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Trauger Greh

Trauger Groh is a pioneer in Community Supported Agriculiure (CSA) from Germany who worked and learned af the
Buschberghof in Northern Germany and then established the CSA concepf af the Temple-willon Community Farm, USA in the
beginning of the 1980s. From there and from Indian Line Farm where Robyn Van En was aclive, the inspiration bounced back

fo Europe.

“The experiments in farming described in fhis book
represent new social forms of agriculiure which have arisen in
recent years while fradifional family farms have declined and
industrial agriculiure has increased. These new famers involve
many local families directly in the decisions and labor which
produce the vegefables, fruifs, milk, and meat they eat. In thar
way they re-esfablish a link between the farm, the farmer, and
fhe consumer. While this approach may nof be the full answer
fo fhe questions posed by the modern agricultural dilermma,
we believe i has much fo offer.

“In simple ferms, these efforfs arise under the nome
Community Support Agriculture (CSA). A CSA is a communify-
based organization of growers and consumers. The consumer
households live independently, but agree fo provide direct, up-
fronf support for the local growers who produce their food. The
growers agree fo do their best fo provide a sufficient quantity
and quality of food fo meet the needs and expectations of the
consumers. In this way the farms and families form a nefwork
of mutual support. Within this general framework there is wide
latitudes for variation, depending on the resources and desires
of the participants. No two community farms are entirely
alike. [...]

*As with many cafch-all names, fthe term community

supported agriculiure or CSA is slightly misleading. If implies
thaf the problem is special support for agriculiure. Allhough if
may seem a fine point, the primary need is not for the farm fo
be supported by the community, buf rather for the community
fo support itself through farming. This is an essenlial of
existence, nol a malter of convenience. We have no choice
about whefher fo farm or not, as we have a choice abouf
whefher fo produce TV sels or nof. So we have (o either farm or
fo support farms, every one of us, ar any cost. We cannot give
irup because it is inconvenient or unprofifable. [...]

*More and more people are coming to recognize this and
they are becoming ready fo share agriculural responsibiliies
with the active farmers. [.. ]

“As we conceive of i—and as iIf is being pracliced and
developed af a greal many farms—CSA is not just another
new and cleaver approach fo markefing for farmers, even
fhought some people have chosen fo regard it that way.
Rather, community farming is abouf the necessary renewdl
of agriculture fthrough ifs healhy linkage with the human
community that depends upon farms and farmers for survival,
From experience, we also see fhe pofential of community
farming as the basis for a renewal of the human relationship
with the earth.”

This extract is from the infroduction to fhe second book by Trauger Groh and Steven McFadden (emphasis added), Farms
of Tomorrow Revisited: Community Supported Farms — Farm Supporfed Communities (Biodynamic Farming and Gardening
Associafion, USA, 1998). Published with permission from Trauger's wife, Alice Groh.




Preface Forewerd

Elizabeth Henderson is a farmer af Peacework Organic CSA which, in 2016, was in its lwenfy-eighth year. She is Honorary
President of Urgenci and author of Sharing the Harvest: A Citizen's Guide fo Community Supported Agriculiure (Chelsea Green,

2007).

Communily Supported  Agriculiure is an idea — a
fremendously flexible concept for a new consumer—farmer
connecfion, an altlernative sysfem of disfribution based on
communily values and solidarify. The economics of direct
sales make this a win—-win solufion for farmers and consumers.
The farmer gefs a decent price and the consumer pays less
since there is no middleman. For the farmer, the CSA offers the
possibilily of a broad support group of people who genuinely
care abouf the farm's survival and who are willing fo share the
farmer’s risks. Consumers have the opportunity fo connect with
the earth, know and frusf the people who grow their food and
support the local economy,

Each culural group that adopts CSA shapes if differently fo
suit its own hisforical circumstances and each individual CSA
is sife-specific, modeled fo fif the producers, their land, their
beliefs, their customers and markets. The Nyéléni definifion of
Agroecology fits CSA:

"Agroecology is a way of life and the language of Nature
that we learn as her children. Ifis nof a mere sef of fechnologies
or producfion praclices. I cannot be implemented the same
way in all ferrifories. Rather it is based on principles that, while
fhey may be similar across the diversity of our ferrifories, can
and are practiced in many different ways, with each secfor
coniribufing their own colors of their local reality and culture,
while always respecling Mother Earth and our common,
shared values.” (Declarafion of the Infernafional Forum for
Agroecology, Nyéléni, Mali, 27 February 2015).

CSAs around the world share basic, underlying principles:

* Mufual assisfance and solidarity — direct connections
and shared risk between farmers and the people who
ear their food

* Agroecological farming mefhods (somefimes requiring
organic cerfification)

° Biodiversity and no Genetically Modified Organisms

° High quality, safe food that is accessible o as many
people as possible with prices thal are negofiafed and
fair o producer and consumer

 Popular education about the realiies of farming
o Confinual improvemen.

Smallholder, family-scale farms in most countries share
the same lfe or death economic sfruggles confronfing
fhe industrial, corporate-dominafed global food  system.
Supermarkets, convenience, packaged processed foods
enfice modern consumers — and then undermine their health.
Betrayed, many modern city dwellers crave an alrernative that
will reconnect them with the food fradiions of their ancestors,
the land and with producers they can frust. CSA provides this
alfernative.

This study reveals the fascinafing similarities and differences
in the 21 European counfries where the farms of the fufure are
creafing new combinations of millennial peasant agriculture,
the lafest scientific discoveries in biological growing practices
and hip communications.
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This remarkable report presents a crifical analysis of the
diverse forms of communify-supported agriculiure (CSA) that have
emerged and are now spreading across Europe.  Smallholder
farmers and ofher cifizens are organizing themselves fo directly
supply and consume food through these communily-based
forms of economic exchange. By choosing fo be part of a CSA,
ciizens who consume farmers' produce are acting not only as co-
producers of food bur also as co-producers of farms, biodiversity,
londscapes, culiure, and new definiions of modemity. As Wendell
Berry said so well, eafing is an agricultural act (Berry, 1993).
By involving cilizen-consumers as aclive parficipanfs and co-
producers, CSAs create new local markef outlefs for organic and
agroecological products. CSA’s increasingly serve to remunerare
farmers as well as support and scale up agroecological models
of producfion in rural, peri-urban, and urban spaces. CSAs which
enable and support agoecological production also reflect a
sfrong commitment fo susfainable, ferritorially based development
in Europe.

The collaborative research thaf has generated the information
presented here is also parficularly nofeworthy. By working together,
the confributorstothis report have co-created new knowledge about
CSAs and shorf food webs in Europe. And this has largely been
a process of endogenous knowledge creafion by and with the
citizens involved. This decenfralized and muli-sifed approach has
sought fo strengthen citizen-led innovation and has successfully
organized networks of knowledge holders on the basis of a more
horizontal and egalifarian logic, working independently from the
State and the Markef. Established and newly emergent networks
of citizen-led research and innovation have thus generated new
knowledge and insighfs on farming praclices, products, fields,
landscapes, and the many ‘living campuses’ from where people
derive their livelihoods and culiure. By re-embedding cifizens
in the production and validation of knowledge, the process that
has generated this report is an example of how research can
be de-institutionalised for aufonomous leaming and action. As

Michel Pimbert

such, it offers insights info how horizonfal networks of organized
cifizens can help democratize food and agriculiural research for
agroecology and food sovereignty (Pimbert, 2009).

This citizen-led and sel-managed research on CSAs in
Europe is perhaps best seen as part of a two-pronged approach
fo fransforming knowledge and ways of knowing for food
sovereigniy. Self organizing and disfribufed forms of aufonomous
research complement other efforfs that seek fo democratize public
sector agriculiural research by enabling hifherfo excluded farmers
and cifizens fo decide on research priorifies and oversee the
governance of research (Pimbert, 2009).

The authors of this report recognize thar fhere are gaps in
knowledge and thaf more research is needed on the strengths,
weaknesses, and potential of CSAs in Europe. They are also
aware thaf not all of their findings are backed up by solid
evidence. However, the qualily and validity of the research
oufcomes presenfed here cannot be assessed from the
narrow sfandpoinf of posirivist science alone. Criferia for validity
and qualily need fo be much broader. One important criferion
of qualiy is whefher or nof this social learmning on CSAs has
opened up new communicative spaces for democrafic inquiry
fo fake place. Another is whefher it has confributed o the
emergence of a wide communify of inquiry among divergent
acfors. This collecfive research has clearly done well on bofh
fhese criteria. Ulimately, final objecfive answers matter less
fhan processes of emerging democrafic engagement in the
co-creafion of knowledge on CSAs for food sovereigniy.

Moreover, the decenfralized and colloboralive  research
thar led to this report on CSA's in Europe nof only helps us
befter understand how fo fransform our ways of knowing about
economic exchanges infood sysfems. IFalso makes a modesf but
nevertheless important confribution fo fransforming the knowledge




of the science of economics fhat underpins and legifimates policies
for food and agriculture in Europe. For example, by emphasizing
solidarity economics and the fair sharing of cosfs, benefits, and
risks between CSA food producers and consumers, this co-
inquiry coniributes fo de-colonizing our social imagination from
neo-liberal economics and its dogmas (need for competition in
markefs, individualism and a sole focus on maximizing profits. ...
The many practical examples of CSAs given here show fhat ofther
ways of organizing economic exchange are indeed possible in
Europe.

This refhinking of economics by, with, and for cilizens is
an urgent priorily today.  Simply puf, current knowledge and
policies for growih in food and farming are leading fo the
economic genocide of unprecedented numbers of farmers
and rural livelihoods throughour Europe and the rest of the
world. The need o re-humanise and re-enchant economics
has been well sfated by Casforiadis (1996):

“What is needed is a new creation of
the imagination that is of unprecedented
importance...,, a creation which would put at
the centre of human life other meanings
than the mere expansion of production
and consumption, one which would off{er
goals in life that are recognized by other
human beings as being worthwhile [...] This
is the immense dif{iculty we are {aced
with, We should want a society in which
economic values have ceased to be central
(or the only ones), where the economy
is put back in its place as a means {or
human life and not as its ultimate qoaj
and in which we therefore give up the
mad race to consume more and more, This
is not only necessary to avoid the {inal
destruction of the planet's environment, but
it is also and especially needed fo rescue
{ellow human beings {rom psychological and

moral misery*

Emergent netwerks of citizensled researeh and nnevation in Eurepe

‘Learning our way out’ parfly depends on more democratic
and aufonomous ways of knowing that build on local realifies
and different indicafors of well-being, wealth and the ‘good
life’. As this cifizens' report on European CSAs demonsirates,
fransforming knowledge and ways of organising economic life
for food and agriculture are not only possible. This can also lead
fo more viable, socially just, convivial, and susfainable living for
people and the land.
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Industrial agriculture isthe dominantway in which agriculture
is practiced throughout Europe and many other parts of the
world. In industrial agriculture, an ever-decreasing number
of farmers is locked in a compelition about producing ever-
more food ever-faster and cheaper. This sysfem puls pressure
on farmers, animals, plants and fthe environment. Highly
mechanised and based on fthe application of chemicals,
industrial agriculture is heavily dependent on fossil fuels. The
losers in this sysfem include the farmers, the consumers, the
environment and sociely in general. The main beneficiaries
of this systfem are a few huge and growing muliinaftional
enterprises of the industrial- agriculiural sector.

Communily  Supported  Agriculiure  (CSA)  offers  an
alfernative approach fo agriculture based on solidarity, direct
human relafionships, mutual frust, small scale and respect for
the environment.

What 18 Community Supperted
Agrieulture?

The main idea of CSA is
simple: a group of consumers
gef togefher with a farm in their
vicinity, Together, they share the
cosfs of the farming season,
including land rent, seeds,
fools and fthe farmers' salaries.
Likewise, fthey share fthe
produce of the farm. This way:

° consumers gel  fresh
food from a nearby
farm, produced by
farmers who they know;

e farmers  gel  good

working conditions and
produce for people they

Know.

In August 2015, representatives from fwenfy-wo European
couniries came fogether in the Black Forest near Freiburg
(Germany) o begin collaborative research on CSA in Europe.

During this meeling, the following working definition of CSA
was developed:

“CSA is a direct partnership between
a group of consumers and producer(s)
the

rewards of {arming acftivities are shared

wherehy risks, responsibilities —and

through  long-term agreements,  Generally

operating on a small and local scale, CSA
aims at providing quality {ood produced in
an agroecological way.“

While there are some important defining features of CSA,
such as long-ferm agreements and a direct partinership, it has
fo be emphasised fthat every
CSA inifictive is unique: in some
CSAs, all members work on
the farm while in others, only
fhe farmers do the actual farm
work.  Some  CSAs  produce
only vegefables while ofhers
also offer honey, eggs, mear,
cheese, elc. Some CSAs are
small with only @ handful of
members while other CSAs unife
fhousands of members. The
numerous possible legal forms
of CSAs include that of an NGO,
@ cooperafive or an association
while other CSAs operate as
informal groups. And so on.
The individual counfry reports
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of this publicafion provide more in-depth information on fthe
state of CSA in the European couniries that were covered in
the research. I should be understood thaf some of the values
mentioned in fhe definiion are continuums rather fhan absolute.
For example, risk-sharing could be envisioned as a scale
with different degrees rather than a predefermined principle
with which a group complies or does nof comply. The same
remark could apply to the ofther commirments encompassed
in the definition.

The following two paragraphs present a summary of the
development and scope of the European CSA movement
based on the couniry reporfs.

France
Belgium
Italy
Germany
United Kingdom
Spain
Switzerland
Netherlands
Norway
Austria
Czech Rep.
Croatia
Romania
Hungary
Sweden
Finland
Slovakia
Poland
Greece
Ireland

Serbia

EU2, Estimated number of CSAs,

showing the spread of CSAs throughout Europe 1978-2015,

Development of GSA in
Eurepe

The first known CSA in Europe, Les Jardins de Cocagne,
was founded in 1978 near Geneva, Swilzerland. In the lafe
70s and through the 80s, only a few other CSA inifictives were
starred. Around fthe fum of the Millennium, however, the CSA
movement gathered steam. Since then, new CSAs have been
poppINg up every year in a growing number of couniries.

This dynamic developmentis illusirated in the map, see EU1,

/_ 2000

Seope of
CSA n Eurepe

According o our esfimate and using a rather narrow
definion of CSA, 2,783 CSAs were operaling in Europe in
2015, producing food for almost half a million (474,455) eaters!
Adding the closely-related inifiatives like the French Jardins de
Cocagne and all lfialian GAS fo the counf raises these figures
fo approximately 6,300 CSA inifiatives and one million eafers!
See graphs EU2 and EUS.

These estimates include information on CSAS in fwenty-fwo
European countries. There may be CSAs in other European
counfries foo. We hope fthat information from all European
counfries can be included in future edilions of the European
CSA research.

This informafion gives @ snapshol from 2015, The
movement is very dynamic and fhe numbers are changing
fast as many more CSAs are in the planning phase and will

be up and running soon.

Introduetion to GSA in Eurepe
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France
Switzerland

Netherlands

Germany
Italy
Belgium 14500
United Kingdom 10000
Spain 7500
Norway 6000
Croatia 4000 As siated
Greece 2400 above, a clear-
Finland 2000 cuf  definifion  of
T— 1500 . CSA is sfill a work
in progress and there
Czech Rep. 1400 remain many gaps
Slovakia 1300 in knowledge. One of
Hungary 1200 fhe  mefhodological
" ) - difficulies of this sfudy
LTI lies in defermining which
Sweden 1000 inifiatives within the wide
Poland [mm 800 alfernaftive agricultural
movement can be
Ireland [J] 485 .
considered fo be CSAs.
Serbia |70

This can be illusirated in
two examples: although
they share many of the
characteristics  of  CSA
as given in the working

EUA: Estimated number
of eoters in European

CoAs, definifion,  the  French
Jardins  de Cocagne
(Cocagne’'s  Gardens,

not fo be confused with the first CSA in Switzerland) were nof
considered as CSAs in this sfudy. According fo the estimate
of our Iralian CSA experts, 5% of the Ifalian GAS (Gruppo di
Acquisto Solidale — Solidarily Purchase Group) meef the
criferia of the working definifion of CSA presented above. All
of this is subject fo discussion. For the future, there is a need
for more research differentiating between CSA and relared
concepirs.

Outleok

As CSA conlinues fo spread, several iniialives have
been started to support the movement: frainings on how o
sef up a new CSA are now available and there is increasing
communication and nelworking between CSAs and ofher
social, environmental and agriculiural acfors such as the
Nyéléni, and agroecology movement, the European access
fo land nefwork, permaculiure, producers of open-pollinated
seeds, elc.

Embracing the diversity of the CSA landscape, fhere is
ongoing work fo define the movemenf’'s common ground.
Examples of this include projects coordinafed by Urgenci, the
infernafional CSA network, with collaborafion on a common
European CSA Charfer and a CSA definiion (urgenci.nef/we-

/_ 320000

26000
25500 have-found-common-ground/).
25000 Besides organisational

progress, fhe creafivily of fhousands

of CSA members has resulled in new

solufions, including, amongst others, regiondl

logisfics (e.g. the development of a bicycle frailer

for fransporting heavy loads), communicafion and
ordering sysfems.

22800

Less exposed fo markef pressures, CSAs offer much
more freedom for experiments than most non-CSA farms,
for example with regard fo agricultural practices. Thus, they
provide an excellent context for frying out innovative agriculfurdl
fechniques such as polycropping and agroforesiry sysfems.
Beyond this, CSAs have been developing and fesfing
innovations for production and distribution that might be of
inferest in non-agriculiural contexts foo.

CSA is dfill in ifs early development in many European
countries. As such, the movement fends fo be driven by a
specific socio-cultural group of young urban, well-educared,
socially-conscious people. This does not come as a surprise
because hese people are generally quire open fo innovation.
However, in counfries where it is more established, we can
see thar CSA has spread oufside of the large cenfres and also
oufside of this specific socio-economic confext.

While, so far, most CSAs are based on vegefable
production, a wide range of other agricultural produce is
increasingly being covered. In this context, It is interesting
fo nofe that there are inifiafives that have sel up Community
Supported Beekeeping, Community Supported Bakeries and
Community Supported Fisheries.

Agriculiure is the basis of our economy in general.
Reforming this basis, CSA can become a model for a much-
needed shiff fowards a fruly sustainable economy on a human
scale.



http://nyeleni.org/
https://we.riseup.net/stevezissou/www-agroecologynow-com
https://we.riseup.net/stevezissou/www-accesstoland-eu
https://we.riseup.net/stevezissou/www-accesstoland-eu
https://we.riseup.net/stevezissou/www-accesstoland-eu
http://urgenci.net/we-have-found-common-ground/%29
http://urgenci.net/we-have-found-common-ground/%29
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Anneke Engel, Stephan Pabst, Elisabeth Steigherger, Lena Wellmann

NatTive peme

o Solidarische  Landwirtschalt — Solawi  (solidarily
agriculture)

° Gemeinschaffsgesfiizte  Landwirtschaft —  Gelawi
(community based agriculture)

° mileinander landwirfschaffen — MiLan  (farming

fogefher)

Country Gentext

Populafion: 8.6 million (January 2015)
Area: 83,878,99km?

The agricultural sfructure in Ausfria compared o ofher
European counfries is relafively small-scaled. Nevertheless,
there has been a shift o infensification, rafionalisation and
specialisafion of production through greater mechanisation
and use of agro-chemical inpufs (TNI, 2013: 85).

Farm structure

The average farm size (18.9ha) has doubled since 1951
and sfructural change has led fo a greafer concenfrafion of
land ownership (TNI, 2013: 85). Most farms that shuf down
between 1995 and 1999 were between 2ha and 5ha (TNI,
2013: 85). There is a tendency fowards larger businesses, a
fendency which has been confinued since then in European
agricultural policy. The number of farms with 50-100ha has
almost doubled between the 1980s and the year 2010. More
than a third (37.3%) of Ausirian agriculturalists run their farm
as professional farming, more than one half (55%) are parf-
fime farmers. Around 35% of farms are run by women. The
working population in agriculture decreased from 11% in the
1960s 0 5.5% in 2009. The fofal number of farms in Austria
is declining; since 1951 when there were 432,848 farms, the
number has almost halved fo 167,500 farms in 2013. These
farms are mostly family-owned. 94% of the tolal farming area
is privare land and 4.7 % is leasehold.

Agricultural land and production

In Austria, more than 60% of the farmland is referred fo as
unfavourable (disadvantaged) mountainous regions  (TNI,
2013: 87) which leads fo great competiion on fhe use of
the land. Since 1951, Ausfria hast lost one fhird of ifs arable
land. While ever-more producfs are imported, the most fertile
soils in Austria are sealed (TNI, 2013: 87). In 2013, the fotal
agricultural area used 2,728,558ha whereof almost half is

poge 12

permanent grassland and fthe other half is used as arable
farmland. Around 60,500ha are used for vificulture and fruit
growing.

The main producfion-fype in Austria is animal husbandry.
Apart from fhat, Ausfria has a high degree of self-sufficiency
in meat and dairy (more than 100%) while the self-sufficiency
in vegefables is only 59% wih an increasing vegelable
consumplion (currently 111.2kg per capita). Also in fruif, self-
sufficiency at 51% is rather low.

Direct markeding

Inthe 1980s and 1990s many farms began directmarketing
as an important part of the farm income, bypassing refail
channels and receiving higher prices via farmers' markers,
box-schemes and farm shops. In the last lwo decades, the
direct-markefing-farms are decreasing. This is offen seen as
fhe resulf of the concentration in the refail secfor and due fo
strict obligafions like hygenic regulations for small farmers and
raised faxes on a guaranteed income from direct markeling.
Obligafions, which raise the costs for direct markefing, for
example, fhe current obligation to have a cash register, reduce
fhe willingness of farmers to begin direct marketing.

Ristery eand GChareeteristies
of GSA

The CSA movement can be seen as the third wave of
the Organic Movement in Austria, which starfed quite early
compared o ofher European counfries. We start with an
overview of fhe fhree waves of the organic movement in Austria
and then the CSA-movement is characterised.

Three waves of the organic movement in
Austria

When considering fthe biological culfivation mefthod, if
can be said that Austria has the highest share of organically
culivated area worldwide. Since 2010 the number of
businesses is decreasing although the ecologically culfivared
area (20%) in relation to the whole agricultural area has
increased. The first organic farms were founded in 1930.
In 2014, 17% of fofal farms are organic as is 20% of he
agricultural land. The firstwave of organic farming was inificted
by the German-speaking organic pioneers Rudolf Steiner, the
Muller couple and Hans-Pefer Rusch. Many farmers sforfed
fo apply organic methods and consumers sfarfed informal
nefworks fo have access to the “health food products”. The
first formalised consumer—producer networks were creafed in
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: There is an informal network, coordinated by a working group who

Austria
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© organises two meelings per year for experience-sharing

the early 1980s. Consumers played a more active role af the
beginning buf soon the farmers found fhemselves running the
shops cooperatively and the consumers became inactive.

The second wave came with the so-called Bio-Boom
in 1990. Supermarkels began seling organic brands and,
due fo European Organic Regulation, third party certification
became obligatory. The various self-organised farmer—o—
farmer cerfification bodies were finally pushed fo form a
unified body called Bio Auslria in 2005 and only the Demeter
and the Orbi associalion remained autonomous. This
concenltration in organic certification bodies is accompanied
by the concenfration in food refailers. Currently more than 85%
of food retail is confrolled by three companies (Spar, Hofer
(Aldi) and the Rewe group) who are defermining the prices for
producers in general and for organic producers specifically.

To conclude this secfion, there is a fhird wave of
organic agriculiure movement which aims fo address the
concenlirafion of the organic refail and production sector; the
Nyeléni movement, aiming af Food Sovereignfy, gives various
examples of how fo fackle these issues in practice. Food
cooperafives (Solidarity Purchasing Groups), consumer—
producer nefworks (Nets) and  Community  Supported
Agriculiure fry fo bypass and fackle the corporate food regime
and build new ways of cooperafion belween consumer
and producer (Schermer, 2015). On the producer side, the
concenfrafion of land and labour is fackled by the movement
in a way fhaft young farmers sfart new inifictives to make a living
as peasant farmers and address the land conceniration issue
by squatting on land or building land frusts fo cooperatively
own land.

Dynamics of the Austrian CSA movement

The CSA movement in Ausiria has many roots. The film
screening of Farmer John and an invitation from Wolfgang
Stranz, freasurer of the first german CSA farm community, the

Buschberghof, brought fogefher several people who were
looking for new ways of food production and consumption.
Wolfgang Stranz was invited fo the Organic Farmers' Days
in 2010 and again by Peter and Lilli of the markef-gardener
farm Ochsenherz which is close fo Vienna. Affer one year
of infensive workgroup meelings befween consumers and
producers, wih support from the AgrarAltac group, fhe first
CSAIn Austria was born. In the following year, fwo more farms
fook a chance and sftarfed new farm businesses following
fhe CSA model: Kleine Farm and GemUsefreude. A the
same fime, a European exchange project (‘CSA for Europe”)
allowed farmers fo fravel and see different CSA farms in eight
European countries. The ‘CSA for Europe’ project was lead by
fhe Infernational CSA nefwork, Urgenci, and coordinafed by
AgrarAlfac in Austria. The project inspired new fhoughfs and
strengthened the will of those who wanted fo start a new CSA
farm.

