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ABSTRACT OF THESIS

GROWING PAINS: THE LOCAL FOOD MOVEMENT IN NORTHERN COLORMOO
Global food and agribusiness corporations exhibit significant control over food
production and consumption. Around the world, people contest this corporate food
regime through efforts like local food movements. Critics often undermine the power of
localism movements and claim that local food is a short-term trend that withpatit
the larger market. In my thesis, | explore the local food movement in Nortloésra@o.
My analysis draws on fieldwork | conducted in 2009-2010 and includes data from
participant observation, semi-structured interviews (n=23) and an online sunégy.(n=
In Northern Colorado, local food producers and advocates are passionate about and
committed to growing the local food system. The strong network of producersensure
that the movement stays rooted in and develops as an integral part of the community.
Despite producers’ enthusiastic and collaborative energies, local food is tied foost
part economically viable. Producers, consumers, and advocates in Northern Colorado are
faithful to local food, but individual commitments cannot counter the powerful forces that
shape food production and consumption. In order for local food to challenge the global
agro-food structures, the movement has to adopt a more political and economically
focused approach that moves beyond consumer education and marketing strategies.
Maureen Catherine McNamara
Department of Anthropology
Colorado State University

Ft. Collins, Colorado 80523
Fall 2010
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Beets, peppers, and salad greens grow in straight rows along the banks of the
Poudre River. The early morning sun warms the gnarly peach trees as theyagtdnd w
behind the fields. A lone tractor, in waiting, is silhouetted like a paper cutownindfr
the hogbacks of the foothills. Charles meets me in the rows of bush beans, pulling his
buckets and hand tools behind him in his re-constructed garden cart. We start picking
beans and chat in the cool morning air. Despite his unassuming and quiet manner,
Charles has made a name for himself and is often asked to speak about thehiglations
between people, food, and the land. His eyes shine as he talks about how well his
cucumbers, now heavy with fruit, recovered from the three inches of rain and thre inc
of hail that pounded the seedlings last June. Charles’s love of farming and of the land is
tangible and helps him counter the inherent difficulties of farming. He is one wiaig
passionate farmers in northern Colorado. These farmers, against many odds, hawve chose
to farm and chosen to farm for the local market.

One of the main goals of the local food movement is to re-localize food systems.
However, popular media and food advocates often emphasize consumer-oriented
strategies for change—"voting with your dollar"—rather than chgllenthe policies
that structure our food system and hinder local movements. For example, in Michael
Pollan’s latest bookzood Rules: An Eater’'s Manudie outlines sixty-four rules that
“comprise a kind of choral voice of popular food wisdom” and help eaters re-learn how

to eat (200%ix). Food Ruless one of the many self-help, food, diet, and agriculture



books that have been published in the past five years. Pollan’s “Rule 1" highlights current
food interests:

Eat Food. These days this is easier said than done, especially when seventeen

thousand new products show up in the supermarket each year, all vying for your

food dollar. ...Today much of the challenge of eating well comes down to

choosing real food and avoiding these industrial novelties (2009:5).

Pollan’s main advice on eating is: “Eat food. Not too much. Mostly plants” (2909:

His central rule and all correlated rules are a reaction to the “$icieatid nutrition-

crazed food system that adds value to food through packaging, additives, and processing.
Pollan critiques the Western food system and the Western diet, but the onus for change
falls on individual consumers to adhere to what he calls “personal policies.” These
personal policies respond to the industrialized food system that has created phélems
food deserts, obesity, starvation, and resource depletion. The current global food system
came into existence through food, trade, and labor policies that are in lineapiitdist
development. However, solutions to reel in this ever-expanding system often rely on
individual efforts and personal policies.

In this study, | explore how a community of people in Ft. Collins, Colorado has
responded to the negative impacts of the global agro-food economy. This study analyzes
the local food movement’s attempt to transform the food system. It also studies the
dichotomy between individual efforts and broader policy implications.

Ft. Collins, Agriculture, and History

Ft. Collins is a small agricultural and college town, under 120,000 people, and 60

miles north of Denver. People flock to Ft. Collins to check out the local breweries, like

New Belgium and Odell's, to bike down the wide, tree-lined streets, and to become part

of the laidback outdoor lifestyle. Ft. Collins does not boast the hustle and bustle of



Denver nor the affluence and progressiveness of Boulder. Yet, in 2006, Money Magazine
voted Ft. Collins the country’s number one small city to live in. Ft. Collins made the top
ten again in 2010, as number six (CNN Money 2010). This community, originally
established as an intentional farming settlement, continues its committbkat

outdoors, the land, and farming albeit in a modified or re-awakened form.

In the mid to late 1800s, during Colorado’s mining boom and bust, pioneers
headed west in search of a better life. Many towns along the Front Range wiea|gri
founded as agricultural communities. For example, Horace Greeley (editor of dikw Y
Tribune)urged easterners to “go west” to create utopian agricultural, family-vadee ba
and temperance communities (McWilliams and McWilliams 1995). His namebake
town of Greeley, is 30 miles southeast of Ft. Collins. It used new irrigation mddrods
that time to become a huge producer of sugar beets and beef (Brooks 2009). Greeley wa
the best-known agricultural community, but not the first or the only one along the Cache
La Poudre River. Other agricultural towns founded in the 1860s and 1870s include
Laporte, Bellvue, and Ft. Collins (after the military left). One locatpcer argues that
the local food movement in Ft. Collins is a modification or extension of earlier
movements:

All along the Front Range (Longmont, Greeley, Ft. Collins) there were iotahti

food movements [back then] that were bringing people out [from] the east to the

west—Ilet’s grow food together, that’s the intention of people coming. It has

always been a part of the heritage of Ft. Collins (Jacob, interview, March 2,

2010).

The current “intentional food movement,” according to Jacob draws on an older tradition

in the area. Jacob refers to himself as the “second generation” or second Vearesof

in Colorado. The first wave of farmers, the original founders, set the stadpe edond



and third waves to move “back to the land” and re-embrace these westernwagticult
lands. This third wave of farmers, the newly engaged-young farmers, contisues t
legacy of intentional farming communities along the Poudre River. Over the tfess
farming communities have shifted their practices and moralities in resflosal,
state, and national changes. Yet, they continue to stay connected to their agkicultur
heritage. For instance, the local food movement is currently contesting theagotbal
food economy that was just forming during the first wave of agriculturalists. imkitol
the past validates the Ft. Collins local food movement.

In Ft. Collins, food is a hot topic. Farms keep sprouting up. Aspiring farm interns
put their names on long waitlists to spend their summers working in the fields.
Consumers rush to join Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) programs, shop at
farmers’ markets, and enroll in “foodie” classes. The local media profzotaers’
markets and spotlights farmers. The relatively small size of Ft. Collavesathe
movement to stay rooted in the community and to be driven by the interests of producers
and advocates. Yet despite the attention to local food and local food’s connection to the
community, the movement encounters many difficulties that include how to beseengag
consumers, build a distribution system, make ends meet (cover land/water odsts), a
juggle the various interests (producers and consumers) of the movement. Thedafiniti
(what is “local”) and relationship-based concerns (how to foster interacéen) s
common to food movements and social movements elsewhere. However, the structural
issues (distribution and land/water costs) are specific to the Ft. CollinswatynT hat

is not to say that other communities do not face similar issues. Rather, Fis'Golrket



distribution and high land and water costs are local concerns to be dealt with &t a loca
level.
Overview and Outline of Research

In this study, | will argue that the Ft. Collins local food movement has built a
strong foundation. Producers and food advocates are passionately committedrig grow
the local food market, directing the future of the movement, and working towards
increased local and regional food secutifycollaborative producer network also
ensures that the movement stays rooted in the community and challenges teenaiper
nature of the global agro-food system. Despite these strengths, | will shmw 1)
structural barriers impede producers’ ability to make a living farmin@2ahdw the gap
between consumers and producers adds to these barriers. At this point, the movement
relies heavily on producers’ individual commitment to local food and on consumers’
conscientious consumption. However, in order for local food to challenge the current
agro-food system, people need to transition to more collectively focused actions.

The following chapter, Chapter 2, will explain my personal interest in this
research, my methodology, and my data analysis process. In my reseanpipyed
mixed methods in order to study the economic viability of the local food system. My
research focused on the people who grow food for the Ft. Collins market. The subsequent
three chapters use the data from my research to support my overall argusteaht, st

above. Chapter 3 will briefly explain the global agro-food system from one ticabret

! Food security refers to both the availability 06d in a community and an individual or household’s
access to that food such that people do not liveuimger or with the threat of starvation. In lofzadd, food
security is often discussed in terms of accessdally produced food. Therefore, if the global afgod
system is disrupted and food is less available,noonities will have food security if and when local
producers grow specifically for the local market.



perspective, and how alternative agriculture, including the local food movement, is a
response to the current food regime. This chapter also explores the local food ntoveme
in Ft. Collins from the perspective of people involved in the movement (producers and
advocates). Chapter 3 concludes with a short critique of the food movement and its
limitations for change. In Chapter 4, | focus on the food community in Ft. Collins, which
includes producers and the general population. | show how a sense of community is
important to the success of the local food movement. Ft. Collins supports a diversity of
producers. | describe some of the production models employed among Ft. Collins
producers and show how the diversity of producers’ models and skills enhance the
movement. However, all is not perfect in local food land, so | also explore some of the
intra-movement tensions that weaken producer collaboration. In the final datarchapt
Chapter 5, I discuss the economic viability of the local food movement and the barriers
that impede future growth of the local market. | link producers’ frustratiotisland and
water limitations to land use policy. | also investigate the tension between podade
consumers. Many producers emphasize consumer education and marketing te increas
the movement. However, this individually-focused tactic is not designed toaqutsti
larger obstacles that impact the growth and long-term success of the modement.
conclude my study, Chapter 6, with a brief summary and a set of suggestions for future
study. My aim in this research is to provide the food community with a thoroughianalys
of the local movement, its strengths and weaknesses. | acknowledge my datmolins;

but hope that this research is beneficial to the people involved in the Ft. Collins local

food community.



Terms and Definitions

This section includes a brief definition of words and terms that | will use
throughout my thesis. When | speak about agriculture and food producers, | include the
production of plants, fungi, and animals. By the term “producer,” | refer to a person who
is producing food to sell to the local market. For my study, | did not interview praducer
of value-added items (salsa, bread, baked goods). Value-added producers are also
important to the movement, but face different challenges than agricultural prodieers
term “local” has a wide range of definitions and uses, which will be explored in €hapte
3. For the purpose of my research however, by “local market” | mean markets and
communities in Northern Colorado, defined as Larimer, Weld, and northern Boulder
counties. Using these two terms together, “producers for the local meefeats to
people who grow food to sell to consumers (retail or wholesale) in Northern Colorado,
where Ft. Collins is the main urban hub.

In Colorado, there are two main types of agricultural crops: traditional and
specialty. These two terms can be misleading. Traditional Colorado ceogsraarally
commodity crops: plants and animals that can be grown on a large scale, stored, and
traded on the commodity market. For field crops, these traditional or commodity crops
include grains, dried beans, and hay. For animal production, the non-specialty industries
include beef, dairy, and poultry. On the other hand, specialty crops are whatsnhay fir
come to our minds when we think about farming and food. Specialty crops include
perishable products like lettuce, greens, tomatoes, tubers, fruit, horticatidreninor
animal enterprises. Specialty crops have to be sold or processed in a more$itnesse

manner than traditional crops. In addition, specialty crops are often more labowvetens



(hand planted and handpicked) and not as amenable to machine production. Much of
agriculture policy, including crop insurance, is built around commaodity crops, not
specialty crops. The local food movement is largely focused on spec@itp@duction.

The food that is produced for the local market may be sold wholesale or direct
sale. The wholesale market includes sales to restaurants, endsetaitefood
distributors. Produce sold wholesale is typically a larger quantity of producet sold a
lower price, to someone other than the end-consumer. On the other hand, direct sales
occur when producers sell food directly to the end-consumers, through an organized
system like Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) and farmers’ marketsaarggir
personal contacts. CSAs can be organized in various forms. The basic premiséof a CS
is that a community of people supports a farmer. Individuals purchase a “sharatnm a f
for a specified price, paid before the season begins, and in exchange, shareltaners re
a weekly share of the food produced by the farm. In this sense, shareholdersttizke par
the risk of farming—if there is a good crop, they get more and if a bad crop, tHeggie
Typically speaking, CSAs also hold events for the member community, usutléy at
farm. These events may include cooking demonstrations, harvest celebrations, and
workdays. A new variation of the CSA is the Neighborhood Supported Agriculture
(NSA), which functions as a CSA, but with a geographically limited membersh#s NS
grow and sell produce in their specific neighborhood—front and backyards fungtion a
the farm and the neighbors are the shareholders.

The other main direct sales outlet is the farmers’ market. Farmensétadring
food producers together in an established area on a regular schedule. Most farmers’

markets take place during the growing season, often on weekends or on weekday



evenings for four or more hours. Markets are organized by producer cooperatives,
government agencies, or non-profit organizations. The organizers charge pdduce
their participation in the market, a set price for their stall space angércantage of
sales. Market vendors also pay sales tax (included in the price of goods) to theeosga
Markets have become more than just a place to buy produce and salsa. Theg aralf
community events with live music, community performers, and activities fairehil

| also researched “food advocates,” that | define as people who work to support
and grow the local food system in Northern Colorado. Food advocates may be paid for
their advocacy work or volunteer their time in community gardens or local non- profit
organizations. Food advocates and food producers work together to support and develop
the local food system in Northern Colorado.

Most food producers in Ft. Collins are considered “small,” as defined by acreag
or by gross cash farm income (GCEJhe USDA definition for farm size based on
GCFI classifies a farm as small if their annual GCFI is less than $250,000 f8ma
can be commercial farms that grow commodity crops (beef cattle, hay ypaultr
grain/soybeans) or noncommercial (GCFI less than $10,000) farms thatlynlagaély
on off-farm work or retirement income to cover household expenses (Hoppe, MacDonald
and Korb 2010). Based on this USDA definition, the majority of the producers in this
study and those involved in the local market are small farm operators and maatg oper

small noncommercial farms.

% This is gross income, not net income. The GCHlss referred to as “farm gate income,” the mothey t
comes in the farm gate, not the money that goetoatdgver production costs.



Chapter 2: Methods
Background

| have worked in the agriculture community over the past ten years, as a student,
laborer on an organic farm, agriculture teacher, and migrant farm worlemzegand
educator. During this time, | noticed divisions between the farmers who gromefor t
commodity and wholesale markets and those who grow for local and direct Sed¢smar
The difference between these two groups is not universal, but it is apparent. My
experience in various agriculture communities peaked my interest in peoplsisuleci
making around farming. Over the past century, the number of people involved in US
agriculture has dropped significantly, from 41 percent of the workforce in 1900 to 1.9
percent in 2000 (Dimitri, Effland and Conklin 2005). People talk about an uncertain
future of farming noting the average age of a farmer today is 57.1 and thedestaat
group of farmers involves people who are 65 and older (US Census 2007). Despite the
aging population of farmers and agriculture’s unknown future, high school, college, and
graduate students continue to study agriculture. Many aspiring farmers do@at ha
background in agriculture. Many future farmers hope to work on small farms, but most
small farms have weak financial performance (Hoppe, MacDonald and Korb 2010).
Some of my personal questions about people choosing to farm as a career include: Why
do people continue to enter a profession with an uncertain future? How are steall-sca

farmers able to cover their cost of production, not to mention make a profit? What makes

10



people keep farming, even as the physical labor of farming gets hapuko@s age?

| moved from North Carolina to Colorado to work with migrant farm workers in
2006. | quickly realized that Colorado agriculture is not North Carolina agrieulthe
seasons, weather, water use, crops, and farm sizes are like compasimg gpinach to
growing tobacco. Despite the differences, in both places there are faoninguaities
of people young and old. Within the first weeks of my arrival, | met a farmyfavhio
are leaders in the Ft. Collins local food movement. For the next couple of yaaited
their farm and enjoyed their produce. When | began thinking about my thesislasearc
agriculture, 1 was drawn to the warm and welcoming food community in Ft. Collins.

In the fall of 2008, | worked with the CSU student Agribusiness Association
(ABA) to conduct a research project for my Anthropology methods course. My work
with ABA introduced me to agriculture students and professors at CSU. During this
research, | noticed a divide on campus between “traditional” or “conventional”
agriculture students who study agribusiness, farm management, animas sar@hcrop
science and the “organic” students who may have similar majors but arednrahe
interdisciplinary program in organic agriculture. In my research, tlests’ affiliation
with “conventional” or “organic” affected their definition of “sustainabilittheir
reasons for farming, and their sense of community (McNamara 2009). Theirfigilow
spring, | continued my agriculture studies. | enrolled in two courses: AgnieUdPolicy at
CSU and a continuing education course on “Local Food.” The difference in approach to
food between these two courses was stark. According to most agricultural estsntmei
local food market is a niche market that will continue to play an insignificantrrabtal

food production and the agro-food economy. Most people involved in producing or
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studying commodity and large-scale crop production look at the local food and the
organic food markets and snicker. In the local food course, the emphasis was on
educating us, the consumers, about the benefits of local food and supporting our local
community. In the class, | was introduced to key players (advocates and prpautiess
movement. The juxtaposition between agribusiness and local food sectors made me want
to learn more about the local food movement.
Research Overview and Research Questions

For my thesis research, | focused on producers in Northern Colorado (Weld,
Larimer, and northern Boulder counties) who produced food (produce, herbs, meat) for
the Ft. Collins marketMy central research question asked how economic viability
works in the local food movement in Northern Colorado. By “economic viability,” |
wanted to understand if and how producers make a living and whether the local food
movement is likely to play a larger and longer role in the food system. Fopkxaia
producers cover their cost of production? And if not, how are they making a living? Is
local food going to be around for the foreseeable future? The current media attention on
food and on local food makes agricultural economists and local food producers alike
guestion whether the local food movement is a short-term fad.

In considering how producers achieve economic viability, | wanted to learn how
they make economic and philosophical production decisions based on their own financial
situations and moral commitments. In order to gather data to address these questions

employed a mixed method approach, explained in the following section.

3 | also spoke with people who worked in the Derarmd Boulder markets; however, they were not the
focus of my study because the Ft. Collins markéifferent from that of Boulder and Denver.
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| worked with key players in the local food economy including food producers,
food advocates, and people involved in the various food marketing strategies (CSAs,
farmers’ markets, wholesale production, and direct sales). In these intgriganted to
understand the current reality of the local food system in Northern Colorado and how
people envision and are working toward the future of a local food economy. | gained
insight into the local food movement of Northern Colorado and the major barriers to
long-term economic viability. | also saw how people are working to build antaimai
the local food economy.

Research Design: Mixed Methods

In my mixed method approach, | combined participant observation with
gualitative and quantitative methods. Throughout the 2009 growing season, | tried to
immerse myself in local food production by conducting participant observation,
volunteering 5-10 hours/week on a local farm, visiting weekly farmers’ markets,
attending producer gatherings, and going on farm tours. | became a regéalocal
food community. | looked forward to going to the farmers’ market and catching up with
the latest news. Producers and advocates became invested in my researchkethey as
how my research was going, what | learned, and when | would be finished. They were
interested in my research and what | had to share.

In order to meet potential informants, | relied on connections that | had with local
producers. Through these initial connections and informal interviews, | used respondent-
driven sampling and informant’s social networks to identify additional people to
interview. In addition to community connections, | approached individuals | observed

who play important roles in the agriculture community. After the growingoseaas
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over, producers had more time to meet with me and meet with each other. The majority
of my interviews were conducted after the heavy planting and harvest sé&soirs
the off-season, | also attended events including social events (MAD aboutgarmi
dinner, CSA cooking class, Martin Farms harvest celebration) and professientH e
(Getting Connected Conference, Colorado Big and Small, CSA conference). These
gatherings helped me continue to interact with producers and learn more abqlatiseir
for the following season.

In addition to these various strategies of collecting data, | relied most oh sem
structured interviews. | developed an initial interview protocol (see Appendratl)
asked local producers about the local food movement, production models, problems
achieving economic viability, personal motivations for producing food, food policy and
the food community. These questions asked producers to identify both individual and
community factors associated with food production-distribution decisions. In addition,
my questions attempted to produce data about the economic, cultural, social, and moral
factors that influence producers in their production decisions. The semi-sgductur
interviews allowed me to organize and compare my interviews while still bblego
gain in-depth and personal information, which impacts producers’ decisions anahroles i
the food system My follow-up questions during both the initial and subsequent
interviews clarified and asked additional information about the factors tleatexdf

individual and community decisions. The interviews were all conducted faee¢ahd

* Most interviews with producers were conducted flata August to December

® When interviewing food advocates and food protesals, | modified the interview protocol. The
interview protocol was designed for producers,@oes production-oriented questions were not relef@ant
non-producers.

14



lasted between one hour and two hours. Interviews were conducted in coffee shops, in the
homes of producers, and on the farm. In all, | conducted twenty-three interviews and
three follow-up interviews(see Appendix 2).

| tape recorded the interviews and later transcribed them. Potentiglantees
were contacted by phone, email, or via a personal introduction at food events. | was able
to conduct interviews with most of the major players in the movement, as identified by
informants and through observation. The variety of people that | talked with netsrese
the range of variability, but they do not represent the full population of producers. For
example, two influential leaders in the movement agreed to an interview whenraske
person, but then did not return communication or did not have time for an interview. In
total, | conducted semi-structured interviews with producers (n=13), food advocate
(n=8), and food professionals (n=2). These categories are not static becayse man
advocates produce food, but are not directly responsible for production decisions.
Likewise, all producers are, to some degree, food advocates.

The data from my semi-structured interviews formed the basis of my online
survey. The survey (see Appendix 3) was made available online to the key players in the
local food movement including people involved in production, distribution, consumption,
and policy. The survey included questions about informants’ perception of the local food
movement and the long-term viability of locally produced agricultural markets. The
survey was an instrument for verification, but also for deeper exploration of the

characteristics of the food community. | posed a series of Likert soadéiapus that

® With one key informant, | conducted three intewse The first two covered the interview protocol the
third interview, | asked my informant to provide mih feedback on my preliminary findings, main
points, and themes.
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tested the data from my participant observation and interviews. | also indecpopen-
ended questions that asked participants to respond to quotes about local food and
agriculture. The survey was designed for food advocates and food producers. The final
page of the survey was “producer-only” as the questions pertained specifically to
production decisions. All other questions in the survey were general in nature. When
interviewing producers, | asked if they would be willing to fill out a surveylaitea date.

To those that agreed, | emailed them a link to the online survey (hosted online by Survey
Gizmo). In addition to my personal contacts, | was also given permission to pust a li
and send an email message to two local food Facebook groups: “Slow Food Cache La
Poudre” and “Local Food Happy Hour.” The online survey was only available during a
two-week window in November 2009. During this time, people (n=67) completed and
submitted the survey. Many other people partially completed the survey, butabigse r
are not included in my analysis. The Facebook posting generated the majority of the
survey participants as it reached more people.

