ADULT LEARNING: Participants were mostly split over
whether they preferred in-person learning or online learning,
and they signaled a desire for learning around basic and
advanced gardening skills, as well as topics like food justice.

About a third of participants said they wanted in-person
instruction at a local garden or farm, about 1in 5 said
they want pre-recorded online instruction, and another 1
in 5 said they want live online instruction.

Overall, practical gardening skills drew the most
interest: Growing 101, construction skills, and advanced
agricultural skills each drew the interest of around thirty
people.

36 participants expressed an interest in learning about
topics like food justice.

TEACHING: Of the participants who expressed an interest

in teaching, the most common sentiment was that, for
knowledge sharing to be consistent and high quality, there
need to be more resources dedicated specifically to teaching
- both in terms of compensation and infrastructure.

To be better, knowledge sharing needs to pay better, we
heard.

12



WHAT LESSONS

DID WE LEARN?

STATION

Seed Saving
and Foraging

ABQUT THIS STATION

The *“Seed Saving and Foraging™ station was about
cultural practices related to growing and gathering.

It emphasized how growing and gathering practices are
often deeply connected to the cultures and heritage of local
communities.

This station presented information of many different
methods of growing and gathering, as well as information
about methods of seed saving and seed keeping.

WHAT WE HEARD

BOTH FORAGING AND SEED SAVING emerged not only
as practices for sustenance, but as means to reconnect
with and preserve ties to place, memories, family
traditions and culture. Other reasons participants were
motivated to forage or keep seeds included free access to
food, feeling connected to the land, and self-reliance.

CULTURALLY RELEVANT GROWING AND GATHERING
METHODS: Participants favored methods that they could
do on their own with little or no supervision, with easier
maintenance, and that did not require large plots of land:

Food foraging, container gardening, planting perennial
crops, and the Three Sisters growing method were
among participants’' top choices.

Over 2 in every 5 participants forage in Philadelphia. Of
those that do not forage, two thirds would like to learn
more about this practice.

Most participants cited cooking and eating as the
main purpose of these foods and, to lesser extent, for
medicinal purposes and as natural dyes.

36 different varieties of foraged food goods were
mentioned. This included a combination of berries,
fruits, mushrooms, nuts, edible flowers, and herbs.
Participants also highlighted having greater access to
culturally relevant vegetables and seeds.

FIELD
REPORT:

ACTIVITIES

We asked participants to tell us what methods they use
for growing and gathering - and to explain the cultural
relevance of those methods. We also asked participants
to share their experiences with foraging and, in a short
survey, to tell us their feelings about seed saving.

ACCESSIBILITY was also mentioned as an important
aspects of foraging and seed-saving, both financially and
physically:

Being able to grow in small spaces or without
depending on a large area was important, such as
growing in containers on window sills, doorsteps or
stoops.

Making growing physically accessible to children or
the elderly, There was also interest in the possibility
of foraging in city-owned, publicly accessible lands,
as opposed to areas that require permission from
neighbors.

Participants also mentioned foraging and seed-saving
as practices that are financially accessible to many and
that can be shared collectively.

SEED SAVING PROGRAMS: Two thirds of participants
practice seed-saving, and a vast majority support seed
saving programs, such as seed banks and libraries, or

seed exchanges, Particular support was given to the idea
of programs run mainly by community members and
volunteers, but also with added support from City staff, the
Free Library or other institutions in Philadelphia.
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WHAT LESSONS
DID WE LEARN?

STATION

z

A%

Food Systems
and Policy

ABQUT THIS STATION

This station was about Philly’s local food system and
policies - the people, actions, and regulations that
together shape how the food we eat is produced,
processed, transported, and consumed. It proposed that
an improved Philly food system should incubate an urban
agriculture economy that supports business and job growth,
living wages, and food security.

We presented information from the first public meeting
about participants’ trust in various entities that may be
responsible for implementation of this plan: only a third of
participants in the first public meeting said they trust the
City overall as a partner in this planning process; about three
quarters said their trust Black and brown advocates and
community experts; and about three quarters said they trust
Philadelphia Parks & Recreation.

