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- COMMUNITY SUPPORTED FOOD SYSTEMS -
STEPS

1., CORE GROUP

-Inner Relationships
-'Outside’ Relationships
-Clarification of Agricultural

Principles (1)

2. CLARIFICATION OF CONCEPT NEEDS AND AVAILABLE
RESOURCES

-People
-Land

3. CONCRETE (2)(3)

-Existing Model

4, INTRODUCTION TO GENERAL PUBLIC (&)

(1) A 1list- Serarate paper.

(2) Existing variations- Separate paper.

(3) Specific Recommendations- Varying according
to community.

(4) Experiences with presentation- Separate
paper.












products, and baked goods presently) This group found a
gardener, rented five acres(because of the Swisa land
situation) and decided to produce for 76 shares. The second
year thers were 125 shares. The following information applies
for the second year , 1984,

Product Opganizatjon

It was estimated that the averaze non-vegetarian consumes
about 160-200 pounds of vegetables per year. A share was
fTigured according to the normal house gige or 2-3 individuals.
Therefore one share will consume about 400-600 pounds per
year(or an average of 10 pounds per week). The production
was planned according to these figures while also using averages
of consumption for 40-50 kinds of vegetables and herbs,(also
flowers and mushroome) The total harvest was then dividéd into
ggual, shares.on each delivery date.

Finance

The gardener, the packers, the digtributors, and the
organizers then put together a two part budget.

Investment~ thie included money(or the barter equivalent?)
needed for tools, greenhouses, sheds, water, roto-tiller,
bicycles, carts, etc. An entry fee was used to cover this though
in the Zurich group it was relatively iow gince the gardener
had many of his own tcols and another member leased a truck to
the cooperative. Many costs were amortized. The Zurich group
had an insecure land rental , therefore supporting land

ownership. This was a real compromise. Ideally the cost






xcept for those with children who recieved
per child. Emphasis was on need. There was no

distinction made between a worker and an 'apprentice’.

EFroduction

The garden was certified organic and included techniques
from other forms of gardening. Machines were not desired but some
‘compromises were made.({roto-tiller) The majority of seedlings
were started on the farm and plastic ‘tunnels’ (despite
hesitancy) were used for some crops climatically impossible
otherwise., Intensive companion planting was practised. Other
gardening concepts were belng continually examined, (growing/
exchanging of seeds, permaculture, ete,)

Packing/gistribution

Two times a week from May to November, consumers recieved
ggual, returnable bags packed at the farm.(One of the primary
reactions to this concept concerns the question of consumptive
freedom. Obviously consumers could trade amongst themselves or
request variations. All the meetings were open, as was planning
and the actual operation. Most consumers still purchased aome
vegetables from the market system. Often the restrictions of the
earth itself and of human existence are difficult to find answers
to. However, there must be a sustalnable balance between our
desires and our realities.)

e rest of the year consumers recieved one delivery per week

from a cold storage. Bulk shares, such as with restaurants and

group houses, were packed loosely in crates.









A list of agricultural principles

EARTH

-awareness of cycles of nature
-awarenesss of environmental limits

-concern and reapect for 'wild' animals,plants and
treeg :

-concern for domesticated animals{plants and trees,
je., genetics)

-minimal usuage of raw stuffs(ie., minerals)
-recycling, ecological cycles

~building up of moil, erosion control
-organic/viodynamic methods

-mixed planting

-gelf grown seeds and seedlings and local exchange
-limits on *'field®’ production

~continual coverage of soil

-energy concious production and digtribution
-short distance to consumer

-community decisions regarding land use,
development

-no 'speculation’