From 2013 1o 2015 around 24 farms sfarted a CSA, and a
growing group of them metl each other twice a year af farmers’
meelings; acfive non-farmer members were also present,
These meelings were facilitated by a small nefworking group
which is sfill organised informally on a voluntary basis.

The results of The Census have shown thaf 14 CSAs have
around 1,000 members, therefore the esfimated number of
members of the 27 CSA farms in Ausiria is af least 1,500—
2,000. The 14 farms thaf participated in The Census are all
vegetable growers, six of whom grow fruif. There are only two
known CSAs thaf have dairy and one has meat, which are the
maost common farm products in Austria. There is one CSA that
supplies eggs and three thaf bake bread for their members.

The ideal...

The ideal of what CSA means in Austria is formulated in
a charter that was finalised in 2015 as part of a common
process:

"Gemeinschaftsgestutzte  Landwirtschaft (CSA, Cormmunity Supported Agriculture) means a

direct partnership, which is contractually defined {or a certain period between one or several

producers and a group Of consumers,

The peasants provide {ood {or the consumers, who

allow the peasants decent working conditions and earnings, As well the risk as the yield of the

production are shared, price and product are being decoupled. The harvest-sharers or rmerbers

of a CSA don't buy several products, but they contribute with their regular payments and other

contributions to a cormon agriculture, The ones who directly work in the {arm dont produce

{for an unsecure, anonymous market, but provide {ood {or people with names and {aces, CSA

peasants and members aim at being most independent {rom the conventional market”
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..In practice

Consumer-members pick up their food af a disfribufion
point. The disfribufion point can be af the farm or — somelimes
self-organised — near the members’ homes. The modes
of picking up and paying vary between two exiremes: all
members eifher pick up a fixed amount of food declared by the
producer, or, fhey esfimate the amount of food they can pick
up according fo their needs and what is currenfly harvested;
regarding payment, either the members all pay an amount
of money which is fixed by the producer af the beginning of
the year/season,
or, the members
themselves  fix
the amount of
money on fhe
basis  of the
farmer's  budgef
proposal  and
the abilily of the
members.  Only
two farms  work
on fhe basis
of an informal
agreement,  the
others have
writen confracts.

Risk sharing
is one of the main
reasons o do
CSA in Austria,
because that
is fthe element
which is different
fo any ofther
fype of direct markefing. The CSA members declare at the
beginning of the season that they are members for the whole
season and pay their share costs in advance or on a monthly
basis and receive weekly or bi-weekly shares of the harvest.

Gela Ochsenherz, first Austrian

° Risk Sharing in Pracfice 1: Solako Oswald started
with 100 members in 2015 and as early as May a
big hailstorm destroyed a large part of the harvest.
The members were informed abouf this by the
monthly newsleffer which showed pictures of the
desfroyed fields. The members conlinued fo pay
fheir share of the cosfs and the farm-family did their
best o produce as much as possible.

Risk Sharing in Pracfice 2: The CSA Biohof Mogg
aims fo have 300 members and has reached
almost 150 but affer a bad summer, which was cold
and wef, the harvest was poor and so the produce
could only be delivered every two weeks (insfead of
weekly). As a resul, many members did not renew
fheir confracts in the following year and the farmers
had to find new members and spend a lof of ime
on markefing fheir farm and the CSA idea.

In the Austfrian ideal, understanding a key poinf beyond
risk-sharing is the sharing of responsibility. In this regard, the
Austrian CSA charfer menfions colleclive and seli-organised
sfructures as characteristics of CSA. The Census and our
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personal experiences show that decision-making is not a
colleclive process in all Austrian CSAs.

The size of the Ausfrian CSA communifies varies greafly:
three CSAs consist of less than 10 members, while another
three CSAs provide for more than 300 members. The ofher
CSAs have mosilly less than 100 members. Currently fhere
is no evidence for assessing the connection beftween the
size of the communify and the infensity of the communify
life or the capability of sharing responsibilify,

. Austria,

Legal setup

There are no legal sfructures explicifly for CSAs, buf some
of fhem have founded associafions as alegal base for the co-
working members. There are fwo associations fhaf rent land
from a farmer and grow food as a CSA. Most CSA farms are
faxed at a flaf rafe as businesses or parnership-businesses
whose income comes from the members directly,

Interaction with public bodies

Together with the Vienna Insfitufe for Organic Agriculture,
a project on CSA has been conducfed with sfudenfs who
designed a booklet (CSA-Broschure) fo promote fhe idea
of CSA widely. Between 2011 and 2014 more than 3,000
copies of the bookler have been spread across fhe counfry.
www.ermndahrungssouverdnitar.at/es-wiki/images/3/32/CSA-
Broschuere AT Kons.pdf

Since 2014 there is cooperafion between fhe organic
farmers' association, Bio-Austria, and the federal government
of upper Austria fo actively inform farmers and consumers
abour alrernative food networks like foodcoops and CSAs.
www.bio-auslria.al/aaz
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The role of the producer

In CSAs which are run by collective and self-organised
sfructures, we observe thaf these siructures are founded on
fhe engagement of a few members and on the producer's
disfinct idealism. The producer’s role is very relevant, as
demonsirated in The Census by these two factors: (1) the
CSA land is generally in the possession of, or renfed by, the
producer; (2) the majority of Austrian CSAs have been inifiated
by the producer.

Many of the producers are currenfly enfrusted with a fask
that is, per the ideal CSA, not necessarily their duty: they are
faking on the job of infegrafing the members into their farm,
aiming af sharing responsibility. This job involves above all
the fransparent declarafion of the budger of the farm, which
requires proper business management skills. If we consider
thariris only in very rare cases that the wages of the producers
are over fifty percent of the CSA financial expenditures, and
that only part of the farm produces for the CSA, we redlise that
the producers are doubly burdened. On the one hand, they
must fry fo manage this social and communicative fask, while
on the ofher hand, they have to markef those products which
are nof delivered via the CSA members.

Organic cevtification

The markeling by the farms of their non-CSA products
could be one reason why most CSAs are organically certified,
even if certifying would not be necessary for the CSA.

Agreeeelogical praerices
The general concept of the Austrion CSA has the following
aspects in common with fhe Nyeléni Agroecology declaration:

° The production pracfices are based on ecological
principles.

° Collective rights and access fo the commons (or
rather o healthy food) are fundamental.

The re-shaping of markels is required so fhat they
are based on fthe principles of solidarily economy
and fhe ethics of responsible production and
consumption. Direct and fair short disfribution chains
are promofed. A fransparent relationship befween
producers and consumers is implied and is based
on the solidarity of shared risks and benefirs.

CSAs want fo change the polifical and economic
condiions fo make possible an ecological, social
and small-scale agriculture and alimentation for all.
We need fo puf the conirol of seeds, biodiversity,
land and ferritories, waters, knowledge, culture and
fhe commons in the hands of the peoples who feed
fhe world.

There is a variely of idealistic backgrounds within fhe
Auslrian CSAs on malfers conceming the human-nature
relationship. Some are influenced by biodynamic idedls,
others by religion or by science, and there are Marxist
elements as well as permaculiuralist approaches. Thereisn'ta
common view within fhe Ausfrian CSA movement of a spiritudl
idea, which, in fact, may be of benefi fo the movement.

Austria
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The public consciousness for organic food is mainly
dominafed by supermarket chains. Instead of the romanticised
pictures supermarkels paint in their advertisments, CSAs give
consumers fthe chance to build a direct relationship with
fhe land and the farmers. It will be an important fask for the
furure of the Austrian CSA movement to show consumers and
inferested farmers fhat the CSA concept is nof another way of
consuming bur a way of co-farming. When CSA members do
not see fheir CSA producer as an anonymous enfrepreneur
providing a service for them buf more like a food-providing
colleague, all pofential benefits of CSA can be caught: formal
resfrictions become unnecessary and consumers as Co-
farmers can be muliiplicators for an undersfanding of the
peasants’ struggles.

Ways of co-farming are now being pushed forward by a
bunch of idealistic farmers and a few members. This vision
of co-farming, where risks, rewards and responsibiliies
are shared can have the following limifafions from our point
of view: fhere is a limif fo the capacify of CSA producers o
fake care of infegrating the members into their farm as well
as fo the capacity of the members fo consciously fake over
responsibilifies.

From our point of view, the further development of CSA
stands af a crossroads: either the CSA movement successfully
organises ifself o overcome Its limiations through an
insfitutionalised or informal network, or, the power of community
is hijacked and transformed by profi-oriented players and,
having failed fo tackle dominant markel sfrucfures, CSA is
subsumed info the morass of lifestyle products.

Referenees

Bio Austria www.bio-austria.at/aaz

CSA Broschdire www.emd@hrungssouverdnitat.at/es-wiki/images/3/32/CSA-Broschuere
AT_Kons.pdf

Gruner Bericht (2015) Bericht dber dlie Siuation der dslerreichischen Land  und
Forstwitschalt im Jahr 2014. Republik Osterreich, Bundesminister fur Land- und
Forstwirtschaft, Umwell und Wasserwirtschaft; 56. Auflage, Wien.

Schermer, Markus (2015). ‘From “Food from Nowhere” to “Food from Here": changing
producer—consumer relations in Ausfria’ in Agriculiure and Hurman Values 32:121—
132.

TNI (2013) Land conceniration, land grabbing and people’s siruggles in Europe. Eds.:
Jennifer Franco and Saturnino M. Borras. Transnational Institute (TNI) for European
Coordination, Via Campesina and Hands off the Land nefwork.

Nore: All Figures from Griiner Bericht 2015 unless another source Is given.

Authers

Anneke Engel is a food sovereignfy activist with involvement in
environmental pedagogies.

Stephan Pabst is a CSA aclivist, a landworker and free
agronomist.

Elisabeth Steigberger holds an MSc in Social Ecology and
has writen a thesis on CSAs.

Lena Wellmann is an organic gardener and postgraduate
student.

SR G- R W - R - R - R - R - R - R W - R

page 15


http://www.ern�hrungssouver�nit�t.at/es-wiki/images/3/32/CSA-Broschuere_AT_Kons.pdf
http://www.ern�hrungssouver�nit�t.at/es-wiki/images/3/32/CSA-Broschuere_AT_Kons.pdf

GSA for Eurepe Repert 2049
= ¢ >=— d >>=— § == ¢ >=— § = § = 4§ >— § =

Native rpeme

Flanders: “CSA" is commonly used, but somelimes fthe
ferm Zelfplukboerderij is applied, describing the acfivily of
picking your own vegefables or fruif af the farm.

Wallonia: the ferm CSA refers fo: various identified systems
of local and solidarily parmnership befween producers and
consumers (like the GASAP in Brussels, the AMAP in Louvain-
lo-Neuve, Les Grosses Légumes in Belgian Luxembourg,
or certain buying groups in ofher parts of Wallonia) or fo the
equivalent in Flanders, or to qualify other sui generis food
sysfems sharing common ground with the firsf two categories
ar some level.

Preliminary Nete

Since Belgium is filingual and is a federal couniry with
agricultural policy falling under regional jurisdiction, the CSA
movemenr has different characterisfics and dynamics in
Flanders, in Wallonia and in Brussels. In order fo assess this
slightly complex sifuation, analysis was carried out separately
on fhe sifuafion in Flanders and Wallonia/Brussels.

In Wallonia/Brussels, i is only the Brussels province which
has a sirucfured network per se, Le Réseau des GASAR
whereas CSAs in the rest of Wallonia mosily work on an
aufonomous basis and remain isolated. This will be reflected
in this report, mainly focused on the GASAP-iype of CSAs.
GASAP is an acronym for Groupe Solidaire de I'Agriculiure
Paysanne and is a registered frademark of Le Réseau des
GASAP asbl; the association ensures ifs members meet
certain criteria. Finally, an unknown proportion of groups which
could be considered as CSAs may be out there but they could
not be reached either because we have no knowledge of their
existence or because they have no wish fo gef in fouch with
others.

Important: The dafa from The Census originating from
the Wallonia side of Belgium appears quife incomplefe for
various reasons, for example: the fight schedule of the The
Census survey happened fo conflict with other demands from
GASAP; The Census was senf electronically by Le Réseau
des GASAP an organisation which remains unknown in some
parfs of Wallonia; a lof of the groups might nof have perceived
fhe importance of the inquiry; many groups wish fo go along
with their acfiviies and feel no desire fo connect o others;
probably also some confidentiality issues may have interfered

with the success of the inifiafive; the current lack of a feeling of
belonging to a common cause or of the need for collaborafion
fhrough Wallonia and Belgium.

Commen deliniTion

The Flemish CSA network uses fhe following definifion:
Communily Supported Agriculture is a concept in which
farmer and consumer join forces and, in collaboration, search
for — and work on — solufions for our food chain which are
economical, ecological and socially sustainable.

In'Wallonia, Le Réseau des GASAP uses the following criteria
fo consider new applicafions fo the network membership:

o A direct sale from producer fo consumers, or the
absence of middle men;

° A collective, sel-organised collaboration befween
producers and consumers;

° A “solidarity confract” including the commitment
of consumers in fhe long-term (generally a full
season), production-risk-sharing, and a direct
human relafionship based on mutual frust;

° An agora (gathering place) dedicated o exchange,
thinking and ongoing education.

)

Country eontexy

General information

Belgium is the ninth largest couniry by population in the EU.
With 11.2 million inhabifants and a land area of 3.05 million
hecfares, it has a population density of 366 people per km? (p/
km?). Belgium has a complex poliical landscape. It is divided
info different regions and language communifies. There are
strong regional differences regarding populafion  density,
Flanders has 477p/km? and Wallonia 213p/km?. According fo
world urbanisation prospects, 97.5% of Belgians are living in
an urban area and 20% of Belgium is faken up by buildings
and related infrastructure.’

Close to 13% of the family budget is spent on food and non-
alcoholic beverages?. With a share of 76.4%, supermarkels are
the place where mosf Belgians buy their fresh food. The sale of
organic produce is on the rise as 65.7% of the people ear organic
products and 18% of Belgians eat an organic product every day®,
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47 CSAs were invenforied in Flanders for The Census; official government
reporfs listed 19 CSAs in 2014

90 GASAP in Brussels were listed by Le Réseau des GASAP by the end of this
year, ouf of which 28 provided inpur fo The Census; 1 AMAP in Louvain-lo-
Neuve; the number of buying groups is unknown

The first CSA farm in Flanders started in 2007

In Wallonia, the oldest CSA on record dafes back o 2005, although one farm
with consumer groups was organised as early as 1994

In Flanders: CSA Nefwerk (www.csa-netwerk.be), 34 CSAs are members of the
nefwork

In Wallonia: Le Réseau des GASAP asbl was formally consfitured in 2011 fo
federate the GASAP-like groups, and claims foday some 65+ member groups;
Les Grosses Legumes gathers around 20 producers and over 300 consumers
(nttp://grosses.legumes.over-blog.com)

In Flanders: approx. 7,500 people

In wWallonia: although GASAP respondents fo The Census amount fo some
1,100+ shares, their last infernal survey reported a fotal of 1,214 boxes, i.e.
approx. 3,500 shares.

The Belgian AMAP accounfs for approx. 450 eaters.,

The consumers of Les Grosses Légumes or ofher buying groups did nof
respond fo The Census.

Taking the above points info consideration, a reasonable estimate would thus
be 5,000-7,000 people fed by CSAs in Wallonia.

Allhough Belgian farmers were at the fop of economic
performance in Europe?, farmers' income in some seclors is
heavily under sfress. Flemish farmer's income on average
was 19% lower in 2014 compared fo 2013° The share of
agriculiure in gross domestic product (GDP) is gelting lower
every year and now represents 0.6% of GDP

Agricultural information

Belgium has 44% of its land area devoted o agriculiure or
1.34 million hectares. There are 37,761 farms employing 74,500
people or 1.5% of the working populafion. The average farm size
is 25.5ha in Flanders and 55.4ha in Wallonia. Farms are gelfing
larger and on average fhere is a decrease of 3.3% in the number
of farms every year. Extensive farmers in Belgium mainly produce
feed crops and grains. While a large part of the agricultural
area is faken up by permanent grasslands. Belgian agriculiure
is specialised in infensive livestock-keeping and vegelable-
growing®.

Water availabilily is low in Flanders and Brussels, around
1,150-1,700m3 water per capita depending on fhe method used.
This is the water available for all activities in the couniry. Belgium
is ranked sixih lowesf on the OECD water sfress ranking (Flanders
and Brussels are fourth lowes).

The share of organic agriculture production in Belgium is low,
especiallyinrelationtothe amount of organic products consumed.
There are big differences between Flanders and Wallonia in the
share of organic in fofal agricultural area. In Flanders 0.8% of the
areq is certified organic, with a yearly increase of 8% and 319
farms in 2014. Wallonia on the other hand has 8% of ifs area
under organic production and 1,195 organic farms’.

o Ouf of 45 CSAs contacted in Flanders, 35 responded,
resulling in a 78% response rafe.

° OF 90 GASAR, 1 AMAP and an unknown number of other
CSAs, 28 GASAP and 1 AMAP responded, resuling in a low
35% response rate for the GASAP Some possible explanations
for this are given in the premlinary nofe.

Flanders

The first CSA in Flanders, Hef Open Veld, sfarted in 2007.
Inspirafion was found in The Nefherlands and the USA. The
second CSA was founded in 2009 after which the Flemish
CSA network was created. The last couple of years the
Flemish CSA movemenf gof a lor of media attenfion and
farmer unions and governmental authorifies have shown
an increased atfenfion for CSA farms and the new model
they represent. One of the main reasons why CSA farms
emerged in Flanders probably is the high pressure on
agricultural land. This resulfs in many difficulfies for new
farmers fo gef access fo farmland.
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The first CSAs showed that economical viable farming was
possible on a limited culiivation area. Inificlly, the increase in
new farms was slow, buf in 2014 (+9) and 2015 (4+9) there
was a substanfial increase in the number of CSA farms. On
fhe ofher hand, a limited amount of farms had fo stop or look
for an alfernative location.

Specific fo the Flemish situation, 75% of responding CSAs
are inifiafed by the farmer, the ofher farms are either creared
in cooperation between farmer and community (8.5%) or by
community members alone (11.4%). CSAs in Flanders have
an average size of 2.08ha and range between 5ha and 100
acres. Together the responding CSAs have 68.5ha in use, of
which 48.8ha are actually used for production. Concerning the
ownership of farmland, 46% of responding CSAs are renfing
the land, while 28% of farms own the land they culiivate. The
remaining farms are able o cooperate with local authorities or
with a recenily esfablished land frust organisation called De
Landgenoten.

On average, the number of members per CSA is 176. For
the responding CSAs fthe fotal number is 5,989 members.
Extrapolation fo the 43 active inventoried CSAs results in close
fo 7,500 members.

Wallonia

In 2006, two young agronomisfs working for Le débur des
haricofs, an NGO in Brussels, inspired by the French AMAP
system, creafed the very first GASAP in collaborafion with an
organic-but-not-certified farm. This is the pioneer “local and
solidarity parmnership befween producers and consumers”,
Similar groups then rapidly blossomed and expanded in
fhe various municipaliies of Brussels. The growth curve is so
sharp thaf the need for keeping in fouch with the pace and
facilifafing fhe communication between all these initiatives led
fo the consfifufion of a nefwork, based on a common Charter
of Principles® drafted in 2007 (amended in 2010 and currently
under review). The main principles af the core of e founding
were:

(1) Supporting a peasant agriculiure
(2
(3
(4) Sel~organisation and convividlifé (sfrong inferpersonal
relationships within fhe group members)

Right from the sfart, the network’s (Le Réseau des GASAP)
role was not infended as an infruder befween producers and
consumers of the GASAR but rather as a support o their
development, a facilitator of collaboration belween all parfies,
a media channel fo promote a collective conscience abour
the kind of agricultural model they chose fo support.

Short circuif or no intermediary disfribution

Solidarity between Producers and Consumers

)
)
)
)

Le Réseau des GASAP then commifted fo provide fools
(inferacfive maps, creafion kits, producers listings  elc.)
and senvices (dedicafed assistance feams, information
meelings efc.) fo further enhance the creafion of new groups.
Simulfaneously, a new complimentary kind of GASAP
emerged. While a producer involved in the first GASAP was
moslly providing vegefables and fruif fo 10-25 members on
average, several farmers and value-adding-producers in fhe
*Super-GASAP" offered a wider variefy of produce (fruif and
vegelables excluded), from bread fo meaf fo eggs fo dairy
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products fo honey efc.

Another crifical action underfaken by Le Réseau des GASAP
consisted in sfimulafing diologue befween the groups, with a
view fo sharing experiences and solving the mosf common
problems and confronfing the identfified weaknesses of the
GASAP sysfem (the lack of choice regarding the produce, the
frequent bewilderment af discovering unknown species and
how fo prepare them, the frequently loose relationship befween
eaters and producers, and the resuliing important turover of
consumers) fofurntheminto sfrengths. This sfrafegy confributed
fo forging a feeling of common idenfify and bringing abour a
poliical consciousness abou their role in sociefy beyond the
simple act of enjoying tastier and healthier food.

Hence the GASAP became a fronf-of-house interlocutor
more and more offen salicifed by poliicians, universities and
fhe media insofar as fhe fhematics relating fo agriculiure, food
and cifizenship are concemed.

In brief, fhe dynamics of the development of GASAP may
be summarised in 3 sfeps:

(1) the proliferafion of groups created on their own with no
relation fo one another

(2) the creation and organisation of the association as a
link between them and the implementation of appropriate
fools fo support the development of a network

(3) the move fowards the building of a community which
was conscious of ifs power and dury fo bring abour a better
furure.

Responses o The Census show that 40% of the farms
providing food fo CSAs in Wallonia own the land while 27% are
renfed by fthe farmers. 17% are part-rented and part-owned
by the farmers. 41.54ha are culfivared by farmers involved in
CSAs in fofal, ouf of which 14.4ha are used for CSA needs.
Bur due o the low response rate and the limited knowledge of
consumer respondents about their farms, these figures likely
don't represent the big picfure in the field.

Flanders

According to fhe regional Flemish CSA network, the
definition of CSA has the following elements:

e Farming supported by a community

* Up front conltribution fo the operafing cosfs of the
farm and farmer income

e Share in farming risks
° Shared responsibilily

e Ecological agriculture, with care for soil and

environment; organic certificafion
° Care for our health and that of future generations
° A healthy North-Soufh relation

For Flanders, 31 ouf of 35 respondents confimed
membership of the regional CSA network, while 3 had no
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nefwork affiliation. None of the Flemish CSAs are a member of
the Urgenci network.

Wallonia

o According fo the principles laid our in the Charter of
Le Réseau de GASAR the definition of CSA requires
acceptance of the following principles:

° A direct sale from producer fo consumers, or the
absence of middle men;

° A collective, self-organised collaborafion between
producers and consumers;

° A "solidarity confract” including the commiiment of
consumers in fhe long-term (generally a full season),
production-risk-sharing, and a direct  human
relafionship based on mutual frust;

° An agora (gathering place) dedicated fo exchange,
fhinking and ongoing education.

Respondents were asked fo select CSA characterisfics
which apply fo their farm. Table BE1 shows the resulfs for
Flanders and Wallonia:

BEL General CSA characteristics which apply to CSAs in Flanders and \Wallonia

Belgium

i
|

1. A farmer works fogether with a group of members who
pays a harvest share af the beginning of the season. Members
eiher pick the produce themselves or packages are made by the
farmer. This fype of CSAis the focus of The Census in Flanders.

2. Severadl local member groups work fogether with several
farms and producers fo provide a full supply of food. The largest
organisation in Flanders is Voedselleams, a non-commercial
organisation which faciliates interaction between 170 farmers
and processors, and 175 member groups of consumers. They
starfed in 1996 and found inspiration in the principles of the
Japanese Seikafsu-club. Voedselieams' general assembly is
compromised of producers and members. Orders are placed
through a web plaiform and deliveries are made by farmers
and social enterprises. Regarding the definion, applied in The
Census, Voedselleams is sfrong on some points, bur lacks other
characteristics. Members of one of the 175 depats are free fo
order or not. This means that many participating farmers don't
have secure revenue from the Voedselleams. Other principles
are strongly supported by Voedseleams, like empowering short
food chains and pulfing food sovereignty on the agenda. On
average, 20 famiies
are member of a
depot.  This adds
up fo 3,500 families

CSA characteristic Flanders :Wallonia : Aggregared being a member
Direct partnership 88.6% 93.3% 89.4% of  Voedseleams,
Shared risks 85.7% 63.3% 75.8% ?f 8,000 F?GOP‘E
. . 5 ; average emis
Shared responsibiliies 65.7% 20% 43.9% household size 2.3).
Shared rewards 60% 16.7% 39.4% The tumover in this
Long-ferm agreement 68.6% 90% 77.3% ciﬁquir is around €2
Formal or informal confract 82.9% 70% 75.8% millon annualy.
Aiming at providing high quality food 100% 83.3% 92.4% 3. In Wallonia,
Production in an agroecological manner 97.1% 80% 87.9% groups of
consumers  agree

Organic  Certification

In Flanders, 68% of CSAs are certified organic, while an
additional 17% of respondents are in the process of becoming
certified.