For me, a mixed method approach allowed me to gain a depth of knowledge that
otherwise would not have been possible. Conducting participant observation,
volunteering on the farm, and interacting with the community of producers helped me
understand what was happening on the ground. My personal experiences and
conversations with producers allowed me to develop an interview protocol that asked
relevant questions. After specific questions or after the interview, madyqets
commented that | asked good and important questions. My semi-structured \wgervie
provided valuable information. The interviews allowed me to compare producers’

situations and how their individual circumstances affected their respectwemic
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viability. The survey results confirmed many of the themes from the iates\vand
allowed me to have more confidence in my research findings. The survey alsalallowe
me to reach a broader audience in a timely manner. Each method added to my
understanding of the local food movement. When combined, | was able to see the
complexity of the relationships in the movement and the barriers to production.

To analyze my data, | transcribed the interviews and conducted a themésanalys
of the content. | compared the major themes in my semi-structured intervidwdata
from my survey. The analysis in this study is not comprehensive, but builds on the
strongest themes from my research. In writing my thesis, producer aaohésrm
names are pseudonyms. Some characteristics of producers and farmsavehnaraged
to protect producer identity.
Research Findings

The findings of my research are presented in Chapter 3, Chapter 4, and Chapter 5.
Findings from this research have also been presented in one published~pdaperifg
Perspectives Vol. 4. 2018nhd two conference papers (Society for Anthropology of North
America 2010 and Agriculture, Food, and Human Values Association 2010). The
findings will also be presented to local food producers and advocates at a community
meeting in Ft. Collins in the fall of 2010 and at the annual American Anthropological

Association meeting in New Orleans in fall 2010.
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Chapter 3: The Global Agro-food System and the Local Food Response

Food producers and advocates in Ft. Collins are involved in the local food
movement for a variety of reasons. Some like to eat fresh food and some seek
communion with the soil. Regardless, people gather to share their skills angtatie
create a new reality in their local foodsHe®igriculture has changed drastically over the
past century. Some producers and consumers applaud the technological and biological
innovations in agriculture. Others run the other way and try to remove themseiwes fr
the industry-heavy food production system. Alternative agriculture, like locd| exists
in relation to the “conventional” industrialized food system. Any analysis off focd
would be incomplete without a discussion of the agro-food industry.

In this chapter, | provide a brief overview of the agro-food industry and my
theoretical approach—food regime analysis. | will introduce the concépiviaf
agriculture” and discuss how local food can be considered a form of civic agriciriture
my discussion of the local food movement, | outline the growth and the potential benefits
of the movement, both nationally and in Ft. Collins. | show how people involved in the
Ft. Collins movement define “local” and identify the main goals of the movement. My

aim is to analyze the local food movement in Ft. Collins and how this movement relates

" The term “foodshed” builds off the concept of aaevahed and was first used in 1929 (see Hedden) 1929
to describe how food moves from producer to consuméoodshed includes all the land, resources, and
processes involved between the production and oapison. Originally, this term was used to expldre t
globalizing nature of food production. In the pdstade, the term has been reclaimed to analyzkftmzh
systems and describe how local producers connéletoansumers (see Kloppenburg et al. 1996).
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to the larger discussion of local food. In Ft. Collins, the food movement’s grassraots bas
speaks highly of its civic nature. Yet, the movement struggles to meet the economi
needs of producers, which compromises its future continuance. This chapter will
conclude with an analysis of the limitations of the local food movement. | willgisc
producers in Chapter 4 and the economic viability of farming in Chapter 5.

Food Regime Analysis and Alternative Agriculture

Food production, distribution, and consumption have changed drastically in the
past century. Many argue that the industrialization of the food industry has rerheved t
personal connections between food production and consumption and turned food into
another commodity to be traded in the global marketplace. In order to counter the
commodification of food, scholars have argued for an alternative analybis fofoid
system that includes social, cultural, environmental, and economic perspectives.

A global food regime analysis uses a systems perspective to understand how
social life and networks are embedded in food relations. This systems-bagsdanal
allows the people involved in food production to be active agents in the process. Various
scholars, including McMichael and Friedmann, have used this analysis. As MeMicha
(2009h:281) argues, the food regime concept is “a key to unlock...the structured
moments and transitions in the history of capitalist food relations...[as] it is not about
goods per se, but about the relations within which food is produced...refocusing from the
food commodity asbjectto the commodity aelation, with definite geo-political,
social, cultural, ecological, and nutritional relations at significant histomoments.”
McMichael calls the current global foods system a “corporate food regkriedmann

(2005) also uses a food regime analysis. She argues that the current regooetisued
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search for capital accumulation, which also served as the basis for the ten earl
regimes—colonial-diasporic (1870-1914) and mercantile-industrial (1947-1973).

In her analysis, Friedmann studies the time periods between food regimas, w
she refers to as “transition periods.” According to her, we are currentig tnansition
period that is creating the third regime, which she terms “corporate-envintairhe
Friedmann argues that social movements play a large role in the creationregmees.
For example, building off the demands of social movements, the corporate-envirdnmenta
regime evaluates food based on quality audited supply chains (e.g. organic food). Agro
food corporations have responded to social concerns, but have selectively appropriated
these demands and standards to elicit a higher price for goods. She holds that this “new
round of accumulation” is “based on selective appropriation of demands by the
environmental movements, and including issues pressed by fair trade, consuther heal
and animal welfare activists” (2005:229). Social movements and democratic pocess
were important in bringing attention to the relations of production and, according to
Friedmann, can continue to play a role in the current regime. For examplegsee that
social movements can oppose green capitalism’s attempts to use their powerful
organizations to construct new frames for understanding reality and to institutales
(e.g. organic certification) that “appropriate social movement demandw&rsaewed
accumulation” (2005:231). Whether the current food regime is a “corporate food regime”
or a “corporate-environmental”’ one, it is typified by global corporate dominanke in t
food sector. In my research, | employ a food regime analysis in order to study how
producers interact with each other, their localities and communities, and #redgrg-

food industry.
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During the past two regimes, food production industrialized, modernized,
regionalized, globalized, and severed the link between production and consumption.
Changes in food production have been global, but many people argue that these global
shifts in production are connected to US policy that promotes overproduction and low
commodity prices, which are offset by federal subsidy programs. US foodramd f
policy has focused on high quantities of low cost food. In part because of this farm
policy, in the US, the agribusiness sector has grown because cheap and abundant food is
used to create novel uses for agricultural products. Despite the increaseutuagt
production, US exports have remained flat and farmer income has declined éRay e
2003). The benefits of increased production fall more in the hands of agribusiness
corporations than farmers. US agricultural companies work domestically and
internationally. The US model of mechanized, high input, monoculture production has
been exported around the world. Agribusiness corporations sell the inputs and market the
outputs through the global agro-food industry. A University of Tennessee sgusa
“Since US policies influence the fate of farmers well beyond our borders, policy
approaches addressing the needs of US farmers should recognize our larder globa
influence” (Ray et al. 200B8). The global and industrialized agro-food system has
changed how producers, consumers, and the community interact.

The once locally situated process of food production and consumption has
expanded and shifted to constitute a complex and powerful global system. Despite or
perhaps because of the trends of past and current food regimes, as Lyson (2004) argues,
people have begun to create space for “civic agriculture.” In contrast to the t@iguia

market-dominated food system, the concept of civic agriculture promotesldieguhe
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linkage between farmers and consumers...[to] establish a foundation for a mallg soc
and environmentally integrated food system” (Lyson 2004:7). Civic agriculture, ivhile
does not “currently represent an economic challenge to the conventional agriantiur
food industry,” does include innovative and sustainable production practices that counter
the often destructive and resource extractive practices of industrialage (Lyson
2004:1). These innovative and sustainable production practices are often refaged to
“alternative agriculture.” Civic agriculture aims to present a moretwkpproach to
agriculture, however it does not always meet this mark. Selfa and Qazi (2005hduildi
on DelLind (2002), argue that civic agriculture focuses on alternative @sdbiat these
practices continue to rely on economic solutions (e.g. u-pick operations, farmers’
markets, CSAs) that may ignore the social and ecological principlegofgriculture.

The global scope and ability of “civic agriculture” to contest the neoliperal
corporate-controlled food economy is unclear. Lyson acknowledges that civic tagecul
may not present a substantial-enough force to challenge the global industriaraat m
based food economy. However, he and Friedmann hope that social movements can and
will change the current agricultural paradigm. On the other hand, critics tdtentbat
alternative agricultural movements (e.g. organic agriculture, Slow Food, dochldre a
short-term trend that cannot change the industrialized and global economy of food
production. Regardless of the long-term continuance of alternative agriculturgnyn m
areas of the world today, people contest the corporate food regime througbagsassr
movements like local food.

The local food movement emphasizes local food production and markets that

support relationships between producers and consumers and develop local living
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economies. Producers involved in local food re-situate food in the community and uphold
food as a relation rather than just an object. The premise of local food is compelling and
communities around the world are attempting to develop their food systems to support
local economies.
The Local Food Movement

The local food movement in the US emphasizes locally produced, marketed, and
consumed foodstuffs. The aims of the local food movement are diverse but tend to unify
around five areas: (1) health and safety, (2) decreasing the carbon footprirgte(3nta
freshness, (4) preservation of the landscape, environment, and agrarian culturg, and (5
social justice. Despite the partially defined goals of the local food mouethe term
“local” is highly contentious and used in various ways. Local can be a spetdic m
radius, a philosophy, an environmental standard or a morally based opposition to
globalization. Local has multiple definitions and uses because local is a erayem
identity, and a marketing and product differentiation tool.
The Growth and Benefits of Local Food

Due to a limited economy of scale, local products tend to cost more than mass-
produced and widely distributed commodities. Yet, many consumers pay the higaer pr
for local or place-based products. In the US, the two main types of outlets for local
foodstuffs are farmers’ markets and CSAs. Small food producers (GCFI of $250,000 or
less) do most of their marketing through direct sales, which have drastixpdipded in
the past ten years. In the US, farmers’ markets continue to incraasg 684 in 2009
(80 in Colorado), a 6.8 percent increase since 2006 and a growth of nearly 3,000 markets

since 1994 (AMS 2008). CSAs have also experienced unprecedented growth from 50
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CSAs in 1990 to over 2,500 in 2009 (80 in Colorado) (Local Harvest 2009). In 2009, Ft.
Collins supported four weekly summer farmers’ markets (Wednesday, two on Saturday
and Sunday) and twice monthly winter farmers’ markets from November to March. |
addition to Ft. Collins markets, surrounding communities like Laporte, Wellington,
Cheyenne, Windsor, and Loveland also have weekly markets. In 2009, the Ft. Collins
area had ten CSAs with at least five new CSAs planned for the 2010 season (Local
Harvest 2010).

For the local food movement, marketing of local foodstuffs benefits producers,
consumers, and the community. For example, CSA direct marketing mitigatgs m
potential insecurities of local food production (weather or market hardships) since
“shareholders” pay in advance for weekly summer produce. Numerous studiesheig
farmers’ markets have a community-wide economic benefit through iecréasal
business revenue (see Lev, Brewer, and Stephenson 2003) and statewide economic and
job growth (see Henneberry et al. 2008 and Otto and Varner 2005). Local agriculture can
also be marketed indirectly (food co-ops, grocery stores) through value-abskag
(e.g. “cage-free” or “Colorado Proud”). In markets without direct producemnicosis
contact, the value-based production practices are institutionalized and lsgptithiough
labels. Barham (2002) argues that value-based labeling is an ethical andouiadal
movement that aims to counter and transform unsustainable practices, re-embed
agriculture within the larger social economy and refocus attention on social andl natura
relationships often lost in commodity market exchanges. In this sense, local food,
whether marketed through direct sales or value-based labels, seemsagnagarthe

food relationships into to the local community (see Hinrichs 2000).

24



Economically, local food may benefit producers and communities; however, the
economic success of local food does not imply that the movement’s “civic” goals are
being met (see DeLind 2008). Many scholars caution that civic agriculture ¢anot
conflated with local agriculture or place-based food. DeLind (2008:129) argues that i
order for civic agriculture to remain civic, it has to “belong to all people as iamébiof
place...[and remain] bound into democratic process and engagement.” In this setise, Civi
agriculture is more than market-based responses (CSAs, farmers’ metketo re-
situate food back into place and community. Civic agriculture is a dynamic ptbeéss
involves the hands, feet, and voices of a community to create an alternative fagd real
The local food movement can be an act of civic agriculture, but civic agricultooe a
inherent characteristic of local food movements.

In the past ten years, the local food movement in Ft. Collins has become more
visible. A long-time producer says she can sell a lot more locally now than in 1997, “now
we are rock stars... it's the silliest thing, but it helps a lot” (Susan, interdeptember
10, 2009). In addition to local “rock stars,” national media (films, articles and books) has
promoted the work and values of food producers like Joel Salatin (Polyface Farms,
Virginia) and Will Allen (Growing Power, Milwaukee) and food advocates likehisiel
Pollan (authoOmnivore’s Dilemman Defense of FoggdBarbara Kingsolver (author
Animal, Vegetable, Mirac)eand Alice Waters (chef and advoc&dez Panisse, The
Art of Simple Fool This media attention, according to most producers, has helped peak
consumer interest in food and encouraged people to join CSAs and shop at farmers’
markets. National figures also help producers connect their products to what ceansumer

are familiar with. One beef producer, Catherine, thinks that the media attention is
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“helping us be able to raise more animals” and allows them to plan for expansion.
Catherine also has a copy of Polla@sinivore’s Dilemman her farmers’ market stand
and tells her customers, “You know that farmer [Joel Salatin] in this book, we'reitloing
in the same way.” She thinks that local and sustainable agricultural production have
“become more a part of the lexicon and certainly not for every population group, but |
think that's huge...it's changing what we’re able to market” at a highemmesale
price (interview, September 23, 2009).

Government and non-government organizations have also promoted local food.
The Larimer County Cooperative Extension and Master Gardener groups run the Old
Town farmers’ market, which is the best-attended market in Ft. Collins. Nah-prof
organizations include Be Local Northern Colorado (Be Local), Northern Colomtb F
Incubator (NCFI), Slow Food Cache La Poudre, Rocky Mountain Sustainable Living
Association, and Beet Street Market. Be Local and NCFI have teamed up to sponsor
events that include the winter farmers’ market series, radio programs angaamd
other community events. Be Local, the most active of these non-profits, Hassbuil
organization from the ground up and currently sponsors numerous events (winter
farmers’ markets and Getting Connected Conference) and programsd¢&lechupon
book). Be Local’s efforts emphasize local food and businesses to build “local living
economies” (Be Local 2009). Local food events are aimed at food producensamsta
retailers, and the community at large. For example, Beet Street sponsoraiahl@cal
food tasting event that highlights producers, chefs, and restaurants that work with loca
food. For a variety of reasons, the word has spread about local food and it has taken hold

in Ft. Collins. To attest to the presence of the local food movement in Ft. Collins; ninety
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four percent of survey respondents (n=67, producers and local food advocates) agree
there is a local food movement in Ft. Collins with 68 percent holding that the local food
movement is “strong.”

What is Local? and Food Movement Goals

Producers and advocates agree that there is a local food movement in Ft. Collins,
but fewer agree on the precise meaning of that: What does “local’ mean? Anarevhat
the main goals of the movement? Despite these two weakly coherent concebpts, loca
food continues to be an influential force in Ft. Collins. | argue that “local” and local food
goals are not well defined because these terms and ideas are linked to indivigial va
systems and moralities.

For example, survey respondents employ a diversity of definitions for “local,”
which are likely tied to their own political and moral leanings. When asked to define
“local,” respondents could select more than one geographically delineatetiate{dir
respondents, 128 total selections). Most people defined local as food produced and
consumed within 100 miles (25 of 128 total responses) or within the state (23 of 128) and
fewer people defined local in limited geographic terms such as within 20 dled (

128), city/town (13 of 128) or immediate community (11 of 128) (see Chart 1).

27



I define "local" as food produced and consumed within:
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Chart 1: Definitions of local (survey, 67 respondants, 128 total selections)

Even though local food is often defined in terms of a distance between production
and consumption, many survey respondents (39 percent) do not think “local agriculture is
best defined as a specified distance from farm to table.” If local is noedeisa
distance from production to consumption, it is not certain how it would be best defined.

Despite the lack of agreement on how local should be defined, the term is
commonly used to signify the geographic range between farm and market. [dvinfpl
two examples show how local is used as a measure of distance and as a moral galue. On
producer, Charles, explains that he and his partner “wanted to move away from selling
any food at all in Ft. Collins and really make it local” by selling only in Legpta town 6
miles northeast of Ft. Collins) as opposed to transporting food to Ft. Collins to sell
(interview, August 31, 2009). On the other hand, Judy, who works for a large farm north
of Ft. Collins says, “our big goal is to keep everything in Colorado. We go up to
Cheyenne and Laramie, say southern Wyoming, keep everything local” @weduily

2, 2009). In these two instances, the term “local” is used differently, as based on the
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producers’ size, production model, and personal motivations. As a value-based label and
as a movement, “local” is upheld as a challenge to the global agro-food systeeve,

as seen in the two producers’ use of local, many people are concerned about the possibl
corporate co-opting of local (as also seen with “green” and “organic”). leon@e,

Frito-Lay launched a marketing campaign in 2009 that highlighted theid flcaers.”

In their Florida-based processing plant, Frito-Lay emphasized the locally dource
relationship between Florida potato production and Florida potato chip processing.
Despite opposition, Frito-Lay, according to a redéesv York Timeatrticle, is one

among many big companies that “are embracing a broad interpretation ofatvhgt e

locally means... they are mining the concept because consumers care more than ever
about where their food comes from” (Severson 2009). A Ft. Collins Slow Food member
expresses her concern and frustration over the wide application of local, fifhéotsal’

has become almost a joke; overused, misrepresented, and taken advantage of” (survey
response 2009). The various definitions, uses, and claims of “local” can serve to
strengthen the movement by appealing to a broader base or can weaken thentoyeme
division.

The goals of local food production, as with the definitions of local, are tied to
people’s value system. They depend on individuals’ priorities and are not unified across
the movement. When asked to rank the goals of local food, respondents agreed on four
main goals: decrease chemical usage (70 percent), produce high quality food (68
percent), improve environmental health (67 percent), and support local producers (54
percent). The goals are tied to values and moralities and vary by individuakexperi

and background. While all respondents agreed that “participating in local ageasl
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self-satisfying,” how local food is able to satisfy people will vary. On @aimote,

respondents find satisfaction in local food involvement and link local foods and personal
values as almost all (98 percent) state “I am involved in local foods because it
corresponds to my value system.” Most (84 percent) also agree that “producing,
supporting, and consuming local food is a moral decision.” Involvement in the local food
movement seems to be a conscious, valued-based and moral decision, but the movement
is not exclusive as most people (85 percent) think that “everyone should be involved in
local food.” Even though people apply different definitions to “local” and the movement
goals, local food is growing in Northern Colorado.

Limitations of Localism?

Local food is present in Northern Colorado, as in other parts of the US and the
world. Food and agriculture only account for a small amount of the US GDP; however, in
terms of localism movements, food is one of the best-known and most studied localist
movements (Hess 2009). In addition to food efforts, communities also attempt to re-
localize businesses, downtown living, and resource use. Even though local food is but
one form of localism, it is often heralded as a “savior” for financialppgted businesses,
communities, and farmers. Hope resides in local food’s ability to create economic
revenue for producers and businesses, build community, and reconnect consumers to the
production cycle. To some degree, localism movements have been promoted as a
universal solution to struggling communities, farmers, and independent business.
Promotion of local products, goods, and services sets up local businesses in an opposing
and binary relationship to anything global, corporate, and large-scale—Ilocaldsgd

global is bad. In a similar vein, localism is often implicitly tied to improgets in
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sustainability and social justice; however, there is no guarantee tharocah solve
economic, environmental, or social problems. As Alkon (2008:488) contends, local food
markets are the economic arm of localism movements and “function accordingyto a lo
predicated on individual choice and the maximization of self-interest.” This
individualistic logic cannot meet the same goals as collective actione witkviduals
sacrifice their needs for those of the group. Localism movements focus on envitalnme
social and economic goals. However, as Alkon and others have pointed out, collective
action, not individualist logic, is better suited to address the environmental and social
justice goals of localism movements.

Most agro-food researchers initially promoted local food. However, as the
movement for local food has expanded, researchers advocate caution in the universal
good of localism. Localism is not always positive as it can be a “logdl (sae Born and
Purcell 2006), constitute “defensive localization” (see Hinrichs 2003), reprasgrd
totem or symbolic community (Winter 2003), prioritize local over global inegesi{tee
DuPuis and Goodman 2005), or take focus away from distributive justice (see Allen and
Hinrichs 2007). The food movement has also been criticized for deviating from its
founding principles. DeLind (2010) argues that the original place-based movement to
restore equality, ecology, and ethics to communities, as outlined by Daf1BéRf), has
changed into a popular media extravaganza led by superstars (e.g. Micta®)l Poll
followed by locavores, and mimicked by corporations (e.g. Wal-Mart). Theyefore
DeLind and others are pushing for a re-evaluation of the local food movement to
critically examine the direction of local food. DuPuis and Goodman (2005:360)

emphasize the need for “reflexive localism.” They hold that non-reflexivédotaan
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have two major consequences: (1) “deny the politics of the local” and (2) “lead to
proposed solutions...that are vulnerable to corporate cooption.” Initially local food was
rooted in context and place; however, national and international attention promoting
“local” may lead to the adoption of universalizing solutions and prescriptions. These
universal solutions, largely economic in nature, may compete with the work of
communities to address local concerns. On the other hand, if producers’ economic needs
are not being met, then it may foreclose the possibility of any locally lsased and
civic change in the food system.