Also in this section, we presented a graphic depicting
the Philly Food System that included “people,”
“production,” “preparation & distribution,” “supplies

& infrastructure,” and “consumption & waste
management.” In response to input from this public
meeting, the food system diagram presented in this meeting
has been edited, and a new version appears in the final

plan. In each of the food system areas, this station provided
information about Philadelphia policies and practices, as well
as ideas for new policies and practices.

ACTIVITIES

In this section, we asked participants to rate various
ideas and policies, to provide input on what might
make those ideas work, who would be good partners
for implementation, and what other ideas might help
accomplish similar goals.

We also asked for participants’ input on how to hold the City
accountable to ensure implementation that lives up to the
community’s values.

FIELD
REPORT:

WHAT WE HEARD

NEW POLICIES AND IDEAS: Participants expressed broad
support for a range of policies and City actions; though

the greatest level of support was for a City “Good Food
Purchasing Policy,” a food production & distribution facility
for City programs, curbside compost pickup, City support
for a network of farmers markets, and a new Office of Urban
Agriculture at the City to provide centralized support.

Among about 50 participants, each of these ideas
received upwards of 80% of participants voting in favor.

While support was broad for many ideas, there was some
skepticism that the City would follow through on these
ideas in an effective way; participants expressed a need
to hold the City accountable to its commitments.

PARTNERSHIPS: Many people recommended partnerships
between the City and existing organizations to ensure that
community knowledge would be a part of implementation -
and that the City would be held accountable.

For a food production & distribution facility for City
programs, participants recommended partnerships
with BunnyHop, Center for Culinary Enterprises,
Everybody Eats, Food Not Bombs, FPAC, Greener
Partners, Greensgrow, NRDC, Philly FoodWorks, PHS,
POP, Revolution Foods, Soil Generation, Sankofa, SHARE,
The Common Market, The Enterprise Center, The Food
Trust,Urban Tree Connection

For City support for a network of farmers markets,
participants recommended partnerships with The Food
Trust, Farm to City, Penn State Extension, PASA, Philly
Foodworks, FPAC

For a farming tool library, 47% of participants said
they favor a system that is run by both the City and
community organizations, and 36% said they favor a
model run by community organizations alone.

For a community kitchen, 44% of participants

favored a model run by both the City and community
organizations, while 34% favored a model run solely by
community organizations.
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WHAT LESSONS
DID WE LEARN?

STATION

) Vote for Your
Favorite
ldeas

ABQUT THIS STATION

The final station aimed to provide a space to reflect on
all the ideas presented in this public meeting and to ask
participants to prioritize the ideas that they think are
most important.

WHAT WE HEARD

POLICIES & PRACTICES: Most participants said the highest
priority change the City can make to its policies and practices
is to make transparent the selling and leading of land

for agriculture; though urgency of that issue should not
overshadow the importance of others.

53% of participants said the top priority for change to
City policies and practices is, “The City committing to
and making transparent the selling and leasing of land for
agriculture.”

Smaller percentages of participants said other policy
changes are “top priority”. As we heard throughout the
meeting, land security is related to nearly every element of
urban agriculture. Its ranking as participants’ top priority
should not be taken as an indication that other issues are
unimportant - only that land security is of tremendous
importance.

CITY INVESTMENTS: When asked to prioritize City investments
in urban ag, many participants said they want the City to create
an Office of Urban Agriculture, and a significant portion said
curbside composting is key.

45% of participants said the top priority for how the City
invests in new City programs and initiatives is, "Create an
Office of Urban Agriculture.”

25% said "Offer curbside compost pick-up for residents.”

FIELD
REPORT:

ACTIVITIES

We asked participants three multiple choice questions:

What is your top priority in advocating for change in
existing City of Philadelphia policies or practices?

What is your top priority for how the City invests in
community-led efforts?

What is your top priority for how the City invests in
new City programs or initiatives?

COMMUNITY-LED EFFORTS: When asked to prioritize how
the City should invest in community-led efforts, a majority of
participants said they want the City to support gardeners and
farmers getting land security; a smaller percentage said the
City should prioritize supporting new and existing community
gardens.

59% of participants said the City should prioritize support
for gardeners and farmers to get land security, whether
that means ownership or leases.

20% said the City should support new and existing
community gardens.
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WHAT IS NEXT?  [FIELD
REPORT

WHAT IS NEXT FOR THE PLAN?
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