In Wallonia, 46% of CSAs are cerlified organic (our of
which 3% are certified biodynamic), while another 43% enjoy
produce not certified organic bur grown organically. The rest
of the produce is elther waiting for cerfification or consisfts of
brand new producers just starfing their farm. It is important fo
nofe that if there is a consensus in Wallonia about growing
“natural” food (withouf the use of synthefic chemical inputs), the
community of farmers is divided on the principle of cerfification,
for philosophical, poliical or economic reasons.
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wilh @ vegelable —
and somelfimes fruif — producer o deliver a box every week or
every lwo weeks af the group'’s collecfion point, in exchange for a
single wire payment for fhe whole group in advance for a period
of 3to 6 months. The coniract durafion is af leash a season (9-12
months), during which period the consumer group commifs fo
mainfaining a sfable number of shares so hat the producer rests
assured the same part of his production is pre-sold. On average,
the groups consist of 20 households and the produce isthe same
for every household af each delivery, only the quantity might differ.
This is the typical, most common GASAP model. Le Réseau des
GASAP counts abour 90 such groups, fofaling around 4,000
people, wih a considerable fumnover rafe.

4. A more recent kind of GASAP emerged over the last few
years, offering complimentary products o the GASAP groups
(meat, bread, dairy products efc.). These are called Super-
GASAR as they generally gather more participants (producers
and consumers). There are currently 4 of these Super-GASAP
in Brussels, tofaling above 350 people, and a few more might
come info existence soon. Most offen their members are also part
of regular GASAP
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5. There is one AMAP in Louvain-la-Neuve, Wallonia,
created on the same model as its French counferpart. The
450 members negofiated with one producer fo buy his whole
production, they determined his income and production plan,
and closely collaborate with him fo solve any issue that might
arise. This is the most integrared form of CSA partnership.

6. Lastly, there are buying groups (or GAC) spread
throughout Wallonia that might be considered as CSA. Most
of the groups which were confacted did nof provide their inpur
fo The Census, for various reasons, mainly because of the
short fimeline and because of their being asked fo respond by
an interlocufor unknown fo fhem. This is the grey area of The
Census. For all we know af this stage, they work on a weekly/
bi-weekly group-purchase basis with different producers/
produce through an online purchase plafform. Some might
have a regular purchase obligation, whereas some might be
fofally free fo purchase when and what they want. The number
of people fed in this cafegory remains unknown.

Type of produce

In addiion, CSAs can be dislinguished by the fype of
products they produce. Table BE2 shows the percentage of
different types of produce which CSA farms in Flanders and
Wallonia produce. Both for Flanders and Wallonia, thhe main
produce are vegetables and fruif, while meat or dairy are not
widely produced. In addiion, several CSAs mentioned the
production of herbs af the farm (17%).

DE2: Type of produce (%)

Product L Flanders  :Wallonia  :Aggregaled

Ul .51A% 633 ST | Pistribution mefhod
Vegerobles  i971%  1833%  1909% Table BE3 shows Ihe distriouiion melhods
: Meat “14.3% S 16.7% 15.2% . used. Many CSAs use a combination of
N £ § Eem(fds' bﬁ: rgg/mqm ‘WO% of ?;S!]”bunop -
T S LT PR anders wi % is clearly sel-harvesting,
Egng@@/oél@/0288/o .............. : while the most common in Wallonia is pick up
Bead 0% #T% 120% - a CSA'scollection poinis,

Honey 2.9% 16.7% 9.1%

Legal setup

B P S RRREEEE R EEEEEE R RRRE NO Specmc |npu|‘ ﬂrom Flgnde’rs

- Means of : : : : ,

- distribufion - Flonders - Wallonia -Aggregated - |ﬂ’ WOl!jOﬂlO‘ m(osrd orf the CSAs or)e
: .............. . ..... O.O.O ................... unreg‘grere en““es Or e Ocro OSSOC“OHOHS
Homede“ver957é®/o3/o .................. only 2 GASAP have the de jure associafion
Pickuparform - 234.3% L i33% i197% 1 slaus,
COHGC“ODDOWSQ@% (86.7% B0% See also under paragraph ‘Commiment of
- Self-harvesling - 85.7% £ 3.3% - 48.5% - the eaters’ regarding informal agreements or

wrilfen conliracts.
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D4 Members' involement in the CSA
Membership involvement Flanders : Wallonia Aggregated
Buying shares 74.3% 83.3% 77.3%
Helping fo grow produce 62.9% 10% 37.9%
Helping fo pack/deliver produce 5.7% 20% 12.1%
Administration/organisation 1% 63.3% 37.9%
Decision-making 71.4% 56.7% 65.2%
Affending open days/social events 85.7% 43.3% 66.7%
Exchanging recipes 88.6% 43.3% 68.2%
Investing money in the farm 14.3% 3.3% 9.1%

Interaction with public bodies

No specific inpur from Flanders

In Wallonia, the CSAs themselves rarely inferact with public
bodies oufside of reaching ourf fo their municipaliies fo find
a place fo sfore their boxes and use as a disparching place
upon delivery days. On the ofher hand, Le Réseau des
GASAP relies on EU, Minisfries, provincial, and environment
adminisfrafions fo gef subsidies fo budgetf ifs paid workforce. It
is also consulled on a regular basis by university researchers
on a variefy of fopics relafed fo food sustainability, agriculfure,
efc. The Belgian food security adminisfration is also on the
agenda of the nefwork, as some of the nefwork producers
are frequenily confronfed with this regulafory body and wish
Le Réseau des GASAP to acf as an ombudsman. Finally, a
volunfeer feam has been creafed o work as a think-fank and
produce nofes fo assist Le Réseau with defining its advocacy
posiioning.

Commitment of the eaters

There are different degrees of member's commifment.

In Flanders, 57% of responding CSAs have a wrilfen confract,
while the 43% remaining CSAs use a more informal agreement
between farmer and CSA member.

Figures in Wallonia are 50% and 40% respectively.

Involement of the eaters

Membership involvemenr for Flanders and Wallonia is
shown in fable BE4.

Flanders

Work af most CSA farms in Flanders is done by the farmer
and his family or a collective of farmers. Mosf farmers are self-
employed (54%) while 34% have a coniract from the CSA.
The remaining farmers are working part-ime. While 46% of
the responding farmers receive all their income from the CSA,
37% of CSA farmers have an addiional job. Subsidies don't
have an impact on farmer's income, since most farms are oo

small to receive subsidies. Of the responding Flemish CSAs,
51% of them have member working days throughout the year.
An addifional important source of labour is the enrolment of
frainees. In 25% of farms, fthey have frainees or farget group
employees working af the farm.

Wallonia

In Wallonia mosf of the work is done by the farmer and his
family (56%), wih the help of full-ime workers in only 12% of
the CSAs. Seasonal workers account for 27% of the workforce
in the responding CSAs, along with a few wwoofers in 4%
of the respondents’ CSAs. The producer is almost never @
salaryman from irs CSAs, with the exception of the one AMAP
Nevertheless, fhese figures need fo be handled with care: only
30 CSAs responded out of more than a 100.

The main driver for consumers choosing the CSA model
of farming is the growing undercurrent of well-informed and
conscious clizens who want fo buy healthy food from a
known origin, produced with respect for the environment®,
Members of the Flemish and Wallonian CSA nefworks agree
fo respect some common principles and fhe members work
fogefher to increase knowledge, support new farmers and o
spread the word fo a broader public. Agroecological practices
are promoted and farms are encouraged fo be organically
cerfified. Local economies are creafed by the CSA farms and
by sharing cosfs and responsibiliies, communities are able fo
arise around a new local food sysfem.
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15 February 2008, AG GASAP. Belgium.

Several evolulions puf increased fension on the agriculiural
secforin Belgium. The remaining open space is contested and
access fo land is a key issue for new farmers. Land access
reforms are therefore urgenfly needed. In addition, every year
there are fewer farms and farmers, most acfive farmers are
over fifty years old and most don't have a successor. The
agricultural crisis in 2015 hir hard in Belgium whose agriculfural
secforis specialised in dairy products and pork. These secfors
are also responsible for the main defrimental environmental
effects of agriculture in Belgium. Sfructural changes are not
fo be expected from currenf polifics, bur the exisfence of @
sfrong alrernative farmer movement has been able fo show an
alfernative path.

As mentioned before, CSAs meef the need for an alfernative
fo the agro-industrial complex and the need of people o
reconnect fo farming and food production. Every year more
and more new farmers are frying fo starf. A new generation of
people, mosfly oufside of fradifional agricultural communifies,
are inspired by a holistic view on agricullure and food. The
undercurrent of alternative farming and food inffiafives has
been able to capture aftention. The success of CSAs both in
Flanders and in Wallonia can be greatly altributed fo the sfrong
CSA networks. As a consequence, the CSA movement and
irs business model are known by agriculiural adminisfrafions
but sfill needs more public aftention fo be able to spread and
enable new CSA farms fo emerge.
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Denijel Balabam

Native rpeme

Grupe Solidarme Razmjene (groups of solidarily exchange)

Solidarme Ekoloske Grupe (organic solidarily groups)

Common delinition

Croatia has three CSA streams (GSR,SEG, RIS) which
differ slightly in their modes of working bur the overall definition
says that solidarily groups are informal cifizen groups that
exchange products and services based on fransparency,
frust and solidarity,

Country econTex’

General information

Croafia occupies the largest area of the eastern coast of
the Adriafic Sea which, as a part of the Mediferranean Sea,
penefrafes deep info the European continent. The narrow
DinaraMountain Range separates the country’s Mediterranean
region from ifs ceniral European conlinental seclion which
spans from fthe easterly edges of the Alps in fhe northwesf
fo fhe shores of the Danube in the easf, encompassing fhe
southemn part of the fertile Pannonian lowlands.

The service sector dominates Croatia’s economy, followed
by the industrial secfor and agriculiure. Tourism is a significant
source of revenue during fhe summer, with Croatia ranked the
eighteenth mosf popular fourist destination in the world. Croafia
has a high income economy where Infernational Monetary
Fund data shows that Croatian nominal GDP sfood af $57,371
billion — $13,401 per capita — in 2013, while purchasing power
parity GDP was $86,570 billion — $20,221 per capira.

Real GDP growth in 2007 was 6%. The average nef salary
of a Croatian worker in March 2013 was 5,516kuna ($988)
per month. As of June 2015, regisfered unemployment rafe in
Croafia was 16.1%.

In 2010, economic oufpur was dominated by the service
seclor which accounted for 66% of GDR followed by the
industrial sector with 27.2% and agricullure accounting for
6.8% of GDP According fo 2004 data, 2.7% of the workforce
were employed in agriculiure, 32.8% by indusiry and 64.5%
in services.

Agricultural information

Farms in Croatio can be characterised as being relafively
small with an average size of 5.6ha per holding in 2010 which

is considerably less than the average of 14.4ha per holding
across the whole of the EU-27. Abour one half (52.5%) of all
holdings in Croafia were less than 2ha in size, with the vast
maijority (89.4%) being less than 10ha. If is noticeable that @
majority of farms are nof actually commercial farms, bur rather
grow agricultural products for household consumption or
non-commercial frade activiies. It is also worth noting that the
number of organic farms is growing rapidly in Croatia — from
130 in 2003 f0 1,449 in 2011,

A litle over two thirds (68%) of the land used for farming
(the ufilised agricultural area) in Croafic was classed as
arable land. Of the 895,220ha of arable land in 2010 abouf
fwo thirds (65%) was given over fo cereals, of which a majority
(310,450na) was land under grain maize production.

According fo the EU’s labour force survey, agriculiure,
foresiry and fishing employed 229,200 people aged over
fiteen in Croatia in 2010, the equivalent of 14.9% of the fofal
workforce over fiffeen years old. This was one of the highesf
rales among EU member sfafes; the EU-27 average was
5.2%.

The farm sfructure survey carried our in 2010 suggests
that a high number of people worked regularly in fhe Croafian
agriculiural indusiry (513,680 people). Many of these people
were family helping our on the farm bur having fheir main
employment elsewhere. Farming in Croafia is very much a
family affair; on average 90.7% of the labour inputfor agriculfure
(measured in annual work units) was carried out by the farmer
and/or a member of his/her family in 2010. This was a much
higher proportion than the average for the EU-27 (76.4%).

Ristery and echaracteristies
of GSA

How did CSA develop? Dynamics?

The first inifictives related fo establishing CSA groups
in Crocatia were launched af the end of 2012 when fthe
organisation ZMAG ran a project called ‘Fine Threads of Local
Development’. The project supported local food production
and fthe creation of cooperafive groups for the purchase of
locally produced food and the promoatfion of the preservation of
old seed variefies and the concepf of food sovereignty. Within
the project, various workshops were held on a national level
where adminisirative feams were formed and CSA principles
were agreed upon fo bring about a movement with solidarity
peing the most important.

We can say thar CSA movement in Croafia starred on the
likes of similar worldwide movements — Community Supported
Agriculiure and Associafion pour le Mainfien d’une Agriculfure
Paysanne —in order o solve the problem of overpriced organic
food in our counfry and the salvation of small-scale, local food
production.

What is understeed by GSA?

Although the farms that supply Communily Supported
Agriculture in Croatia  display small variations in - size,
organisational and  production  sfructure, their . common
characteristic is a fendency fowards bypassing middlemen
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: The Census counted 1,460 which encompases only 7 CSA groups out of :

roughly 20, therefore, we could esfimate that the fotal number of people fed by
: CSA in Crodtia is 3,000 people :

and ensuring fair wages for growers. In our confext, we
can find a much more common form which can be called
“subscription”, where farmers guarantee a cerfain amount of
farm produce for an agreed sum. The overarching definition
sfafes that solidarity groups are informal citizen groups which
exchange products and services based on fransparency,
frust and solidarity.

Are fhere different types of CSA?

Groups of Solidarity Exchange, Organic Solidarily Groups,
Exchange and Solidarity

Legal setup

Informal groups of cifizens and non-profit organisations

Interaction with public bodies

Family farms as such operate within a legal framework of
Croafian law, yel CSA as a model of direct selling from the very
beginning was faced with legal obsfacles because irwasn'tin
full compliance with exisfing farm legislative bills. The concemn
of CSA farmers and consumers led fo communicafion with fhe
minisiry of agriculiure fo expand and renew the bill in order fo
encompass basic and addiional fomily farm activities.

Involement of the eaters

From The Census data, we can say that group members
are wiling fo invest their fime and energy in actions which
are fied fo group inferests, e.g. sharing recipes, covering
adminisfration work and affending open days. The group
commitment could go a long way fowards playing a bigger
part in invesiment and food growing bur this falls back on the
grower who must openly ask for help.

Organic cevtification

Our of seven respondents, three replied that their food is
cerfified organic and another three respondents replied thar
fheir food is organic buf nof cerfified. However, even within
groups there are differences abouf whether or nof producers
can be accepted if cerification proves fo be a financial
obstacle for them.

QuTtlesk

Croadfia is a couniry where family farms occupy 84% of
agricultural land and abour half of the farms have less than
one hecfare. Families in the couniryside are therefore slill
social actors that defermine a significant part of our already

small manufacturing role in the overall consumpfion of food.
Research on the characteristics of Communily Supported
Agriculture in Croafia for the mosf part confirmed similarifies
with the characterisfics of similar groups in other parts of the
world.

Community Supporfed Agriculiure can provide significant
support fo the development of organic agriculture, primarily
as an addifional disfribufion channel for organic products
ensuring the purchase and inclusion of local communities.
CSA group acfiviies can definitely conlfribute o the building
of local networks which may encourage more small-scale
producers fo engage in organic agriculiure. This is certainly
one of the activifies that can confribute fo the diversification of
agriculiure in Croafia, especially among the rural populafion
who do not have sufficient capifal fo launch a marker-oriented
agriculfural production.,
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Komunitou zemeédélsivi

podporované
supported agriculture)

(community

In the Czech Republic, CSA is based on a muudl
relafionship between consumers and producers of food,
who, in common with each other, share rich or poor yields
alike. Among fthe main fargefs of CSA are: belonging fo a
local chain of food production and consumplion, supporting
environmentally friendly ways of culfivating land, cooperating
with people, and culivating an affinity with food.

General information

In fhe Czech Republic, approximately 10.5 million people
live on an area of 78,866km? (abour 133 people per km?).
The survey abour expendifure of income for food from the
analysed period 2001-2009 based on data from the Stafistics
of Family Accounfs shows fhat the Czech households
expended their disposable income primarily on food and non-
alcoholic beverages which constitute, on average, 19% of net
monefary expenditure. The demand for food ifems appears
fo be relatively satiated, and i may thus be assumed that the
growing purchasing power implied primarily a fransifion fo the
consumpfion of higher qualily and luxury food items (Mald
el Cervend, 2012). Proving this point, a change occurred
around 2010 whereby there was more inferest in direct sale of
food from farmers — people were discovering shorter supply
chains from the producer to the consumer. There was a wave
of several dozen farmers’ markefs opening throughour the
counfry and fhe development of small sfores specialising in
local food. Consumption of food with added value infersected
fo some extent with unofficial direct sales from farms — which
sfill exists — by using fhe moffo: *Najdi si svého farmare”
(*find your farmer”). This demand came moslly from the city
consumers who are inferesfed in healthy, qualily food and
it was also a frigger for the beginning of CSA in the Czech
Republic (Frélichova, 2013).

Consumption of organic produce
In general, each inhabifant of the Czech populafion spends

around CZK200 on organic food products per year, and the
share of organic food of the fotal consumpfion has remained
approximately 1% over the long-ferm. About 60% of organic
food is imported, and fofal sales of organic food, including
exports, are currenily ar the level of around CZK2.1 billion.
Czech consumers buy most organic food from refail chains
(67%), followed in second place by healih food and organic
food shops (20%). The share of direct sales of organic food
(consisting of farm direct sales and direct purchases from
producers and distriburors) accounts for a further 4%, the share
of sales af independent small food shops is 1%, and around
1% of organic food is sold in resfaurants (€AGRI, 2015a).

Agricultural information

Agriculiural enfrepreneurs now farm around 4,264,000ha
of agricultural land in the Czech Republic, around half (54%)
of the fofal area of the couniry. There is ©.42ha of agriculiural
land per one member of the populafion of fhe couniry, 0.3ha
of this being arable land (roughly the European average).
More than a third of the land of the Czech Republic consisfs
of forestry. Most agriculiural land is owned by natural persons
and legal entfiies. Czech and Moravian agriculiure can be
characterised by the serious fragmentation of land ownership
and fthe large percenfage of leased land (circa 85%). The
size of business sfrucfures differs greatly from the businesses
sfructures in fhe twenfy-eight member states of the European
Union. Businesses with more than 50ha of agriculiural land
occupy 92.2% of the fofal area of the agriculiural land farmed
in the Czech Republic. Agricultural production employed
approximately 141,000 people in 2004 and this number has
been falling sfeadily. The percentage of workers in agriculture
in the overall employment sfructure of fhe national economy is
therefore 2.9% (eAGRI, 2015b). Nowadays, Czech farmers are
showing increasing inferest in fhe production of organic food.
By the beginning of 2012 there were already 646 organic food
producers regisfered in the couniry, along with 3,920 organic
farmers working an area of 482,927ha, which represenfs
11.4% of all agricultural land. Of this, 59,281ha was arable
land, 6,453ha plantations, and vineyards accounted for an
area of 965ha (eAGRI, 20150).
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Number of CSAS? 23
Since when? 2009

Nafional umbrella organisation?

Gzeeh Republie

AMPI - Asociace misinich pofravinovch iniciafiv  (Association of Local

Food Inifictives, (www.asociaceampi.cz), which is a non-profit organisation

established in 2014

s main fargel is fo educate adults in the field of environmental aspects of
agricullure and food consumption, provide advisory services for farmers
and consumers fo assist fhem in seffing up local-food inifiatives and social
enferprises, promote local food alfernatives and to perform research and sfudy
activifies in the field of susfainable farming and local food sysfems

Esfimated eaters and farms involved?

Concerning fhe number of consumers involved in these 23 CSAs in the Czech

Republic, there are approx. 600 members (usually families) involved; which
can mean around 1,400 people in fofal fed by CSAs

The resulfs of fthis chapter are based on The Census
run by the CSA Research Group of Urgenci in 2015 and the
online survey disfributed by AMPI to CSA members befween
November 2014 and Oclober 2015, As of 2015, there are
23 known CSA schemes or inifiafives in the Czech Republic,
though only 18 CSA representatives (78%) answered the online
survey quesfionnaire, The Census, by the CSA Research
Group.

The development of CSAs in the Czech Republic
starfed recently, e first CSA was esftablished in 2009, CSA
ToulcGv dvar. The information abour CSA and s sysfematic
dissemination is due to Jan Valeska, the founder of the non-
profit organisation PRO-BIO LIGA in 2002 (hifp://biospofrebitel,
cz/chci-znal-bio/pro-bio-liga). The development of CSAs was
not rapid according fo the responses fo this census, because,
in the following years (2010, 2011) only one new CSA was
esfablished each year. From 2012, the growth was noficeable
—in2012 and 2014: 3 new CSAs, in 2013 there were as many
as 4 newly esfablished CSAs. In 2015, there are another 5
new CSAs. CSAs are unevenly disfribufed within the couniry,
they are parficularly concentrated in big cities such as Prague
and Brno (see map CZ1). The majority of CSAs belonged o
the informal nefwork of local food initictives, although a formal
nefwork of CSA was esfablished in 2015 due fo the activities of
AMPI. Therefore, all established CSAs can apply to be part of
this nefwork from 2016.

Defining characteristics

In the Czech Republic, CSA is undersfood o be the mutual
relationship between consumers and producers of food, who
commonly share rich or poor yields alike. A direct parinership
befween a group of consumers and one or several producers
is recognised by 15 respondents from the Urgenci census.
14 respondents ouf of 18 CSAs claimed thaf shared risk
within CSA is an important part of the commitment with the
farmer. Moreover, 16 respondents answered fhat shared
responsibilifies of farming or delivery acliviies are relevant for
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their CSAs. On the ofher hand, only 7 respondents recognised
shared rewards of farming activities as part of their CSA. If can
be connected with the disfribution mefhods of products used
in fhe Czech Republic. Most products are delivered by farmers
fo collection poinfs which are usually in the cifies (16 CSAS).
Only 2 CSAs have a sel-harvesling method or 5 CSAs offer
pick-up af the farm.

Community subscriber groups

The majority of the CSAs (12 initiatives) act as a community
subscriber group in the Czech Republic. This cafegory is
described as a group of consumers commiffing fo an existing
farm for a specified period of fime. Consumers usually commit
fo o subscription by season (whole or a half season) and
pay in advance for the membership (usually in insfalments).
Members are responsible for organising the adminisfration
of the group and location for distribution. Farming is the sole
responsibility of the farmer who is an enfrepreneur selling his
produce fo members. Risks and rewards are shared o a
cerfain degree as consumers usually agree fo receive shares
based on output (smaller/no shares in emergency cases).

Community shared farms

Community shared farms (5 inftiafives) are a fype of CSA
organised by a communify or non-governmental organisation
(NGO) which hires a farmer fo manage the culiivation on land
which is owned or rented by the enterprise. All cosfs and
benefits (such as produce) are divided among members.
The farmer is usually both a member and employee who is
offen solely responsible for production and farm operations
(including volunfeer organisation). Risks and rewards are
shared fully.

Subscription CSA

Another fype of CSA (6 inifiafives) are a Subscription
CSA group. The farmer offers his produce and consumers
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in local community issues is
often low. The level of desire for
communily involverment varies
significantly among members.
For CSA farmers this means
fhat fhey should not judge the
success of their CSA by how
offen or how many of their
members are acfively involved
with the operafions. Farmers
should recognise thar different
members have different needs
(Zepeda eb al., 2013). Some
members would rather pay a
lifle more money per share in
order fo have fewer, if any, farm-
related responsibilies  (Lang,
2010).

Type of produce

Most of fhe producfs are fruit
and vegetables therefore the
area for this produce is equal
0 fhe fofal area used for CSA.

subscribe for shares during a whole season for a discounted
price. Deliveries and the outlef for distribution are organised
by the farmer. There is no risk or reward sharing. Moreover, no
commifment apart from advance payment and subscriplion
for the entire season is required from the subscribers. This fype
of CSA can encounter problems if community involvement is
nor sfrong.

Legal setup

These different fypes of CSAs are closely connecled in
ferms of the legal form of CSA in the Czech Republic. 11 CSAs
have wrifen formal agreements and 7 CSAs have only an
informal agreement.

CSAs offer an opporfunity for community members fo build
a closer relafionship with the farmer and pofentially with other
members. Many CSAs also include elements such as social
events and opportuniies fo work on the farm. In the Czech
Republic, the opfion for participatory involvement in community
activifies is important for 35% of respondents (Kréilkova at al.,
2015). According fo the The Census, members involved with
CSAs in the Czech Republic are mostly doing administrafion
or organisation (16 CSAs). Members helped to grow produce
in only 5 CSAs, although 9 CSAs claim thaf members help fo
pack produce. In 6 CSAs, members are involved in decision-
making buf members invest their money into the development
of the farm in only 2 CSAs. Lang (2010) suggests that
members of CSAs are more interested in the theorefical aspect
of communiry and commifment within the CSA rather than the
pracfical involvement; therefore, their rafe of actual involvement
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None of CSAs produce meat.
Only 1 CSA offers dairy, bread
or honey, 5 CSAs provides eggs.

Note

We should be aware thaf the informafion abouf the
income and the amount of land is approximate as very offen
the represeniatives of CSAs who answered The Census
are nof farmers and do not know the exact numbers which
they confirmed in The Census quesfionnaire ftherefore it is
necessary o confinue the gquestionnaire process with further
research.