As with all movements, there are limitations. As a small urban center, Fnolli
is not at great risk of being commandeered by corporate or non-profit iatdriestlocal
food community is not without strife and tension, but the cooperative and collaborative
relationships between food producers and advocates makes the movement civiein natur
However, as will be discussed in Chapters 4 and 5, the producers’ struggle for
economically viable production is a mounting concern. Despite the precautions of an
overly economic-focused local food, producers do have to make a living if they are to

keep farming for the local foodshed.
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Chapter 4: Local Food Community and Food Producers in Ft. Collins

Food producers, advocates, and consumers support the local food movement in Ft.
Collins. In this chapter, | will discuss the local food community in Ft. Collins,whic
includes the various producers, the strong producer network and the producer-consumer
interactions. Food producers in Ft. Collins use numerous production models to grow and
sell their farm products. Production models include CSA, farmers’ market, \ateles
institutional support, and diversity models. Most local producers employ a diversity
model approach. Despite the variation in production models, producers continue to come
together to develop the local system. In part because of its size, Ft. Goitidaters are
part of a well-established network in which they emphasize collaboration and downplay
competition. Competition and conflict certainly exist, but most producers do not view
them as hindering local production. In addition to working with other producers, the
producers also interact constantly with consumers. The producer-consumenshlpti
seems to be positive. However, every producer has stories about consumers who have
limited knowledge about food production or CSA working members who signed up for
more farm labor than they could handle. If consumers do not understand the @&alities
food production, their engagement with local food may be unreliable and short term.
Even though all consumers may not be on board, the food community remains strong.
Despite the strengths of the local food movement, there are barriers thett ihepa

community local food goals. These barriers to the movement are not insurmountable, but
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they are real. And one of the largest obstacles is how to best approach #rs barri
themselves and how to continue the forward momentum. This will be discussed in
Chapter 5.
Local Food Community

In Ft. Collins, the local food movement has grown up around generations of
farmers. People involved in local food are open and eager to talk. Producers and local
food advocates meet up at monthly “Local Food Happy Hour” gatherings and annual
conferences and events. The formal events are open to the public and allow consumers
and producers to come together over their love of food. Summer and winter farmers’
markets are hip, fun, and educational as producers engage in the shoptalk of food and
recipes. Susan speaks highly of the food community and the work of the food advocates
in Ft. Collins, particularly Be Local. Be Local, she says, is “constamibyr faces
saying, look this is important—food security” (interview, September 10, 2009). Susan
thinks that advocacy has helped people engage with and commit to growing their own
food despite tough economic times and bad weather spells. Susan was amazed at her
plant sales in the spring of 2009, the “economy tanked...[but] our plant sales were
through the roof!” (interview, September 10, 2009). The early season hailstorm wiped out
people’s plant starts, but they came back and bought more. Susan notes a shift in people’s
commitment to food—not only do they care about what they are eating, but they are
committed to trying to grow their own food.

The open and interactive relationships between producers, food advocates, and
consumers create a strong sense of community and challenge the impeiatioak of

the industrialized food system. Lacy (2000:5) describes the interactive nature of
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community as a “group of people in a locality capable of initiating a processiaf er
community action to change their economic, social, cultural and/or environmental
situation.” Lacy goes on to argue that the various social fields in a comnconity

together to create a community field in which “actors pursue not a singlesinibert the
general community interest” (2000:5). It is not clear if Ft. Collins hatexntem

interactional communit§ but the food community is central to the success of the
movement. Community is cited as a reason for involvement as most people (63 percent)
give the community as a reason to continue “to be involved in local food.”

Personal relationships have shaped the open nature of the local food movement
and have helped develop the movement. The local food community is built on personal
relationships, made of people with similar values (62 percent) who socialize alhth ea
other (62 percent) (see Chart 2). The community’s commitment can be seen through
producers’ work to develop innovative methods for producing food and through
consumers’ continued support of local producers, as noted in participation at local
markets. Throughout my interviews and fieldwork, people talked about the importance of
a supportive community and community building (via relationships, outreach and
consumer education). This food community includes both the producer community and

the community at large (consumers, businesses, etc). Survey respondents eearly se

8 Lacy (2000:5) draws on Wilkinson (1989) to deseribe community interaction necessary for
empowering communities. He says, “community inteoac..[is] a process whereby many different
interactions and associations that constitute ancomlife are integrated as a whole.” Because oféhe
interactions, the community is able to “strengtlmal forms of social organization and community
interaction can provide the basis for empoweringemnities” (Lacy 2000:5). An interactional commuynit
includes a “community field” in which people purstemmunity interests that makes the community more
able to pursue collective action.
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supportive food community as central to the success of local agriculture (97 percent

agree) (see Chart 2).

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree  Strongly
Agree Disagree

Local agriculture cannot 70% 27% 3% 0% 0%
survive without a

supportive community

| feel connected to other 7% 55% 21% 15% 2%
people in the local food

community because they

share my values

Many of the people | 7% 55% 21% 15% 2%
socialize with are part of

the food community

| continue to be involved 15% 48% 27% 10% 0%
in local food because of

the local food community

Chart 2: Local food community, survey responses (n=67)

The community supports local food producers in Ft. Collins. This past winter, Ft.
Collins held a winter farmers’ market twice a month, the only markets dfyfhesn
Colorado. Producers and consumers came from as far as Boulder County and Wyoming
to participate in the events. The winter markets’ gross sales were $213,6%3 thm t
markets and reached 18,200 customers. Markets had an average attendance of 1,822
people and average vendor sales of $21,365 with each vendor making about 55 sales (Be
Local, personal communication 2010). Producers were happy with the consumer interest
and the winter market series is expanding next winter (2010-2011) to start ewflesrch
later. Be Local is also extending the winter market model, at the requbst of t

communities, to a venue in Loveland (three markets planned for 2010%2011).

° Be Local is based in Ft. Collins where the majooitits projects are implemented. However, its
geographic range includes Northern Colorado. BeaLaorks with people and organizations in various
communities, as needed and requested, to helpdkeeatop local living economies.
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Local community support is important for the continuance of local agriculture.
Despite this commitment to local food, many food producers and advocates want more to
happen. They argue that the community needs to be expanded (e.g. consumer education,
more consumers, more businesses on board) and intensified (e.g. commitment to Ft.
Collins local over Colorado local). In meetings, food advocates brainstorm evape f
community to be more engaged with the local food movement. The most common
suggestions include improving the distribution and marketing system, educating
consumers, training the next generation of farmers, and changing local policis
point, it is not evident which of these areas is the top priority, but they all affécioithe
movement in the present and the future.

Characteristics of Food Producers

People who produce for the Ft. Collins market live and work in communities
around Ft. Collins, in Larimer County (Ft. Collins, Laporte, Wellington, Loveland,
Masonville) and Weld County (Windsor, Greeley, Platteville, Ault). Most producers
Weld County where land is more affordable market their produce in Ft. Collingdeeta
has a more developed market and a more committed food community. Some producers
who sell in Ft. Collins hail from Boulder County (Longmont), but Ft. Collins is typically
not their main market as Boulder and Denver are larger and closer mhrkeys.
research, | refer to Ft. Collins producers as those who grow for the Ft. Cadliiketm
irrespective of farm location.

The 2010 Northern Colorado Regional Food Assessment was a collaboration of
Weld, Larimer, and Boulder counties to collect data on the three counties and plan for an

expanded regional food system. As part of this larger project, the Larimer Qolnaty
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analyzed farm types and farm acreage (see Figure 1), which | siz@t@ow. In

Larimer County, almost all farms (94 percent) are small farms, based on JGlf¢s®

small farms, the majority are noncommercial farms: limited resounses fdess than
$100,000 in sales and below poverty level household income, 11 percent of farms),
retirement farms (operators retired, 22 percent), and lifestyle {apmesators with major
non-farming occupation, 47 percent). Noncommercial farms constitute 80 perdast of t
farms in Larimer County and 80 percent of agricultural acreage. Few smad| fa4

percent) are commercial and report farming as their sole occupation. Thesercah

farms include lower sale farming (less than $100,000, 12 percent) and higher sale
(between $100,000 and $249,999, 2 percent). Out of the total number of farms in Larimer
County, only one percent is a large family farm (sales between $250,000 and $499,999),
but this one percent represents 12 percent of agricultural acreage. Five aexcent-

family farms but constitute zero percent of acreage (Northern Colorado Rdgpaaial
Assessment 2010). In other words, the majority of farmers in Larimer Caensynall,
noncommercial farmers who do not rely on farming as their sole occupationgsee Fi

1).

Larimer County Farms, By Number Larimer County Farms, By Acreage
Very Large Family.
Farms

Non-family
0% Verylarge  farms
Family Farms %
Non-famly Farms %
%
arm er

Lerge Family Farms
1%

Large Family
Farms
12%

Figure 1: Larimer County Farm Statistics and Agriculture Land Bdepted from
Northern Colorado Regional Food Assessment 2010:42)

38



While most farmers are small and noncommercial, the most striking difeerenc
between producers is how they are connected to the land they farm. Most farmers and
people who work on the land are attached to it, but there are varying degrees of
attachment. Producers who own the land have a different relationship to the land than
those who are not tied by mortgages. This distinction seems to be very important in the
historically agricultural Ft. Collins community that is in the midst of urban and lsabur
expansion. Larimer County and Ft. Collins populations have increased dramatitady i
past twenty years (35 percent 1990-2000, 17 percent 2000 and 2009). The incorporated
city of Ft. Collins has increased by almost 50,000 people during this time. Othay near
urban areas have shown even larger explosions in growth between 2000 and 2009 (29.3
percent in Loveland, 113.4 percent in Wellington, and 846.5 percent in Win3sor).
Projected growth patterns for the County follow these recent trends (Coofhassner
County 2010).

In the midst of large population growth, farmland has increased in price and
decreased in total acreage. In Larimer County, only a few lands have eathgiséen in
production, land | term “stable lands.” These agriculturally stable landsratedj but
central to the movement. The lands that have been in production for over a decade
include: Peaceful Hills/Open Valley (since 1945), Martin Farms (since 1958hdant
Life Farm (since 1984), and Colorado Horticulture Research Station (since 1983, sinc
2002, Specialty Crops). These lands help establish the current movement and provide
hands-on training for the next generation of farmers and food advocates. Many current

and prospective farmers started their careers volunteering, internvaglong on these

12 These numbers are correct. Windsor and Wellingssd to be small agricultural towns. Now, many
people live in these communities and commute t&€blins, Denver, Greeley, and Loveland for work.
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four farms. Jessi, who has worked on two of these farms, says: “When you have these
stable pieces of land, it is a place where lots of people can come to and come back to”
(interview, October 8, 2009). The relationships formed on these farms stretch throughout
Ft. Collins, Colorado, and the nation. For example, Daniel, a highly respected and active
extension agent, interned at Abundant Life Farm for three years. Tdbhriieds a

Boulder County extension agent, but his commitment to small-scale farming and his
connections in Larimer County make him important to the Ft. Collins food community.
Many people started farming or became introduced to local agriculture thtaugh t

people and plants of these influential lands. Charles farmed at Open Valley ¢efuPea
Hills) before he moved onto his current farm and a former garden managereftuiPeac

Hills now works for Martin Farms. Susan and John, once married, met through the
farming community at Abundant Life. John and Susan, independently, also worked stints
at Martin Farms. Will interned at Abundant Life before he branched out on his own.
People who work and have worked these lands are connected to a network of
agriculturalists, a farming community, and a natural history of the land. Theédong
production exemplified by these four farms however, is not typical of the Ft. Calkas
Many of the other farms have a short production lifespan and farmers move from one
piece of land to another.

Still, most of the key players in the movement are attached to these stable lands
through working or personal relationships. The local food leaders include both long-term
and new residents. Most of the local food leaders have been Ft. Collins residents for over
ten years (though most were not raised in Colorado), and many for over twasty yea

Other local food leaders, “the younger generation,” are recent transpldimésarea, ten
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years or less (stayed after attending CSU or recently moved to fargupi#y,
producers who have been involved in the community longer are likely to be more
invested in the continuance of local agriculture and more likely to have farmland(ow
long term lease). On the other hand, the younger generation of farmenseswenitted
to local food production and they have made career decisions (low income ones) to farm.
Yet if the younger generation seems very committed to the movement, they agpear |
committed to the community. The transient and “always something better” n&ture
many recent graduates may be to blame, but | argue that structural fargetise lack
of affordable land and water) make it very difficult for young, committed,adten
idealistic farmers to break ground and keep farming in Ft. Collins for the longltetth
explore these structural barriers more in Chapter 6.
Producers and Production Models

Producers in Ft. Collins employ a variety of production models. A few producers
market their produce through CSA or NSA-only or farmers’ market-only appeeac
however, the majority of producers use a diversity model that includes any caarbinat
of CSA, farmers’ markets, and restaurant, retail, and wholesale accounts. Producer
create their production model based on various factors such as economic need, rental or
mortgage expenses, personal experience and preference, value-systems, iy pyoxi
markets. In this section, | will highlight producers who exemplify diffeneotiels of
production, but it will not be an exhaustive review.

CSA-only model

On three acres of cultivated land, Jacob and Laurie employ a CSA-only model.

Their CSA was one of the first in Colorado and currently supports over 150 members.
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Twenty-seven years ago, as part of the “back to the land movement,” Jacoluaad La
started farming a couple of acres behind their house. Initially, their produnbdel
included a CSA and also selling to the local food co-op and the farmers’ market, which
they helped found. However, they have operated their farm exclusively as aC8a f
past twenty years. Their membership numbers have waxed and waned overghleugear
they have a committed community of supporters who celebrate the harvest, work the
land, and join in fellowship. For their labor needs, Jacob and Laurie have working
members, farm interns (small stipend), and government supported youth workers
(Larimer County Workforce Center). Many producers comment that Jacob aned aee
great at developing community, maybe better than at growing food. Of all kheiG&t.
Collins, Abundant Life is celebrated as having the most active membership support
Despite their strong community, only in the last few years has their CSA sbaven s
economic profitability. Nevertheless, according to Jacob, the decision to eeal@SA
is:

For us, it's not really whether it's the most economically viable systgusti

works, from a lifestyle perspective. It's the [model] that we feel wencanage

the best. ...We have unique economic circumstances that make it so we can make

[our way of farming] a little bit more [about] lifestyle choices. [Thigigontrast

to] a lot of people that are having to pay off a mortgaged all kinds of other

stuff that makes them have to really scramble in every direction that they can t

get as much produce sold as they want to (interview, March 2, 2010).
As one of the first CSAs in Colorado, Jacob and Laurie have established a model for

others to follow and trained countless producers and advocates. Despite comnoitment t

the CSA model, few other producers have been able to maintain a CSA-only approach.

" From my understanding, they paid in full for thisirm and house in the 1980s so they do not have
mortgage payments.
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Most producers combine CSA with other marketing outlets in order to provide additional
income.

Farmers’ market model

Of all the producers | interviewed, no one just sold to farmers’ markets. While
there are probably some producers that do, producers tend to spread out their risk and
diversify their marketing outlets in what | call a “diversity modé&idr the purposes of
explaining these different production models, I will discuss producers whose moel re
heavily on the farmers’ market.

Often, if producers sell principally to the farmers’ market, they alse hasouple
of small accounts with individuals and businesses. Katie has been raising lané for sa
for ten years. She sells her meat at farmers’ markets (50 percent of healasty to
individuals (45 percent, whole and half lamb), and to restaurants (5 percent, two
accounts). The majority of her individual customers are in Ft. Collins (twashiout
she also has customers in Loveland, Greeley, and Denver. Katie will dete¢to
people’s houses or have customers meet her at the market or in parking lots. ¢éatie be
her sheep farm raising only lamb she could sell as whole and half lambs, but ad the her
became more established; she had more lamb than she could sell in large sjuarddie
worker suggested the farmers’ market. Katie did her research, got the lprepsng,
and entered the market. The farmers’ market allows people to try lamb ofl acsiea(1
Ib. ground lamb) before they commit to a whole or half lamb. Once Katie began at the
market, she says: “The meat just flew! It took a year or so for people ittergall can

buy meat here—then they come looking for me. If | didn’t show up, | would get a tongue
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lashing next time—‘Where were you? We wanted our lamb chops™ (interview,
September 26, 2009).
Even though she does not sell all her lamb at the market, the market has allowed
Katie to increase her production, advertise her farm, and meet potential cestmmer
whole and half lambs. Katie sells a lot at farmers’ markets, but she callotel an
“mixed model” and says it would be bad not to have outlets outside of the farmers’
market. In this sense, Katie is not a “true” farmers’ market-only model, btdrthers’
market is her main sales outlet, and through the market, she has grown her chatemer
One problem with the farmers’ market is that the market schedule (April th&¥idoes
not align with the meat harvest schedule (late fall) so she often runs out of lanp duri
the summer markets or has to store meat over the winter before sellirfgrmbes’
market allows her to advertise her business and introduce her product to custbmers. T
market is convenient for customers, but Katie has found that if people are cahmitte
buying her meat, they will come out to the farm or meet her somewhere.
The farmers’ market is a good way to meet potential customers, publicize a fa
or products, and drum up support for expansion into a different model or market. Ted,
who is growing for his first year, was advised not to try a CSA his fiestoge Instead,
he focused on selling his produce at farmers’ markets and to local retdilgsyar and
co-op) and restaurant accounts (two accounts). Ted talks about his marketing decisions
| would have liked to have done a CSA. But I've worked for a lot of CSA farms
and it's even stressful when you know what the hell you are doing. | have [to
make] this box for this person and | already have the money. It puts the burden on
my shoulders; | can’t just take what | have to market. It would have been nice to
already have people’s money, but it would have been sucky, like [farms affected
by halil], to not actually have anything to give them. | would eventually like to get

to a small CSA as part of the business. ...l will do [a CSA] next year—a small
one (interview, August 17, 2009).
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Ted is happy, given the hail early in the season, that he did not have a CSA this season.
He replanted his crops, sold what he could at the market, and gave his plants time to
recover. Even though CSAs bear part of the risk, Ted is like many farmers who do not
want to disappoint CSA members by not having produce to give them. So until producers
have a couple of years of crop planning and production experience under their belts,
many are advised to sell to markets, where they can sell what grew. In 2010d Seattdi
a CSA, but he took a different approach from most CSAs. He combined the convenience
and flexibility of the farmers’ market with the pre-season commitmetiiteo€CSA to
create a “Market CSA.” In this model, members buy a share before tlus seashave
credit at the Ted’s market stand throughout the growing season. Members can pick out
their own produce to fit their tastes and schedules and Ted has early se@dsqnfstais
and a steady customer base. Ted’s production schedule is a little more fiethlde
Market CSA than with a typical CSA, which gives him space to improve his production
skills.

Will, similar to Ted, began farming with the farmers’ market as his main
commercial outlet. For the past two years, Will has rented twelve acgesw field
crops that use a lot of space like corn, cucumbers, watermelon, and winter squash. His
main market is the farmers’ market, but he also allows people to come to hisithrm a
pick their own vegetables (about 20 people/season). He also sells his sweet com throug
local CSAs and to a few retail outlets. With two years of farming in FtinSpWill
plans to have a CSA in 2010. Given his experience, Will says: “I've proved to myself that

| can grow it—and | didn’t have a lot of doubt anyways” (interview, September 30,
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2009). Now that Will has confidence in production and has spread the word about his
farm, he will add a CSA onto his farmers’ market model of production.

Diversity model

Charles, a “beginning farmer” according to the USDA definition (0-10 yeaas)
farmed for nine seasons in Larimer County. Charles and his partner Kathytlguive
on rented land where they farm three acres. Charles is a full-time prodddas gartner
is a part-time producer and works at a local business in town. Charles focuses his
attention on his CSA (40 percent of his total sales), but also sells produce asfarmer
markets (55 percent, Old Town, Laporte, winter market), and some wholesalegit perc
food co-op, restaurants, coffee shops). Their 30-member CSA requires all members to
come to the farm to pick up their weekly shares, which creates a sense of conamdinity
connection with the farm. Even though Charles and Kathy do well at farmers’ snarket
where they move the majority of their produce, Charles would prefer just to do CSA. For
him, the CSA is a top priority. He says:
We really focus on quality—we don’t say we’re bringing this to market because
it's better. We’d be more likely to say that we’re giving this to CSA becasse it
better and we can let the people at the market make their own choice. ...I think
[CSA has] become this idea that things don’t have to be as nice and | think that is
a really unsustainable business model. | think they have to be as high quality as
you get. And that’s the type of people we want to attract honestly—people that
can recognize the beauty and the work that goes into it. I think our [CSA shares]
are the best because we’re told that a lot (interview, August 31, 2009).
Charles is passionate about the CSA and providing his members with quality produce.
But right now, a CSA-only model does not work. Charles and Kathy depend on the
farmers’ market sales to cover the cost of production.

Susan, another local producer, has farmed on and off for twenty years. She has

certified organic properties in various states as she moved with her familhewerars.
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The majority of her farming has been in Larimer County. She currently nagea a
farm with Mary that grows on three different properties, eleven acedsitatiuding
greenhouse space. Mary and her life partner own these three properties. ssdaone
Mary. Susan refers to her business as a “hand worked, small truck farm” or at‘marke
farm” and does not “think anybody should ever sell themselves short in this profession
and say they garden if it's something like this,” this being one or more acreslof la
cultivated for market (interview, August 19, 2009). Susan is a master marketetlaad is
epitome of a diversity model approach to small-scale farming. Susan and Magy have
50-member CSA in Ft. Collins (20 percent of total sales) and also sell to famagksts
(40 percent, 5-7 per week and winter market), restaurants (20 percent, Ft. Collins,
Longmont, Windsor, etc.), small wholesale accounts (10 percent, small gfooerso-
ops), and schools (10 percent, Weld County school district). They sell to markets in Estes
Park, Cheyenne, and Laramie. Even though it is a lot of time on the road, these distant
markets are worth it as Laramie consistently pulls in the highest grokstreales. In
addition to a diversity of produce markets, Susan also has two early-season etant sal
(bedding, herbs, and vegetable plants) and has a couple landscape installation and
maintenance accounts (homeowner associations). In addition to the CSAwtese t
sources of revenue help Susan have enough start-up money to get the plants in the
ground.

Susan’s diversity approach provides her with additional income and flexibility in
markets. If she has boxes of fingerling potatoes to move, she can call hescboef,
and market contacts and get them sold. Susan is unique in her extreme diversity and her

marketing skills. However, being diverse also means spending a lot of time on the phone
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and on the road. Concerning transportation, Susan says, “It's stupid, absolutely insane.

Because I'm so diverse, the transportation issue is not streamlined enougb ber it

effective and efficient.” She contends that she could change her method and sty del

some days, “But as small as | am, | [need] all the income | can gegrd'sping for

anybody that will say yes, I'll take your product” (interview, Septeni®er2009). In

thinking about her plans for next year, Susan reflects on possible models of production

and says:
| don’t think there is one model of production. It depends on where you live and
your geographical relation to markets. There is not one model of production, but
the best for me is to be diverse. Now that I've done all that and tried everything, |
could go back and pick and choose and say yes CSA, and no to the rest. | might
be doing that right now, but | haven’'t made a clear-cut decision yet. All thesplace
| sell and all the things | do to market my product have been really successful. F
me, CSA might not be the way to go, but for others it is wonderful (interview,
September 10, 2009).

Unlike Charles who would prefer to employ a CSA-only model, Susan finds the CSA

membership management to be overwhelming. She considers not having a CSAmnext ye

and instead thinks about beefing up her market and wholesale accounts. A diversity

model allows producers to spread out their risk, try various market outlets, andesvaluat

what works best for them.