Land ownership

Land fenure security is also an important issue connected
with CSAs. The land is mosfly owned by fhe farmer in the
Czech Republic (8 CSAs), the land of 4 CSAs is renfed by the
farmer from private land owners and only 2 CSAs are renfed
by all members. Mosf of the CSAs were already established
farms which separated part of irs production for CSA products.

The range of the fotal form area is between 1ha and 80ha.
The average is around 3-5ha. The fotal area used for the
products of CSA is around 1-3ha.

Labour and income

CSAs are mostly run by a farmer (10 CSAs) with a family (9
CSAs). 12 CSAs use seasonal workers or wwoofers (3 CSAS).
Only 5 CSAs confirmed that their members help with work af
the farm. Only 2 farmers are employed by the CSA. The rest
of the farmers (16 CSAs) are not employed by the CSA. Only
1 CSA farmer confirmed that the income is 100% covered by
CSA. Most of CSA (9) income is up fo 25% of all farm income,
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The rest of farms have another income ofher than from CSA
commifment. 8 farmers supplement the income with subsidies,
10 of them have other disfribution channels and 4 of them
have another job.

Most of the CSAs (14 farms) are certified organic (1 of them
is biodynamic with organic certification), the rest are without
cerfification buf they do af least follow the main fargefs of
CSA in the Czech Republic which are connected with local
food production and consumption, support of environmental
friendly ways of cullivafing land, cooperation among people
and culiivating the affinity fo food. The most common
response for member incentives in joining a CSA in the Czech
Republic is the abilily fo access healhy, fresh, nufrifious and
organic food. The study results support the assumpfion fhat
CSAs are favoured by people who have sufficiently sfrong
preferences for local food and financial resilience fo withstand
the associated cosfs. One third of respondents to The Census
expressed concern abouf the safefy and reliabilily of the food
supply; they want fo know where their food comes from, who
produced it and whar agriculiural methods have been used.
Another common driver for CSA membership is awareness of
seasonality — the idea that one should eaf not only locally, bur
also what is in season (Kréflkova ar al., 2015).

The concepf of agroecology is not common in CSAS
around the Czech Republic buf the umbrella organisafion
AMPIis helping fo spread the knowledge abour agroecological
principles nol only among farmers and consumers, buf also
among fhe vast public using seminars, newslefters and ofher
channels fo share information. The AMPI embraced fhe
principles from the Nyéléni Declaration for agroecology in its
charter.

The awareness about CSAs among the Czech population
is increasing as nof only non-profit organisations and actlivisfs
bur also the media has sfarfed paying affenfion and seeking
new approaches o susfainable food production. Community
members came up with fhe idea of sfarting CSAs in the Czech
Republic in nine cases compared with the farmers themselves
in only wo cases. Another common way fo sefup a new CSA s
the mufual idea of the farmer and the consumers (6 cases). In
order fo undersfand the background of members' motivarions
fo be part of CSA in the Czech Republic, Kréilkova ar al. (2015)
analysed the demographic characterisfics of the respondents
from the online survey disfributed by AMPI fo CSA members
between November 2014 and Oclober 2015. Among them,
women represent a slight majority (66%). If we consider the
average age, the respondents fended o be young, 80% were
in the range of 26-40 years old. 55% of respondents have
children living with them af home. Interestingly, all respondents
have at least high school education and 81% of them have a
university degree. This suggests thar members of these CSAs
fend fo be a highly educated part of the population with @
higher income. The members’ primary mofives for joining a
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CSAIn the Czech Republic were (1) the access fo high qualily
fresh food and (2) the opportunity fo support local farmers.
The downsides perceived by the majority of CSA members
in the Czech Republic were found o be lack of choice and
dysfunctional communify.
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final fhesis on the fopic ‘The causes and conseguences
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Kumppanuusmaartalous (parinership agriculfure)

Country eontexT

Agricultural information

Finlond is one of the most northerly agriculiural countries
in the world. I has an area of nearly 400,000km? and a
population of around 5.4 million. Despite the harsh climatic
condiions and generally poor soils, I manages fo be self-
reliant in basic foodstuffs. It is slill a substantially under-
developed landscape: 95% is rural and 86% is fores!. About
one fthird of the population live in rural areas and there is sfill
quife a sfrong connecfion fo e land.

7.6% of the land area is in agriculiural use. Up until the
1970s, Finland was slill a largely agrarian counfry. The family-
farm model sfill predominates, with an average farm size of
39ha. Atypical farm also includes a large forest area. 80% of
agriculiural land is used for pasture or for arable fodder crops.
The horficuliure area is 16,000ha.

Abour 9% of farmland is organic, comprising 200,000ha
and 4,300 farms. The organic movement began in the 1910s
with a biodynamic influence bur didnt really take off uniil
the early 1990s when improved government supports were
infroduced. There is a high production of cereals, especially
oafs, and also a significant wild product (especially foresf
berries) component.

The markef share for organics is about 2% and rising. Over
80% of this is sold through mainsiream supermarkels. The
current Government goal is fo have 20% of produce organic
by 2020, buf this is quite optimisfic.

Histery ond eharaereristies
of GSA

The first infictive was in Helsinki in 2011, inspired by
an Urgenci presentafion and the AMAP model. This was
established alongside an existing food coop and adopfed
fhe same kinds of methods and sfrucfure. A few similar,
cooperafive-style, schemes have appeared around the
counfry bur not all sfill survive. There are also a number of
farmer-led schemes, mostly sfill in the early sfages or with
small-scale CSA aclivily alongside other sales. The largest

CSA has around 200 members and the average is around 50).

The Finnish Organic Association, Luomulilto, has @
role fo promofte CSA, parficularly for producers. Otherwise,
fhe scheme in Helsinki has been a bif of a “godmother” for
other inifiafives. There is currenfly no nafional network and
only informal sharing or cooperation between schemes. We
hope fo generate inferest in seffing up a national neftwork as a
resulr of this survey work. There are no particular government
supports or policies relafing fo CSA, though some general
incentives and grants promofing organic production and, in
some cases, fo support employment and fraining, are utilised.
In the main, | would say that the level of activity is simply foo
small af the moment for if to be noficed.

A particular feature in Finland has been the cooperative
nafure of inifiafives. Five of the eight inifiafives surveyed by
The Census had been esfablished by members and were
managed largely on a cooperative basis. Nob surprisingly,
fhese places incorporated most of the elements in the CSA
definition, fo do with shared risk and that members are involved
in a whole range of activiies. This has also meant that most
growers are employed, either full-ime or part-fime/seasonally,
and thaf land is renfed. Where land is renfed It is, of course,
used exclusively for the CSA. Farm-based schemes used as
lifle as 1/80th of the land for CSA and fhis indicates that this
is one among many markefing opfions. Only one place, a
coop-type, said that 100% of the grower's income came from
fhe CSA. Most schemes relied on informal agreements and
likewise mosf are organic buf nof cerfified, indicaling a high
level of frusf,

The number of people being fed through CSA is difficult
fo say based on the resulls on The Census because
respondents clearly approached this differenfly. Some gave
number of members, some probable numbers supplied with
some proportion of their food, though in some cases this might
be only one or ftwo products. What is useful to know is that
fhere are around 500 members or shareholders and a typical
share in Finland will provide for an average family for about
half the year. The season is short and there is very liffle activiry
in fhe Winfer. One place specialises in apple production and
another in mear and eggs, bur everywhere else produces at
least vegelables, with a few also supplying frult and a limifed
amount of ofher produce (dairy, beans and mushrooms
mentioned).

The main disfribution merhod is “pick-up from the farm™ bur
most places offered a few options, including collecfion poinfs
and self-harvestfing.
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Special menfion should be made of a CSA-relafed
scheme called REKO. This was also inspired by he example
of AMAPs in France and has as an aim fo bring producers and
consumers fogether. It operates as a series of self-managed
Facebook groups, whereby orders are placed online and
delivered aof the equivalent of a counfry market. There is no
parficular oversight of the schemes and the proportion of
food that is organic or ethical depends on the supply and
demand. The original inspiration was also fo have more CSA-
fype shared responsibility buf this quickly fell away as things
developed. REKO has had phenomenal growth, 700% this
year alone. There are now reckoned fo be 1,000 schemes
with 100,000 members.

CSA farm Lasila, Finland,

Agreeceological proectices

Al bur one iniliclive listed themselves as  applying
agroecological mefhods. As menfioned above, the majorify
are organic bur nof cerified and a couple of places apply
biodynamic methads. Other than this, the main emphasis in
production seems fo be on qualiy.

Rather surprisingly, given the cooperative nafure  of
fhe majority of enterprises, shared responsibilily was only
highlighted in two places. This is despife most indicating that
members are involved in adminisfration and decision-making.
Less ambiguously, nearly everywhere highlighted the social
aspect of members' involverment. This was nof a focus of The
Census and | think i would warrant closer inspection. To what
degree are fhese inifiatives community building exercises? |
would guess this is a significant element for many.

More broadly, agroecology is not a very prominent theme
in Finland and even less so the holisfic definiion applied in the
Food Sovereignty Movement.

Qutlesk

Finland is not a fypical Scandinavion-style “green” sociefy.
Innovations, alfemative markefs and institutional supports are not
generally well-developed for agroecology in general or CSA in
parficular. Thus far, CSA activily has been cenfered around a few
bigger towns and the Helsinki region in particular. This is where
the particular kind of people who have the interest and will fo get
involved more are clusfered. Buf even saying his, there were two
schemes in Finland's second bigges city, Tampere, and both
seem o have folded within a couple of years. So, the foothold
thar CSA has needs developing if any kind of broader movement
is fo flourish.

A clear area for development, mirroring experience elsewhere,
would be for more existing farmers fo adopt CSA. This is being
promoted by the Organic Associction. | can imagine that if there
were more incentives in this direction, there could be considerable
growih. Finland's environment is slill relafively pristine and there
must be real opportunities fo markef this more.

The experience with REKO shows the demand for alfernctive
food sources and, perhaps, the preference fo remain as
customers rafher than as acfivists in more participative models.
Research in the USA, where CSA became esfablished in the
1980s, shows fhar the preferred model is a subscription-based
one, with lifle or no involvement by the members. This would be a
lost opportunity, in my opinion, because the unique characterisfics
of CSA lie in the reciprocal relationships that it engenders and in
the members’ direct involvement in the mosf fundamental human
acfivity of food growing.
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AMAP — Associalion pour le mainkien d'une agriculiure
paysanne (Association for Maintaining Small Scale Family
Farming, somelimes also literally franslated as Peasant
Agriculiure)

I is generally agreed in France that CSA coincides with
AMAR AMAP stands for Association pour le maintien d'une
agriculture paysanne (association for mainfaining small-scale
family farming). The original idea was to make it possible
for smallholders fo keep their business alive through sfrong
support from consumers' groups.

Risk sharing is the key fo the AMAP model. In the AMAP
model, a writen confract is signed by each producer and
each consumer for a durafion of several monfhs or one year.
The ofher way in which *risk sharing” is puf info pracfice is the
pre-payment system, enabled by the use of “cheques”, which
makes i possible for each producer fo gef secured monthly
payment from the consumers.

There is a nafional charter for CSAs in France. The first
version was written in 2003 by the AMAP pioneers from AMAP-
Provence, fhe firsf regional nefwork o be establisned in the
couniry. Thus AMAP is considered a brand, regisfered af the
Nafional Insfitute of Infellectual Property, and the brand can
only be used on condiion of compliance with the Charter.
The Charfer has jusf been revised during a long, fwo-year
comprehensive consulfative process thar ended in December
2014. The mobilisafion on the field was quite encouraging, and
workshops fook place basically everywhere in France. Twenfy-
seven local and regional AMAP nefworks participated fhrough
a general questionnaire focusing on potential modifications.
Moreover, filffy-seven isolaled AMAP (which were nof nefwork
members) replied during fhe first year of the process. There
are imporfant differences regarding the represenfativeness of
fhese confribufions. On the one hand, some networks made
a single, buf very representative, confribution. For example, in
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the Département of Isere, only thiry AMAP had been consulted
during four inferAMAP meefings held in different geographical
sectors. Similarly, in Picardie, up fo seventeen different AMAP
had been taking part in three debafes organised during winfer
2012/2013 before the questionnaire was disseminated fo the
whole network and was then summarised. Other networks
can hardly claim the same degree of representation. This is
a report from Bretagne about the Charter rewrifing process:
“Affer solicifing forly-nine AMAP in two déparfements — jusf
one feedback. Organisafion of an inte-amap meefing,
with people representing six AMAP from the Rennes areq,
including two producers. Proposals were senf fo the AMAPS
on the ferritory for information and comments”.  Any claim fo
fair representation can always be challenged. However, in the
French case, the efforts deployed o revise the Charfer during
a long, paricipatory process clearly indicafes a collective
will fo position irself as a movement of ciizens and nof just an
operation of fresh organic boxes.

General information

France is a couniry of 66 million inhabitanfs, who live on
approximately 550,000 km? (a densily of about 115 people
per km?). Agriculiure has enjoyed a very positive percepfion
in French sociefy unfil the last decades, when the negative
oufpurs of indusfrial farming sfarfed fo be poinfed ouf. The
Méline laws, passed af the furn of the twentieth century fo
protect French farmers from foreign compeliion, sfructurally
differenfiafed the French model from the English one for
insfance. In England, an early decision had been already
made during fhe ninefeenth century fo focus on industrial
development and fo feed factory workers with imported food
(for example, lamb from New Zealand).
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Number of CSAS?

Since when?

H

Nafional umbrella organisation?

Esfimated eaters and farms involved?
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2,000 AMAP groups (increased from 1,334 in 2011) according fo the newesf
census conducted in 2015 by the Infer-regional Movement

The first AMAP was sef up in 2001

Since 2010, an “Infer-regional Movement of AMAP", composed of fhe regional
AMAP networks, covers the major part of the national territory. Ifis the result of @
long process, led by the three main regional nefworks, including the first which
was esfablished in the Provence region

In 2011, the ADEME, the Nafional Susfainable Development and Energy
Agency conducted a nafional poll that stated that up fo 6% of the national
populafion have been “doing AMAP" af some poinf. This means fhere are
up fo 4 million Frenchmen and women have experienced AMAP during the
last twelve years. A dfill-unreleased census conducted in 2015 by Miramap
esfimates fhe number of exisling AMAP af 2,000+ . This would represent around
320,000 mangeurs (eaters) or consom‘acteurs (conscious consumers) and
approximately 3,500 farms. The increase since fhe previous census organised
by Miramap in 2011 — which counfed 1,335 CSA groups — is quife significant.
There are ofher models that could qualify under the ferm CSA according fo the
European standards, like the 120 social infegration gardens called *Jardins de
Cocagne”. The first Jardins de Cocagne were sef up in 1991, fen years before
AMAF and now fotalling 4,000 socially challenged workers, 20,000 member
families or 80,000 edaters. Thus, the cumulated number of CSAs is 3,620 farms
and 400,000 eafers in France in 2015,

Frenee

In France, despite unchanged polifical discourses on the
need fo profect farmers, fthe frend has been, since the Second
World War and the European infegrafion process, fowards
land concenirafion, reducfion of the number of farms and
focus on export-orienfed monoculfural production units. This
evolufion has been dictated by the industrialisafion of food
production processes, the decrease of food prices, and the
re-orienfafion of a large parf of family incomes fowards other
mass consumplion goods. From around 50% of the share of
fhe family income af the end of the Second World War, the
proporfion of income spenf of food has steadily decreased o
a mere 14% share in the 2000s.

Agricultural information

The official figures, even from such a shorf period as 2010
2013, demonsirate a sfeep decrease in the number of farms.
Whereas the used arable land declined slowly (27,622,527ha
in 2013, from 27,712,724ha in 2010), the number of farms is
reduced even more dramafically during the same period: from
491,384 to 451,606. The average size of a farm in France in
2013 was 61ha, compared o 55ha only three years earlier.
Confrary to lraly, Spain and some other European countries
(Romania, Poland), even if the symbolism affached o
agriculiure is still sirong in French sociefy, fhere is no fradiional
farming in France anymore, af least not in the sense of
subsistence or semi-subsistence family farming. Mosr of the
farms are highly mechanised and growing, and only 3% of
the tofal workforce are employed in agriculiure. Only 28.9% of
fhese jobs are held by women.

The share of organic agricullure has been growing
on a regular basis since 2008, after a threshold that lasfed
four or five years in the mid-2000s. In 2014, around 5.6%
of farms were cerfified organic, and about 7% of the jobs in
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the agriculfural sector were provided by organic farms and
companies. These ratios should be compared to the 4.14%
of the land which has already been converted o organic.
Obviously, fhe organic sector seems fo be focusing on smaller
farms and fo be more labour infensive than the conventional
farms. Even more importanfly, the amount of purchases of
organic products in the public procurement system rose by
11% from 2013 fo 2014, which is a sign that the general frend
of growth of organic consumption (around +10% each year)
is also happening as far as schools and public adminisiration
are concerned.

Another striking defail, as we are drawing the landscape
of agriculture in France, is to note the close relafionship
befween culture and polifics. On the one hand, the ferm ferrair,
for example, highlights the exisfence of artisan food culiures
connected fo a particular ferrifory, characterised by unique
soil composition and climatic condiions. The notion of ferroir
is thought fo have a ceniral role in the worldwide success of
French elife products, including wines and cheese.

On the ofher hand, agriculiure in France also has an
assertive poliical dimension. Ifis no surprise, since France is
offen considered as the poliical nafion par excellence, where
everything furmns ouf fo be poliical. Thus, these two French
passions, food and poliics, have regularly mertin an explosive
combination. This was the case, in Summer 2015, when the
price paid fo indusfrial pig herders wenf down so much fhat
many of them faced bankruptcy. However, beside profests,
offen led by conventional farmers, there has been, since the
1990s, a growing and perhaps more consiructive agriculture
paysanne movemen.
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How did CSA develop? Dynamics?

The first AMAP was born from a meeling between a group
of milifant *eaters” and Daniel Vuillon, a farmer who had seen
a CSA pick-up while visiting family in New York. Together, they
decided fo launch a similar inftiative and were very successful
in spreading the world. The confext of the original partnership
should be underlined: the farmer shared fthe idea with an
Alfac-group in a period when Malbouffe, the French word for
Trash Food, was atop issue for almost all French cifizens. This
campaign culminafed when José Bové and several fellows
dismantled a McDonald’s in Southern France in 1999, That
was less than two years before the first AMAP diistributions fook
place, 10th May 2001.

The birth of the AMAP movement, and
fs exponential growih during the years
2001-2008, should be understood as the
confluence betlween two movements: the
agricullure paysanne (peasant agriculture)
movemenr on fthe farmers’ side, and the
crifical - consumpfion movement on  the
consumers' side.

Agriculiure paysanne, the concept AMAP
refers fo, would liferally franslate info peasant
agricullure. As in English, the word paysan
used o be exiremely pejorafive, a synonym
for dirfy, withouf manners, uneducated,
unculfivated... Buf a movement of small-
scale family farmers, in fhe 1990s, decided
fo use if fo qualify the fype of agriculture they
were claiming fo do: an environmentally
friendly agriculture, also respeciful of local
cultures, landscapes and of the social
condifions of all farm workers. In foct, the
key element enclosed in the concept of
agricullure paysanne is the autonomy of the farmer within
fhe food production and disfribufion channels. Insfead of
being jusf one link in the chain, specialised in just one fype of
production (monoculiure), the paysan is someone who has
conirol over his model of production from the seeds fo the
markeling scheme.

Since 1998, when the ferm agriculture paysanne was
regisfered as a brand, it has been widely used in France by
the alfernative farmers’ union called Confédération Paysanne.
I has fravelled and has met similar concepts in ofher countries
in the frame of La Via Campesina, the infernational federation
of family farmers’ unions, by all the acfors of the Food
Sovereignty Movement. Food Sovereignty, the “right for people
fo decide how the food they consume is produced and
distribured”, combines very well with the objective of regaining
aufonomy in a context of food and agricultural crisis.

Both the concept of Food Sovereigniy, as defined above,
and agriculiure paysanne underline the need o question
fhe relafionship between the farmer and the sociefy. Paysan
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comes indeed from pays (counfry) in this case the area where
the farmer is from, and the terrifory upon which his aclivify
impacfs.

The second sfrand in the formafion of AMAP is the
responsible consumption movement. Atac members played
an important role in providing a core group of militants fo the
firsk AMAP groups. Attac was founded in 1998 in France as
a movement advocaling the implementation of a Tobin fax
on financial fransactions, and quickly became a major anfi-
capifalistorganisation. Within a couple of years, ifs membership
figures became even bigger than some secondary polifical
paries. Led by infellectuals and academics, I bore a
radical criique of consumerism and called for aclions by
“consom’acteurs” (consum’actors), through boycoffing and
choosing efhical products. Attac members gave the first AMAP
groups a milifanf sfructure and a voice in the media. Yel, Atfac
can't claim the exclusive patemity of AMAR Indeed, there were
many more reasons driving the consumers fowards the first
AMAP pick-up points. | will point ouf the two
most visible reasons here. One of them was
the consciousness fhat farming was going
through dramatic fimes in France, wih a
reduction in the number of farms from around
one milion in the 1980s fo less than 600,000
in the early 2000s. Another significant reason
was, as in any couniry where the movement
grew sfrong, the disfrust towards the agrifood
industries following the Mad Cow Disease
and several ofher food-safely issues. The
environmentalist component of the movement
should, of course, not be neglected.

What is understood by CSA?

CSA is almost always understood as an
English franslation for AMAP AMAP is a locdl
and solidarity-based partnership befween a
producer and some consumers.

AMAP is indeed an association (and not

a business) fhat supports the  relafionship

belween a consumer group and a local producer. These two

parts, the producer and each consumer, are linked fhrough

a writen confraci-based direct-selling systfem. The idea is fo

make sure fhe farm relies on guaranteed incomes thar will
keep providing a sound ground for af least the next year.

Are fthere different types of CSA?

AMAP is the mosl widespread model, bur there are other
models which could be called CSA. For example, the 100
Cockaigne Gardens — social infegrafion gardens — have been
funcfioning with a membership and commifment system since
1991, fen years before AMAP

Yel, we decided to focus on the AMAP model, because this
movement is fhe most visible and has been able to spread in
the mosf successful way.

Legal setup and interaction with public bodies

In March 2012, AMAP surprisingly came under the polifical
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limelight: they were the subject of a quesfion fo fhe government,
asked by two deputies from fthe opposiion. In milifary
language, these questions would be called “friendly fire”. On
13th March, deputy Gille explained in front of his peers that
fhe proclaimed governmental support fo shor-supply chains
was nof effectively being implemented through an appropriate
legislation; on 20th March, anofher deputy, Jack Lang, fook up
fhe fopic in a similar way. The purpose of these inferventions
was mainly fo push for a derogatory fax exemption for AMAR
The driving forces behind these inifiafives are difficult fo map.
Bur one could think that the depufies had been invifed fo act in
this way by short-supply chain infermediaries claiming fo do
AMAR although not sfricily following the AMAP Charter.

AMAP as an association supports the relationship between
a consumers' group and a local producer but the fransactions
are conducted direcfly between them. There is no cash flow
through AMAP It is therefore quife difficult fo undersfand how
AMAP itself could be subject to faxation.

The Government brought up an answer in a very shorf
fimespan, on 17th April. The answer first includes a reminder
of the associafion’s fiscal regime. Then comes a generdl
definition:

"The  Associations pour le Maintien
dune  Agriculture Paysanne (AMAP) have
been designed fo create g direct link
between a producer and some consumers,
who commit themselves to buy his production
at a {air price dllowing the producer fo
cover his production costs and fo generate
an income, while remaining accessible  to
consumers“

Bur the mos! surprising and thus inferesting part was the

following:

"An  AMAP
professional the sale of his production

that guarantees to a
through connecting (even without cormission)
the members to the producer, contributes
to the economic development of the {arm,
The AMAP activity is thus considered fo
be profitable and should be sub_ject to
commercial taxes,“
This exchange in the parliament fostered a confroversy:
are AMAP *pbusiness as usual” or associative not-for-profit

sfructures run by self-organised cllizens with the objective of
serving the general inferest?

The national AMAP network, Miramap, reacted with a press
release, which sfressed the nofion of general interest and
claimed fo be a social movemen.
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Commitment of the eaters

The major aspirafion fo be a social movement is reflected
in a whole sef of pracfices implemented everyday by
stakeholders fo “do amap” (*faire de I'amap” as the amapians
themselves are used fo saying). If we compile CSA kifs and
infernal organisafional CSA documents in France, if seems
the following fasks have been commonly idenfified as key
aspects of collectively running an AMAP or a CSA: pick-up-
point management (cleaning, opening, efc.); diversificafion
of producfs available and farms engaged; communication,
especially between the consumers and the farm; member
recruirment; collection of coniracts and cheques; event
planning.

Communication should be understood in two ways. Firsl,
it is the work of a Farm Group, which is in charge of following
and understanding the evolufion of the farm, updafing the
group and supporting (If needed) the farmer in explaining his
own farm dynamics fo the consumers, through regular farm
visits for example.

Burcommunication is also aboufenhancing the fun of doing
CSA, fthrough recipe-sharing, shor newsleffers, websites/
blogs. These communication efforts are then targefed both at
current and pofenfial members, thus confribufing o member
recruiment.

Besides this information channel, a well-funclioning CSA
also requires members to take an acfive part in regular events.
Even if only an active minority of CSA subscribers, often called
the Core Group (le noyau in French), are taking part on @
regular basis, they are very important in drawing a difference
between non-CSA models and in feeding the process of
colleclive choice-building.

Organic certification

According fo regional nefwork's own  accounfs,
approximately half of the AMAP producers in France have
organic cerfification for all or part of their production. The fact
is that the Charter (written in 2003, extensively revised in 2014)
does prohibit the use of pesticides and chemical ferfilisers but
doesn't require organic cerification for AMAR Since fthe very
beginning of the first inifiatives (the idea of CSA was brought
back from the US by a non-certified organic farmer, who
nevertheless worked in an organic way), there has been a
confinuous and sfructured debate within the movement o
define if organic cerfification should be required. The only
consensual answer untilnow has beento avoidthis requirement
by enhancing the need for Parficiparory Guarantee Systems
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as an alfernative fo tird-party certification. The rafionale is that
PGS could be more adapfed fo the specificiies of the AMAP
model and could frame the improvement of praclices on
AMAP farms. For example, fhrough PGS, the consumer group
pracfices could also be scrufinised, as well as the social
condifions on fhe farm (sifuation of farm workers), whereas
fhe organic certification is only looking at the fechnicaliies of
agriculiural pracfices.

Dt

The rewritten AMAP charter was adopted in December 2014
by an assembly of representatives from all parts of France. In
this new fext, a whole paragraph is devoted o agroecological
practices. I says that "AMAP supports an agriculture that is
respeciful of human beings, the environment and animals,
and refers to the fundamental principles of organic agriculture.
In particular, it commits fo a way of farming fhat:

° is susfainable, diversified and adapfed fo fthe
ferrifory, independent from agro-chemicals and from
all attempts to grab the living (GMO for example);

* enhances vegelal and animal biodiversity;

° conlribufes fo mainfaining and developing farmers’
seeds.

The Preamble explicily refers fo the loss of peasant
agricullure  know-how. As  explained earlier, agriculture
paysanne is the pillar of the AMAP model and the key concept
within the AMAP charter. Agriculiure paysanne is referred o in
the preamble and then briefly defined through five fundamental
principles:

° support the sustainability and the installation of new
farms;
° fosfer autonomy in the way farms are funcfioning;

o work fowards and

dynamics;

ferrifory- solidarity-based

° support fhe economic sustainabilily of parmnering
farms;

e care abouf the social condifions of the farming
acfiviry,

The French CSA movement is af the crossroads of severdl
issues, including environmental and food-safely issues.
I is also a reaction fo a siuation where large-scale refail
companies have been dominaling the food chains for so
long. In a way, AMAP is one more expression of a double
French passion for food and poliics.

Bur finding the right balance between both aspects can
somefimes be challenging. In particular, since 2011, the
Miramap leaders have been frying fo reinforce the social
movement dimension of AMAP groups. Indeed, even if there is
widespread knowledge about the polifical dimension (notin a
partisan bur rather in a sociefal sense) of AMAP engagement,
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there are also many cases of purely business-driven
inifiafives claiming fo be AMAR For this reason, the AMAP
nefworks have been increasingly working on communication
and pedagogical fools, include Participafory Guarantee
Susfem (PGS), fo reassert the call for social change originally
delivered by AMAR and fo make sure thar everyday practices
are orienfed fowards fhis social change. This clarification
effort is necessary if AMAP are planning fo keep away from
commercial inificfives and reasserf themselves as a social
movemen.

Jocelyn Parot is General Secrefary of Urgenci, also co-author
and edifor of several books on CSA in Europe published
by Urgenci (Kernel Ediions): The European Handbook on
CSA (2013); Les sysfemes alimentaires allernatifs: éludes
de cas (2015); Training in Alfernafive Food Disfribution
Systems (AFDS): Regional logistics (2015).

D

>






GSA for
€ —

Solidarische Landwirtschaft (solidarity based agriculiure)

According fo the preamble of the slafutes of the German
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Retharine Rraif, Sare Meifner

Native rpeme

Commeon delinition

national network:

“Solidarity based agriculture/ {arming together

(on a voluntary basis) as producers and

coONsSuUMers ...

. means sharing the risks and responsibilities

of {arming,

. Means organizing economic processes on the

basis of solidarity and mutual trust;

. means agreeing on the standard according

0 which the {arming is done (and the
size of the {arming operation) and on the
costs of agricultural production, including
an  agppropriate of pay {or the
{armers and {arm workers, All the costs

level

are covered by the members,;

. creates a reliable relationship between the

producers and the consumers, involving a
long-term and binding cormmitment,

. creagtes {reedom {rom economic coercion

in agricultural production, leads to genuine
{ood sovereignty,

. 5 beneficial for the health of soils, water
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bodies, plants, animals and people  and
promotes their wellbeing and development;

and

promotes a spirit of internationalism and
understanding armong nations,

Country contexT

General information

In Germany, approximately 81 million people live on
an area of 360,000km? (about 227 people per km?). Both
expendifures for food and profits of agriculture have changed
considerably in the last decades: consumers have been
spending an ever smaller part of their incomes on food. On
average, in 2013, people in Germany spent 10.4% of their
incomes (€2,700 per month and household) on food and
non-alcohalic beverages (a sharp drop from 43% in 1950
and 25% in 1970) (Statisfa, 2015). At the same fime, farmers’
revenues accounfed for 25.4% of consumer expendifures for
food of domesitic origin (compared to 48% in the early 1970s).
In the case of milk and dairy products the figure sfood af 45%
in 2013 and af 26% for mear and mear products. The lowes'
rafe (5%) prevails in the case of bread-grains and bread-
grain products (Bauernverband, 20150). In confrast o these
figures, in CSAs, all the money spent on food goes directly
info agriculture.

Agricultural information

N 2012, 16.7 million hecfares in Germany were used for
agriculiure (Bauemverband, 2015b). OF this, 71% is arable
land, 27.8% meadow and pastures, and 1.2% permanent
crops. The average farm size is 58.6ha. 23,000 farms (8.2%
of the fotal number of farms) and an area of approximately 1
million hectares (6.4% of the fofal agricultural area) was under
organic agriculture in 2014 (Bauermnverband, 2015¢).

The average area required fo feed a person with organic
food is approximately a quarter of a hectare. On one hecfare,
the vegetables for abour 100 people can be produced.

In 2013, abour 1 million people in Germany worked in
agriculture: approximately 50% of these are from farming
families, 200,000 are permanent employees and 314,000 are
seasonal workers (Regionalwert AG, 2015).

Ristery and echareeteristics
of GSA

How did CSA develop? Dynamics?

The development of CSAs in Germany started off slowly.
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92 CSAs (Solawis) and around 100 CSAs in foundation are listed on the nafional

network's homepage

12011

After the foundation of the first CSA, Buschberghof, in 1988,
only fhree further CSAs were sel up in fhe following fiffeen years.
Befween 2003 and 2007, the number doubled fo eight CSAS,
After this, and with the establishment of a national network,
the movement grew very dynamically. Today, approximately
90 CSA farms are operaling and another 100 CSAs are in
preparafion.

See DE1 which shows the dynamic development of the
number of CSAs in Germany from 1988 unfil 2014. See also
DE2 which is the responses received from The Census abour
the formation of new CSAs.
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DEl Growth in the number of CSAs by year

There has been a remarkable and growing inferest in CSA
from consumers and producers, as well as from the media,
science and poliics. In many areas, people are looking for
serious solufions for a change fowards a small-scale, regional
agriculture. This challenge has also been recognised in @
global report by the Inferational Assessment of Agriculiural
Knowledge, Science and Technology for Development
(MclIntyre, 2009). In 2009, the first German CSA, Buschberghof,
received a national award from the Ministry of Agriculture for the
development and successful implementation of ifs economic
system.

Networks

The national CSA network sees itself both as a movement
and an associafion of grassroots democrafic organisations. It
is a union of individuals and farms working fogether to promate
CSA. Cenlfral tasks of the nefwork include offering advice and
company fo CSA farms, mafching consumers and producers,
public relafions, and the coordinating inquiries from scienfisfs
and poaliicians. In order to exchange experiences and further

: Solidarische Landwirtschaft (www.solidarische-landwirtschaft.org) founded ing

fAccordmg fo The Census, the average CSA has 100120 shares, therefore,
- as a share is usually divided between 2-3 people, we esfimate fhat a
: 25,000 people in Germany receive food from CSAs

total of

develop the movement, nafional meefings are held fwice
a year. During fhese meelings, a network council, which
represents farms as well as individual members and which
fakes cenfral decisions, is elected. In order fo guaranfee a
strong link with farming realifies, at least half of the council
consisfs of representatives of farms. The councll irself elects
a coordination body which meets for a telephone conference
fwice monthly fo discuss important decisions and queries fo
fhe nefwork. Thematic working groups and regional groups
also exist and are represented in the council.

Most of the work done by the network fakes place on @
voluntary basis. Bigger tasks are carried our by paid network
officers. In line with CSA principles, their budget is covered by
membership confributions. Around half of the German CSA
projects which responded fo The Census are members of the
nafional network (see DE3).

For more information on the role of the German CSA
Nefwork, see fhe section under the heading ‘Agroecological
pracfices’.

DE2: DEX:

e R Ufééﬁd ..................... -
om o1 Ndbh’di'h’ém&ké """ 20
o ded I RRERCE o
12013 | 5. Other 1
2014 112 TOTAL 35
ppoedeld R
CTOTAL © 35

DE2: Foundation of new CSAs in Germany
indicated by responses to The
Census

DED: Membership of networks

What s understeed by GSA?

The definion given before according fo the charter of
the national CSA nefwork is nof a final version bur a working
definion. However it gives a good overview of the defining
elements of CSA in Germany. Risk sharing is a central defining
aspect of Solawi/CSA. If means for insfance fhat if the harvesf
is bad or lost, because of factors the farmer cannot influence
(e.g. weather), members will pay their confribufions anyway.
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The definition used for The Census was:

“CSA is a direct partnership betfween

a group ©of consumers and one or

several whereby the  risks,

of  {arming
through

producers
responsibilities and  rewards

activities are  shared, long-term

{ormal or informal shared agreement,
CSAs

aim at providing gquality {ood produced in

Generally operating on  small-scale,

an agroecological way,“

Most of the criteria given in this definiion can be found in
the 35 German CSAs who fook partin The Census (see DE4).

DE4: CSA characteristics

Direcl parinership 28
I s
ShoredrewordsS@
‘Shared responsblity 13
‘Long-term agreement 17
 Formal or informal contract————+ 28
Aiming of providing qualiyfood | © 31

Production in an agroecological way : 30

Are there different types of CSA?

Generadlly, fhe following fypes of CSA can be disfinguished:

e A farm or markef garden is linked with a group of
members (we don'f like the expressions “consumers”
or “clienfs”, because for us, they do not capture the
spirif of CSA)

e Several farms or markef gardens are linked with one
group of members fo provide a full supply of food.

Creation and origin

Some general differences can be observed befween
CSAs founded by farmers/gardeners and those founded by
members. The CSA Census shows thal most German CSAs
were founded by one of these groups. Only few are sel up by
both — farmers and consumers fogether or ofher groups, for
example, a student inifiafive.

Legal setup

The different  founding condifions, mofivations and
requirements of the CSAs are reflected in a variety of legal
forms.

The choice of a specific legal form depends on the
inferests, ideas and aims of the participants. Often, there is a

legal separafion between different funclional areas such as
ownership (of the farm, the land, the fools, efc.), the agriculiural
holding and pracfice, and the cooperation with the group of
members (financing and consumption).

The choice of the legal form influences areas like: liabilily
and financial risks (working capital, accident insurance);
social securily of the farmers (illness, pension), the form
of employment (self-employment or salary), sfructures for
decision-faking and contfrol, possibilifies of gelting further
financing, long-ferm perspectives and adminisiration. Legadl
forms are kept as simple and unbureaucrafic as possible.

In Germany, agreements are usually writfen confracts.
However, some groups work with informal agreemens.

Interaction with public bodies

Like all farms, CSAs operafe within the legal framework
of the couniry. As a new fype of farm, they are sometimes
confronfed with the fact thar public bodies can't place them
within any exisfing general economic framework. In mosf
cases, those inferactions have positive oufcomes. In problems
arise, an exchange of experiences and confact with the
nefwork offen helps.
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Further details frem The

DE?: Distribution methods

Gensus - Home delivery : 1:

35 German CSA activisfs fook part in the European CSA Pickupatfarm 20
Census; around 30% o.f rhe known CSAs in Germany are  Distribution poinfs : 31
represented. The tables in this country report show the resulis
of The Census in order fo give an overview of the state of the :Sef-harvesting & 8
CSA movement in Germany. - TOTAL .35

Type of produce

According to the CSA Census, almost all German CSAs Land ownership

supply vegefables while some CSAs produce fruif, honey,

, Most commonly, CSA land is part-renfed and part-owned
meat, dairy products, eggs, and bread (see DED).

by the farmer or complefely owned or complefely renfed by the
farmer. However, there is also some CSA land, which is owned

DES: Produce. by the CSA ifself or other non-profit organisation. Moreover,
fhere are efforts fo free further land of privafe ownership (see
LTINS -3 DES).

Vegetables 34
‘Meol i 8
pary T DES: Who owns the land?

Eggs | TTTRTREL Ownedbyfommer 9!
‘Bead sl Part-renied and par-owned by CSA & E
Homey ¢ 10  Part-rented and part-owned by farmer £ 10
TOTAL 35 ‘RenledbyCSA 2
- Remed byformer . 8

: . Oher g
Ofgo\mc CQWJH[ICQJHOY\ TOTAL34

Usually, the CSA farms are certified organic or biodynamic
(see DE6). Some are nof cerfified because they don't need the
certificate — the members know how they work.

According fo the CSA Census, fhe average size of farms
fhatr work with- CSA schemes was approximarely 21ha. An
average 38% of this area was used for CSA related production

DEG: Organic or
biod ynamic cevtification

: Certified biodynamic ©o5: and half of that for vegetable and fruit production.
: Ceried organic 17
- Organic methods  but not : "

- cerlified

Distribution method

There are different modes of distribuling the products. In
mosl cases, members pick up heir products from disfribution
points or direcfly from fhe farm. Few members do self-harvest
and aimost no German CSA offers home-delivery (see DE7).
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Labour and income

Many different groups of people work on CSA farms,
including farmers, CSA members and seasonal workers (see
DE9). Most of the producers are not formally employed (see
DE10). Table DET1 shows the range of the percentage of
CSA farmers’ incomes thar derive from the CSAs themselves.
Many farmers have other sources of income beside CSA
membership fees, such as revenues from ofther disfribufion
channels, subsidies and other jobs.

DE10, Employment

assistfance fo CSA farms and groups fhat want fo sef up a
CSA. Moreover, the CSA nefwork makes information available
fo polificians, scientists, educationalisfs, and fthe generdl
public.

The network fries fo do as much as possible on a grassroots
level. Regular meefings of the network and of regional groups
guaranftee a horizontal exchange of experiences and support.

DELL: Percentoge

DE% Workers at CSA farms of CSA farm of farmers' income
................................................... workers, from CSA
Desarpion £ Yesi o o R 3
._F_q_rme.r ___________________________________ 18 ..F.U.Y'T.T!W?.?WP!Q.Q?Q. L3 2&5@07 ...................... 5
Farmer and fomily 8 NOT empbged 24 ....... AU ARUURURUUR SUPPPRRR ot
""""""" Part-fime employed : 4 5075 % 6:
Farmers' colleclive A T T T
--------------------------------------------------- TOTAL 31 75799 % 3 :
. Seasonal workers = B LTl BILE 1@@‘% .......................... 9
 Fulime workers & o s e o
CSAmembers 1 S oL S
‘Wwooters 1:
: Oner (e.g.infems) =~ 2.

TOTAL 35

Involement of the eaters

In most CSAs, members are involved in acfiviies
like deliveries, decision-making or adminisfrafive  and
organisafional fasks (see fable DE12). The opporfuniy for
CSA members fo working on fthe farms is handled differently
from farm fo farm. This work mostly fakes place on a volunfary
basis, however, in some CSAs, farm work is a requirement for
members.

DE12: Members' involvement

Bugngshares il 18
Helping fo grow produce 24
Helping 10 pack/deliver produce 18
Adminisitafion/ organisation 20
Deusxonmokm g ................................. , 3 :
- Aftending open days/social evenis  © 28
‘Bxchonging recipes 21
Cnvesing money inthe farm - 14
Orher7
TOTAI_ ............................................... 35 :

Agreccelegical proectices

The German CSA network aims fo promote CSAiIn Germany
and fo conltribute fo a paradigm change in agriculiure.

This aim is puf info practice by offering advice and

With its holistic approach emphasising the mainfenance of
soil ferfility and inclusion of all participants, CSAs promote the
local economy. CSAs give people access fo and responsibilily
for the lond and frue food sovereignty. By caring for and
developing the health of soils, water bodies, planfs, animals
and humans, CSAs serve us all.

Sharing cosfs, risks, responsibilifies, and fhe harvest
among all parficipants resulfs in relafionships of frusk between
producers and consumers. These relafionships are built for
fhe long ferm and provide sustainable food supply and fair
pay.

CSA also confributes fo a better undersfanding befween
cifies and fthe counfryside and sfrengthens rural areas. The
agricultural diversity helps fo increase the qualily of life in
CSA regions. Moreover, regional economic sfrucfures are
strengthened when the money spenf on food stays in the
region. Another effect is that farms and the land are protected
from markef pressures that offen result in defrimental agriculfural
pracfices.

A direct connecfion of people with agriculiure confribures
fo an increased consciousness abour naftural resources.
Less food is wasfed when producfs like crooked cucumbers
are valued. Plastic waste is also reduced as fhere is litle
packaging.

High levels of fransparency allow all participants fo learn
abouf fechniques of agricultural production and caring for
fhe land. This leads fo the development of sfronger emaotional
connections fo the land which is of parficular importance for
children. Farmers enjoy their work because they know for
whom fhey do .
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Every day, Germany loses several farms. Food has been
gelting ever-cheaper and the number of farmers declines.

In this confext, CSA has become a movement that offers
new perspeclives fo farmers. Qualily, susfainabilily ond
fransparency are gaining importance and a growing number
of consumers are willing fo pay a fair price for ‘ethical food’
that is produced regionally under fair condifions and in respect
for all life forms.

The perspecfives thar CSA offers are manifold: the
preservation of ferfile agriculiural soils, e reduction of long
fransporf roufes and unnecessary packaging materials and
organic production confribute o environmental protection,
climate responsibilily and biodiversifty. In fimes of ongoing
alienation of most people from agricullure, CSA plays
an importfant pedagogic role: CSA farms are places of
infergenerational leaming.

The term CSA has arrived in the public debate. Now, the
cenfral ideas behind the context must be communicated. If is
important for both farmers and consumers fo free themselves
from the prevailing ideas of profit maximisation and fo move
fowards the frue costs of covering our needs. This is @
process which is going o need fime as we (re)build frust and
confidence.

A challenge is the greal workload for farmers. They need
assistance in the conversion of their farm info a CSA. In view
of the fast growih of the movement, i is important fo build
capaciiies for accompanying and advising new CSA farms.
Orher imporftant fopics fhat are much discussed are farmers’
incomes and access o land

In order for CSA fo develop info a real alrernative for overall
agriculture, the national CSA nefwork has been encouraging
CSA iniliafives fo broaden their range of producfs fhrough
diversification and cooperation with ofther farms. For insfance,
vegefable producers could join forces with grain or dairy
farms.

Germany

®» — & G H» T W T H» T @

Many people see CSA as a necessary part of a fransifion
fowards a susfainable agriculfiure and gain hope for the future
from the movement.

Arguably the most important aspect of CSA is stated by
Wolfgang Stréinz, founding member and long-term freasurer of
the first German CSA, Buschberghof:

“The growth of cormmunity supported
agriculture is not so much a guestion of
money as a question Of consciousness,
There are no limits to the creativity in
putting it info practice, The basic requirement
is a group of people interested in applying
the concept, because the most important
capital of a {arm are the people around
it
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The direcf franslation of ‘Community Supported Agriculiure’
info Greek is ‘Kowotikd Ymootypilouevn Tewpyia' bur because
of Greek language contexiual meaning the firsf word
‘community” would be seen to imply Agriculiure Supported by
the European Economic Community (EEC) and — although
this enfily has been replaced by the EU — for people unaware
of the idea of CSA, ‘Koivérnra' could be seen fo refer fo the
EU. Hence, some use Kowwvikd Ymoornpi{duevy Irwpyio
(Socially Supported Agriculture) instead, which has the same
acronym (KYT). The acronym, KYT, is pronounced kiy with
'y’ as in ‘'yach’. The infials KYT have been used since the
1980s and can be found in literature and research papers
unfil foday. People fend to also use the English acronym CSA,
whilst most of fhe inifiafives also put (CSA)" — in Latin leffers —
next fo their names. In Summer 2015, we infroduced e ferm
KYTew — just adding an exira syllable fo the exisfing one, as
KYT does not roll with the fongue. The added syllable made
KYTew (Kiyeo — with 'y’ as in ‘yacht’) easier fo pronounce and
i is now used extensively. One iniliative uses the ferm KOZAII
(KOSAP) Kovwvixd Zrnpildpevy Aypotikti apaywys (Socially
Backed Agricultural Production).  Another project prefers the
name AAAnAéyyva Aypotikhi Owovopie (SOlidarity Agricultural
Economy). During the first Hellenic CSA meeling (27-28
October 2015) it became clear that there is no consensus with
regards fo the name and different projects use different ferms.

Commen definiTion

Alfhough projects vary greafly in sfructure and form, fhey
seem fo share the ideals of:

° the production of quality food
° produced in an agroecological way

o @ direct relationship between producer and
consumer

o abolifion of the middlemen
° solidarity

o voluntarism.

CounTry ecortTexT

General information

Greece sfrefches over an area of 132,000km?. Iis
fopography is quite particular as it is run through by big
mounfain ranges and if boasts one of the biggest coastlines
(15,000km) and more than 2,500 islands, while almost 20%
of ifs land falls under the profection of nafura2000. Population
density is 82 people per kmz. Charf GR1 shows the breakdown
of land use.

Greece: Breakdown of Land usage

H Forests

o Wetlands
Grazing

= Mining

B Agriculture
Infrastructure *

GR1: Chart showing lreakdown of land use in
Greece,

Of its almost 11 million inhabifants, 5 million are under the
age of 30 and 2.5 million are over 60 years old. Geographically
speaking, they are dispersed as follows: almost 4 million live
in fhe greater area of Athens and 1 million in Thessaloniki, 70%
live in cifies and the resf in villages and fowns with less than
50,000 inhabitanfs.

The effects of the economic crisis (loss of more than 26%
of GDP in 5 years) are harsh as depicted in fable GR2 where
a comparison is made befween the currenf situation and fhat
of the year just prior fo the counfry’s loss of sovereignty and
inclusion in fhe IMF.

Other important numbers in undersfanding the socio-
economic sifuation in Greece are:

o Official Unemployment rate is 26% and youth
unemployment is greater than 50% (real figures are
higher).




: 2008

Gross T w7 o S
: Product (GDP) : :
T e TR TR

¢ According fo the CSA Census and data collected in other ways, the eslimation

is around 600 shares weekly; if a share feeds 2-4 individuals then, collecfively,
s we are falking abour 1,200-2,400 people. :

GR2: Tdble demonstrating the effects

of the economic “crisis,

° Living under poverty line (annual salary of €4,000):
36% — if we took away the small benefifs some
populafion groups are geffing this number becomes

52%.

° Six ouf of fen pensioners gef less than €700 per
monfh while 45% of pensions are under the poverty
line (changes fo the health benefits also means they
have to pay much more for medical affention and
medicine f00).

° The worklorce breakdown of the populafion (11
million) is shown in chart GR3.

B Employed 3.5m

Pensioners 2.65m
H Unaccounted 3.61m

GR2. Chart showing breakdown of the

workforce population (11 million).

° 350,000 homes withouf a single member of the
family working

* Average net salary full-ime: €815 per month; part-
fime: €346 per month

° 7 oufof 10 jobs have flexible employment” sfafus

° ‘Capital Confrols" sfill in effect since end of June

2015

° Suicide rafes before the crisis were around 300
per year. For the lasf five years the collective official
number is 5,000 whilst the real number could be
more than 15,000 (Mmany suicides are nol recorded
as such due fo religious and social reasons and

® Unpaid workers (1-5 months delay) 1.24m

also due fo the sfafe’s constant endeavour to paint
a brighter picture — like the ban on news of suicides
fo the media).

Agricultural information

According fo the most recent data by Eurostat, Greece’s
ufilised agriculiural area (2.8% of EU fofal) has seen a rise
of 22.4% in the decade 2003-2013. The average area per
holding has gone up from 4.8 to 6.8 hectares in this period buf
the number of holdings has seen a 14% fall and is currently af
709,500 individual holdings with *big farmers” holding roughly
40% of arable land. 4% of agriculiure is organic, as opposed
fo 0.4% in 1998. Of this, almost 60% is olive groves. Agriculiure
uses up 86% of the couniry's water resources.

Hisforically speaking, the end of the feudal system
(‘ropAikia’ — tsiflikia), the population exchange and the influx
of refugees in 1922 lead fo a redisfribufion of land and the
disinfegrafion of fradifional, large farmsfeads. Today, mosf
farmers do not live on a farm, rather they reside in the village
and fheir plofs are offen — but not always — at a nearby
distance.