Institutional model

The next two examples are outliers in the Ft. Collins market, but both farms and
models play key roles in the movement and the future direction of local food. Catherine,
pregnant with her first child, talks with excitement about the benefits gbibewhich
include working outside, eating fresh produce, and having great health and dental
benefits. | questioned her, “health benefits!?” | know that it is unheard of for prsdaoce

have health benefits through their farming job. Catherine, her husband and theo-soon-t
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be son are an exception. Catherine and Kevin work for a well-established farm,svhich i
supported by a religious community and retreat center. This organization has odned a
managed the pasture and irrigated farmland for over fifty years. Isialalé land.”
Catherine and Kevin have worked and lived in the community for the past seven years,
working with both produce and beef production. Currently Catherine and Kevin work
exclusively with the expanded grass-fed beef operation, managing a 60-head herd in
2009. The beef is sold to the community and retreat center (10 cattle) and farmers’
markets (remaining 50 cattle, Ft. Collins, Denver, winter market). Some dines of
farmers’ market cattle are sold to local restaurants (one in Boulder, onegmant) and
food co-ops (Loveland); however, the majority is sold through the market. Cattiezgne
to sell as much beef as quarter, half or whole cattle as opposed to singteicate
really enjoys being able to sell a pound of ground beef to a customer interesyewin t
local, grass-fed beef. Catherine and Kevin run an institutionally backed farmekstma
production model. According to Catherine:
| think that this model has potential to be self-sustaining. ...We would love it if
there was some sort of buyer’s club or CSA [that we could sell to]. We probably
will do a CSA at some point, but right now it feels a little saturated. ...We think
there could be a way to do some CSA around some animal products. ...So we're
still playing with what those models are for our future. Right now, we'langa
the beef situation work. We have some infrastructure needs to start our own herd
that would make it even more profitable. Right now, we are buying yearlings
(interview, September 23, 2009).
Catherine and Kevin run a good operation with great marketing. They arkeneeli
and respected beef producers in Northern Colorado, but their financial success would not

likely be the same if they did not have the backing of an institution. Catherine discusses

this relationship:
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This is the other interesting part of our business operation. We're part of 501¢3
non-profit, classified as a church. There is some money that comes in from our
conference business and also we're the headquarters of this international
organization so there are donations that come in from around the world. [We also
have] two other for-profit businesses and we own a lot of the stock that funds a lot
of the programs and activities that go on here. ...[Our beef] operating costs are a
percent of total Peaceful Valley income—divvied up into departments and all the
income goes back into the large pot and then pieced out again as needed. In that
way, we're really different from most farmers who have their own business and
are running it in that sense (interview, September 23, 2009).

Their institutional support does not mean that Catherine and Kevin are not concerned

about covering their cost of production or offering a fair price for their prodathe@ne

says:
We are making sure that our beef income is covering labor, water, purchasing,
and butchering for the production and marketing groups. Within our unit, we are
sustainable. But we aren’t factoring in the cost of renting or owning the land and
as a 501c3 we don't have taxes and that makes a huge difference (interview,
September 23, 2009).

Catherine continues to improve and revise their marketing plan and devise ways to

develop their beef production. Right now, their beef production income covers the cost of

production for their vegetable production, which has had net losses in the past. So, to

make their farm production more economically sustainable, they are considarimys

a CSA, applying for grants to continue their educational outreach, and leasirigritiei

or water rights. Catherine and Kevin are able to make a living farming lectteaysare

good at what they do and because they have the support of an institution. Many producers

talk about applying for grants or working with organizations and institutions tohesip t

become more financially stable. However, grant-dependent farming aslowg-term

solution to making local food work. Grants can be helpful in the initial years to allow

producers to establish themselves, buy equipment, and learn the ropes. In the end,

producers still have to find a model of production that can cover the costs of production.
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Wholesale Model

In part because of their institutional support, Catherine and Kevin have options to
develop and modify their production model to better suit their personal and economic
needs. Another way to increase production options is to increase the scale of @noducti
For Colorado, Martin Farms is a large farm, but compared to many Califorms, férey
are small potatoes. Over the years, Martin Farms has specializednic anggs like
beans, greens, and herbs. For example, they are the largest producerrofailzide of
California and Mexico. Bill Martin and his son James Martin have been farming land
north of Ft. Collins since the 1960s. They farm 2,400 acres in organic grain (50 percent)
and mixed produce and herbs (50 percent) production. Martin Farms also has a tree
nursery and recently expanded into animal production (poultry, pork, lamb, eggs). Two
years ago, Martin Farms transitioned from a closed (not open to the public) wholesale
farm to a more community-based CSA model. They continue to ship to Texas and the
east coast, but no longer Japan. Over the past two years, the farm has shifted s f
more local accounts. In 2009, Martin Farms sold produce through their CSA (2,500
members in Colorado and Southern Wyoming, 10 percent of sales), farmers’ r(farkets
Collins and winter market, minimal sales), restaurants (20 from Ft. Collins ¢oa@ol
Springs), local retailers (food co-ops), distributors (Grower’s Organic;-ideDoor),
schools (Weld County and Poudre Valley), and global retailers (Whole Foodg/a$af
HEB). Despite their recent move to produce more for local markets, Martirs Farm
continues to employ a largely wholesale model of production, as the majority of produce
is still sold through wholesale accounts. | did not personally interview Jaméa Ekhe

was over-committed; however, | met him and heard him speak on numerous occasions
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(email correspondence, January 7, 2010). | also interviewed many people who used to
work or currently work for Martin Farms. | draw my information about Martimizar
from these sources, as James encouraged me to do given his own time constrasts. Jame
Martin often speaks about how the CSA saved his farm from bankruptcy. Judy, an
employee on the farm talks about this:
There is a consensus from James and his group—that have been there for a long
time—that it is unlikely that the farm would be here in the capacity it is/as
if it wasn’t for the CSA. That is because they went through some bankruptcies
and hail and spinach recalls and all the stuff that can really wreck a farm. The
CSA model is getting us out from underneath that bank’s thumb because we are
getting money up front that is paying for seed money, literally, and labor. We
don’t have to borrow from the bank. Typically, a farmer will borrow from a bank,
plant it, pray that everything works out okay and hopefully, at the end, they can at
least recoup what they owe and hopefully a little bit more to keep them hanging
on until next season when they have to borrow again. [The CSA] is changing that
whole cycle in a big way. CSA members are much more forgiving if there is
little hail damage or if there are holes in the leaves of the radish or something,
which he could never sell to a grocery store like that (interview, July 2, 2009).
The farm’s long-term goal is to keep all the produce local, in Colorado and Southern
Wyoming, through an expanded CSA (capacity to feed up to 30,000 families) and to
continue local retail and wholesale accounts. According to Judy, the farm wants to:
Keep everything local and then really work to start really building that 8SA
help us become a more sustainable farm. And actually talk about the “p word,”
profit (interview, July 2, 2009).
Their CSA model does not require people to come to the farm to pick up shares, as many
CSAs do. Rather, the farm has about 100 pick-up locations all over Colorado and
southern Wyoming where members come during their weekly time-period to iget the
shares. The farm has a well-orchestrated schedule that packs CSA\wharesnclude
other businesses’ products like bread, dairy, and mushrooms), gets them on the various

delivery trucks, and to the pick-up locations. The CSA is large, but it still adesti
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small percent of total production at Martin Farms, which is largely a whelesa
production farm that also markets locally.

These five vignettes are not representative of all the producers in Ft. Collins
however, they exemplify the main models of production in the industry, which include:
farmers’ market-only, CSA-only, institutional or grant-funded, wholesale, amasity
models. For additional information on local producers, refer to Chart 3. Many of the
producers who sell predominately at farmers’ markets may also have a peugbnal
accounts or business accounts to round out their sales. Small farmers like &iwarles
Catherine do not have enough restaurant or retail accounts to consider them holesal
farmers. Rather, the majority of Ft. Collins producers, with the exception mhMa
Farms, focus on direct sales to consumers, through farmers’ markets or C8As. Thi
emphasis on direct sales makes the farmers’ market venue and consunogisrela
essential to the success of the movement. Producers have chosen to work together in
order for the farmers’ market, local food sales, and CSAs to grow in a positive and
sustainable way. The Ft. Collins producer network works together irrespectarenof f

size, product, or production model.
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Main Model of Size # years All Production/ Land
products? Production®® farming income | Certification | agreement
farm-
related
Susan and| Specialty Diversity 11 acres (3 | 20 No Organic Own (1
Mary crops, plants | (CSA, FM, properties), partner)
wholesale, 50 CSA
plant sales) shares

Ted Specialty Diversity (FM, | 2 acres 1 No Naturally | Rent
crops wholesale) grown, no

chemicals

Charles Specialty Diversity 3acres,30 |9 No Naturally Rent

and crops (CSA, FM, CSA shares grown, no

Kathy wholesale) chemicals

Jacob and | Specialty CSA-only 3 acres, 155 | 30 No Organic and| Own

Laurie crops CSA shares Biodynamic

Ann Specialty Diversity 26 acres, 1/2| 30 (3yrs | No Naturally Oown
crops, eggs, | (CSA, FM) acre for grown, no
poultry, cultivated, 6 | market) chemicals
orchard fruit CSA shares

Katie Lamb (whole, | Diversity (FM, | 80 acres, 40 | 10 No Pasture and| Own, lease
half, cuts), individual, ewes grain fed some
wool wholesale)

Catherine | Beef (half, Institutional 320 acres, 7 Yes Grass-fed, | Own (by
and Kevin | quarters, and | support (FM, | 160 acres in holistic institution)
cuts) wholesale) pasture, 60 management

calf herd

Will Sweet corn, | Farmers’ 12 acres 2 No Naturally | Rent
cucumbers, market grown, no
pumpkins (limited chemicals

wholesale)

James Field crops, Wholesale 2,400 acres, | 35 Yes Organic Own, rent,
specialty (wholesale, 3,000 CSA and
crops, poultry,| CSA, FM) shares conservation
eggs, pork easements

Dorothy Specialty Diversity (FM, | 2 acres 12 No Organic Rent
crops (herbs, | restaurants,
cut flowers, individuals)
specialty
produce)

John Specialty Institutional 2-3 acres, 75| 15 Yes Organic Own (by
crops support (CSA) | CSA shares institution,

Csu)

Chart 3: Ft. Collins Producer Characteristics and Production Models

2Specialty crops include non-commodity field growops (e.g. greens, tomatoes, squash, etc.)

3| isted in order, from largest to smallest in temfipercent of total farm income
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Producer Community: Collaboration and Relationship-Building

Even though producers apply a wide range of production models, they unite to
bolster the market for local food. The producer community in Ft. Collins is strong.
Producers loan each other equipment, make group orders on supplies and seeds, ask for
production and marketing advice, and collaborate on market expansion. The biggest
advocates for the local food movement are the food producers. Many people look to the
long time producers and community educators as leaders in the food movement. These
leaders include Jacob, Laurie, Susan, James, and John. Younger farmers are algo steppi
up to the plate, rallying attention, and calling for action. The producer community,
regardless of age or experience, is unified and committed to expanding theentJ@en
Local and the Northern Colorado Food Incubator (NCFI) have played a key role in
supporting producer efforts. Producers often talk about what they would like to see and
do, but do not have the time. Be Local and NCFI have worked to turn some of the
producer dreams into reality. Be Local has also brought local food and Slow Food groups
together in order to further develop the community and the local food market. In this
section, | will discuss the producers’ collaborative nature, which createsl a sol
foundation for building long-lasting relationships. The relationship and community foc
of the local food movement enables the movement to be civic and democratic, both
important to long-term sustainability.

Even though many producers are vying for the same consumer market, there is
more collaboration than competition. Catherine says, “I feel like for the mashpes is
a real genuine sense of community. People are really interested in eathliotser

hearing about other farms, and offering support where they can” (interviewntbepte
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23, 2009). Will discusses the practical aspects of collaboration—equipment sharing. H
says:

You kind of need to rely on others to make it feasible. Share equipment and rely

on your neighbors to do custom harvesting for you when you can’t afford to buy a

machine. It doesn’t pay for everybody to own one of these bedding machines; it’s

not practical. I've loaned equipment to others. It's more camaraderie than

competitors (interview, September 30, 2009).
Will, a self-pronounced machine-lover, is often called to fix producers’ tractdoshaip
producers create beds and lay plastic. He is happy to help and is an asset to tlee produc
community. Producers have different roles in the movement, according to theirrgkills a
experience. Susan is the unspoken marketer and other producers ask her for the market
price of beets, chard, and carrots. Jacob and Laurie have become public figures for the
local food movement—they represent the history and the future of local farming. Thei
sound bites on “community supporting agriculture” connect with consumers and inspire
producers. Each producer brings his or her skills and personality to the local food
community to make it a living and breathing force that continues to attract new poduce
and encourage consumers to make conscious food choices.

Producers’ statements about the local food community are backed up by examples
of collaboration. After a huge early season hailstorm hit farms in Ft. Collihe
summer of 2009, producers who were not affected (north and east of town) rallied to help
their fellow producers. Many producers told stories about the devastation (3 inchis of ha
and 3 inches of rain in one hour) and also about the community’s support. Farmers’
market customers still paid full-price for “hail-kissed chard,” produskesed their

greenhouse-raised transplants to help others replant, and work crews cahes toget

clean up damaged plants. One of the most publicized acts of collaboration wasibetwee
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two long-time producers—Jacob and James. The hail did not hit Martin Farms and
Martin Farms reached out and helped the thoroughly hailed Abundant Life farrm Mart
Farms offered their produce, at no cost, to Abundant Life. CSA working members
caravanned to Martin Farms where they harvested cilantro, spinach, radishesjland ba
for their fellow CSA members. The CSA model is built on the principle that members
reap the bounty and accept the losses of the farm. As | helped harvest this donated
produce, | heard CSA members voice their appreciation for a “community supporting
agriculture”—the larger Ft. Collins community was supporting agricultuteadsof just
the member community supporting agriculture. Abundant Life CSA members, through
this support, received shares for three weeks while the hail-damaged producestecove

In addition to physical acts of collaboration, the producer community also comes
together to support each other in planning for future seasons and for future of the
movement. In the spring, Susan and Ann, two CSA producers, organized a gathering of
CSA producers, where they expected a small group (5-6 people) to attend. mhe mai
goals of the conference were to welcome new producers into the area, create a
community to share ideas and resources, and plan for future collaboration.d atrikie
meeting early and watched producers flood in— the circle kept expanding to make room
for twenty-five producers! This unexpectedly large and informal “CSA Cordefen
became a venue to meet producers, discuss equipment sharing (possibly an eqaipment ¢
op), provide information on liability insurance (farm and farmers’ market) péan for
joint ordering (seed, starters, plastic). The long-time producers were maantars for
the greenhorns as they told stories and invited people to their farm to see how they

compost, organize their CSA pick-up, and work with school groups. The organizers ran
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out of time for the planned agenda items (discuss community marketplace and grant for
distribution system) because so many people came and everyone was exaitedrid
share. With a warm buzz in the air, the meeting ended. Plans were made for continued
collaboration, but with the growing season starting up, producers knew they might not
have the luxury to come together again until the late fall.

Many producers emphasize collaboration and downplay competitive market
forces because, at this point, there is enough of a market for all. Some prodainers cl
the movement is centered on a larger goal, the regional “breadbasket.” izatieries
the competitive edge in producers as she talks about a recent conversatiomthigh a
producer (potential competitor): “Her way of putting it is—what’s in our food lideke
Northern Colorado? What can we provide and are we saturating that? And the answer i
no” (interview, September 23, 2009). Susan shares a similar sentiment as she talks about
the movement in reference to food security. Susan highlights the collaboratiomeisfar
in Ft. Collins, but she is not satisfied with the current level of collaboration. Stte wa
more:

| don't think it is interdependence, but I'd like to build that. Not interdependence,

but a cooperative way of farming because | do think that we are wasting our

resources, our land, our machinery, our equipmemiobgoing that. | think that

all of us trying to grow 20 varieties of this and that doesn’t make as much sense as

let me do 10, you do 10, then we'll co-op the stuff and sell the stuff and we'll

make a food security system that's even better (interview, September 10, 2009).
Perhaps, until the regional market is saturated with food producers and food security
needs are met, collaborative efforts will trump competitive forces.

The movement’s commitment to strengthening the regional food system creates a

collaborative attitude and emphasizes community and building relationships. The food

community is about relationships. For the food movement to continue, many argue that it
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has to be socially embedded and built on personal relationships. Building relationships,
mentoring future farmers, and creating community are part and parcel ohgrimed.
Relationship and community building seem to come naturally to the Ft. Collins food
community. At farmers’ markets, producers share stories and talk betwéemeus
sales. Producers also work together to support the farmers’ market and comsedser
They send customers to other producers who have a specific cut of meat or puofde ca
Susan talks about how growing food has changed. Community, communication, and
collaboration are now central to the success of the movement:
| think that back in the day, before cell phones and computers, farmers were so
isolated. Now, Ted and Will, Mary and | will get together and lay all outiplas
together. We buy it all together—it’s that cooperative. Daniel [Boulder County
extension agent] has helped producers cooperate together more than they used to
(interview, September 10, 2009).
This collaborative attitude can also be found as producers work together to encourage
restaurants to consistently buy local produce. Producers know that chefsyaaadus
they prefer to have a streamlined food purchase system. Chefs often prefeframbay
central distributor, either national (Yancey’s or Cisco) or regional (Grev@ganic or
Door to Door Organics). A centralized system is easier than piece-mealgrg from
five different farmers with five different product lists and ordering procedéeare of
this, Ted and Susan, two producers, joined forces and created their own informal
distribution system. They merged their product availability and offered elaetisot
products to their respective clients. Ted says:
[It would help] if there was a small co-op or something. But me and Susan are
working on a little something through her restaurants. She’ll sell for melgirec
but only what she doesn’t have. She’ll sell a fuller line and then we work out how

| get [the produce] to her house. She is not taking a cut—we are helping each
other out. She calls every week—you got this or that? ...We've become a unified
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front for [restaurants]...as opposed to them dealing with multiple farmers
(interview, August 17, 2009).

The partnership between Susan and Ted is built on a professional relationship in which
they both respect each other’s production methods and high quality produce. If they had
different definitions of quality, then they may not be as willing to sell eaclw®the
produce to chefs with whom they worked hard to develop a trusting relationship. Susan
shares Ted’s sentiments about helping each other out:
This morning, | took collards to Ted to sell to [a restaurant] because he doesn’t
have any. It is growers helping growers grow. And | don't caretiéllsethem its
mine, or his or whatever (interview, September 10, 2009).
Susan also sells other producers’ produce at farmers’ markets, wisetengis
allowed. Some markets allow producers to sell produce they did not grow because they
“believe it is good to give consumers plenty of choice.” Susan does not have a problem
selling other producers’ produce, but she does not like to hide that she did not grow it
because “that’s where re-selling gets a bad name and | don't likkk wched we are
doing re-selling.” Rather, she calls it “growers helping growers geowd’labels the
produce (sweet corn and pumpkins) from other farms on her stand (interview, September
10, 2009). Susan might not be so apt to sell other producers’ produce if she did not think
it was of high quality or if she did not agree with their production practices. There i
tremendous collaboration between producers, but for cooperative selling to happen, there
is an unspoken rule that the cooperative producers must have similar quality standards.
Producers focus on collaboration and on relationship building in their discussions
of the food movement. In the network of producers, each is called on to use their various
skills to support the movement and help it grow. Some producers are public speakers,

others work behind the scenes to start distribution systems, and others engalge with t
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younger generation to bring them out in the field. Lastly, some producers fodwsron t
production skills. Not all producers are cut out for a job in public relations, which is, in
large part, what the food movement is about. The movement rests on people’s ability to
work with and build relationships with producers, consumers, and the community at
large. Jacob and Laurie, who have taught and mentored countless producers and food
advocates in Colorado, explain the importance and the difficulty in relationship building
Jacob says:

Relationship and community building is risky business because there aren’t any

guarantees. People aren’t always who they say they are, but they are alway

people. There’s a lot of give and take and forgiveness and all kinds of things that
are required in any relationship. ...And we really think that community building

is as much a part of what we are doing here as growing vegetableskyt'stuf,

it’s really risky stuff. We try to make it clear to people that if theytta engage

with us at that level, it's not just about growing vegetables (interview, March 2,

2010).

Despite the challenges of relationship and community building, Ft. Collins’ producers
continue to expand the community by developing personal connections. Personal
relationships have shaped and helped develop the community’s commitment to the local
food movement. These relationships keep the local food movement rooted in the
community of Ft. Collins.

At first glance, it might seem unusual for producers to support and collaborate so
much. In other industries, producers of the same product (beef, greens, peactebewoul
viewed as competitors. But producers’ commitment to the larger goal of loegional
food security often trumps potential competition. For the movement to continue, new
producers have to enter the market. Even though there are barriers to entrydtand, w

capital), producers are supportive and express concerns about the long-tess siicc

new producers. According to Susan:
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On the end of producers, it seems as though it's usually a small 3-5 acre person,
who may or may not be getting into [farming] for the first time, but are getting
into it for the first time in this location. And for whatever reason, they failryEve
time we have a producer fail or agricultural land transition back out of agriultur
our food security just got weakened (interview, September 10, 2009).
Susan is good at growing and marketing food, but she is not just concerned about her
own success. She is deeply aware of the difficulties that new farmeis taeeft.
Collins community. In order for the larger goal of food security to be met, magy |
time producers reach out and mentor new farmers.
Many producers have known each other and worked together for years. However,
as the experienced producers think about their next life steps, they are conbeuted a
who will fill their role and produce for the local market. Jacob and Laurie are
transitioning from their role as producers to more producer-educators in order tw ment
new producers. They say they have always been educators and they will never stop
farming, but if the movement is to grow, someone has to train all the “whipper snappers,
the greenhorns, the ones that have got all this enthusiasm and idealism and they don’t
have the land” (interview, March 2, 2010). Developing the future leaders of the food
movement is central to the long-term sustainability of the movement. Jacob arel Lauri
are committed to the movement and to the community to the extent that they are planning
for a role transition in which they will farm less and teach and build relationstopes
Jacob says:
To a certain extent, for us, [farming] is not like a traditional career woere
work until a certain age and then you are done. | think our roles will change: how
we’re impacting the regional food system and how we do that might change more
towards the engagement with relationships and maybe a little less to being out

there with the working member([s] transplanting [seedlings] (interviewciVay
2010).
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In their transition to educators, a crucial role for the continuance of the move&aeoi
and Laurie are applying for grants and looking for other sources of income tonsatge
for the unpaid work of training the new generation of local food producers. Even though
community building is difficult and teaching is time-consuming and not financially
profitable, experienced producers continue to work for the larger goal of regiodal f
security. This larger goal unifies producers and encourages collaboratioavétothe
producer network is not without conflict. Producers make up the force of the movement,
and as people, they are dynamic, passionate, and have strong opinions about how to
produce food and support the movement.
Producer Community: Conflict and Competition

The value-based and moral underpinnings of the local food movement unite the
diverse producers under a common agenda to strengthen the local food market and
increase food security. However, opinions about the “best” way to expand the movement
differ and these opinions become a divisive force. Even though producers emphasize the
collaborative nature of the local food movement, in my fieldwork and interviews, there
were obvious sentiments of conflict and competition. Some producers talk about
competition with other producers, but more than competition over price, producers
conflict in their value-based production models. Tension between producers also stems
from questions of operation scale, producer age, and model of production.