This piece of land has sentimental and social value and is
seen as the farm family’s efforts fo secure social reproduction
and preserve agriculiural identity; of which the land is the
symbol (Koutsou et al.). So plots pass on from generafion
fo generation rather than being sold off. Thus, land does
nof always belong fo the person farming if; old folks in the
couniryside fend o if for the sake of their city-dwelling offsprings
and women inherit if from deceased fathers or husbands.

Inclusion in the CAP subsidy sysfem means fhat in some
cases, in order fo fif the qualification criteria, farmers cede
their land fo wives, children or daughters-in-law, creating new
holdings that exist only on paper, or that the owner gefs the
subsidy and the caretaker gefs the land renf-free. So, he real
number of farms is 14% fo 36% less than the registered official
data.

Another characterisfic is fthe ‘preseni-absent’ farmers
(Koufsou ef al.) meaning fhat if is very common o see
farmheads having more fhan one occupations of which
farming is nof necessarily the biggest eamer (pluriachivity);
many living and working in cifies visit the field sporadically
(remote distance farming).

Although on paper there seems to be a ‘feminisation” of
agriculture, a very limited number of farms are actually run
by women, and a significant proportion of farm heads are
pensioners. Age breakdown of Greek farmers: <35 5.2%, 35—
44 14.7%, 45-54 23.9%, 55-64 24.9%, >65 31.3%

=
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Climate change also affects farmlands as, especially in
fhe south and on many of the islands, there are areas fat
do nof see a drop of rain for the whole summer, with floods
and soil erosion being an issue, while in heavily farmed areas
contamination of the water fable is a big issue.

Greece's very particular geography makes fransportation
especially costly (foo many mounfains and islands) and this
is why — fogether with the fragmented agriculiural land — it is
important thaf farmers enjoy special starus with fax exemptions
and lower prices so as fo keep agriculfural products affordable.

Since 2012, we do nof have an Agriculiural Bank
anymore and the marker is confrolled by layers and layers
of infermediaries. Old-school agricultural coops have failed
with corrupfion and embezzlement scandals not being the
exceptfion.

The latest ‘post-referendum’ austerity pack expects farmers
fo sfarf pre-paying 55% of next year's faxes; o pay faxafion
rafes and insurance confributfions equal fo those of all other
professions; and fhat faxaftion on ‘farming petrol” will surge
from €66 fo €330 per fon.

Histery eond charaeteristies
of GSA

How did CSA dewelop? Dynamics?

In fhe mid 1990s, organic production began faking shape,
mainly as an answer fo the demand for clean quality food,
and irwas then that bio-farmers started realising the consfraints
fhe markefplace was creafing for them. There are no farmers’
markers in Greece, only sfreel markefs where most vendors
are nof the producer bul a merchant. The sfruggle fo create
organic sfreef markers starfed fogether with an' invesfigation
info alrernative disfribution channels, buf with limited results due
fo a mulitude of reasons — bureaucracy, rigid legal and fax
frameworks, the failed example of agriculiural coops, fo name
bur a few.

Since 2009 and the advent of the crisis, we see a surge
of cifizens' groups frying fo fackle food in different ways, and
since then we have box-schemes, collecfive-buying groups,
no-infermediaries markets, social solidarity grocery sfores,
non-profit supermarkers, and of course CSAs. People are
becoming more aware and conscious of issues relafing fo
their food, health and economy. The confinued ausferity is
creafing a ferfile ground for such endeavours fo continue and
flourish, even though, i has fo be noted, that the legal and fax
framework contexts are hosfile and we need fo push for big
changes and the creation of alfernative frameworks.

What is understood by CSA?

When falking fo people who are ignorant of the idea of
CSA ifis very difficult fo gef them fo undersfand the concep; fo
sfeer away from concepfs like ‘price per kilo'. Even those fhat
partake in such projects realise they still have a long way fo go
compared with examples from ofher European realifies. And it
seems thaf every group has their own particular interprefation.
Bur, in foday's Greece, where the social and economic web
was dismanfled so rapidly and viciously, we cannof expect
fo see a copy of what we would see somewhere else. The
elemenfs thaf seem fo be universal in Greek CSAs are:

° adirect partnership between a network of consumers
and one producer or a nefwork of producers

e aninformal, not legally binding, agreement between
the two parties

° fhe producfion of qualily food in susfainable,
agroecological ways

e the land belongs fo the farmer who is the one
responsible for agriculfural decisions

° very low levels of consumer participation
° most parficipants are nof polifically motivated

° mosf projects counf on the work of a very small
number of volunteers, withour whom fhe project
wouldn't survive.




Though most cases seem o be a box-scheme type
operation (we call them baskets ‘kaAdBia’), there is evidence
of risk sharing praclices — either by accepfing fo pay a
slightly higher price for a period of fime fo compensate for
the producer's bad harvest, helping ouf financially in fimes of
crisis, or eating only spinach and greens for weeks due fo bad
wedather, buf very liffle fowards sharing of responsibilifies.

Are fthere different types of CSA?

All projects are different fo one another. To explain this, we
can present a few distinct cases:

Just af the oufskirts of Thessaloniki, there is a proper farm
with a farm house, sfables and 1.5ha of land which produces
wheat, vegefables and some dairy products. Since 1995, the
farmers wanfed fo run if under the CSA principles. During this
fime, they have managed fo creafe a pool of families thar are
in fouch with e farm and visif if fo procure their food buf also fo
fake part in ofher activiies like (therapeutic) horseback riding,
workshops or a lazy sfroll around fhe place on a Sunday
moming. There is no regular assembly, no wrifen confract
befween parties, nor is it obligatory fo order food every week.
There is the possibilily of hand-picking from fthe gardens,
helping ouf with chores and faking parf in open days and
festivifies in the farm. Some of the consumers have developed
a closer relationship with the farming couple and help our
financially or manually if and when they can. They do nat,
however, fake part in major decision-making, and the running
of the place, organisation of crops efc. is the sole responsibilily
of fhe farmhead.

In 2010, a group of concemed cifizens under the name
Agronauts  (Aypovaureg) sfarfed presenfafions and open
discussions in Athens fo inform people of the idea of CSA —
calling it Community Backed Agricultural Production — and
soon affer they were able fo create a network of consumers
in different neighbournoods willing fo buy directly from
producers. Today this network feeds around 300 families
per week, catered by two main producers and another two
occasional ones. There are seven delivery points af present
in Athens, and individual consumers have fo pick up on a
specific day and fime. Consumers do nof have a say info
what fhey buy, rather they agree to having o basker delivered
fo them which will confain roughly 8+ kilos of 7-1@ different

.
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seasonal varielies produced in an agroecological way for
the cost of €10. Agronauts act as a mediator befween the
fwo parties and help by organising a lof of the work and by
doing presentations and promaotions of this model, strictly on
a voluntary basis. People are encouraged o pre-pay on a
monthly or yearly basis bufitis sfill possible fo pay by the week.
Deliverers do nof handle money and only deliver pre-paid
orders. The Agronauts promote the idea of self-organisation of
drop-off points and ask for af least twenty families in an area
fo gather in order fo sfart deliveries, but will include a place with
only five families if if's in the vicinity of another drop-off poin.
This is the only group that has sel up a list of rules thar can
pe found on ftheir very informative website, although here oo
there are no writen agreements of any sort. People are also
encouraged fo visit the farmers and have a look at how their
food is being produced as the network really wants fo promote
the cullivation of closer relationships between producers and
consumers. The farmer with the biggest input in the nefwork
has a piece of land around 3ha which produces organic
vegefables. He also runs an ecological school fo pass on
some of his and ofhers’ knowledge and skills fo aspiring
new farmers. Every year they organise a fesfival there which
many members altend. Legally speaking there is no signed
confract, consumers can ask for a receipt and most farmers
are in the position fo issue one but the stfandard practice is that
money is seen as a dondation fo the farm and subsequently
the farmer gifts some vegelables fo the donors. Solidariy
and risk-sharing have been demonstrated as consumers will
fake a smaller basker when seasons are low or receive less
variefies and less volume when the harvest is bad.

Up north again and close to Thessaloniki, a young couple
of new farmers were encouraged by two Food Sovereigniy
acfivists to sfarf running fheir small piece of land (©.3ha) as
a CSA. During a few meefings, they were given information
and liferature fo sfudy, and gol help with finding the twenty-five
families thar would fake parf. The couple created an online
questionnaire that was disfributed to the prospective members
and was used as a fool fowards price setting and choosing of
crops. There was no signed agreement between the parties.
The project ran successfully for the 2014 Summer-Autumn
season with two weekly deliveries of €5 and €10 baskers
(half and full share) with the farmers doing all the delivery work
unaided by the consumers. This pur a big sfrain on them
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and lead them fo refhink their sfrafegy: although there was a
waifing list they putr the project on hold. IF is due o be revived
this season with thirty families as members bur different levels
of participation on their part and possibly a change in prices.

In the area of Korinth, 8okm south of Athens, we find The
Garden of Korinth (MepiBdAr KopivBou — Perivoli Korinfhou) a
group of young and old, small-scale, low-intensity farmers
(fifeen af present) who have created an informal association
since 2011 with the view to helping each other outf in solidariy
with labour and disfribufion issues. They have fruif frees,
orchards, olive groves and vegetables and the size of their
fields vary from case fo case. Some of the young farmers
rent the land they are culfivaling. In 2013, they sfarfed an
ordering system via email and they also infroduced the idea
of the baskef. They now cater for thirty families in Aihens with
weekly home deliveries handled by a third party for a small fee
which the consumers agree fo pay. Apart from their own, they
also make available produce from ofther farmers but use @
colour coding sysfem fo denote ifems out of seasonalily (and
hence with bigger eco-foofprint). There is no formal confract
and consumers are offered different payment possibiliies
with 50% discount for collection from the farm and self-harvest
and 60% if they commif fo going fthree fo four fimes a year
fo the field fo help ouf. Somelimes fhe possibilily for collective
ordering is offered for things that are nof produced by them, for
example legumes. Their hope is to create a *fully auronomous
consumers' network” that would fake a more active role bur of
present consumer involvement is very low. They believe there
is greaf need for consumer education and awareness and fry
fo play their part in this. Recently they also starfed doing a liffle
exporting of organic fruit and veg fo Europe.

A group of university students in Heraklion, Crefe,
concerned with producers’ hardships, undistribufed food
quaniiies and food waste created Weeds (Zidd@via —Zizania)
in 2011. Weeds is based on the Agronaufs model. A feam
of volunfeers pracfically organises all aspects of ordering
and deliveries buf there is no commifment on the parf of the
consumers, and no wriffen confract, Consumers are given
fhe oplion between a sef basker or an open order. Orders
are placed online via an application they created — and are
willing fo share with whoever is inferesfed. Products come from
sixreen farmers and include dairy products and mear apart
from horficulture. There are fhree drop off points and abour
20-25 baskefs are delivered on a weekly basis. Athough on
fheir blog the acronym CSA feafures next fo their name they
do however say that they are not a full CSA yel, bur rather are
on the way fthere. This project has an assembly thar comes
fogefher twice or four fimes a month fo decide on all major
issues.

Production, certification and distribution

All projects’ production sfeers clear of the use of chemicals
and most are cerfified organic. 99% of them need fo use
other disfribufion channels fo make ends meel, the main one
being (organic) sfreel markefs, followed by eco-festivals, no-
infermediaries markels, catering, organic/ solidarity/ social
shops and restaurants. Only a few are doing a small amount
of exporfs.

Legal status

All CSAs in Greece are currently operating informally without
any legal status. During the Greek CSA meeting in Ocfober
2015, we had with us an accountant and a lawyer fo address
the issue. The conclusion was that there is no legal form af
present beneficial fo such endeavours. We are wailing for the
new bill on agriculiural coops (due this summer) fo see if if will
be helpful. This is a major drawback as if sfops the expansion
of existing feams and prohibits the creation of new ones. IF also
makes it next fo impossible fo have other fypes, for example
consumer-owned or -renfed land CSAs.

Interaction with public bodies

Understandably, and especially due fo the above
menfioned legislafive gap, there is liile inferaction between
CSAs and ofher public bodies. Neighbourhoods In Acfion,
a group of aclivists that got elected as a member of the
Thessaloniki Local Government Council in 2014 made a
formal proposal fo the municipalitly regarding the issues of
CSA, food policy councils and farmers’ markefs which was
received with great interest. Subsequently, Thessaloniki is one
of the 116 cllies that signed the Milan Urban Food Policy Act on
15 Ocfober 2015. This leads us fo believe thal some greater
collaboration and inferaction will be seen in the near future.

Agreceelegical prascriees

I goes withour saying fthat all farmers operate with
agroecological principles. Most of them do nof do conventional
organic farming but go a step further and use alfernative
agricullure  practices  like  permaculiure,  biodynamics,
homodynamic, no-fill and natural farming principles. They use
heirloom, traditional variefies and many Iry fo breed their own
seeds. Most are small scale and non-infensive farmers who
share a special bond with nafure and if shows in their work.

Qutleok

The exisfing projecfs seem fo be doing belter every year,
and mosf are keen on coming closer to the CSA principles of
solidarity and sharing of risk, responsibilily and reward,

CSA's future in Greece looks very promising. Despite
the uncertainty around legal forms and related issues,
the confinued harsh austerity forces both consumers and
producers fo look for ofher solufions.

Having said fthat, if is clear that much effort will need fo
be placed on educaling consumers, i.e. ciizens, in more
participafory models of procuring their food while farmers, on
the ofher hand, will need fraining and new skills when i comes
to being CSA farmers.

The matter of mutual frust and commitment will have fo
be addressed. Consumers find it hard fo frust uncertified bio-
farmers. Farmers feel uneasy with the idea of pre-payment,
thinking fhat it will create pressure and unreasonable demands
from the consumer. This has been said to me by farmers but is
also documented (Partalidou).




Clearly this means fhaf emphasis has o be placed not
just on promofing the CSA model, buf on clearly sfafing the
benefits for each side and probing them into creafing new
fypes of relafionships.

Providing aspiring CSAs with a range of fools can prove
criical fo their success; from CSA management (things like
cosfing, and calculation of number of shares, or achieving
fransparency) fo personal relations, paricipatory sysfems,
conflict resolution efc.

Experience sharing and know-how exchange are key
factors.

We also foresee greater collaborafion belween exisling
CSA groups, and with other types of Alternative Food Systems.

The way forward is Food Sovereigniy.
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Kodzdsség dalial tmogatoss mezdgazdasag (community
supported  agricullure)  or  shorf  version:  Ko&zosségi
mezdgazdasag (community agriculiure)

The Hungarian CSA Network, esfablished in 2014, created
a document laying ouf this common definiion and these
shared values:

“Cormmunity — Supported  Agriculture
(CSA) is a system based on trust, solidarity,
mutual  commitment and personal contact
between a group of consumers and one
or several producer(s) It is a local {ood
system, based on the principles of organic
{arming (whether certified as organic or
not), initiated by individual {armer(s) or
NGOs, with the consumer members making
a commitment to the {arm(s) {or a given
period of agricultural production, Under the
terms of such an arvangerment, consumer
members can share the f{ood produced
without a price tag attached, but pay a
{lat fee, thereby {inancing the {unctioning

of the farm by regular contributions,“

General information

In Hungary approximately 10 million people live on an
area of 93,036km? (abour 93 people per km?). In 2013, on
average, people in Hungary spent 24.8% (approximately
€55) of their monthly expenditure! or 16.6% of their monthiy
income? (approximately €276 per month per capita) on food
and non-alcoholic beverages.

Agricultural information

Agriculiure has fradiionally been an important secfor in
Hungary's nafional economy. In 2010, 5.3 million hectares?
(60% of the ferritory) were used for agriculture. OF this, 77%
arable land, 18% meadow and pasfures and 1.5% permanent
crops. The rafio of agricultural land supply per hundred
people exceeds the European averaoge of 45ha by 35%.
Regarding arable land per agriculiural employee, Hungary
is the fourth in Europe. There were 182,000 people primarily
employed (5%) in the agricultural secfor in 2010 of the 3.7
million people employed in the counfry. The average farm
size is 29ha and is consfanily increasing. In 2010, there were
576,000 agricultural holdings in the couniry and 1.1 million
households were involved in some kind of agricultural acfiviry
for family consumption through home gardens and holiday
home backyards; this dafa indicates that very low values were
defined for the minimum farm size. The number of agriculiural
holdings has been consfanfly decreasing in the last fiffeen
years while the average farm size has been increasing.
Approximately 130 thousand hectares (less than 3% of the
fotal agricultural area) were under organic agriculture in 20144,

How did CSA develop? Dynamics?

The first atfempts af organising CSA farms in Hungary and
probably the first one in the Cenfral Easfern European (CEE)
region is closely linked with the Open Garden Foundafion
(in Hungarion: Nyitoft Kert Alapiivany) which was registered
in 1999 with the aim of promofing susfainable agriculture
and communify supported local food sysfems®. Since ifs
esfablishment, the Open Garden Foundafion has been
successfully managing an organic markef garden and @
local food delivery system. The Foundafion has also been
running education and fraining programs for consumers as
well as producers and defined Itself as a boffom-up inifictive
with the vision and mission of esfablishing a local food system
by bringing together producers and consumers based on the
adapfation of the principles of CSA in the CEE region (ibid.).
They state that in the 1990's the socio-economic confext was
nof supportive of such radical and creative solutions like a CSA
scheme (ibid.). Although the number of customers in the CSA
scheme grew every year, they had main sfruggles relafing with
economic viabilily and high membership furmover they could
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NumberofCSAs? 1 12CSAs are known
Since when”? The first CSA starfed in 2011

- Kdzdsségl Kisgazdasagok Szdvetsége (KOKiSz) — Aliance of Small Scale CSA

“ Farms in Hungary

not overcome which led fo the termination of the scheme. The
CSA fransformed fowards a more service-orienfed approach
providing more choice and year-round vegetable provision fo
people. From 2002, a new sysfem, the Real Food Box (Nyjitolit
Kert Futdr), an organic delivery service, was sef up and the
original CSA system was ferminafed.

Since 2008 the Associafion of Conscious Consumers
(ACC) has organized several informafive evenfs for consumers
and also workshops for inferested Hungarian farmers abour
CSA with parficipation of French AMAP farmers. This activify
cafalyzed the appearance of mosf of the CSA farms existing
foday. This fransitional process in recent years, along with the
slowly growing local food movement, creates an expanding
inferest in new CSA inifiafives as well. According fo eslimates,
box schemes, subscripfion schemes and communify led farm
enterprises currently fofal around 15. The Census was filled in
by 14 CSA schemes in Hungary,

Following the experienced French AMAP  farmers’
explanations of their system in 2010, a handful of young and
educated Hungarian farmers realised the opportunities of this
special form of direct markeling and began converting their
regular farmers' markef cusfomers over fo a standard box
subscripfion scheme. As a resulf of these inspiring workshops
in 2011 three CSA was esfablished by the farmers and another
one by an ngo independently from the ofhers.

In following year (2012), there was no esltablished CSA.

egetdlles from a CSA in Hungary.
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According to The Census, the development of CSAs was
consfanf affer 2013, in all years ill 2015 three new CSAs sfarted
fo operate. They are unevenly distributfed within the counfry,
particularly concentrated around Budapest and some other
around bigger cifies.

From 2012 on CSAfarmers regularly mef on events formally
organised by ACC or the Hungarion Research Insfitute of
Organic Agriculiure (OMKI). After four meelings and fwo years
fhe involved farmers and NGO represeniatives decided fo
form an informal nefwork and the they esfablished the Alliance
of Small Scale CSA Farms (KoKiSz). If funcfions as a national
network and had three meefings during the lasf year since if
has been established. On the meefings farmers discussed
practical fopics such as CSA organisafion pracfices, seed
exchanges efc. and also ftheorefical quesfions regarding o
self-idenfification, definifion of the network and ifs role within
fhe movement. Currently if is an embryonic grassroof inifictive,
fhere is no formalised siructure or elected representatives exisf.
Running the network and ifs organisation solely fakes place on
a volunfary basis, issues and fasks are discussed during the
meefings fwice a year. Currently fhere are 8 (57%) CSAs faking
part in the nefwork in Hungary.

What s understeed by GCSA?

According fo the charter of the nafional CSA network
(KOKiSz), the defintion  of
CSA (nof a final version but
a working definiion) has the
following elements:

Communily  Supported
Agriculture (CSA) is a system
based on frust, solidarity,
mufual  commiment  and
personal contact  befween
a group of consumers and
one or several producer(s).
I is a local food system,
based on the principles of
organic  farming  (whether
certified as  organic  or
not), inifiated by individual
farmer(s) or NGOs, wih
fhe consumer members of
making a commifment fo the
farm(s) for a given period
of agriculiural - production.
Under the terms of such an
arrangement, consumer
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members can share the food produced withour a price fag
affached, buf pay a flaf fee, thereby financing the funcfioning
of the farm by regular confribufions.

Hungarian actors in the field of CSA have decided o
esfablish an informal Nefwork called Alliance of Small Scale
CSA Farms (Kozossegi Kisgazdasagok Szovelsege/KoKiS7)
in order fo support each other and fo promote the cause of
community supported agriculiure.

Members of the nefwork agree on the following:

° They promote the creafion of local food

sovereigniy.

° They fake part in esfablishing and nurturing local
communifies.

o They are commiffed fo sustaining and developing
the way of life of small scale counfry producers
seeking harmony with nature and sociely,.

° They observe the principles of organic agriculiure.

° They ensure fransparency in financial and

agricultural issues for their members.

e They agree on absfaining from
inroducing  externally  produced
food info the system and from
selling their own produce via ofher
channels without informing their
members. Should they decide
fo purchase or gel produce
from elsewhere, preference
shall be given to members
of the Network or ofher
organic  farmers  they
know.

A direct partnership between a group of consumers and
one or several producers is recognised all bur one respondents
from The Census. All of the CSA schemes are aiming fo provide
qualily food to people and set-up their production according
to agroecological principles. 10 respondents ouf of 14 (71%)
CSAs claimed that shared risk within CSA is an important part
of the commirment with the farmer. 8 respondenfs answered
thar shared responsibiliies of farming and long-ferm confract
are relevant for their CSAs. 12 respondents (86%) recognised
shared rewards of farming activiies as part of their CSA and
same number arranges formal agreements with ifs members.
Less respondents (8) answered that long-term confract is
relevant compared with the entries for formal wrifen agreement
(12). I assumes fhat the resf of the cases the informal/formal
contract is short-ferm or partially can be due fo the different
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inferprefation of “long-ferm” by the respondents since there
was no fime span defined in The Census. Mosf producfs are
delivered by farmers fo collection points which are usually in
the cifies (13 CSAs). Only 1 CSAs have self- harvesting method
and 5 CSAs have the option pick-up af the farm.

All of the CSA farms are small, area varies befween a
thousand square melres fo a few hecfares. None of them
exceed 10ha. Membership ranges from a dozen people up fo
hundred. According fo The Census, the Hungarian CSAs feed
approximately 1,800 people, 129 on average. 12 CSA (86%)
producing vegelables, 5 fruir (36%), 3 of them eggs and there
is one meat producer. There is no bread, honey and dairy
product CSA in the country

The following fypes of CSA can be disfinguished:

Farmer-led share model CSA

Here CSA members pay in advance (prior months, half
season or season) and the payment is nof for the produce
bur considered a membership fee. There is a mufually signed
confract presumes a season or half-season long commirmen.
Here there are sfandardised boxes, no or minimal opfion fo
fulfil individual desires fhrough cusfomisation. According fo
The Census, 10 respondents our of 14 (71%) was established
by the farmer and 9 (64%) of the respondents indicated that
members buying shares from the production. However only
4 (29%) indicated tharf the enfire income of the farmer comes
from the CSA. This means that for the rest of the cases CSA s
not the only product oufler.

Community shared farm

One such inifictive exists. This fype of CSA organised by
a community or non-governmental organisation (NGO) which
hires a farmer fo manage the culfivation on land own/renfed
by the enferprise. All costs and benefifs (such as produce)
are divided among members. The farmer is usually a both
a member and employee who is offen solely responsible
for producfion and farm operafions (including volunteer
organisation). Risks and rewards are shared fully.

Subscription CSA group

One such case exists. The farmer offers his produce and
consumers subscribe for shares during a whole season for a
discounted price. Deliveries and the outlef for disfribution are
organised by the farmer. There is no risk or reward sharing.
In Hungary the consumer group is formal cooperative, the
farmer is member of the cooperative as well. The cooperative
has other kind of community acfiviies apart from the CSA.

Cormmunity-producer  partnership

One Hungarian case comply with this cafegory. Here there
is an informal group of consumers who fake subsfantial part of
the organisation of the CSA because the lack of capacifies of




fhe producer. This CSA follows the share model, the members
pay all the cosf of farming activiies and accepf the possible
losses of production.

Legal setup

The different sfarfing condifions, mofivafions  and
requirements of the CSAs are reflected in a variely of legal
forms. The farmer-led CSAs are organised by the farmer ifself,
here fhe CSA does nof have a formal enlity, but the producer
has legal form as individual agriculiural enfrepreneur or
licensed fradiional small-scale producer. In these cases (10
or 71%) the land is owned and/or renfed by the farmer.

Apart from these cases there is one case where the CSA
organised around a former cooperative and one where the
CSA is run by a non-profif Lid. In the former case the land is
owned by the farmer while in the former case if is owned by
the members.

For most of the farms the farmer and his/her family provide
the primary labour force. The CSAs bigger than 1ha cropping
are mainly hire seasonal and/or seasonal workers. Most
CSA farmers want fo provide year-long membership fo its
employees. A few CSAs accepf volunteers or inferns. Only
2 CSAs (14%) involve members in production. This means
that members mainly do nof foke a highly aclive role in the
organisafion and maintenance of the CSA scheme and fthe
production. Only in one case (7%) they help pack or deliver
product and in 3 cases (21%) perform some adminisirative
fask regarding of running the CSA. In 6 CSAs (43%) take
members role in decision making, 71% of the cases exchange
recipes and almost all cases (12 from the 14) affend open/
social evenrs at the farm.

Hurgary
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All CSA follow organic production principles, 9 have and 5
have not organic certification. from the 14. For the Hungarian
CSA farmers, organic, synthefic pesficide-free production
methods are imporfant, buf so far fhere is no sfrong discussion
on the wider agroecological debate and fhere was no influence
of the Nyéléni Declarafion on the development Hungarian CSA
movement. Mainly because if was ouf of scope for most of the
Hungarian CSA farmers.

The CSA model appeared in 1999 in Hungary bur af thar
fime the only pilor project could nof maintain financial viabiliry
under the given socio-economic condiions, and affer a few
years the scheme fransifioned info an organic food delivery
service. CSA appeared again in Hungary in 2010 after the
Associafion of Conscious Consumers (ACC) held workshops
on fhe idea of CSA with the involvement of French AMAP
farmers. This direct experience was a decisive moment for
a handful of young, educated, enthusiastic farmers fo gain
momenfum and fo implement a share model CSA inttially build
on their prior customer base. A few ofher farmers who had
community building experience sef up organic vegefable box
subscripfion schemes in farmer-communily arrangements
inifiafed by formal or informal groups of environmentally
conscious urban consumers. Irespeclive of these above-
mentioned inifiafives fwo nonprofit organisations sef up CSA
arrangements, recruifed members using fhe organisafion’s
inferpersonal nefwork, fook the role of management and hired
growers for producfion. These fypes of CSA make up the
range of CSA in Hungary at the fime of wriing.

During the last years approximately 15 CSA arrangements
emerged. They are all considered small farms, with cropping
area ranging between ©.2ha and 160ha. Seven of them are
located around Budapest, the capital of Hungary and the
biggest markel for organic produce in the counfry. The
number of members or subscribers ranges between 10 and
100. CSA in Hungary represents an ambition and provides @
number of flexible models that inifiatives adapt according fo
fheir local circumstances and the needs, ideas and ideals of
fheir parficipants. Important fo sfress that despite the Wesfern-
European frend where the community perspective is stronger
and most of the schemes are inificted by communifies, almost
all Hungarian cases are farmer-led CSAs

Farmers following CSA in Hungary are mainly skilled
organic growers even fhough some of them have only a few
year of farming experience. Though these few inifiafives fend fo
be relafively smallin size, theirimpacts and role in the alferative
food movement are disproportionately significant. They provide
volunteering opportuniies and informal local food education,
serve as hubs of stakeholder networks, and fake lead roles in
fhe reconcepfualisation of the agro-food system in the context
of the discourses of susfainable development. Within certain
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limitations (geography, access fo adequate markel in urban
areas, abilily fo build up necessary assefs), CSA provides
an opportunity for small farms in the couniry as an allernative
niche markef oufler which secures regular income, eases
farmers from dependency on flucfuating prices and carries the
possible rewards of community building. Limirations should
also be sfressed here; for ofher farmers fo adopt e practice
requires considerable social capital creafion and possession
or ability fo build essential stocks of human capifal.

Expansion of CSA is rational in the counfry since the first
adopters have already reached inifial success and can serve
as good examples, sources of knowledge, and possible
mentors for prospective followers. During the last fen years
fhe number of consumers motivated by environmental and
health consciousness, quality choice, sense of community
and solidarity in purchasing from local farmers has been
increasing.

1 www.ksh.hu/docs/nun/xfip/stattukor/nazifogy/haztfogyhavit1 312 .pdf
2 wsm.wsu.edu/researcher/iwsmaug11_billions.pdf

3 hitp://ec.europa.eu/eurostal/statistics-explained/index.php/Agricultural_census_in_
Hungary#Key_indicators

4 Minisiry of Agriculure (2014) Report on the Economy of Agriculture.

5 Vadovics, Edina & Hayes, Matthew (2010). ‘Open Garden: a local organic producer-
consumer nefwork in Hungary, going through various levels of sysfem innovation' in
Ursula Tischner, Eivind Ste, Unni Kjaernes & Arnold Tukker (eds.) System innovation
for sustainability: case studies in sustainable consumption and production - food
and agriculture.

Zolitn - Dezsény  (M.Sc. Agronomy and  Environmenial
Management, M.Sc. Internafional Agriculiural Developmen)
is a research associate af fhe Hungarian Research Insfifute
of Organic Agriculiure. He is co-founder of the informal
Hungarian CSA Network Kozdsségi  Kisgazdasagok
Szovelsége  (KOKiSz)  (Small-scale Community  Farm
Alliance). Zolidn is a new entrant in farming and a small-
scale organic grower.
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Nafive name

Alfhough no nafive name is decided upon yef, the
Iish CSA nefwork are considering alfernative names  for
fhe Irish incarnafion of CSAs, for example, Communify
Backed Farming. Similarly, Irish language terms are under
consideration, including Pobal Laisfiar d'Fheirm.

Commen deliniTion

In Irelond, CSA is seen as a model in which people who
would like good food can club fogefther fo pay a farmer who
will provide for them. The imporfant elemenfs are therefore:
direct relafionship, quality food, agroecological principles. If
the model is followed fhrough, importance is placed on the
3Rs (shared Risk, Reponsibility and Rewards) and on formal
long-ferm commifment. In order to cuf down on financial cosfs,
participants in CSA can fake on some of the work of the food-
production which opens up the possibility of stfrengthening a
communiry,

Country eontexT

General information

Unemployment rate: 9.7%
Populafion living under poverty line: 8.2%
Average nef salary: €2,227 /month; €26,724 /year

Standard rafe of social welfare for unemployed person € 188
/week; €815 /month; €9,776 /year

GDP: €180 billion; GDP per capifa: €39,870

Number of inhabifants: 4.6 million [island of Ireland: 6.4
million; NI: 1.8 million]

Average density of people/land: 66p/km? [island of
Ireland: 76p/km?; NI 127p/km?]

Area: 70,273km?; 27,133 sg miles [island of Ireland:
84,421km?; NI: 14,130km?]

Agricultural information

54% of the couniry is farmed
Average farm size: 32.7ha
Dz R
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Number of farms/holdings: 139,829

Number of registered organic farms: 1,721 (Eurostat figure is
870), approximately 1% of farms are organic

81% of agricultural area is devoted to pasfure, hay and
grass silage (3.63 million hectares), 11% fo rough grazing
(0.48 million hectares) and 8% fo crops, frult & horficulture
production (©.38 million hecfares).

The agri-food sector employs 150,000 people, the equivalent
of 7.7% of national employment.

Commentary

The agricultural sector in Ireland is undergoing a difficulf
period, as in much of Europe, with many farmers on low
incomes. Especially af Chrisfmas-fime, campaigns were
launched, for example by the IFA (Irish Farmers' Assocation,
largerst farmer union) fo highlight the cheap selling of
vegefables by mulfi-nafional supermarkets, saying “In 2013,
some ifems were sold af one fenth of their production cost. This
aclion had the consequence of decimaling grower incomes
and sending a misleading message fo consumers regarding
the inherenf value of what is healthy food”.

The social welfare system in Ireland can creafe a socidl
welfare frap. Recipienfs of a social welfare payment, for
example unemployment benefi, enjoy a stable, regular,
weekly income with addifional assumed benefits including
some or all of the following: medical card, heafing allowance,
childcare, fravel supplement, rent allowance. I is risky for
someone fo give up this payment and fake a leap of faith info
a precarious employment secfor such as farming. There are
no specific aids available from fthe lrish state either fthrough
local or European funding for the establishment of small scale
primary food producers supplying local markefs. Back fo
work aclivation advisors have proven limited in scope when
suggesfing employment opportunifies.

Food Harvest 2020 foresees an increase in caffle, this
reflects the dominance of a narrow focus on convenfional
farming, and parficularly beef and dairy.

Histery ond echaraetreristies
of GSA

I is possible fo list here the names of CSAs in Ireland af
present:
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Cloughjordan Community Farm
Dublin CSA

Derrybeg Farm

Skerries Harvest Group

Kinsale CSA

Leaf and Root CSA

The Growing Farm

See map IE1 for the approximate locafion of the CSA farms
in Ireland. The longest-running CSA in Ireland is located near
an infentional community in the eco-village af Cloughjordan,
County Tipperary. Thaf farm draws members from a wider
area than the eco-village.

E1: Map showing the location of CSAs.

Thetown of Kinsale is a scenic coasfal fown in south Counry
Cork. Kinsale was home fo Rob Hopkins in the formative
stage of fhe Transifion Towns movement. For many years, this
part of Ireland has been a destination for altfernative-minded
Europeans seeking fo seffle in an idyllic location.

Three farms supply the urban area of Dublin Cily and
suburbs: Derrybeg Farm befween Maynooth, Leixlip and
Celbridge in County Kildare, Dublin CSA grows in Celbridge,
County Kildare and delivers info Dublin cily cenfre, and
Skerries is in north County Dublin,

Two farms are in rural locations with low population density:
Leal and Roof near Loughrea in County Galway and The
Growing Farm in Lahinch in County Clare.,
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How did CSA develop? Dynamics?

The development of CSAs has been relatfed fo @
number of factors: climafe change, concemn for the soil and
the environment, @ concern for communify resilience, an
increasing awareness of unfair wages and lack of support
for small-scale and/or organic farmers. Such issues form the
poliical backdrop to the development of CSAs.

A Feeding Ourselves eventis run annually in Cloughjordan
Eco-vilage. These evenis have featured speakers from
various nafional and infernational organisations involved in
CSA-like projects.

In general, members of CSAs are, even if in a minor way,
poliically-minded.

What s understeed by GSA?

The following elements apply fo all CSA inttiafives in Ireland:
° A direct partinership
* Formal or informal agreement
° Aiming af providing quality food
° Production in an agroecological way

See the table, IE2, for the characteristics which apply fo
each CSA.

Are fthere different types of CSA?

I is the quesfion of land ownership which invariably
highlights the inherent sfructure of a CSA. In the case of wo
CSAs in Ireland, the land is rented "oy the CSA", so that the
community group has faken responsibility for the land. In the
other cases, the land is owned or rented by e farmer. If the
farmer is from a background of farming within the family, family
land is used, whether rent is paid or not. This arrangement
provides a degree of stabilily for the CSA whereas renting
land from a local authorily or another farmer is fypically on an
11-month lease.

There is no land frust in Ireland and access fo land for
new farmers with no family background in farmers can be
challenging.

Farm size

The largestfarm is 17 acres (7ha) in size. One of the farms
is 2,000m? (approximately half an acre or 0.2ha) following a
project in Berlin, 2000m2.eu. On average, the area of land
used for producfion comes in af 3 acres.
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Organic
certification

Al vegetables
are produced or-
ganically buf none
of the CSA farms
have organic
certification.
Cloughjordan
Community  Farm
uses biodynamic
principles.  The
CSA  which  pro-
vides only eggs
does so  non-
organically.

Pat Malone, farmer, with workhorses at Clough JOWdGﬂ Commum&y owm.

Photo by Davie Philip, Ireland.

Types of produce

One CSA produces eggs only. Others produce vegelables,
with some including eggs. None of the CSAs produce dairy or
honey. One of the CSAs produces bread, another fruif and
another meat. See fable 1E3 for breakdown of the responses
received from each farm about their produce.

IE4: InvoNement o{ Mmembers in Qqcl/\ CSA

: § . Helpmg
: .1 Helping
¢ Buying : ogﬁov% :

shores : deliver
produce :

produce

: Cloughjordan : :
: Communiry Farm v Y

 Kinsale Community
: Supported Agriculture

fo pack/ : Administrat \on/ Decision-
: organisation

Labour and income

None of the CSAs provide full-fime employment for a farmer.

Farmers supplement their income from the CSA either by:
o another job or employment which is non-farming
° providing educational modules
e Government eifher

supports - — unemployment

: |nve5|ng
days/ Exchcmgmgs money in :

mk”@? social | 'ocPes the farm :
Voo Y
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welfare benefits or star-your-business grants.

Each CSA in Ireland is supplied by one farm, i.e. fhere are
not buying clubs or farmer groups. Sometimes, farmers buy
in addiional produce from neighbouring farms who do not
operate as CSAs alihough fhis is a hot topic for discussion
amongst fhe CSA farmers and members. There is a mix of
farmers from a farming background or no.

One of the farms avails of subsidies.

Efforts are underway fo form a Land Workers Alliance and
members of the CSAs are very involved with this. It is important
fo have fair working condifions for land workers.

An apprenticeship  proposal is underway which  will
demonsirate the pathway fo a livelihood as a food grower,
showing CSA as one opfion. CSA farms are already being
approached by sfudenfs on horficullure, organic, and
permaculture courses seeking work experience and volunteer
opportuniies. IOFGA (Iish Organic Farmers and Growers
Assocation) currenfly run an apprenticeship.

Collection points

All of the CSAs provide a collection point for members fo
collect their shares. Both of the rural CSAs also provide home
delivery and one of them enables self-harvesfing as well as
pick-up from the farm. Only one other CSA invifes pick-up from
fhe farm.

Involement of the eaters

In general, consumers are very committed in the long
ferm. In the case of at leasf two of the CSAs, some members
even pre-financed fhe farms fo help esfablish them. OF key
importance for this commiiment is the communily-building
element between members.

The smallest CSA feeds
20 people. The largest feeds
120. On average, CSAs in
Ireland feed 66 people.

Membership involvement
varies from one CSA fo
another. Most farms offer a
social event and a farm visir
fo members af least once a
year. CSAs which have core
groups fo make decisions
and alleviale some  siress
from the farmer find that it is
a good model. See fable IE4
for breakdown or responses
received from each CSA in
The Census regarding the
involvement of members.

Addifional fasks for
members not listed in fable

2%
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I[E4 include PR, fundraising, communicafion, managing
member applications, making fundraising and  gront

application, coordination, board of direcfors, updating website
and social media.

Legal setup

Only three of the CSAs use a form of writen confract
befween fhe farmer and the consumers, and even fhen if is
quesfionable whefher the confract is legally binding.

There is no simple legal form for a CSA fo take in Ireland.
Some of the farmers register with the Revenue Commissioners
as Sole Traders with regard fo their income tax liabilities.

The CSA as an enfily can operate as An Unincorporared
Body, this format is sufficient in order fo open a bank account,
purchase insurance cover and perform certain other fasks.

Seffing up as a Limited Company would ensure that the
CSA is a separafe legal entity and, therefore, is separafe
and distinct from those who run it. A company is registered
under the Companies Act 2014 through the CRO (Companies
Registration Office).

The Regisiry of Friendly Societies deals with the registration
of Industrial & Provident Sociefies, Trade Unions and Friendly
Socielies. The Friendly Sociefies and Industfrial and Provident
Socielies (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 2014 was enacled
on the 21sf July 2014. Induslirial and Provident Sociefies are
registered under fthe Indusirial and Providenf Socielies Acts
1893-2014, and fhese include cooperafives.

However, formalregistration is not withour obligation and can
be burdensome for small volunteer-run CSAS, incurring annual
charges and requiring filing of accounts and documentation.

Some CSAs preferfo apply the principle of direct partnership
and frust insfead of these ill-fitting solutions.
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o o fo community supported agriculiure. She is an architect by
ASG}@@(@@Q@@O@@Q @F@@{FD@@S fraining, has worked in public sector administration for eight
Agroecological pracfices are uppermost in the minds of

years, and is skilled ar event management, sewing, hrml,
CSA farmers in Ireland. A copy of the Nyéléni Declarafion ediing documents and much more.

was disfributed af the formation meetfing for the national CSA

nefwork.

Qutlesk

The greafest challenge for a CSA nefwork in Ireland is fo
prove fhe viabilily of CSA farming as a livelihood opfion for
farmers. To demonstrare thar this method of food production
is economically sustainable is challenging. The benefits
fo society, health, the environment of CSA farming are
demonsirable.

I is a fascinafing social experiment fo be involved with @
CSA. The consumer-culiure so prevalent in foday's sociely is
broken down. Eaters have the opportunity fo sfand face-fo-face
with the producer of their food and discuss growing methods
and management issues. Neighbours have an excuse fo eaf
fogether, fo meet each ofher regularly af the collecfion poinfs,
fo discuss the weather in a meaningful way.

CSA can be extremely empowering for a community and
fhus can allow for an increase in social capifal in the face of
a growing awareness of climate change and the changes
which will be required for its mifigation, the CSA model
offers key possibiliies, reduced food miles, greater use of
local land for growing of vegelables, far lower use of fossil
fuels for fertilisers. In addition, e frust and immediacy of the
farmer—buyer relationship serves fo dlleviate the many health
and environmenfal concerns associafed with agribusiness
models. CSAs can fhus act to supply fhe growing number of
people leaning fowards organic and ethical food sysfems.
Challenging this consensus through culivation of media
confexts, lobbying, information days and so on wil be
essential for the progress of CSAs in Ireland. The Irish nefwork
looks forward fo working with groups infernationally who can
advise us on such work.
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Commen deliRiTion

CSAexperiencesinlfaly are conceived as groups of farmers
and cifizens—consumers that cooperate in a common project
of food production which respects agroecological principles
and social justice. Normally, consumers share the economic
risks with the farmers and give them financial susfenance by
paying in advance. In some cases, consumers are nof only
buyers but confribute directly by working on farm activifies.

In lIraly, the mosf important reality is that of Solidariy
Purchase Groups, called Gruppi di Acquisto Solidale (GAS,
fhat is very close fo the common definiion of CSA. The core
vision of GAS refers fo the principles of solidarity, muruality
and sustainability; this core vision underpins fhe relationships
befween group members and farmers. The close relationship
with the farmers is generally characterised by friendship,
frust, fransparency, respect, fairmess. The financial support is
reflected in fixing fair prices and, in many cases, in various
forms of advance paymenfts and funding. In the last two
decades, GAS have coniributed o the spread of a different
approach in the production—consumpfion relationship.

This research incorporates feedback from Ifalian GAS.

Country econtex’

General information

lFaly ferrifory covers 302,073km2 with 60.7 million inhabifanfs
(Istar, 2014) and a density of 20,121 people/km?. The counfry
is characterised by a hilly ferrifory (41.6% of the fofal areq),
followed by mountain areas (35%) and plains (23.2%).

In Iraly the GDP was €25,400 per capita in 2013 (-6.6%
since 2000). Ifalian families have €2,419 monthly, of which
€468 for food purchasing (Istaf, 2012). Data by region of
residence differs significantly by age, nafionality and gender.

Agricultural information

In 2013, lalion farms numbered about 1.5 million,
occupying 992,000 work units (1,620,844 aclive farms in
2010 with 12,856,048na culiivared). The agricultural system
is generally characterised by a sfrong presence of small
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unifs: 80.7% companies employing less than a unit of work
and 88.6% with a turnover of less than €50,000. 96.7% are
individual companies and 97.5% are owner-managed. The
farms thar produce exclusively for their own consumpfion
account for 10.4% of the fofal.

The number of organic farms registered for culivation and
breeding is 45,162, corresponding fo 2.8% of e fotal number
of farms in Iraly. The average area used for organic farming
is 18ha per farm, higher than the average for the conventional
plus organic which is 7.9ha. There are big differences across
fhe Ifalian regions — in the South and Islands the area is even
greafer (43.3ha in Sardinia, 23.7ha in Basilicafa, 22.8ha in
Apulia). 70.9% of the area used for agriculiure in the South is
dedicated fo organic farming (Isfaf 2010-2012). In Lombardy
there are 1,442 organic farms, safisfying less than 10% of he
demand of organic products (€ 300,000,000 per year).

Histery and echareeteristics
of GSA

How did CSA deelop? Dynamics?

To describe the dynamics, It is necessary fo distinguish
belween CSA and GAS experiences.

The first CSA created in lialy is the Caps (Comunifa
agricola di promozione sociale — Farming community for
social promotion), in the area of Pisa. Starting as a group of
more fhan 100 families, it currently involves 20 families. If is
fhe first example of CSA where the members are organised
as a group. I was esfablished with the aim of advancing the
GAS experience. Ifs main goals were o support a farmer, by
ensuring him/her a fair and steady income, and fo parficipate
in farming activily according fo a ‘co-production approach’.
Therefore, the members discuss fhe annual producfion
acliviies and the economic aspects with the farmers and
participate in culfivation activifies by doing some hours of work.

In the last few years, other similar associafions or
cooperafives were creafed: Fattoria 1l Biricoccolo  (BO),
Cooperativa Arvaia (BO), Officina della Terra (SO).

Anvaia, in the area of Bologna, is currenfly the most
important experience of CSA in lfaly. It is a cooperafive
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;There are approx. 1,000 GAS regisfered, plus as many or even more

Italy

- are unregisfered. There are then some experiences closer fo fhe model of
- CSA 68 enfifies answered The Census.

* The first GAS (Gruppo di Acquisto Solidale — Solidarity Purchase Group) was

regisfered officially in 1994 bur most of the groups began fo develop in the
- early 2000s. The first CSA was established near Pisa in 2011,

lfalian CSAs do not have an umbrella organisation, but there are synergies with

“the GAS national network.

§ According fo fhe responses fo The Census, there are 15,050 burf in realifly they §

Esfimated eaters and farms involved?

are much more if we count all the GAS in the national ferrifory (e size of groups
“ranges from 15 fo more than a hundred families). :

composed by ciizens and organic farmers, culiivating public
land renfed from the Municipalily. I was established in 2013,
Now, I regularly engages four farmers. Iis main purpose is
culivating the land through colleclive management, mainly for
fhe members' food consumplion or o support the aclivities of
the cooperdiive. The cooperative manages a markef and a
small shop. The members plan fogefher the annual production
activiies and, based on the budget, finance them in advance.
The members can visit and see fields and culfivations and are
asked fo conltribute fo the work through some half days during
the year.

In ferms of the development of GAS, there has been an
incredible boom in lkaly: from 1994 fo 2004 there was a sfeady
growth, reaching a fotal of 150 unifs registered in 2004. From
2005 onwards the development has been sfronger, with
fhe number of groups duplicafing every three or four years.
Nowadays, fhere are more about 1,000 unifs registered and it
is estimared fhaf fhere are as many units again — or even more
— which are nof registered.

What is understeed by GSA?

The model of CSA in lraly is thaf groups of farmers and
cifizen—consumers cooperate on a common project of food
production thaf respects agroecological principles and social
justice. Consumers share the economic risks with fhe farmers
and give them financial susfenance by paying in advance. In
some cases, consumers are not only buyers buf confribufe
direcfly with work on farm acfivities.

As said, in Ifaly, however, the most important reality is that
of GAS.

Are there different types of CSA?

Alfhough, during the lasf years, some project-experiences
have developed in sfrict adherence to the CSA model, in Ifaly,
there is a sfronger fradifion GAS (Solidarity Purchase Groups).
These groups have many aspects that bring them close fo
the common definifion of CSA. There core vision refers o
principles of solidarity, mufuality, and sustainability. These
priciples informe the relafionships among the group members
and with the farmers. The close relationship with the farmers
is generally characterised by friendship, frust, fransparency,
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respect, faimess. In paricular, the financial support finds
expression in fixing fair prices (that is, meefing the farmers’
needs as well as being affordable for the consumers) and,
in many cases, in various forms of advance payments and
funding.

From the website of the National Nefwork of Solidarity
Economy (www.economiasolidale.nef):

“4 GAS chooses the products and
producers on the basis of respect {or the
environment and the solidarity between the
members of the group, the traders, and
the producers, Specifically, these gquidelines
lead to the choice of local products (in
order to minimise the environmental impact

of the ftransport), {(air-trade goods (in

order fo respect disadvantaged producers
by promoting their human rights, in particular
wormen’s, children’s and indigenous people’s)
and reusable or eco-compatible goods (to
promote a sustainable lifestyle ) “

According fo the responses of The Census, GAS result
characterised by having a direct parmnership (97%) bur they
seem not so much engaged in sharing risks, responsibiliies
and rewards, and fo set a formal contract with producers. It is
considered important fo have a formal or informal agreement
(68%) buf less respondents assigned imporfance fo set a
long-ferm agreement (30%). The situation is different with CSA,
where the members’ commitment is greater. The aimfo provide
qualiry food is common in most respondents (96%), as well as
for the production of food in an agroecological way (92%).

Beyondthe results of The Census, ifis imporfantfo underline
that the relafionships between producers and consumers are,
in general, very close. Consumers and producers coordinafe
wilh each other on many of the decisions of the producfion
process ((ype of agriculiural produce, prices, forms of delivery,
various problems, and so on). So, even if there are no written
confracts, the commirment of GAS members is very infense,

@ @ @
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as fhey parficipare emofionally and
materially in supporting the producers’
problems, even financially (in many
cases GAS have saved alocal producer
from quiling acfiviry thanks fo financial
support and pre-payment campaigns).