As noted earlier, Ft. Collins’ producers employ a variety of production models.
There is room in the market for all types of producers, but there is also tensioarbetwe
producers as some models conflict with others. For example, producers often feel

competition between farms of different scales. Ted, who sells produce from His sma
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farm to the farmers’ market, only feels competition with large-scalesfar® talks about

competition at the farmers’ market and says:
And it sucks that [a large farm] is there—that hurts a lot because you know they
are just there to market for their CSA and probably just break even [at market].
But it's like—what about the little guy [who is farming and selling at mgPket
[With these big farms], everyone behind the [farmers’ market] stand isjust a
employee. No one knows the reality. Mexicans are working [and farming], but not
selling. ...If [this farmer] asked one thing he could do to help me—I'd say don’t
come to the farmers’ market—sales would be spread out amongst me and other
small farms. Yeah, it hurts man (interview, August 17, 2009).

Not everyone feels tension like Ted’s over farm size. Will has farmed on rantétblr

the past two seasons and recently bought his own land. For 2010, he plans to farm both

lands. However, he admits that even with expanded operations, he probably will not

make a profit in 2010. Even though he does not make a profit, Will does not feel

competition with larger farms in the area. On the other hand, Will is not tryingtoff

his farming income, as Ted is. He is retired and his wife has steady engploym

addition, in 2009, his main product was in a niche market so maybe his own financial and

farming situation makes him more collaborative than competitive. Regaaflkss

personal situation, Will sees an increase in scale as a means to finamdi&y:via
Probably, if you are wanting to make a living at it, to be a sufficient size to
produce enough income to make a living, that is probably the biggest factor if that
is what they want to do for their living. Be a sufficient size (interviewieseper
30, 20009).

Will does not view large-scale farming as an immoral choice, as manlyfameers do.

To Will, who has worked with large-scale conventional farmers, an increasddnssaa

way to become economically viable.

Conflict over scale is tied to producers’ value systems, access to resanctes

one’s experience with farming. Ted, who feels competition with large-frahs, has no
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intention to produce on a “gigantic scale.” It is not in line with his value-systersayse
“I would [never] want to have a majority [of my produce] for wholesale. | don’t veant t
grow food and ship it off on a truck” (interview, August 17, 2009). Even though a larger
scale production may be more economically viable, farming is not just about medey. T
farms because it makes him “an actual part of the community—becoming a camgribut
member instead of someone passing through who likes to rock climb” (interview,tAugus
17, 2009). For many producers, farming and growing food is more than money, but many
farmers still have to hawk their produce at market to pay bills. The community is
collaborative, but the difficulty of farming makes it ripe for conflict.

Producers also have different definitions of community and community supported
agriculture (CSA). The definition of “community” is often tied to the definition of
“local.” Similar to the tension over local, one farm may define the local commasitye
state of Colorado and another limit the local community to Ft. Collins or LaQmnty.
The scope of an operation affects how a farm can and does engage with the community.
Many producers applaud Martin Farms’ movement to include a CSA-type model, but
guestion whether their model can or should be called a CSA. This disagreement comes
back to some of the central and value-based questions of the movement: What is
community? What is support? Ft. Collins producers ask: Can CSA members in Valil
really support Martin Farms in Northern Colorado? Is financial support enoughrte defi
a CSA? Where is the community part of CSA? In order to differentiate the 3,000emem
CSA from the 50 member CSA, some producers advocate a name change—to call large
scale “convenience-based” CSAs what they are—a food box or a subscription program.

Martin Farms does not question the name of their CSA. They continue to market and plan
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for expansion of the CSA. According to Judy, a Martin Farms employee, James is

reaching out to other farms and “extending the olive branch,” but if our help and support

are not wanted, then we will continue to follow our plan and “march on” (conversation,

February 17, 2010). Martin Farms needs the producer community’s support to continue to

grow for the local food system, but because of their scale of operation, they ase not

dependent on the Ft. Collins market and community as smaller producers may be.
Similar to the tension over scale, producers often allude to how producers farm or

interact with the community differently, depending on age and experience level. The

producer community is welcoming and the older generations of farmesslhaohentor

the younger farmers, but this relationship is not without tension. Alternativelagécin

Ft. Collins was active in the 1970s and 1980s and many producers from this older

generation continue to be involved. The new generation of producers (farming &n year

or less) is increasingly involved in local food. There is a strong communitynoéfain

Ft. Collins, but within that one group of producers, the community is divided into older

and younger generations. Catherine has farmed for almost ten years, but igonioigas

as other beginning farmers. She straddles two communities. She enjoys e youn

farming community, but does not see these farmers as being full-time &tydlrased in

their farming. She explains:
There is a network of people especially in Ft. Collins—I call them the “young hip
farmers.” There’s this whole group—they do underground dinners. I'm
peripheral. | get invited every once in a while to attend. A lot of them are people
who kinda work on other people’s farms. They don’t have quite as much of a
farming actual lifestyle as we do. We're the bottom line responsible. ...
Sometimes their priorities [are different]—I'm like come on you ghysis the

middle of the night on a Friday! | have market in the morning! (interview,
September 23, 2009).

66



The older generation provides support and advice for the younger generation but they
seem to view the younger generation as “idealistic” and having “somethingviapr
The younger generation compensates for their lack of experience with passion and
spearheads many local food events like exclusive invitation-only and locatyes|
“Mad About Farming” dinners.

The social network of young farmers is extensive and older farmers are
occasionally, but not always included. After I received an
invitation, | attended a “Mad About Farming” dinner in
mid October. At this invitation-only dinner, along with

thirty-five other guests, we enjoyed a communal dinner

that featured local mushrooms, salad greens, apples, f‘
and quail in a five-course meal (see Figure 2). The theme Figure 2: MAD dinner
of the evening was “simplicity.” Two stacks of wooden
pallets served as the table, adorned with pumpkins and candles. We sat on the ground and
feasted on gourmet dishes, all prepared on-site (see Figure 3), sipped homejmewe

% and listened to bluegrass pickers. The dinner was
organized by the younger generation of farmers,
held at an older generation’s farm, and attended by

food advocates young and old. The idea for the

} _ ) MAD dinners came out of young people’s
Figure 3: On-site Brick Oven
frustration that local restaurants are not committed
to buying local food. The organizers wanted to show that local food (all food local or

from the food co-op) can be used to cook great meals that are not “elitist.” (Some fa
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dinners cost up to $200/person.) Guests were encouraged to make a $20 donation, which
would cover the costs of the meal and provide a start-up fund for the next meal.
According to one of the organizers, the older generation of farmers wasl itovaéend,
but few came.

A couple weeks later at a meeting, Judy, who works for an older generation
farmer, relayed her boss’s side of the story. Judy explained that her boss wageubt i
to these “secret dinners held by young producers who do not know what real farming i
about.” According to him, these MAD dinners are about celebrating the “legacy”
farming. She said, “He’s been farming 30 years, that’'s legacy! Thesefatimers have
been farming only one year—that’s not legacy!” Judy said that her boss idil&&nsi
right now and feels left out of the community and assumes that his knowledge,
experience and support are not wanted by the larger food community (i.e. the younger
generation of producers) (conversation, February 17, 2010). In some ways, maybe the
younger generation did not want this producer to attend because they weréotrying
create a food network that was in line with their value system—community, $blljow
and fun. There is a difference in how producers relate to farming and each other. Thes
differences can be overlooked in order to work towards a common goal. However, if
there is not a clearly established common goal, then individual producers advocate thei
way as the best way, whether the lines are drawn by age or production model.

The community is often cited as a reason for people to continue to be involved in
local food. At the same time though, producers experience different levels oluosmm
support and have various ideas and methods to garner additional support. Producers’

sense of support and their own moral and political leanings create conflict ovey how t
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grow the movement. Younger farmers tend to take an activist approach, oldesfarme
push for education, and others stress marketing. Ted helps organize the MAD dinners and
dreams of “guerilla marketing.” In “guerilla marketing,” Ted would gine friends wads
of cash and tell them to go to stores and restaurants and ask for local food, and if there is
none, they buy nothing and leave (interview, August 17, 2009). This is an on-the-ground
and reaction-based tactic to get people on board. Other producers like Laurie and
Catherine talk about building relationships and focusing on consumer education. Other
producers like James stress the marketing arm of local food, often with the h&p of C
marketing guru Dawn Thilmany. Regardless of the tension over proposed solutions,
producers know the community needs to show additional support in order for local food
to continue. One producer thinks there is “false support of the community” in the sense
that it “seems like a lot of talk, but not a lottafk” (Ted, interview, August 17, 2009).
This comment leads to the question: What is real support?
Food Producers and the Local Food Wave

Media attention may bring more people to the farmers’ market and encourage
participation in a CSA. On the other hand, it does not guarantee people’s commitment to
the movement. Ted said that at the CSA where he interned, all the members read
Kingsolver and Pollan and it was “helpful to have publicity” but he “thinks thatyspla
into the shallow interest people have.” Local food “sounds beautiful but [members] don’t
actually want to learn how to cook collards [and would prefer a] tomato and sweet corn
CSA share” (interview, August 17, 2009). The emphasis on local and national

agricultural celebrities (Joel Salatin, Michael Pollan, Will Allen) sgbtk the
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movement, but as DeLind (2010) questions, can national celebrities affect local
communities and change the global agro-food system?

The media attention to local food has contributed to increased consumer
awareness and patrticipation, but many producers question the “fad” factor of the
movement. Charles thinks local food “is a fad and it’s still very much on the periphery of
America” (interview, August 31, 2009). The faddish-nature of local food has helped
some producers get into farming, increase their income, grow CSAs, and market their
produce. However, not all producers are benefiting from the popularity of local food.
Jacob, a long-time local producer discusses the change in the movement over time. Jacob
and Laurie have been involved with local food for almost thirty years. Tlilkeictien on
the change in the movement highlights the increased popularity of the local food
movement, but unlike Susan who has become a “rock star” and increased her sales; Jac
and Laurie have experienced a decrease in CSA members in the past svd lyisar
decrease could be caused by many factors, one being an increase in the n@8les, of
which include more convenience-oriented distribution systems (e.g. multiglepic
locations). Laurie says:

[We are] re-evaluating our place in the movement right now that there is this

swelling [interest in local food]. For so many years we were trying to comvinc

people that this is a good idea and now more people are thinking this is a good
idea. And what we are saying is, what is our role now that this has become more
of an accepted thing? ...I am concerned about the trendiness thing and Jacob
lightly spoke of it—our numbers are significantly off this year as far as
membership. We have half our members returning from last year. ...I'm not

taking this as if we are going to die tomorrow, but it is significantly off
(interview, March 2, 2010).
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The food movement in Ft. Collins is strong, but many producers note the increased
popularity of local food with a cautious enthusiasm. Producers question if local food can
transition from a movement to a long-term reality that financially suppemmsefs.
Most producers are concerned about their bottom-line and want, at a minimum, to
cover their production costs. Ideally, they would also pay themselves a sagall hew
local food producers make a profit farming. In most industries and professions, not
making a profit or a salary is not an option. Farming is different. Most of the producers
farm because they love it and not because they make money. Ted talks about thee lifesty
of farming and the non-economic benefits:
| like [farming], it's fun. It's really neat. In an ideal world—I'd justvgi [the
produce] all away. | don’t really like charging for it, it's weird. That buatkale
is $2.50 and $1.45 wholesale. It cheapens it. Yeah, I'd rather just give it away for
free. My principal motivation is enjoyment of the work and ephemeral rewards
that you don't find at the computer earning a secure and decent living. [It's not the
economics of farming], it's the beauty of it (interview, August 17, 2009).
Ted does not farm so he can sell. He sells so he can farm. In other words, producers wor
hard to survive off their passion—growing food. Many beginning farmers talk gt
love and passion for farming, but if the choice is between passion and debt, what will
people choose? Will young farmers choose a different career when theyp wanet
children, health insurance, or plan for retirement? For a local food system togb@com
reality in Northern Colorado, more producers have to be able to financially safiive
their farming income. In order to become more than a trend, the local food movement ha
to address the barriers that directly affect the movement’s long-termreicoviability.

National media attention, the individual commitment of producers and the producer

network are not enough.
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Chapter 5: Trials and Tribulations of Local Food

People who do not farm often idealize and romanticize farming, but it is hard to
make a living working the land. For example, Charles loves to farm and wants to
continue farming in Ft. Collins, but it is not easy. As he and | weed the squashsCharle
candidly talks to me about pulling up his roots and moving again, after only two years on
this fertile land. Charles likes Ft. Collins, but says:

I'm tired of being a tenant, a sharecropper. It feels very feudal to rke. [If

Collins] really [was a] supportive community, things would change. People would

have to pay more for their food. Farms either have to reach the asinine levels of

inflation that all other professions have in terms of salary or the others have to
come down. So it's kind of the same thing, making it a more equitable playing
field—treating farmers as professionals not as peons or peasantséintervi

August 31, 2009).
| agree with Charles. | do think that the local food movement, through relationships and
networks and a strong sense of community, presents an alternative to the corporate food
regime. Nevertheless, in order for the local food movement to be transforrhahdna
sustainable, individual commitments, like Charles’s, have to unify into collectio® ac
to address the structural barriers affecting the economic viabilfarming.

The Ft. Collins movement is built on a commitment to the human and ecological
communities. This commitment is seen through the movement’s work to increase the
availability of and access to fresh, healthy, and local food. Currently, a triycaoaht
interagency effort is studying the regional food system and establishintydmased

food goals. The work of the Northern Colorado Regional Food Assessment speaks to the

regional commitment to local food. In crafting an alternative, the laogetly-based
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structural factors have to be part of the conversation. These barriers imsprdeing
access to resources (land, water, and capital), creating a distributiem sgsd
developing a more supportive and better-educated consumer base. The individual
decision to farm is not enough and without collective action to address these dtructura
factors, the possibility of a truly alternative agriculture systebarsed. In this chapter, |
will explore producer’s understanding and definition of economic viabilityll lao use
examples of producers’ struggles to show the real barriers to a long-ténable local
food system. This analysis is not intended to be negative or depressing. Theteofs a |
passion, commitment, and hope in the Ft. Collins food community. Rather | want to call
attention to some of the barriers that individual producers and the community face in
achieving a viable local food system.
Economically Viable Farming

Financial worries affect producers big and small. In 2009, producers struggled to
handle the economically painful effects of farming. Multiple hailstormshkgeid crops.
Producers composted marketable food because of insufficient markets and low consumer
demand at farmers’ markets. Producers struggled to pay for labor to plant, meeed, a
harvest and had to rely on inconsistent volunteer labor. In this section, | will dikeuss
meaning of economically viable farming. | provide examples of producers wiyylktr
to balance their love of farming with their need to make a living. Some produeesia
to make a go at farming, but many express anxiety over their continued tabii&ityn,
whether part-time or full-time. This anxiety over future finances affeet$oing-term

viability of a local food system.
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If farmers are to continue farming, they have to be able to cover production and
living costs. One producer, John, defines economically viable as “something thaira pers
can retire from eventually—have saved up enough to retire” and argues thainifes
not economically viable “then it can be really disappointing and disillusioning”
(interview, September 11, 2009). In the 1980s, John farmed for ten years. He quit to go
back to school so he could have a more stable career that would allow him to provide for
his family and not overwork his stressed back. John says the social reward of feamin
only get producers so far and “if they are dirt poor and working all the timg’ntight
quit farming (interview, September 11, 2009).

Using a present or future-oriented definition, at this point, local agriculture in F
Collins is not economically viable. Most producers want to only farm, but they have to
rely on off-season jobs, second non-farm incomes, or personal savings to make ends
meet. Charles and Kathy are committed to farming, but “even working all tetich
not sleeping, you still don’t make it.” Kathy works in town and earns about two-tfirds
their household income. Charles says, to farm, “You have to be okay with living
substandard” as he and Kathy do (interview, August 31, 2009). Ted, another enthusiastic
farmer, wants to focus on farming and does not like juggling jobs. He saysitties do
both things poorly or do one thing well. 'm jumping ship. I'd like to be a farmer full-
time” (interview, August 17, 2009). But to feed his farming habit, Ted works as an
engineer in the off-season. Dorothy has a similar passion for farmingaSheanted to
farm since she was a kid growing up in the suburbs. The only reason she hasdarmed f

fifteen years is because her husband has a steady income. She says:
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My husband has a very good job, which has allowed me to do a lot of community-

type stuff and try to farm and make some money doing that. We could have never

done it without his job (interview, November 19, 2009).

Dorothy works closely with a young producer, Jessi, who is also passionate about
farming and committed to owning her own farm. Dorothy, who lost her land at the
beginning of the 2009 season, lamented her future and the future of farming:

| feel bad for myself, but | really feel bad for young people, like Jessi, vaind w

to farm. It’s just this enormous thing in front of her. And she’s really good at

saving. She’s a really frugal person, but she is going to be in her forties béor

can outright buy a piece of land. I've never said that to her face, but | can do the

math (interview, November 19, 2009).

Currently, Jessi has a “safe” opportunity to farm, where even if she fails finsher
season, she will still get a paycheck and healthcare. She is a farm manager for a
institutionally backed farm. However, her dream of owning a farm is an uphié bzt
may not be possible without an additional revenue stream.

Producers often rely on a second income, but sometimes one additional income is
not enough and two people in a household have to have steady employment to be able to
provide for a family. Katie, trained as a veterinarian and working a fmé-fob, raises
sheep because she loves lamb and enjoys working with animals. She says, “The sheep
aren’t going to make me a millionaire, but they pay for themselvegry{ieiv,

September 26, 2009). If you had asked her a few years ago, she would have said she had
plans to increase production and farm more, but her husband recently lost his job. Their
plans have changed:

We'll probably shift away from farming, unless he wants to do the farming part.

My whole focus has changed. | need to get my career back going again. | was

happy to not look at climbing or doing anything more and now I'm not happy. |

wanted to retire and be a farmer, but it's not reasonable at this point, atghis sta

because of family financial stability. You saw one kid, there are two others
want a chance for them—if they want to go to college, | want to get theen ther
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think [farming] is do-able here, but it's not what | want for us anymore (inteyview
September 26, 2009).

Katie and her family recently moved to Nebraska where her husband found a job. It is
difficult to find professional employment in Ft. Collins. There are some jobsdent
graduates starting their careers, but often people leave Ft. Collins in sébatter
employment. If producers are relying on a second household income or a second job to
make a living farming in Ft. Collins, then the local job market and the local food tmarke
have to mesh.

Even if producers do not need to rely on their farming income to make a living,
they still express concern about the economics of farming. Will, in his secand yea
farming, hoped to cover costs of production in the 2009 season. He lost money in 2008
because of high start up costs and massive hail damage during harvest. When | asked him
if farming was worth it despite the weather and the economics, he said:

If you love to farm, it is still worth it. The weather is beautiful—I just lookhat

mountains at 5:30 in the morning—that is gorgeous, not much traffic. It's pretty

gorgeous. It’s fun. If it wasn’t for the interstate, it'd be tremendous (inteyview

September 30, 2009).

Will keeps farming because he loves it. He says that farming is not his livelihdod a

“that part makes it a little easier.” He does not have to depend on farming ligmigis

but does not want to suffer huge losses: “I would like to make money doing this, it would
make it more enjoyable. It is enjoyable, but it would be more so if you [could] make
money doing it” (interview, September 30, 2009).

Will acknowledges how difficult it is to make farming financially viable anédi

the lack of viability to the high turnover of farmers. Perhaps because he is nosamtbe
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situation, Will does not seem upset by the fluidity of farmers—it is just hawlita talks
about the local food movement and says:

| kind of look at it and | say, there may be enough people who want to try this,
that you’'ll have people entering production each year. And maybe they’ll do it for
a couple years and realize, no, this isn't financially viable but during thase tw
years, they produced vegetables for the local movement. They'll go away and you
may have some more come into the market. | see new people in the market this
year that weren't there last year and | see people moving out of the rimatket

have been here for a couple of years. ...Same number of players, but not same
players—that is kind of sad that they realize it isn’t working and they go do
something else that they can make a living at. That is the sad part thahifou ca

do this and make a living (interview, September 30, 2009).

If producers cannot be financially viable farming, despite the passion, farifidilsaly
leave farming for another career or leave Ft. Collins for a better plaaario f

Farming is a seasonal job, and in Colorado, the season is short. Thus even if the
money is good for a bit, it is not enough. Charles talks about his own finances:

We did the math, what need to make, what we would make at the market, and
what can we supply. At the market, we make $1000/market this time of the year.
If we had a mortgage, we wouldn't cover costs. Right now, we are paying rent and
we can pay the rent. | don't pay myself, we just put it all back into the business
right now. People think, oh $4,000/month, $5,000 if there are five Saturdays, you
guys are doing well, but we get that for two months. For four months, we're
making maybe half that. In May, we are hardly making anything. April, wieen w
sell the shares, we get a big boost of income then and then it really slowsrand the
by July it starts picking up and we're making at least $700/market but then we
miss some from hail. [In 2009] we lost all of our wholesale accounts from halil

and so that really hurt us. [Because of the halil], the first two weeks of Judigare
market and we had zero sales, not one dollar (interview, August 31, 2009).

What Charles and Kathy are doing now is not financially viable. Charles mhsas a
plans for expansion or other ways to farm to make ends meet, but there are always
barriers:
Say | wanted to do 150 shares and get paid a teacher salary but without any health
benefits, then I'd still have to depend on unpaid volunteers and I'd still be living

without insurance and wouldn’t be able to pay a mortgage. And with the 150
shares | would need another acre and | couldn’t work it so | would need more
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volunteers. It doesn’'t work. And then in a community where there is no [local
food] system—development is what determines land value on agriculture land—
so we’re not at all welcome here and we’re not encouraged to stay. ...[People]
want to develop [the land]—higher taxes and make jobs. We’re very much the
cool, hip thing, very unsupported (interview, August 31, 2009).
Jessi, an aspiring farmer, agrees with the concerns stated by Will ahelsChar
continues to be hopeful. She knows the difficulty that young people face as they plan for
farming careers, but has faith in youth’s creativity and ingenuity:
| think because there are so many younger people getting interesteid uttagy,
if we all go into this and then it doesn’t work, then we are all going to drop out of
it and do something else. But, if we can do it or if we can find ways or create
ways to make it work, we have the tools and the resources to make it work, then
people will want to continue to produce. If we all jump in and then jump out—get
out dragging a bunch of debt behind us—then it's not going to help. That'll be the
end (interview, October 8, 2009).
In Ft. Collins, producers come and go. As Will stated, new producers keep filling
the vacated market stands, but when will this stream of beginning farmers runten? W
will the stable producers retire or move on? The fluidity of producers is indicdtive
larger structural problems in the market. In Ft. Collins, the producers who havééeen t
mainstays (consistently producing food for the local market) are those whiauog:
Other producers, without a steady land base, tend to come and go. The producer
community may be stabilized through creative land use solutions (as Jessi proposed)
through policy changes. Regardless, if local food wants to stay, somed#ising thange.
Resources: Land, Water, and Capital
Many producers are not economically viable. This lack of viability can bedelat
to various factors, but in my interviews, the three most prominent factors inchmtesss

to affordable fertile land, to water rights, and to financial capital. Madesss is also

important, but without a way to grow food, there is no market. Land is expensive, so
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many producers work on rented land. Colorado farmland has to be irrigated and water is
not readily available or cheap. In this section, | will provide agricultuie lse numbers
for Larimer County and describe changes in land use patterns. | wilixasore how
these changes in land use have affected producers who rent, own, and seek to buy land. In
Colorado and the West, if producers want to raise specialty crops, fertils handhless
unless the producer has access to water rights. | will provide a brief overvieateof w
law in Colorado and give examples of how producers have been directly and indirectly
affected by appropriation-based water law. Lastly, | will discussdmmess to capital
impacts producers in their planning and in their day-to-day operation. These resource
based structural limitations are endemic of many agricultural commsiaitid specific to
Ft. Collins and farming in the West.
Land

In 2007, 29 percent of Larimer County (489,819 acres) was used for agriculture.
Of that land, the majority was in pasture and rangeland (64 percent) with theingmai
land in cropland both non-irrigated (24 percent) and irrigated land (13 percent). From
1997 to 2010, in the Front Range area of Larimer County (mountains excluded), over
20,000 acres have shifted out of agricultural production. Between 2002 and 2007,
Larimer County agricultural acreage declined as opposed to an increasevatemllt
acreage in Boulder and Weld Counties during the same time period (Northern Colorado
Regional Food Assessment 2010). Agricultural land is transitioning out of agrecultur
Much of it is being subdivided and consumed for housing and urban development. When

land is valued for commercial or residential development, the cost to buy or rent land
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skyrockets and small-scale producers often cannot cover the land-relateceexpens
selling sweet corn.

Despite attempts to develop a community to support local food, access to land in
Ft. Collins makes it hard to farm. Producers move around a lot. The downside of this
constant land switch-a-roo, according to Jessi, “A lot of people who are producihg don’
have the land security to stay.” Jessi continues, “I think that if producers have e choi
of moving around from this land to that land, they would instead choose to have one
piece of land that they could really invest in and do perennials, plant trees, halviea s
place for animals and whatever else they want to do. | think it revealsdldanit have
land security” (interview, October 8, 2009). Among Ft. Collins producers, thereat a re
lack of land security. Susan cycles through land—she certifies a property,itdor one
or two years, and moves on to another piece of rented land. She says, “If you are leasing
land and you don't even know if you'll have that land available next year, yainert
aren't going to plant any perennials. You're always living season to seasthragstinks
for sure” (interview, September 10, 2009). Dorothy did not heed this advice and planted
perennials on her rented land for fifteen years. From the beginning, her husband thought
it was a bad idea, but Dorothy had faith in the future and wanted to farm with perennials
(rhubarb, raspberries, rosemary). She said:

My husband, right from the beginning, was reluctant to put any perennials on land

we didn’t own. I'd always be like—we could dig it, bare root it, grow on it and

sell it. He went for that. We did that over the years, we sold a lot of plant rhateria

But in the end, he was right, it didn’t work (interview, November 19, 2009).

At the beginning of the 2009 season, without warning, Dorothy was kicked off her land

in Ft. Collins. One of the landowners moved back to town and decided he wanted to
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make more money and turn the farm into a RV storage lot. Dorothy recalls tifid pai
experience:

[He] lowered the [tractor] blade and just shaved [the plants] off. He did it the

night before we had a whole crew to help move. It was the maddest | had been in

20 years. ...It makes me think that just in a certain sense, it wasn’'t meantto be

S0 many factors were conspiring against me (interview, November 19, 2009).
Dorothy recovered as many of her plants as possible and tried to transpiaonthe
friend’s acre, but the hail and rain ended the season for her in June. She did not have the
energy to finish the season out. Not having her own land directly affected her ability t
farm.

Charles, working on rented land, found himself in a similar situation. His lease
went sour at the start of the growing season, the second year on the land. He finished out
the season, but had to move off the land soon after. To keep him in the community, many
people offered Charles and Kathy land to farm, but they want more security desea |
agreement. Charles wants to pursue his dream and own his own farm. He and his partner
“feel pushed out by cost...there’s no way we can afford a farm here” (inteAiggust
31, 2009). He adds, “We're very picky, we don’t want to sacrifice our dreams to stay in
this town, it's not that great. It's nice [and] supportive but not enough because farmers
can't afford land” (Charles, interview, August 31, 2009). Charles decided to leawe for
less expensive land of the Midwest. Many producers of the younger generatiothare i
same situation—committed to growing local food, but open to moving to other
communities where rain falls or land is affordable. The high cost of land may be a

contributing factor to the transient nature of producers, which could be interpyetes b

older generation as the younger farmers as being “flaky” or not comnatfathting.
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Good and experienced growers struggle to find land they can afford to buy. Many
enter into lease agreements, but in the end, the landowner has the final say on how the
land is used. After she was kicked off her land, Dorothy and her husband, began looking
for land. They thought it was a good time because property was cheaper due to the
economic downturn, but:

One of the problems around here is that most people that have 2-7 acres have sold

off their water rights. So, you can get land, but there is no water. Do | reaily w

to pay $350,000 for a piece of land with a house that is falling apart and no water?

Land is huge. People make a lot more money selling your water and putting

houses on the land than you do with agriculture (interview, November 19, 2009).
Producers who own their land or have access to capital to buy land are rare. Ltand in F
Collins is expensive and much of it is commercially zoned for development. Will has
been involved in agriculture for over 25 years and discusses the land-use dduaions t
farmers face:

[In my years of working with agriculture], the farmers that are leffieyve got

to be pretty big to make a living doing that. And all this development

encroachment and they can't afford to buy land, so they are renting land. And

that’s not all bad if you don’t want to tie up a whole bunch of money in real
estate. It's been good for those who could buy land—prices escalated; it has

helped their net worth. ...Some of them are using it for their retirement and I'm

all for it. They are entitled to their retirement as well as anybody ¥taecan't

blame them for wanting to sell it for the highest price they can get although tha

doesn’t make it any easier for the next guy coming along, makes it harder. But

that’s just economics (Will, interview, September 30, 2009).

Farmers have a right to sell their land for the highest price, but those peades aigh

for farming incomes and moving land out of agriculture puts the local community’s food
future in jeopardy. Purchasing land is financially unrealistic for most pesslveho

would not be able to cover mortgage and property taxes through farming income. Jessi

aspires to own her own farm someday, but she knows land is expensive. In conversation,

she has brought up this major barrier with many people:
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When I've expressed [this concern]—“Gosh, | don’t know, how do you make it
work? How do you get enough money to afford land? How do you make
payments on their land? This is what I'm struggling with"—a lot of people are

like, “Oh you just need to find a rich boyfriend.” It is very decidetya

feminist position. | just don’t buy that as the only way (interview, October 8,

2009).

Jessi is optimistic that there are more creative ways to find serufégming. She

originally thought that owning land was the only way to be secure in her farming, futur

but she is considering other options, which do not involve her searching out a wealthy
man or saving pennies for thirty years. Viable and creative options inclymogching
people who already have land who want it to be farmed, approaching people who want to
support agriculture and small farmers—institutions or people—[and] involving them
financially in their business. Those are all things people have to do if they want to have
small businesses” (interview, October 8, 2009). These ideas may sound naive, It Jessi
trying to work within the current system that does not value agricultural land.

Even producers who have capital cannot always find good farmland in the urban
and suburban area. Will, in his second career, looked for land for ten years ang recentl
bought a house with a couple acres. He is excited about being able to walk out his back
door to tend his corn. In this case, the availability, more than the affordabidityifiei
has a good salary and he is retired) of land limited Will's farming endeavors.

For the capital-rich and capital-less, community members and the county are
discussing options to farm county-owned open space land. This land cannot be developed
but is not necessarily ideal for farming because a lot of land does not have gbaser ri
attached, making it unsuitable for small-scale specialty crop productiodditioa,

some producers feel that farming on open space land with low rents and limited overhead

costs will hurt the producers who own land and have to incorporate their land-related
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costs into their market prices. Land availability, private or public, limits peyduc
ability to farm and make a living farming in Northern Colorado.

Even when you own the land, producers still make production decisions based on
the available land and water. Susan and her partner Mary farmed eleven acres in 2009. In
order to make the best use of their land, they planted crops that did not require large
amounts of space or water (greens, potatoes, onions) and also did multiple plantings
throughout the season (greens, beets, radishes, carrots). For crops that take up a lot of
space (corn, squash), Susan and Mary bought from and traded with a grower in
Longmont who has the space, machinery, and labor to grow these crops. Not everyone
agrees with this practice of cooperative farming, but Susan and Mary thoughiddt w
enable them to get the most out of their land and satisfy CSA members who love swee
corn. Discussions of local food security are discussions of land security and land use
policy.

Water

In addition to land, lack of water is also a barrier to farming in the high desert
Ft. Collins. Water rights are expensive and are geared to meet the needs ofeaban a
(extensive reservoirs), ranchers (dry land pasture), dry land cultivatiorgrgeesktale
production with central pivot irrigation systems. Small-scale speasdty producers
struggle to work with water use policies.

Archaic water law in Colorado is based on prior appropriation—first in time, firs
in right—established in the TQ:entury Colorado mining camps. The right to appropriate
water, to divert water from a natural stream for beneficial use, wdsisiséal in the

Colorado constitution (article XVI, section 6, adopted in 1876). The appropriation
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doctrine is the rule in the West, as opposed to the riparian ddtirirtee East. In order
to settle the arid west, water had to be available for non-riparian landownearsy fae
of water shortage, the oldest appropriation rights get priority—"junior” wagbts may
be shut off so “senior” rights can be served. Appropriation water rights are not cdnnecte
to land ownership and they can be abandoned, bought, and sold. Water rights regulate
surface water (streams, reservoirs and ditches) and groundwatsj.(Médter law in
Colorado is complicated and fraught with litigation. Water related issueslanado are
governed by numerous organizations that include the Colorado Water Conservation
Board, the Colorado Division of Water Resources, the State’s Engineer&s affid the
state’s several water divisions and 80 water districts. Colorado water inwat@suse
in the state and with other western states that depend on the water that origithetes
Colorado mountains (flowing east and west). According to the Water Information
Program: “While the conservation, use and storage of water will continue to be a source
of debate among users and the states, water continues to be Colorado’s most precious
resource. How we manage, conserve, store, and distribute water will remain one of
Colorado’s most pressing policy challenges” (WIP N.d.).

Water rights affect producers, urban and rural residents, and municipaliies. W
property with water rights is sold to developers, the water rights are ofteratsd from
the land and sold to another user (such as Front Range municipalities). For example,
John, who used to farm his parents’ land, explains their experience:

My folks sold our farm to the city of Thornton and it still disturbs me. They didn’t

know who they were selling it to—this unknown buyer arrived and bought up 100
farms along this one irrigation system so it could control the water rightstof tha

!4 Riparian doctrine states that the landowner obiek of a body of water has a right to reasonabéeof
that water
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ditch. ... The municipalities and their water grabs have been really destriactive

agricultural interests and we’'ve let them do it too—it’s really shom-téinking

(interview, September 11, 2009).

Land and water use policy in northern Colorado are not oriented to preserving land for
farming.

One new Ft. Collins resident recently bought 115 acres north of Ft. Collins so he
and his family could get back to their farming and ranching roots. On the land, they grow
hay and to do so, Chris had to buy back the water rights for his land, which comes from
an irrigation ditch that runs north of the property. The water rights cost more than the
land itself! Chris is also on the Larimer County Agriculture board and sagetimy is
losing a lot of the “mom and pop and family farms” and “there are a lot of people who
want to farm but don’t have land” (interview, May 6, 2009). To help remedy this, Chris
and his wife sponsored a farmer, Ted, who has farming experience, passion, but no land,
to work on two acres of their land. Ted is thankful for having access to water on Chris’s
land, but the water rights are set up for traditional Colorado crops (e.g. hag® that
need to be irrigated until the end of the summer. He struggles to make this system work
for vegetable production:

| have a sweet ass water situation with really good rights and a pond!t hdwee’

to pump water out of a ditch when it comes—I have water in a giant pond full of

water, it's sweet. But, they fill [it] in at the end of summer when the wagbtsri

end; they fill it full (2 acres). But [the water] leaches and evaporatestove

winter. So, in spring when | was pulling out of it, it's not much and it's super

concentrated and saline. It was starting to hurt the crops so | ending up having to

use tap water—it was a super lot of money to irrigate with tap water—but | have
to so I'm not putting this crap water on. ...It's so freaked up. $60,000 a share. |

can’'t fathom (interview, August 17, 2009).

If land is available and has water rights, the rights are typicallypskdr traditional crops

and not specialty crops, like greens and produce that need clean water through the
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growing season. Ted is able to farm through this arrangement, but he could reder aff
the land or water on his farming income. The rent-free land allows Ted to farm, but he
cannot make long-term investment in the property or his farming operation. At some
point, Ted will probably think about moving to another property or community.

Ann, similar to Ted, has access to water from a ditch that runs along the border of
her property. She uses the water to flood irrigate her orchard, garden, antypkvpen
| interviewed Ann, we spent an hour walking around the property, moving hoses. She
relies on a gravity feed system (ditch is uphill) to irrigate, but without pumps or
mechanization, Ann and her husband constantly move hoses throughout the day. The
water is full of debris and often clogs the hoses, so any pressure-drivenessyském
is out of the question. Ann says she is still learning about irrigation: it is a hugartion
financial investment. She said, “We have talked to a gajilion people and tried to find
systems [that will work for our water situation]... and it’s like ‘that wibglup in two
minutes and it's $2,000"" There is a lot of technology [for] big operations, but not [for]
small scale” (interview, July 6, 2009).

When | interviewed Will, we also spent a lot of time talking about water. He has
access to well water that runs in a ditch on the north end of his rented property. The
landowners set up a flood irrigation system that Will used in 2008, but it was not very
efficient. In 2009, in addition to the flood system for his corn, he and an engineer friend
designed a pump system that runs drip lines for his vegetable crops. Will is proud of his
irrigation system, “it is slick” and it saves him a lot of time. The high costeo$ystem
will pay for itself over time, and if Will leaves this property, he plans to takpuh®s,

valves, and lines with him. Where he goes, his designer irrigation system folloas. S
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scale farming requires ingenuity, patience, and money. Will has the skillseantbhey
to decrease the amount of time he has to spend on irrigation, but not all farmers are so
lucky.
Capital
In addition to large amounts of capital needed to buy land or water in Ft. Collins,
producers also struggle to have the capital to buy seeds and equipment and to pay for
labor. The CSA model of production (CSA-only or within a diversity approach) helps
producers pay for the early season start-up costs, but many producers continggke s
with cash flow throughout the year. James has professed the wonders of the CSA mode
because he no longer has to go to the bank. However, most other producers talk about
how even with the CSA money, they struggle to make ends meet until the heavy harvest
season begins in mid-June. Susan says:
My biggest problem is that | never have enough start-up money to not have to do
most of the labor myself. ...Sure, FSA [Federal Service Agency] believes in me
and loans me $100,000 every year, but if | have to pay it back ten months later,
it's impossible. CSA helps with start-up costs, but that money was spent a long
time ago and we still have to give out 20 weeks of produce (interview, September
10, 2009).
Susan daydreams about help. She says, “If | had a silent investor, | could dwgamaz
things with this company, this business. If | had someone with money that betieved i
me, oh my god, talk about food security—help me out here!” (interview, September 10,
20009).
Dorothy explains a similar situation when she ran a subscription service. A

subscription service is similar to a CSA (pre-pay and weekly produce), but without an

emphasis on farm community activities.
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When we did subscription service, the main reason | did that was to have working
income in the spring instead of putting everything on the credit card. | did some
dumb things with that like if you signed up for a full thing, | gave people delivery
to their homes for $15. | was just trying to find a way to always have money
coming in from something (interview, November 19, 2009).
The subscription service helped Dorothy with her initial costs in the spring, bilit it s
was not enough money. She says, “You actually handle a lot of money, but the amount
you get to keep is not that big, but there are always checks coming and gaiexyidiv,
November 19, 2009). Producers struggle with cash flow throughout the season (e.g.
waiting for restaurants to pay before they can pay for labor) and stmgllew net
farming income.

When funds are tight, producers are less likely to hire labor. They may attempt to
do all the work themselves, working 12+ hour days, or rely heavily on labor fronyfamil
volunteers, or working members. Susan says labor is important in small-soedeafat
“should figure in more keyly then we made it figure in.” Susan and Mary “asktirae
in the beginning we could do it all—just means we have to work a whole lot harder
ourselves” (interview, September 10, 2009). Despite passion and commitment, two
people cannot farm seven acres (rule of thumb, 2-3 people per acre) on their own. Susan
and Mary did not follow Susan’s rule of thumb so their workers worked longer, weeding
was neglected, and production was lower. Intensely planted market farms eelgtiod
labor, which demands either capital to pay labor or a community invested in volunteering
manual labor. Most of the unpaid and paid labor on local farms pulls from the middle and

upper middle class recent college graduate labor pool. Larger farmsubahbee

access to capital and have higher labor needs may also rely on migranof&ersw

89



Local Food Marketing and Education

In the previous section, | discussed how producers often do not have enough
money or do not have access to capital to farm on their own terms. Many of the reasons
behind limited land and water in Larimer County are structural. Acting thaty,
producers have a hard time changing these policies. This difficulty in envistomwntp
change policies makes producers focus on what they feel they have control over
marketing and consumer education. However, even though individual consumers can and
do choose to support local producers, increased attention to marketing and consumer
education will not solve producers’ financial woes. Consumers have become accustomed
to inexpensive food, which is directly related to US and global food policies. In this
section, | will examine producer attempts to change the course of the local food
movement through consumers. In addition, | show how educating consumers and
marketing CSAs is not enough to shift the food system to support a local food system.

The local food movement relies more on individual and direct contact between
producers and consumers than widespread value-based labeling. The emphasis on direct
sales can be seen through the limited producer use of the “Colorado Proud” program. The
Colorado Department of Agriculture’s “Colorado Proud” program (a type of \zdaed
labeling) was developed to help promote Colorado-grown food products. There is no
charge to join the organization and it has marketing material for Colorado products,
available at a cost. Most of the local producers do not participate in Colorado Proud
because they are small scale and locally-centered, as opposed to Colorackmcent
According to one Colorado Proud member and Ft. Collins producer:

| think [Colorado Proud programs] are important [but] | don’t know if they are
key. If we went around the market today, a lot of venders belong, but they don’t
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display the symbol, they don’t advertise it. Unless shipping outside of Colorado,

[there is no need to display Colorado Proud]. We are in Colorado...nobody would

expect different at a farmers’ market. | don’t know how much it helps some of the

other people, but the price is right, it doesn’t hurt us (Katie, interview, September

26, 2009).

The Ft. Collins local food movement focuses on direct sales with less of a pualusr
based labeling. Value-based labeling is not seen as an immediate need bechursspr
argue they can explain production practices through personal contact typical of direc
marketing.

The direct contact between consumers and producers is essential to the movement
and often referred to as “consumer education.” In the process of selling products,
producers talk to consumers about production practice, local seasonality, and how to cook
and eat the food. Most survey respondents agree (94 percent) that “consumers do not
understand the seasonality of agriculture” which directly impacts consumgeir
support of local foods and producers in their education attempts. On a similar note, most
people agree (98 percent) that “consumer education is essential to the etitoeds
agriculture.” With an increase in the popularity of the local food movement, comes an
increase in encounters with well-intentioned but not well-informed CSA membeys. Jud
describes some of her experiences:

| think up until this year, it's been a lot of preaching to the choir where you get

the people who are already searching for something different. | think thisyear i

about educating and hacking into markets that have never heard of the CSA.

[These new members are] kind of clueless, but it does breed some interesting and

hard questions. A lady called yesterday, “I don't like kale and | don’t want it, can

| return it?” Sam [answered the phone and] had to say, “We’re not a gromery st

we're a farm, did you know what you were signing up for?” She responded, “but

| don’t want kale, | want potatoes.” Sam replied, “We’re a farm—we have

potatoes and they are in the ground, but they aren’t ready.” So, when you reach

out to a whole audience that doesn’t know anything about seasonality and their

food system, it’s difficult. ...Someone else called and said, “I'm really gla
joined, everything looks beautiful, but | have a really dumb question. I've always
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purchased lettuce that's been washed and in a bag and | have a head of lettuce and

| don’t know what to do with it.” And good for her for taking a chance and

signing up for a CSA, but can you imagine? There’s just a lot of education (Judy,

interview, July 2, 2010).

As these anecdotes show, in the global food system, consumers have lost touch with local
ecologies and the seasonality of agriculture because tomatoes and appiesiable
year-round. The divide between production and consumption makes consumer education
essential to the local food movement. Nevertheless, consumer education alorge is not
realistic solution.

Consumer education has been a keystone of the local food movement, nationally
and locally. This can be seen through the spike in books and films on the agro-food
industry in the past five years (films include Food Inc., King Corn, Farmer Jat#()09
alone, over twenty books were published on the how-tos of the food system (how to eat
like a locavore, find markets in New York City, convert your lawn into a garden, etc.).
Many of the books and films on the food system end with—buy local, support your local
farmers, join a CSA.

This media attention has paid off and people are more aware of the food system.
However, this education approach is largely targeting already educatesnerasin Ft.
Collins, food producers and food advocates are highly educated with college education
and advanced degrees. This is apparent in the demographics of the survey respondents
(see Chart 4). All respondents have at least had some college; the nhajoeity 4-year
degree (39 percent) or a Master’s Degree (40 percent). Granted, this susvey wa

distributed through a convenience sampling of people that self-claimedpertiniin

the movement; however the high level of education is noteworthy.
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Chart 4: Level of education, survey response (n=67)

The support of the food movement among highly educated people (see Chart 4)
parallels national trends. Along with their education, people involved in the movement
tend to have higher income levels. Higher education and higher income lead tcethcreas
spending on food, especially organic or local food. In the Northern Colorado Regional
Food Assessment, the participating counties (Boulder, Weld, and Larimectelle
various data, including the average amount spent on produce. The differences between
the counties are significant (see Figure 4). Boulder is known for its grearir
markets (twice a week in the summer), which are often used as a model faspiheg
markets. The strong Boulder local food market may be tied to high education and income
level of residents in the county and the higher than national average spent on produce.
The lower average education and income levels in Weld and Larimer Counties may

account for the lower average (below national and Colorado averages) spent or.produc
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Annual Per Capita Spending on Produce

Based on per capita weekly spending on produce (CSU study average),
per capita population estimate adjustments for county buying patterns
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Figure 4: Comparison of Annual Per Capita Spending on Produce (adapted from
Northern Colorado Regional Food Assessment 2010:46)

Mainstream Support and Market Distribution

The food movement is often critiqued for its highly educated and wealthy
supporters, to the exclusion of other community members. The food community sees this
lack of mainstream support as a limitation. Survey respondents disagree (82)gkate
“mainstream society supports local agriculture production.” The Ft. Collins food
movement is attempting to branch out from the class-based support of local food and
bring social justice to the table. A local non-profit, The Growing Project, isrcttet to
providing food for low-income people in the community through gleaning projeutd
community gardens. In addition, many local farms and community gardens donate

produce to the Food Bank of Larimer County (over 197,000 pounds donated in 2008) to

15 Farmers often do not harvest all the produceérfigids. A farmer may decide not to harvest preduc
because he or she does not have the money orttabarvest, the produce has been deemed “secamds,”
there is not a market for the produce. In theseirtes, that farmer can notify a group like Thewaing
Project and they organize volunteers to “glean”fiblels—harvest the produce and donate it to thedFo
Bank or other community groups.
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be distributed to local families (Larimer County Food Bank N.d.). The Food Bank also
comes to the Old Town market and collects boxes of produce from vendors. Last year,
through this relationship, 2,400 pounds of produce were donated (Larimer County
Farmers’ Market 2010). However, despite these efforts to include the broader
community, the Ft. Collins food community consists largely of local producerstimayk
to educated middle to upper class consumers. To remedy this peripheral support,
producers and advocates discuss the need for a distribution system in Nortleaddol
Some Colorado communities, like Boulder and Denver, have systems that
centralize ordering and distribution of local foodstuffs. Boulder is different frarimer
County. Boulder’s restricted growth boundaries set aside land for agriculture thadea
to urban areas and also promotes dense urban growth. These land use policies make a
local food distribution system (Door to Door Organics) easier to coordinate. IniDenve
land use planning has not been as proactive as Boulder, so farms tend to be fasther aw
from urban areas, but the urban concentration provides a large market for local and
organic food. Grower’s Organic, based in Denver, serves restaurants in the Deaver a
Grower’s Organic is a producer cooperative and distributor. The cooperative buys
organic produce wholesale from producers (local, when available) and sells anddeliver
to restaurants. In Larimer County, land use planning has not been as proactive.
Agricultural land is disappearing and urban growth is not concentrated. Thess,fa
addition to differences in restaurants and clientele, make a distributiemsiysEt.
Collins difficult.
Currently, many small businesses in Ft. Collins buy “local” produce fronvé&e

and Boulder. Ted emphatically proclaims this action as “false support” asd‘Adgpt
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of these restaurants are riding the local food wave, but just buying from therGrow
Organic” (interview, August 17, 2009). In response, Ted and Susan, two Ft. Collins’
producers, joined forces and created their own informal distribution system. Enggdn
their product availability and offered each other’s products to their respebées.
Producers are committed to the local market and want to collaborate, but to do so they
have to sidestep turf wars over retail accounts, valuations of quality, and campetit
based on size. In order to have a local distribution system that just sells local food (not
non-local organic food, like Grower’s Organic and Door to Door), local production has to
be able to meet local demand. In order to produce the amount of produce needed to meet
restaurant demand, Ft. Collins’ producers will have to coordinate product avigilabili
between all the farms, large and small. This is difficult because oneN&rtin Farms,
produces more food than all the other farms combined. A key food advocate reflects on
the difficulty of collaboration between large and small producers and says:
So in some sense, what [large producers are] doing is inviting [small prodiacers]
collaborate with [them]. What does it look like for somebody with 3, 5, 10 acres
to collaborate with [a large farm] unless [the small producer] want[s] tade a
specialty niche provider for something that [the large producer] needs more of. |
think that's really the dilemma for the small producers at a personal cgralboti
level. They want to be independent, they want to have their own business, and a
lot of them, I've found, are really not so inclined to collaborate (David, interview,
February 19, 2010).
Producers want to work together to meet the growing interest in local food, btit&dgis
and personal barriers complicate the task. Food producers and food advocates are
working to improve the distribution system, but as many producers note, the relationships

needed to collaborate on a system are often more difficult to build than thegbhysi

market or distribution space.
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Food producers and advocates often look to the distribution system as a way to
garner more mainstream support. Many people emphasize the need for a permanent
marketplace structure, which would create a yearlong outlet for local predara
businesses, provide community spaces, and stimulate the local living economy. The
concept for a community marketplace originated from the food community—producers,
Be Local, and Northern Colorado Food Incubator (NCFI). This concept moved beyond
the food community when the Downtown Development Authority (DDA) got on board.
The Ft. Collins Community Marketplace is currently a collaboration obA, NCFl,

Be Local, and CSU Center for Fair and Alternative Trade (CFAT). Thiketplace will

be a year-round community market that will “serve as the intersectionattyloc
sustainable and globally fair entrepreneurial practices and value&t {D@). This
collaborative community project, a “market-based solution for the conscious cansume
economy” holds great hope for producers as they will have a more consistkeit tmar
sell to and consumers will have a more stable outlet to buy value-based, local ptoducts.
the plans for the marketplace (proposed completion in 2012), there will be space for
permanent retailers (New Belgium tasting room, producer cooperative gyaeeer,
butcher, bakery), ambulatory retailers (seasonal produce, crafts), and $tesnaegs
(sustainability-based businesses). The advisory board for the marketplisce is a
discussing the possibility of the marketplace housing a distribution system. Rénkaps
green grocer or a Ft. Collins local store could provide the physical spacaés
refrigeration) for a distribution system.

The Community Marketplace is an example of collective action in the movement.

As a group, producers and advocates identified a problem, the limited distribstiem sy
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and non-permanent space for local products, and came up with a plan. This marketplace
project is a collaborative effort that speaks to collective action; yéit| reies on
conscious consumers and enterprises to “energize the conscious consumer economy”
(CFAT 2009:4). In the Marketplace, conscious consumers will shop at stores and buy
from vendors who sell local and fair trade products. Raynolds and Wilkinson (2007:34)
argue that fair trade, as a form of conscious consumption, “has emerged a#t@eodns
component of the new forces of market construction, coordination, and regulation which
link social movements, commodities, and policies in new global networks.” Accoading t
a recent report, the vision for the Marketplace is to provide a place to “brin[¢fhénge
the vibrant local food system and the engaged customers...[which] seeks to give
increased vitality to the local and regional economy” (DDA 2009:3). The broadksr go
of the Marketplace aim to “celebrate...a vibrant downtown and community, and healthy
agricultural land and environment” (DDA 2009:1). Change is happening through the
market and not through changes in the policy that structures the market.
Agriculture Policy and the Role of the Government

Farmers see themselves as being very self-reliant. They are. Reoaece
resourceful, creative, and passionate. Alternative production practices, cagnmuni
relationships, and radical ideals separate many of the local food producerbdriamgéer
agricultural industry. Still, these farmers live and work within a global-&gppd system.
The “alternative” continues to be defined in relation to the “conventional.” If the
alternative is to challenge the current system and make food systems ratlyedoted,
then alternative social movements have to engage with the bigger politicalisgs. In

this section, | will discuss US farm policy in relation to what it means to baall“s
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family farm.” | will also talk about how producers view agriculture policyad@rcers
know they are farming against the grain. They understand how federal and lenal pol
affects local agriculture. They emphasize the social and economic gualiteeal food
and place less attention on the policies that continue to limit the viability offtmuzhl

Small Family Farms in the US

Most producers growing for the local market are labeled “small famitysa
The USDA farm size definition based on GCFI classifies a farm as srttaiifannual
GCFl is less than $250,000. In 2007, ninety-one percent of all farms in the US were
classified as small, constituting twenty-three percent of agricultural giioduOf small
farms, the majority (60 percent) is noncommercial and of the noncommercial, 22 percent
have a GCFI of less than $1,000 (Hoppe, MacDonald, and Korb 2010). Even though
small farms represent a majority of farms, US farm production continuestttodhifge
farming operations that have competitive advantage and stronger financiainaerter
The number of very large farms (GCFI of $1,000,000 or more) and their percentage share
of sales grew between 1982 and 2007 while the number of small commercial farms
decreased. In 2007, the number of small noncommercial farms increased (over 50 percent
of all farms), in part because of efforts by the USDA to count all small farmt&hdaut
contribution to total agriculture production has not increased (Hoppe, MacDonald, and
Korb 2010). Another way to analyze the US farm sector is to look at farm size and
production output. The majority of US farms, 54.4 percent in 2007, are small (less than
100 acres) yet these small farms only represent 4.8 percent of totarfdramd 3.7
percent of harvested cropland. On the other hand, only 4.2 percent of all farms are large

(over 2000 acres), but they account for 39.4 percent of farmland and 39.6 percent of
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harvested land (USDA Census 2007). Hoppe, MacDonald, and Korb (2010) predict that
large farms will continue to increase, small commercial farms will coatto decline,
and noncommercial farms will remain steady. Noncommercial farms,daegdo their
analysis, “exist independently of the farm economy, so competition fronr farges is
less likely to reduce their numbers” (Hoppe, MacDonald, and Korb &).10:

US farm policy is often stated in terms that appear to support small family
farmers; however, farm policy disproportionately and negatively affewdd farmers.
For example, the stated goal of agricultural subsidies is to support rural dewalopme
ensure domestic food security (sufficient production), and provide a “safetyonet” f
farmers. Yet, many analysts argue the farm lobby is a main bengfsidgargeted
industries (commodity producers) receive more benefits than other industradsgsd
non-commodity producers) in the agriculture sector (Riedl 2002). While the majbrity
farms in the US are “family owned,” corporate interests manipulate faamsg.
Corporations tend to have greater power over farms as farm size increasdtgssgd
whether the farm is family owned. The corporate and large-scale fagitsimfluence in
the “alternative agriculture” arenas also. In 2007, 64.7 percent of farmggrorganic
produce were less than 100 acres; however, these farms only constituted 6.4 percent of
total organic acreage. Large farms (over 2000 acres) represent 2.7 peoargahic
farms yet 43.1 percent of total organic acreage (USDA Census 2007). Despite the
prevalence of small farms, the majority of food grown in the US is grown ondage-
operations with ties to agribusiness corporations, who have much to lose if current policy

changes.
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Historically, small-scale farmers in the US have struggled finbpead have
had a lower than average household income; however, since 1990 farm household
incomes have equaled average US household income and in 1996, surpassed the US
average (USDA in Mishra and Sandretto 2002). This overall increase in farm income and
the resulting income stability, a main goal of US farm policy, is not due to sgas®&in
farm income (higher prices for production, etc.), but rather from an increase farnon-
income (Mishra and Sandretto 2002). US farmers’ financial struggle has led to a
increase in contract farming, expanded production scale, and employment in non-farm
sectors of the economy. In other words, commodity production, the main emphasis of US
farm policy, has not provided most farmers with a stable income. Food producers in the
US, whether producing for a global, national, or local market, struggle for i@anc
stability. The farmer who grows and sells conventionally and the farmer wins gnd
sells for alternative markets are affected by the predominance of at@@riculture,
US farm policy, and low priced foodstuffs.

Political Engagement in Ft. Collins

The connection between the global food regime and the local food movement
tends to come second to social and economic concerns. In my interviews, | asked
producers and advocates if there are any government policies (fecdeeallastal) that
are helpful to them, hurt them, or would be beneficial. Most people gave brief responses
and did not seem overly excited about the question. The two most common responses
were that agricultural subsidies hurt small producers and government fagrarmps are
not designed to meet the needs of small producers. On a positive note, producers talked

about the Workforce Center that has provided farm labor at a reduced cost, the National
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Resource and Conservation Service that has helped with farm improvement funding, and
the Farm Service Agency that has assisted producers in designing finaatsahipd
securing farm loans. Producers talked about some programs, but spoke largely of people
involved in government programs. They mentioned by name cooperative extension
agents, Farm Service agents, and marketing experts. These relationships and the
knowledge shared have helped producers navigate the farming world. However, the
policies behind the people were rarely discussed.

Despite producers’ reluctance to talk about farm policy, they understand the
complexities of the food system. As one small-scale producer acknowledgssly‘l r
understand why big agriculture is upset [about falling commodity prices], but itteenot
fault of the small producers...it’s the big corporate producers” (Ann, interview5,July
2009). In the survey, most respondents agree (78 percent) that “current federal farm
policy has a negative impact on local production.” Another producer discusses #he soci
impacts of farm policy:

People still kind of think it's not real—you can’t do it as a small farm. The whole

mentality, this was taught to us, it wasn’t an accident. It was very rhoalght

out—qget big or get out. It was very much thought out, it wasn’t at all an accident.

In the 1960s, the USDA, that was their slogan, get big or get out. And that still

exists. So people are a little confused still. | do think [local food is] very faiddy.

might seem all hunky dory, but it's not. There haven’'t been very many strides in

terms of farmers making a living (Charles, interview, August 31, 2009).

Even though food advocates and producers are aware of the impact of federaidmpolicy
the regional food system, they are not likely to challenge policy as a waprtovenfood
security. Less than half (45 percent) cited the large-scale agriculturérynasis barrier

to local agriculture production. In a sense, the local food community is sayingreme

federal farm policy is harmful, but can we do anything to change that?
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Federal farm policy is not a main target for change. On the other hand, the local
government, perhaps because of personal relationships and the local community, is a
potential key player. Most (89 percent) people think that “local government should
promote local food production” but only some (31 percent) cite city or county
government as “very important” to the success and viability of local agnieuln
comparison, consumers and producers were cited as very important (81 pereaalfor
Consumers and producers, through relationships and community, appear to be more
important to the food movement than the government or policy. The role of local
government may be to support local and small-scale producers rather than to make forma
policy change, as one producer says:

I'd like to see a local government program that covers agriculture mdrsin t

area. ...You drive to old farms and it’s all housing now and the county

commissioners, while we have some that are strongly rooted in agriculture, it's
not for the small grower. Just more local government involvement, nahhlke

because that sounds like | want my government involved, but in a positive way, a

supportive way. That would be helpful (Susan, interview, September 10, 2009).
People involved in the local food movement in Ft. Collins seem to believe that the
success of the local food movement hinges more on local community and government
support than on policy changes. Producers want government officials and community
members to think about food and commit to buying more local food. On the other hand,
they are not drafting policy proposals to change county land and water use or
participating in farm bill lobbying. Ft. Collins producers may not currdmlghallenging
agriculture policies, but they are not standing idly by. For example, in 2004, a group of
Colorado producers, the leaders from Ft. Collins, appealed to the Colorado Board of

Health to modify raw milk regulations in Colorado to permit consumers to obtain raw

milk (non-pasteurized) for personal consumption. The Raw Milk Association of Colorado
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(RMAC) succeeded. Consumers can buy a “share” of a cow or goat. In exchange for
partial ownership of the animal, consumers receive raw dairy products (nglk;tyo
cheese).

In another example, cattle and beef industry organizations and producers in the
West rallied in Ft. Collins on August 27, 2010 to speak up about competition in the cattle
industry. The Colorado beef industry ranks tenth in production in the US and is
Colorado’s largest agriculture industfDespite the importance of the cattle industry,
beef producers (12,000 in Colorado) struggle to be viable as producer profits have
reached record lows. Currently, when a consumer purchases beef, only about 46 cents of
every dollar goes back to the producer; the majority of the income (64 cea$stogo
companies that purchase, slaughter, process, market, and distribute the veef (Ble
2010). In June 2010, the Obama administration and USDA secretary Tom Vilsack
proposed new rules to increase competition in the meatpacking industry (four
meatpackers control 80 percent of the market) and help small producers survive in the
vertically and horizontally integrated livestock industry. The cattle ingiists come
together to contest the power of the meat agribusiness corporations. The federal
government (USDA and Department of Justice) responded with proposed regulations and
people involved in the cattle industry gathered in Ft. Collins to voice their thoughts about
government involvement, both positive and negative. The proposed legislation is targeted

at large meatpackers; however, some small producers who direct marketimesns

16 Almost one-third of the counties in Colorado asednomically dependent” on the cattle industry.tCas
receipts for cattle and calf sales represent oakrdf the gross farm income for the state ($2Ibai of
the total $4.9 billion) (Colorado Beef Council N.d)

7 JBS of Brazil, Tyson Foods, Cargill, and NatioBakf
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Colorado express concern about the unintended consequences on small producers
(Allmer 2010).

Generally speaking, the Ft. Collins community seeks out support for local food
through direct relationships and consumer education. Education and direct relationships
may be central to the nascent stage of the local food movement in Ft. Collins;
nevertheless, for local food to substantially challenge the global foahs\tste message
will need to become more politically and economically focused. A key local food
advocate acknowledged the importance of policy in moving the local food movement
forward and said it would be great if someone took up the issue, but it was not his
interest.

One glimmer of politically-oriented food policy change comes from the
Transition Movement, an international grassroots organization that aims t “buil
community resilience in response to the challenges of peak oil, climate crathtgee
economic crisis” (Transition US 2010). In May 2008, the Transition Movement moved
beyond Europe and made its first presence in the US in Boulder, Colorado. Transition
Boulder and Transition Colorado have begun to challenge land-use policy in Boulder
County and advocate for increased public land for food production. Transition Ft. Collins
is not on the radar yet, but with the Transition Movement’s concern about local
sustainability in the post-peak oil times, discussions of land-use and local foodvablicy
have a larger presence at the table. If local is currently a fad, thetibraiMovement
may be important in planning for when regional food security becomes a necessity.
Charles speaks to the future of local:

Right now it's a fad and it's cool and hip to be a farmer and it's going to wear out
because it's hard to be a farmer. So, it will go away. ...If it did become
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economically viable then | think that would be another thing that would change it
from fad to reality (interview, August 31, 2009).

The local food movement may benefit greatly from the internationally arg@usind
networked Transition Movement as long as the Transition Movement’s solutions are not
universal models for change. The barriers that limit food security in Norttwonado

are local concerns that will require collective action aimed at locai@adut

Currently however, as Charles alluded to, local food is not mainstream. Wherotmtal f
becomes necessary or becomes economically viable, maybe then it will movet®ut of i

trend-like state.
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Chapter 6: Discussion and Conclusion

In this thesis, | have reviewed the local food movement in the context of the larger
global food regime. | have presented my research methodology, my data firdidgsy
analysis of their importance and meaning. In this chapter, | briefly relaeWwety points
in my research and relate these to the local food literature and to implicatitims for
movement in Northern Colorado.

In Ft. Collins, people from various backgrounds, experiences, and personal
commitments come together to build a local food system. This movement fights to bring
fresh food to the community, decrease the carbon footprint of food, and support local
living economies. It is a healthy and well-intentioned movement. People want to
reconnect with the land and with the culture of food. Individuals with passionate
commitments to producing and consuming food ground the movement. These personal
policies often overlap and allow the community to collaborate and set goalsrdrge st
producer network and food community solidify the foundation of a burgeoning local food
system. Those involved in local food acknowledge the barriers to strengthening the loca
foodshed. The main barriers to tackle include developing the local market, increasing
consumer education, and formalizing a distribution system. These are importaotsproj
However, of equal importance are the less tangible barriers like land used listable
lands,” access to affordable land and water, food policies, and class-badis réali
order to “make it” as a local producer, most producers have outside incomeea “littl

something to sweeten the deal.” The producers who overcome these barriers, albeit
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marginally, and farm locally tend to have personal wealth, land, or other incomres.
Economic viability seems to require a lot of luck or access to capital thabpsgeople

to make farming work. Similarly, a consumption-based approach relies on waadthy
educated consumers to fork out money for the higher-valued local food. Producers and
advocates often recognized the impact of these structural barriers, butckimey fticus

their energies on addressing them.

Initially, my research began as an analysis of the economic viability of thie loc
food movement in Northern Colorado. My economic focus was inspired by the neoliberal
economic critiques of local food. Through my research, my analysis expandgénltbe
have a deeper understanding of people’s commitment to local food and place-based
action. Producers and advocates emphasize their non-economic reasons gy tfaami
include: loving the land, working with the soil, and building a community. Theisen
(2009), a local producer and advocate argues: “Relationships must be built. Local is not
the answer alone and local is not synonymous with good. Relationships must be built.”
The relationships in the Ft. Collins food community are viewed as central to the
movement and key to the future of the movement. The focus on consumer education and
direct marketing suggest the role of such relationships.

In addition to relationships, producers indicated that a sustainable and locally
rooted food system also depends on the market. Even though the market tends to
commodify these non-economic and place-based characteristics of food, the movement
continues to emphasize the role of market and conscious consumers. | am not implying
that local food cannot and does not grow through market and consumption-based

strategies. Rather, they alone—are not enough. Even with a market-basedmpproac
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many producers continue to struggle. Within a capitalist system, the maltkeead out
weaker producers—which may be those without resources or those working on a small
scale. Local food system goals and food security goals may not be met if woking |
within a capitalist framework.

Economic factors have to be addressed in developing local food systems. People
have to make a living. However, local food is not just economics. If local food represents
a type of civic agriculture, then, as DeLind and Bingen (2008) argue, the movement has
to be politically engaged. As stated earlier, Lyson (2004) upholds civic agrecalt an
alternative to the global agro-food system wherein people are engaged tiveiudgbod
choices: CSA, farmers’ markets, and u-pick operations. This individual and consumption-
based approach to local food, as DeLind and Bingen (2008) argue is not necessarily civic.
They state:

While “civic agriculture” is a welcome term, allowing academics, pliaotrs,

and the public-at-large to speak collectively about these grassroots effalgs, i

has helped to solidify a set of understandings that conflate things “local™rand i

this case local food and farming—with things “civic.” In particular, it teds t

direct our attention away from the culture of place and toward a functionally

discrete and largely rational and market-based sense of civic engagadhent a

political activity (DeLind and Bingen 2008:128).

DeLind and Bingen continue to describe “civic” as being “bound into democratic process
and engagement” (2008:129). In this sense, buying local potatoes or riding a bike to the
farmers’ markets are not inherently civic activities as theyfaredo instrumental”

(DeLind and Bingen 2008:129). Rather, for local food to be civic, it has to “allow for
deeply contextualized understanding of the particularities of place, ideémgifpultiple

opportunities for negotiating place-based meaning, and incorporate concerns with

community responsibility and accountability” (130). The community-based fochs of t
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Ft. Collins local food movement provides a solid foundation for civic engagement. Yet,
the local concerns and place-based realities (land, water, labor, and remeeist fully
incorporated into the larger community’s responsibility or accountabilitesydtocal

food has to shift from its individual, consumption and market-based approach to a
collective and civic movement if local food is to continue and become integrated into a
place-based future of Ft. Collins.

In the market-based world we live in, it is difficult to incorporate these skensua
spiritual, and value-based meanings into our understanding of food and of place, as
DeLind and Bingen (2008) advocate. If local food is to grow and incorporate emotions
and a sense of place, even though contradictory, local food, first, has to be economically
viable. Producers and consumers participate in local food for a variety of oorgc
reasons, but if producers continue to end seasons in the red, then, many will leave their
love of farming to pay the bills. And local food will be a dead end. Localism movements
are built on relationships, place-based sentiments, and on re-directingutod fhoney
back into the local community. Civic engagement in local agriculture is agpahtbut
in addition to being civic, local agriculture also has to be economically viable and
sustainable for the long term.

Economic factors are essential to the success of a local food system. Yet,
economic discussions and plans alone cannot adequately address the dynamic nature of
building, maintaining, and sustaining local food systems. Feenstra (2002) in heisanalys
of California local food system projects (though the University of Californggable
Agriculture Research and Education Program, SAREP) concludes that to be sustainabl

and community-supported food systems, the projects need to create four types of space:
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social, political, intellectual, and economic. If systems create thesessiben the “three
P’s” will be better addressed: public participation, partnerships, and prinoipkasues
(Feenstra 2002). Feenstra’s analysis and evaluation of the SAREP-supported projec
calls attention to the equal importance of the various spaces.

In Ft. Collins, the food movement has established social and economic spaces, but
has weak intellectual and political spaces. The social spaces encouedgaticel of
local food and foster civic and public participation. The economic-focus of many Be
Local and NCFI events and the various production models in Ft. Collins speak to the
economic space—a commitment to making local food economically viable. While Be
Local, NCFI, and producer groups work closely with people at CSU and the local
community, providing an intellectual space, there is a lack of coordination and-follow
through. According to Feenstra (2002:103), intellectual space includes: “dmigulse
vision of a sustainable food system...conceptualizing a community food system
initiative... and reflecting on progress and future plans with local residered.0&al
and NCFI are involved in coordinating and planning the local food system and bring
various community partners together. Be Local and the academic commumty hav
worked on marketing local food, community education, producer-specific production and
marketing techniques, and to some extent, planning for the future. Many graduate
students in Sociology and Agriculture and Resource Economics have worked with
producers and the local market; however, the producers mentioned that they often did not
see the results of earlier research. Even in my own research, producersesuipgest
they have been interviewed countless times about the local food system, but to what end?

Researching the local community and having the producer voice are importat to t
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movement’s future planning. However, producers may get burnt out talking about the
same things to various people who are not communicating with each other. | hope to
partially resolve this tension by presenting my data to the food community. Evéen so, i
seems as if a lot will be lost due to limited research coordination. The intellspaice

has been carved out, but could it benefit from increased coordination between partners.
As the movement continues, it should also incorporate an intentional reflection and
evaluation process.

The fourth space that Feenstra (2002) stressed, political space, seems to be the
least developed in Ft. Collins. As stated, the movement is interdisciplinary and
community based, but on the whole, is not politically minded. Feenstra argues that
political spaces are important because they “can help food system pilot poojects
models institutionalize their efforts within a community...[which] stalsi the activities
and allows them to mature in place” (103). The high turnover of farmers and the struggle
of producers to find affordable land in Ft. Collins are signs that, if the food systes want
to mature, it has to begin developing a more active political space. The continuance of
local food system depends on the movement'’s ability to institutionalize, through policy or
land agreements, in order to support local producers for the long term. The Community
Marketplace project is a great step towards creating a more consiaté&et for
producers. Yet, the Community Marketplace does not directly address land-gsespoli
that continue to impact farmers’ ability to farm for the local market. Théhsm
Colorado Regional Food Assessment is beginning to work on the more structuctd aspe
of developing a regional food system. | am optimistic that the inter-countyiame i

agency efforts will support a regional food system. The dark side of theaugt@ystem
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remains largely unaddressed—federal and global food policy. Follett (200@saag
similar point to Feenstra (2002). He concludes that in order for “strong alerfeid
networks” to create change, they have to address the impacts of fedesabpdlicreate
space for public engagement.
There is an abundance of opportunity for the local food movement in Ft. Collins.
The community is interested in and committed to supporting local producers. A local
food system has the potential to increase access to fresh food, support NorthexdaColor
businesses, and preserve farmland for the future. That being said, the agnoatket
is not a free market. Government policies shape food prices, food distribution, and farmer
livelihoods. Local markets can change the food system, but without collective and
political action, local food will continue to be a fringe movement. The global maoles
wield incredible power and we are not going to change that policy tomorrow, but we have
to realize that we need to try. Some policy factors to be addressed to inomghse f
security and develop local food systems include:
1. Have central distribution systems as an integral part of the community
2. Ensure that land and water rights do not introduce insurmountable risks for
people wanting to enter the food market
3. Enable water rights to be accessible and affordable to farmers and designed to
meet the needs of specialty crop production
4. Make sure that agricultural land has necessary tax exemption and zoning so
that it is assessed by its marketable value as farmland, not as potential

development land
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My research is not comprehensive, but it is clear that advocates and producers are
working hard to strengthen the local food system. | applaud them and their. efforts
However, a high-functioning local food system will require that people questie@nturr
policies and come together in an even more cooperative way. The food movement has
responded to neoliberal economic and market ideology and focused its efforts oy creati
and sustaining alternative food markets. Unfortunately, adding a new markeatgydhe
food system will do little to shift the power structures of the system. We camhoufe
way through the movement; we have to take a serious look at policy. One way to
approach policy and structure-related factors is via collaborativeseffavill discuss
possible organization models for this kind of work below.

To develop a local food system, producers have to address barriers at the local
level. However, local agriculture, as all agriculture, is shaped by thee rira@n
production constraints: land, labor, and capital. The producer population in my research
was small and is not class stratified. Despite the small sample sizadthesalt is the
same—Iocal food production is not economically viable. For example, if a producer
inherits land, he or she may be a step ahead of other producers, but the producer still has
to deal with labor and capital constraints. Agriculture production, historically and
currently, relies on exploited labor, in a Marxist sense. This is no different in loca
agriculture. Local farms depend on educated middle to upper middle class yourey peopl
for labor. These young laborers work for vegetables, for an hourly wage withotitdyene
or for a stipend. If a local farm is large enough, it may hire migrant labevkcsare
minimally compensated for their labor. The future of local food is dependent on a

constant supply of young idealistic workers or migrant farm workers who anegxol
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plant, hoe, and harvest for little to no financial gain. All producers have to juggle the
same constraints of land, labor, and capital to become economically viable. However
producers have access to difference resources, which impacts their individsiainge
and how they work to be economically viable. Therefore, to shift any of theselagak
constraints, we have to look at the policies that structure land use, accestatparapi
labor laws.

There are various ways to deal with the constraints of local food production in
order to create a sustainable system (per Feenstra 2002) and uphold the pohciple
agriculture. First, the most common approach is to increase consumer edudatien ef
and marketing campaigns. As | have already argued, these effontst @m@ough.

Second, is to create a more collaborative and engaged food community. And third, is to
engage with policy at the local, state, or federal level. | think that a combined @poa
best—work to build a more collaborative community that can and does address the
consumer, producer, and policy-level barriers.

Throughout the US, communities have created models to foster the necessary
social, political, economic, and intellectual spaces needed for sustainablgstandss
One of the most common approaches is to develop a Food Policy Council (FPC) that
brings various stakeholders together to discuss food security. FPCs can be spgnsored b
government organizations (state, county, or city level) or non-government otgarsza
Currently there are 100 FPCs in the US and five in Colorado. Boulder County has an
FPC, sponsored by the Boulder County Extension agency, but there is not an FPC for
Northern Colorado. There are national organizations like the Community Food yecurit

Coalition (CFSC) that encourage communities to develop FPCs (see CFSC N.d.).
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Another model is the producer cooperative. This model focuses more on producers to
help them engage with the larger food structures is a producer cooperativeldizel©
Farm Bureau and Rocky Mountain Farmers Union are both cooperative structures, but
they are organized on the state level and largely deal with commodity agecilhere

are also industry specific groups such as the National Corn Growers Assgciati
Colorado Cattlemen, and Colorado Potato Administrative Council. These groups
organize producers and call for policy change at state and national levels. Howeeer, the
groups often do not address the barriers that small-scale specialty prodceehs Fa.
Collins, producers have discussed creating a producer cooperative at thevchlke

few steps have been made to formalize such a cooperative. A cooperativeestwociar
allow producers to act as a more integrated force to share resources, develdpahdivi
and group plans (marketing, financial, policy), and engage with the food-related
structures.

An NGO-type organization is another model in which networks producers and
help them address the structural barriers. Be Local has played a suppoegtinetinel
producer community, drawn attention to the importance of local businesses, and worked
hard to educate consumers. The Legacy Land Trust, another NGO in Northern Colorado,
has made impressive strides in preserving land for open space, wildlifd,heaidta
agriculture. Be Local, the Legacy Land Trust, and other NGOs are impturtidue
Northern Colorado food community. In coordination with more producer-oriented efforts
or with another organization, these efforts could make an important difference in
developing food security. Across the US, there are many examples of non-profit

organizations that work to address the variety of concerns that impact ruralindgies)
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beginning farmers, and local food systems. For example, the Land Stewaragba, Br
NGO that supports agriculture on a statewide level in Minnesota, has four speafic a
of focus that include: community based food and economic development, farm
beginnings, policy and organizing, and stewardship science. A similar multi-dronge
approach in Northern Colorado may help the producers, consumers, and communities
develop a local food system that fully considers the constraints to local production.

In addition to food-related collaboration, Northern Colorado could also explore
more horizontal collaboration. The Northern Colorado Regional Food Assessment and
the Community Marketplace are great examples of collaboration betweerzatgms
and communities. The Community Marketplace has brought the DDA, Be Local, and
food producers together. This project could foster greater ties between food agm, touri
the Better Business Bureau (BBB), and the Chamber of Commerce. The ingrease
consumers’ interest in food has spiked demand for agriculture tourism. Preserving
farmland and open space are important for the economic and tourism development of
Northern Colorado because people visit, move to and live in Ft. Collins for the outdoor
and “back to the land” lifestyle. Perhaps, by putting a market value on landscapes,
farmers’ markets, or events (e.g. a bike farm tour similar to Tour de &atint will
become a bigger priority in long-term planning decisions.

An organization can also be institutionalized at the government level, through a
university or extension agency. Boulder County has a good beginning farmemprogra
that is open to beginning farmers in Larimer County. This program providegglas
resources, and mentors for people interested in farming and producers in thiewfirst

years of farming. The beginning farmer program is a good start, but it doeactotate
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producers in Northern Colorado, does not directly deal with policy, and has limited staff
and resources to meet the needs of Northern Colorado agriculture. In Larimer, @oainty
Rural Land Use Center is making strides to preserve open space and allow praducers t
farm open space, but as always, there is more to be done. At a state-level, thécColor
Proud program, through the Colorado Department of Agriculture, is well-intentioned, but
focuses on marketing and consumer education and may not be as helpful to denall-sca
producers who rely on direct marketing. Most government models are organiaed at
state level through the Department of Agriculture or at the county level throwegisiext
agencies. Some programs also collaborate between universities and extensitfdlUlke
Specialty Crops program. All of the government programs in Colorado provide producers
with resources and access to specialists in their field, but a more intg@deain may
help the various programs communicate with each other. For example, the Beginning
Farmer Center in lowa, through legislative action, became an integtalfdowa State
University’s extension service. This program is geared to meet the vadeds of
farmers starting out in lowa.

Producers in Ft. Collins want to change the difficult reality of producing food for
the local market, but they cannot do it alone. Currently, there is an exciting eneugyl
local food in Northern Colorado. Now seems like a good time to channel the energy into
discussions about the future of an economically viable and sustainable local food syste
There are barriers to local food, but as other communities have shown, producers,
consumers, and communities can work together to make change happen—to re-integrate

local food into Northern Colorado landscapes and economies.
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Appendix 1: Semi-Structured Interview Protocol

1.

How long have you been producing food? How long have you been working the
land at your current location? How many acres do you manage/plant? What are
the major products grown/raised? What percent of your produce is sold through a
CSA, the Farmers’ Market (how many?), direct sales (who?)? If you Hag&a

how many members do you have, when is the season, and what is the rate of
membership? How long have you lived Northern Colorado? How old are you?

Is there, in your view, a local food movement in Fort Collins? What is this
movement about, how long has it been operating, and who are the major players
involved? Do you consider yourself to be a part of this movement? How did you
come to it?

What model of production is the mastonomicallysustainable (i.e. one that can
assure its own future)? Are there limits or challenges you see to the economic
viability of this model? What challenges does this model face that conventional
production does not?

How does the model you just described (question #2) compare to what you do?
What are the components to the model you use (production, marketing,
distribution)?

How did you come to use this model? Are there personal or economic factors that
led you to one model of production (land ownership, water rights, labor, personal
skills)?

What are the biggest problems that you encounter with respect to achieving
economic viability?

Have you ever had to compromise your standards or your sense of what is
important in order to survive financially? Are there times when your production
methods did not work? What did you or do you do?

What other factors besides economics (the local food movement? community?
other producers? consumers?) influence you in your production decisions? Are
there social factors that have influenced a change in your production methods or
that have encouraged you to continue your production?

Are there any moral commitments that motivate you and shape the way you
produce food? What is the primary motivating factor in your production
decisions?

10.What does producing food for the local community mean to you? Is there

anything you would like to change to make food production more satisfying?
When you think of the players in the local agriculture community, who do you
think of? How many times/day do you speak with or see another producer or
person directly involved in agriculture or the local food system? Who do you
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speak to the most? What do you talk about? Throughout year, do you speak with
different people or in different amounts?

11.Do you consider other local producers to be friends? Competition? Partners?
Professionals? How do the local producers interact with each other? Is there a
sense of community, reciprocity, or interdependence?

12. Are there any government programs that are helpful to producers like you? What
kinds of programs would you like to see? Are there any ways that the
government is hurting producers like you?

13. In your opinion, how does the production model (both philosophical and
financial) of your farm/local food system compare to other local agrieultur
producers/communities?
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Appendix 2: List of Interviews

Amanda
Adam
Sam
Molly
Chris
Jennifer
Judy
Ann
Ted
Susan
Charles
Kelly
John
Catherine
Katie
Will
Matt
Jessi
Dorothy
Jason
David
Jacob
Laurie

3/6/09
3/20/09
4/22/09
4/30/09
5/6/09
6/30/09
7/2/09

7/05/09, 8/19/09

8/17/09

8/19/09, 9/10/09, 2/3/10

8/31/09
9/2/09
9/11/09
9/23/09
9/26/09
9/30/09
9/28/09
10/08/09
11/19/09
12/10/09
2/19/10
3/2/10
3/2/10
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Appendix 3: Online Survée§

Local Agriculture Survey

Introduction, Page 1

Thank you for your willingness to complete this\ay. It should take 15-20 minutes to complete. laam
graduate student in Anthropology at CSU and | andaoting this survey as part of my thesis research.
The survey will ask you questions about your pesiserperience in local agriculture and about how yo
view the Northern Colorado local food communityl #sponses will be anonymous. If you have any
guestions or concerns, please do not hesitatentacome (Maureen McNamara) at
mcmcnama@colostate.edu

1. | consider myself an advocate for local fooddoretion.
() Yes
() No

2. | consider myself a local food producer.
() Yes
() No

3. llivein:
() Ft Collins
() Greater Ft Collins area
() Laporte
() Wellington
() Masonville
() Windsor
() Loveland
() Greeley
() Cheyenne
() Other

4. | have lived in this community (listed above) fo years.

5. I define "local" as food produced and consunsedett one or more) within:
() Immediate community
() City or town
() County
() 20 miles
() 50 miles
() 100 miles
() State
() Region (e.g. Inter-mountain west)
() Nation
() Other

6. Local agriculture is best defined as a specifiistance from farm to table..
() Yes
() No

'8 This survey was originally and designed and poste8urvey Gizmo. To make the survey into a word
version (not used for my research), | had to chahgédayout of the content.
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7. Local Agriculture and the Local Food Movemer: wWhat extent do you agree with the following
statements:

SA A N D SD
| have strong feelings about local agriculture.

There is a local food movement in Ft. Collins.

The local food movement in Ft. Collins is strong.

It is easy to participate in or support local agitiere.

Participating in local agriculture is self-satisfgi

Local agriculture is a “safe” career.

| am consistent in my support of local agriculture.

When available, | consume local agriculture first.

| plan to be involved in local agriculture in 5 yea

Producing, supporting, and consuming local fooal iisoral
decision.

8. To what extent do you agree with the followitgtesments:
SA A N D SD
Mainstream society supports local agriculture pobidun

Consumers influence local agriculture production.

Consumers do not understand agriculture seasanality

Consumer education is essential to the successgalf |
agriculture.

Community is important to local agriculture.

There is a core group of local agriculture advosa@tieghe
Ft. Collins area.

There is a high turnover of local food producerthia
Ft. Collins area.

A turnover of local food producers negatively aftethe
local food community.

The community of people involved in local food i Eollins
is cooperative.

There is a competitive nature to the local agriceltcommunity.

The local food community makes it worthwhile to tiooe in
the local food movement.

Many of the people | associate with are a parheflbcal food
community.

| feel connected to other people in the local foothmunity
because they share my values.

Everyone should be involved in local food.

9. To what extent do you agree with the followitgtesments:

SA A N D SD
I am involved in local foods because of its valnd aot because
of economic factors.

In order for local production to continue, it hasbie
economically sound.

Increasing the scale of local production would miaical
agriculture more economically viable.

Local food production is about quality not quantity

Local market prices cover production costs.

It is easy to make a profit in local food produatio

Efficiency is important to local agriculture prodior.
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For local producers to succeed, they must relyozias
connections.

For local producers to succeed, they must relyampaid help
from people they know.

Small-scale local producers can only make it ecdoalhy if
there is a second household non-farm income.

There is a strong informal economy in the localfoo
community (i.e. barter, trade)

Local government is helpful to the long-term suscefslocal
production.

Federal farm policy has a negative impact on lpcatiuction.

Frame Elicitation, Page 3

10. Please respond to the following quote from & RI209 NY Times article that described Frito-Lay's
recent ad campaign highlighting local potato fasriarFlorida:

Five different ads will highlight farmers who graeeme of the two billion pounds of starchy chipping
potatoes the Frito-Lay company uses each yeariO®eve Singleton, who tends 800 acres in Hastings
Fla. “We grow potatoes in Florida, and Lays makesio chips in Florida” he says in the ad. “It' i@y
good fit.”

Frito-Lay is one of several big companies thatnglwith some large-scale farming concerns, are
embracing a broad interpretation of what eatingllganeans. This mission creep has the original
locavores choking on their yerba mate. But foodcaiiges who measure marketing budgets in the malio
say they are mining the concept because consuraersiore than ever about where their food comes
from. “This is celebrating the notion of commuriitgaid Dave Skena, vice president for potato-chip
marketing of Frito-Lay. “We don’t use the term “lily grown” because that’s a personal issue for so
many people.”

11. Please respond to the following quote:

"The interesting thing | learned was that if youteally concerned about your health, the best aewsfor
your health turn out to be the best decisionsterfarmer and the best decisions for the envirotimand
that there is no contradiction there. " --MichRellan

Rankings, Page 4

12. Based on what is most important to you, pleateeach of the following goals of local agrictdtu
production.

Most Important Somewhat Important Not N/A
Important Important
Decrease
carbon
footprint
Provide
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financial
stability (for
producer)

Produce high
quality food

Improve
environmental
health

Improve
personal
health

Enable local
food security

Strengthen
local
community

Produce large
guantities of
food

Protect U.S.
producers

Connect
consumers
with food
production

Decrease
chemicals
usage

Increase
awareness of
food
production

Support local
producers

13. Other important production goals

14. Based on your experience, what are the bidgasiers to local agriculture production in the Gallins
area.

Huge Barrier Barrier Small Barrier Not a Barrie N/A
Availability of farmland
Availability of water
Federal agriculture subsidy programs
Market price for local food
Trendiness of local food
Fickle consumer demand
Length of Farmers' Market season
Limited interest from restaurants
Lack of central distribution system
Local government support
Local food community's ability to
effect change
Large scale agriculture industry
15. Other barriers to production

T

T
T

|
T
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16. Based on your experience, rank the importaheach group to the success and viability of local
agriculture production.

Very Important Important Somewhat Important ot Nnportant
Consumers
Producers
Farmers' Market
Local Restaurants
Local Retail/Wholesale
Local Non-governmental
Organizations
Local City Government
Local County Government
State Government
17. Other important groups

Background, Page 5

18. How long have you been involved in local food?

19. What was the main motivating factor for yourtitially become involved in local food?

20. In what capacity have you and are you invoimddcal food?

21. The highest level of education that | haveitaih or am currently working on is:
() Some high school
() High school/GED
() Some college
() 2 year degree (Associates)
() 4 year degree (BA/BS)
() Master's Degree
() Doctoral Degree
() Professional Degree (PhD, JD)

22. How old are you?
() 20-25
() 26-30
()31-35
() 36-40
() 41-45
() 46-50
()51-55
() 56-60
() 61-65
() 66 or older

23. Gender

() Male
() Female
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24. My income allows me to purchase organicallydpieed food:
() whenever | want
() for special occasions
() when itis on sale
() rarely
() never

If you ARE A PRODUCER, please complete page 6oli yre NOT A PRODUCER, please continue to
page 7.

25. Based on your own experiences in productiomhat extent do you agree with the following
statements:

SA A N D SD
| get satisfaction from producing food for the Ibcammunity.

| plan to continue producing in the Ft. Collinsare

| plan where | am going to sell my product befoprdduce it.

| have a marketing plan in place before | stardpation.

| will make a profit on production this year.
My farm income will cover my costs of productionglyear.

In my production, | work on land that does not logjdo me.

I rely on the informal economy (trade, barteringlunteers)
to produce my food products.

If | had greater access to financial resourcesuld be better
able to produce for the local market.

26. To improve the Old Town Farmers' Market, | vebtécommend to:
() Start the season in May
() Start the season in June
() Extend the season through November
() Have an additional mid-week evening Old Tdvarmers' Market
() Hire a full time, year round coordinator
() Have a later start time on Saturdays
() Consolidate all Ft. Collins Farmers' Markebione main Farmers' Market
() Increase the number of producers at the Market
() Decrease the number of producers at the Market
() N/A
() Other

27. Thinking in general terms, please respondeddhowing questions:

SA A N D SD
The Ft. Collins area is an easy place to produce.
The Ft. Collins area is an easy place to markéfted locally.

The Old Town Farmers' Market is a good outlet flisg
local products.
CSA is the most economically viable model of prdduc

Restaurants are a good market for local products

28. Thinking about your own experience and productplease respond to the following questions:

SA A N D SD
The Ft. Collins area is an easy place to produce.
The Ft. Collins area is an easy place to markéftsed locally.

The Old Town Farmers' Market is a good outlet filirsg
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local products.
CSA is the most economically viable model of prdduc

Restaurants are a good market for local products

29. To me, other producers are:
() Professionals
() Colleagues
() Competitors
() Friends
() Community partners
() Other

30. The Ft. Collins local food community is:
() Supportive
() Cooperative
() Competitive
() Group-minded
() Individualistic
() Other

Thank You!, Page 7

Thank you again for your input in this surveyydfu have any questions or concerns, please doesaate
to contact me (Maureen McNamara) at mcmcnama@ edéostu
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