More generally, GAS have become
an instfrument of  community-building
thar promotes change in production and
consumpfion practices fowards a fairer
and more sustainable food system. In
this sense, Ifalian GAS are particularly
effective as space of leaming, as they
work as  plafforms  of exchange for
knowledge and specific  information
on agroecology, environment impacts,
social jusfice, and the solidarily economy. In the lask two
decades, GAS has indeed confributed to a wide sfrengthening
of crifical consumption and fo the spread of a different
approach to the production—consumption relationships even
beyond their world. GAS confribute fo the development of civic
engagement and polifical awareness among their members.
They operate as important instruments of solidarity economy
and susfainable development. They are involved in efhical
financial inifictives (i.e. Banca Popolare Efica, Mag), thereby
giving economic support fo the third secfor acfors; moreover,
fhey support the various campaigns organised by various
organisations and movements. For all these reasons, they
are widely acknowledged as spaces fostering citizenship and
civism building.

Type of produce and distribution method

Typically, GAS buy food, and, fo a lesser degree, other
commonly used goods (clothes, shoes, cleaners, cosmefics,
water filers). However, new initiatives are emerging aimed aof
collectively buying services (i.e. carinsurance, energy).

According fo fhe resulfs of The Census, the food which
is produced and disfribufed most are fruits, vegetables and
honey (from 80% fo 90% of e fotal respondents), then meat
and eggs (abour 70%), while less then half of the respondents
deal with bread (40%).

The disfribufion appears mainly  organised  fthrough
collective points (85% of the respondents) and only in a smaller
parf by home delivery and pick-up af farms (respeclively 25%
and 28%). Only 5% of the respondents practice sel-harvesting.

Legal setup

Most of the GAS are informal organisations, alfhough there
is a national law that recognises them if they constituted as
formal associations; The Census confirms fhis information.

Some CSA are formal
associations or cooperatives.

organisations,  formalised

Networks

Falian CSA and GAS do nof have an umbrella organisation
butthere are synergies withthe local networks (i.e. inter-GAS), or

2
2

with ofher local actors within the solidarily economy
movement, for example Districts of Solidariy
Economy (DES - Disfreffi di Economia Solidale)
or Networks of Solidarity Economy (RES — Refi di
Economia Solidale). All DES have converged in o
nafional strucfure of coordination called Tavolo of
[ralion Network of Solidarity Economy. There are
14 DES regisfered and more than 20 nefs that are
formally linked fo Tavolo Res and ifs charfer.

According fo The Census, half of fhe
respondents are part of the national nefwork of
GAS or an organisafion of solidarity economy.
Others are connected with local (municipal) or
regional nefworks of GAS or solidarity economy
organisations.

Involement of the eaters

In general, all members of GAS organise, on a volunfeer
basis, all the logistics of faking orders and distributing food as
well as managing collective activifies. In every GAS, in fac,
some members mainiain confact with the various farmers:
fhey open and prepare the material for the order, deliver the
order to the farmer, organise the logisfics for the disfribufion
and the payment, check that all the procedures work correctly.
In big GAS the working sfructure may well be clearly arficulated
with a precise definifion of roles and tasks.

Every month — more or less — there are infernal meelings
and periodically there are visifs fo the farms. The farmers are
welcomed o participate in the meefings and, often, special
evenfs are organised fo facilifare the communication between
producers and consumers (explaining fhe characteristics and
difficulties of culfivation, sharing knowledge, efc.).

In addiion fo the management of provisioning, GAS
usually share ofher activities, such as: discussions or public
debates on specific issues, fraining activiies, adhesion fo
particular campaigns or participation in events organised by
other organisations af local or nafional level, barfer and other
forms of exchange, efc. All these reinforce the relationships
among the members. A particular means of social inferaction
is enabled by the practical sharing of food values. I is very
common fhat GAS organise meeting and evenis where people
sit together around a big fable, enjoying food and conversing
abouf the food itself, These practices are very important for the
exchange of knowledge and in order to support an individudl
change in food consumption.

The dafa gathered through The Census more or less
confirns fhis kind of organisafion. The relevance of buying
shares emerges (79% of respondents) which is in accordance
with the modalifies characteristic of the GAS experience; of
less significance is the willingness fo invest money in the farm:
15% of respondents. More than a quarter of respondents are
involved in managing fhe deliveries. More than two thirds of
them (34%) are involved in decision-making. Abour half affend
open days/social events and participate in ofher forms of
internal inferaction.




Organic certification

Organic farming is one of the requirements considered by
GAS members when choosing a producer, and it is one of
the sfaple principles defined in the National Charter. However,
in many cases, GAS choose producers that have no official
ceffification alfhough they apply the principles of organic
farming in their culivation/production. The reason is that small
farms offen have o overcome financial and bureaucratic
obsfacles fo obfain the cerfification and prefer fo renounce if
even if they are effectively organic in their production mefhod.
In these cases, the social confrol exerfed within the local
networks is the means used fo guarantee adherence fo the
requirements.

Agreeeelegical practices

CSA and GAS are both siricily linked fo agroecological
principles in farming practices; organic farming is preferred
bur fhere are also cases in which biodynamic fechnigues
are adopted. In the census more than 97% of respondents
affirmed fthat they produce and disfribute organic food (be if
certified or nof).

The link with the land and the awareness of ifs value
are considered essentfial. For this reason, most of the GAS
organise periodical meetings with the farmers and visifs fo the
farms. These visifs reinforce relationship buf, of course, also
increase the cilizens' knowledge of farming pracfices. CSAs
such as Caps and Arvaia do sfimulate members fo participate
direcfly in culfivating the land and supporting the farmer in the
field so that they can leam about land management (fertility
preservation, weed confrol, efc.) and become aware of the
difficuliies linked fo the production of organic vegefables.

QuTlesk

In Iraly, CSA appears in a national confext where Solidarity
Purchasing Groups (GAS) have already prepared fhe terrain
for local projects and actions linked fo the solidarily economy,
agroecology and critical consumption. In the last 5 years,
the first CSA-like iniliafives were mosltly created starfing from
the efficient sfructure — formal and informal, material and
cultural — of the GAS nafional network. As CSAs are aimed
at providing a support fo farmers, they can be considered

o)
fhe natural evolution of GAS, which can be seen as more
consumer-cenired initiatives, characterised by a strong
personal engagement with the farmers buf withour a formal
commifment fowards them. The lralion CSA movement is small
and undeveloped compared o the growth of GAS, bur if is,
however, exerfing ifs presence on fhe world of GAS. There are
in fact signs of an evolving process which is moving fowards
a model characferised by a sfronger commitment in relation
fo the sharing of responsibiliies and risks. This represents an
emerging debate within the GAS world.,

The evolution from a GAS model fo a CSA model is not
easy because citizens are used o approaching cooperation
with a consumer-driven perspective and many farmers have
already sef sfandard agreements with GAS. Nevertheless,
much could be done to promofe a shift in this sense and fo
help the spread of information about this model. First — as CSA
is not well known — it would be necessary to communicafe
clearly in all the national ferrifory abour what CSA is and which
characteristics define it compared to GAS. A the same lime,
people could be helped to make i happen by creating the
right condifions and giving concrele support fo implement this
change.

Relereneces

Isfat (2012, 2014).

National Network of Solidarity Economy. www.economiasolidale.net
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Common deliniTion

There is no agreed definifion for CSA in Lithuania buf the
common poinfs are the communifies of eaters who somehow
(by work or financial inpuf) contribufe in the establishing of a
farm, farming activiies or disfribution of produce.

Country econtex’

General information

In Lithuania, approximately 2.9 million people live on an
area of 35,300km? (about 45 people per km?). In the last
decades, income rose considerably, buf the respeclive
amount spenf on food did nof grow a lof. On average, in 2008,
people in Lithuania spent 22.9% of their incomes (€700 per
monfh and household) on food and non-alcoholic beverages.

Agricultural information

In 2004, 35,000km? in Lithuania was used for agriculure.
Of this, 46% of land area was devoted fo crops and pastures,
The average farm size in 2007 was 11.6ha.

The average Lithuanian organic farm size, 39ha, is abouf
four fimes the size of the average conventional farm. The
largest organic farm is 700ha. Grass and leguminous crops
accounted for 61% of fofal organic farming in 2005, followed
by perennial grasses ar 26%.

As of 2004, the agricultural secfor in Lithuania employed
about 227,000 people and confributed about 6% of GDF

Histery ond eharaereristies
of GSA

How did CSA develop? Dynamics?

No real CSA exisfs in Lithuania, so not a lof can be said
about overall CSA development. However, there are two
organisafions which have a lof of the features of a CSA. The
first CSA — Cheese Makers' Home — was established in 2006
by the voluntary inifiative of smallholding farmers who started
making cheese when raising caltle and goaf for milk became
unfenable. The qualily of their cheeses was exceptionally
high and some loyal customers appeared immediately, who
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lafer became involved in the work on the farm withour any
commiments. The producfion was sold directly in farmers’
markefs and, some fime lafer, a small café and cheese shop
opened on fhe farm, demonsirafing another shorf food supply
chain example from the Cheese Makers' Home. In 2014
another CSA — llzenbergas Manor - appeared in Lithuania. If
was esfablished as a private limited liabilily company offering
a fully-funcfioning basker system with a rich spectrum of
produce (vegetables, dairy produce, medat, bread) produced
on a cerfified biodynamic farm. If was promoted well and soon
around fifly eafers had joined the CSA.

The Cheese Makers' Home has a stable number of eaters
(around 30) who conltribute fo farmwork and the number of
edters in lizenbergas Manor is limifed by the productivity of
biodynamic agricullure so the number of people fed by these
CSAs is constant. However, there was some public and media
affenfion given to this kind of community supported agriculture
and the short food supply chain of the baskef system and, as
a resulf, some new movements, inspired by CSA principles,
like commmunity urban gardens are establishing af the moment.

What is understeed by GSA?

There is no understanding of what a CSA is among most
of the public. However, there is somewhat of an unwritten idea
among concerned fargel groups, for example, cosmopolifan
farmers, some NGOs, and ofher food chain acfors. Ifis more
or less agreed that CSA represents o long-ferm  solidarity
between rural and urban communities based on mutual frust
and understanding. Irimplies a fair share of revenue with most
of the income seffling in the farm with the primary producer,
which is beneficial fo local economies and influences rural
development. Also, the concept of CSA is fightly associated
with respect for the public good as less harm is done fo the
landscape and water, soil qualily is preserved and biodiversity
is promoted. IFis usually realisable in small-scale family farms.

Are fthere different types of CSA?

The two CSAs thaf are active in Lithuania are complefely
different. llzenbergas Manor is based on the basker system
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model and Cheese Makers’ Home is more abour parficipation
in farm acfiviies (both agriculiural and cultural). The main
difference between the CSAs is thaf the one in lizenbergas
is supported by eaters who pay for the production prior fo
the season and the other is supported by a community who
participates in farming activiies and loyal consumers who pay
the actual market price for the produce during the season.

Legal setup

The two exisfing forms of CSAs are a cooperdfive of
farmers and a private limited liabilily company (Lid.). The firsf
is convenient because the activites of a cooperative of farmers
nof mainly based on profifs bur reaching our fo cultural evenrs
Or awareness-raising campaigns can claim financial support
from national and EU funds. On the ofher hand, the private
limifed liabilily company is business-orienfed and ifs revenue
is legally nof limifed.

The newly emerging communify-based public urban
garden fook a legal form of association.

Interaction with public bodies
Since the two exisfing forms of CSA have chosen popular
legal forms, there are no problems in administrative, regulafory

or legal inferactions with public bodies. They have their place
in the existing general economic framework and fax system.

Involement of the eaters

Inlizenbergas Manor, the commifment of the eaters is merely
financial and takes place before the starf of the season. They
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pay e agreed price and then gel the basker every week in
fhe season. Eaters are not encouraged fo work on the farm. At
the Cheese Makers’ Home, however, the situafion is different.
There is no formal commitment of the eaters and the work on
afarm is organised individually every season, however, some
people participate in the work on the farm every season. So
basically there are no legal commifments nor requirements for
eaters fo be a part of the CSA.

Organic certification

llzenbergas Manor is a cerfified biodynamic farm. Cheese
Makers’ Home is nof cerfified af all — it is against their spirif and
nof necessary. They do nof need cerificares for their eafers,
since edters are welcome fo the farm at any fime and can
ascertain the processes and condifions of growing, producing
and processing themselves. This is one of the ways of building
mutual frust.

Agreeceelegical prascrices

The two CSAs praclice some aspects of the Nyéléni
Declarafion for agroecology. Both CSAs are sfrongly against
GMOs and other modifications of life and the means of
distribution of their produce are by short food supply chain
and direct selling.

Despife the fact that the Cheese Makers' Home is nof
ecologically cerfified, both CSAs apply environmentally-
friendly fechniques and have established agricultural practices
which have a minimal impact on the environmenf and make
use of minimal inpufs from outside the agriculiural system.

In the case of llzenbergas, the cosmo-vision is clearly
emphasised. They see people as a parf of nature as well as
cosmos and apply biodynamic principles in agriculiure. They
also pur a strong focus on a spiritual connection with the land
on which they work. Cheese Makers' Home emphasise the
importance of solidarity between rural and urban communities
and interrelations based on fransparent relafionship befween
consumers and farmers.

However, the knowledge fransfer befween generafions is
an aspiration, bur is notimplemented anyhow becouse of the
inclusive urbanisation and emigration of youth from rural areas
as well as a poor image of farmers. Also, the role of women
as leaders in CSA is an ouflandish idea and is nof thought fo
be a necessity; the work as well as the leadership is naturally
shared belween the genders more or less equally.

Qutlesk

CSA in Lithuania is just starfing fo develop but there are
some major gaps for successful progress in Lithuania. Firstly,
from the farmers’ perspeclive, for the medium or small-scale
CSAfarm fo be rentable, the cooperation of farmers should be
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encouraged. This way the specirum of produce which could
be supplied would widen and some major costs (for example
logistics) could be shared. Farmers should be able fo produce
value-added ifems instead of providing only the raw materials
or primary produce. Primary producers should receive
knowledge and financial support fo create final produce which
uses minimal inpuf farms, they should as well be provided
with some guidance for the promotion of the produce and
markefing advice. Secondly, another important missing part is
a well-informed and conscious sociely which is not only willing
fo buy produce of high qualily buf also concermed about the
social impact of their choice.

There is a growing need for fresh and safe local produce
which cannof be satisfied in urban farmers’ markerls
because of the reselling of produce from neighboring
countries and frust issues. CSA provides a solution for rural

development issues which covers not only socio-economic
buf also environmental problems.

Bearing that in mind, and overcoming the problems stated
above, there is a high pofential for the development of CSA in
Lithuania.

Auther

Deimanté Zigyté is a project coordinator working af the Baltic
Environmental Forum, Lithuania and is involved in rural
development projects in the organisation. She works on a
CSA-related EU project as Nafional Tufor. She worked in
cooperation with Cheese Makers' Home CSA.

Biodynamicaly grown \egetapks in the greenhouse ot lzensergas Manor, Lithuonia,
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Usually, “CSA" is used, buf the oldest CSA used fo be
known as pergola-associalie (association pergola) named
affer the garden feature which is formed from connecting
elements that support growih.

General information

o Couniry size: 3,370,000ha / 33,700km?
o Number of inhabifants: 16.9 million

° [Income per capita: €52,071

Agricultural information

° Arable land: 2,260,000ha
° Organic agriculture: 46.34ha
o Number of agriculiural enferprises in 2013: 67,481

Alfter the logisfics sector, agri and food is the biggest sector
in fhe country. Nevertheless, people somelimes find it hard to
find local food on the market and in shops. Most produce is
being exporfed.

An agri sector banker said in an inferview (2012):

“The  Dutch
stands worldwide on top and its production-

agrotechnical  industry
efficiency is {ive ftimes better than the
In 2011 this

made 72,8 bilion in export revenues, the

European average, industry

second biggest {ood-exporting country of
the world “

Cenfral government policies and higher education have
been focusing mainly on sfrenghtening this economical
posiion and neglecting the environmental impact and
fhe international solidarity aspects of the fofal production
chain. However, NGOs and civilians are faking acfion for a
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sustainable food system.,

In 2014, the first Food Otherwise conference was held af
the heart of agro-industrial education, Wageningen University.
Of about fiffy nafional and infernational organisations only
two chair groups joined the conference: Rural Sociology and
Farming Systems Ecology WUR.

Over eight hundred people affended the conference's
working sessions, discussions and mini-lectures on subjects
such as agroecology, fair frading policies, local food networks,
urban farming, soll, permaculture and more.

IF became clear thar we are part of a worldwide, rapidly-
growing and higly necessary movement aiming fo achieve
fair and susfainable agriculfural sysfems, with fair pricing
and appreciation for farmers, in which we can eat the food
we value and in which we cooperafe with nafure. A sysfem
ruled by food democracy instead of the monopoly of a few
big muliinafionals.

In 2016, on 12-13 February, fhe second Food Otherwise
Conference fook place in Wageningen accompanied on the
second day by the Reclaim the Seeds event. See weblinks for
these events under References.

The development of CSA inthe Nefherlands sfarted in 1994
and is recently accelerafing.

The first CSAs were farmer based, driven by fhoughts
abouf solidarity between farmers and consumers and support
for organic faming.

Now fhere are more inifiatives from cily-dwellers who care
abouf fransparency of food production, sustainability, localism
and fostering biodiversity, including soil biodiversity.

The combination of (1) the growing disapproval of people
with the ruling farming and food sysfem and (2) the financial
crisis in 2008 and the following years, have urged more people
fo fake action. Combined with the easy access o information
— through informal nefworks, inferef and education — many
CSAs have been founded in the seven years since 2008.

Thanks fo the geography of the couniry, which is perfectly
flat with counfryside and agglomerations inferwoven, people
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Number of CSAs?
Since when? 1994
Nafional umbrella organisation? none

Esfimated eaters and farms involved?

[ SRS

The Netherlonds
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There are 47 known CSAs, 20 of them responded fo the quesfionnaire

Together the 20 respondents to The Census provide for 10,972 eaters (it is

unclear how big the shares are)

can easily visit the farms. So most CSAs have self-harvesting
and pick up af the farm. Farmers and eafers appreciafe the
regular contact.

The greaf diversity in the organisafion of CSAs is sfriking.
They vary from fully-democratic associations of farmers and
eaters, through cooperafives of self employed farmers with
volunteers, to regular firms with subscribers. Bur the laffer offen
also have some mode in which subscribers can participare in
fhe process of choosing the assorrment of produce.

Farmers whose income comes fully from the CSA are rare,
some have ofther jobs or get an income from other activities at
the farm, such as giving care fo people or education.

Offen the CSAs can be seen as urban farming foo,
because of the small size and populafion densily of the
counfry. The more recent inifiatives are especially faking partfin
fhe conversation on urban farming. They offen cooperate with
municipaliies because urban farms help fo achieve municipal
goals regarding healh, biodiversily, social cohesion and
more.

CSA het Zoete Land, Leiden, 2014, Netherlands,

Here, the name CSA is applied fo farm-based CSAs
only. Initiafives in which consumers cooperate in buying food
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directly from different producers or box schemes with local
produce are generally nof recognised as such and were not
included in this overview.

N 2015 there are 47 known CSAs, 20 of them responded
to The Census.

Creation and origin

The oldesf CSA of all respondents to The Census was
founded in 1994 and three more followed in the years affer.
Then, affer a pause in the late ninefies fo early noughties, each
year one or two new CSAs were founded, peaking with four
start-ups in 2014,

Two thirds of CSAs were founded by farmers, a sixth by
community members and the other sixtih by ofher means.

Defining characteristics

Theaspectsoffhe CSAdefiniionthat are mosfrecognised by
respondents are ‘production
in an agroecological way',
‘oroviding  qually  food’
and ‘shared rewards' and
‘shared risks'.

Type of produce

The  main  produce
consisfs of vegefables and
fruif. Two respondents are
producing dairy, fhree meat,
three honey and only one
of them produces bread.
Although it wasn't an option
in The Census, is is worh
mentioning thar many CSAs
in the Neftherlands also
produce herbs. Somelimes
flowers are part of the
produce. Togefher, the 20
respondents  provide  for
10,972 eaters (it is unclear
how big the shares are).

Organic certification

The vast majority of CSAs in the Nefherlands work
organically. Of all respondents more than half are certified
organic, including biodynamic.

[ SR
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Distribution method

The produce is distributed in different ways, bur mainly
by self-harvesling and pick-up af farm. Home-delivery is not
faking place, probably because CSAs are situated close o
where the eafers live. Box schemes or food cooperatives, as
mentioned already, were not included in this overview.

Networks

Farmers can be organised through different organic
farming nefworks, bur there is no national CSA network fo join.,
Only a few are members of Urgenci. Many are connected
informally through attending the yearly CSA conference wih
the CSA nefwork of Flanders, Belgium.

Legal setup

Two thirds of respondents work with an informal agreement
with their eaters, others have a written confract,

Land ownership

The majority of CSAs are sifuated on land which is owned
or rented by the farmer. A few use land renfed by the CSA or
provided by ofhers, such as the municipality or a foundation.
Together, the farms where the CSAs of respondenfs are
situated on, have 722ha of land. The average size of land that
is being used for the CSA is 1.28nha. They regard 1.25ha as
necessary for a CSA.

Labour and income

Allrespondenfs have afarmers’ collective, varying befween
an informal collective of self-employed farmers and a small
firm. Only two are employed full-fime, but it is not clear if they
are really employees of the CSA or of a bigger organisation
fhat also provides fhe land. The farmers offen work fogether
with - members of the community such as volunteers, inferns
and care recipients. A quarter of the farmers fake 100% of
fheir income from the CSA, the rest of them further rely on
other disfribufion channels, subsidies or other jobs. Most
respondents make less than half of their income within the
CSA, half of them not even more than 25%.

Involement of the eaters

There are many ways in which people can be involved
in CSAs in The Nefherlands. The mosf common ways are:
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helping fo grow produce and fo pack/deliver i, adminisfration/
organisation, and decision-making. Followed by affending
evenrs, and exchanging recipes.

The Netherlands is spatially laid out in such a way, that
a lof of farms are nof too far away from places where many
people live. According fo Carolyn Steel, The Netherlands has
the perfect layour for sifopia.

Carolyn Steel coined fthe ferm sifopia, derived from the
Greek words sifos meaning food and fopos meaning place.
With this concepf of food-place, her aim is fo creafe a balance
befween our needs and those of nature.

In Steel's words,

“Food is the sine gua non of life;

treating it as such would {undamentally

change the way we live, Food belongs

at the heart of society, not at its

periphery“

We need food fo survive, so why nof recognise its
importance in our lives and build our cifies around the food-
place?

Regarding this, the acceleraling number of CSAs being
founded, and the growth of other inifiafives in The Nefherlands
where people fake matters info their own hands, such as
energy collecfives, we can expect further increasing numbers
of CSAs.

The development of CSA farming is fypically bolfom-up,
as the national government is not promoling it. The prevailing
political culiure is very much focused on commercialism,
hardly seeing the revenues of other models.

Gradually, some scholars are noficing the movement,
mainly as a socio-cullural phenomenon. The aspects of
sharing risks, rewards and responsibiliies and fthereby not
having fo fake loans from banks in order fo start farming, have
nof as yer been seen as subjects for research.

The word of CSA is being spread through different informal
farming networks, depending on the background of the specific
CSA which is usually either biodynamic or permaculiure. They
are not yel aiming ar the general public fo promote CSA. The
main sources of information for consumers are local media or
hubs with a sustainability focus.

Some NGOs are campaigning for organic products buf
not yer for CSA. They might nof be aware that it confributes fo
their goals.

Some people are sfill frying fo find ouf if CSAs should
cooperate through a national organisation fhat is not linked
fo elther biodynamic of permaculiure; is It necessary fo join
forces or should everyone find their own way, adapfing fo the
local situafion?
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CSA het Zoete Land, Leiden, 2014, Netherlands,

The Food Otherwise movement and the newly founded
network Toekomstboeren (Fufure Farmers) bear hope for
a broader movement. If we want agroecological farming
pracfices fo become more widespread, a nafional nefwork
could do a lof by promoting and supporting CSA.

Centraal Bureau voor de Stafisfiek. hifp://sfatline.cbs.nl/Sfatweb/

Web magazine for the regular vegetables and fruit growing sector. www.agf.nl/
arikel/88832/Agro-industrie-kan-wereldvoedselproblematiek-door-samenwerking-
mel-hightech-industrie-fackelen

History of CSAs in the Netherlands. www.ru.nl/publish/pages/768507/csa_nederland.pdf

Interview Carolyn Steel, Huffington Post. hitp://www.huffingtonpost.com/swedishamerican-
chamber-of-commerce/utopia-dystopia-sitopia_b 1688009.hrm

Food Otherwise Conference (2014). www.voedselanders.nl/conferentie2014

Food Otherwise Conference (2016). Wageningen on 12-13 February 2016. www.
voedselanders.nl/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/Vooraankondiging-Voedsel-
Anders-conferentie-2016-engels.paf

Reclaim the Seeds, Food Otherwise Conference, Wageningen on 13 February 2016.
www.reclaimiheseeds.nl

Marije Mulder is a permaculturist, co-founder and chair of @
CSAIn Leiden, the Neftherlands (www.hefzoefeland.nl) and
she is the gardener af a small community garden in Delft
which is in the process of being sef up as a CSA (www.
groenkracht.nl/wat/delftse-proeftuin).
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Native rpeme

Andelslandbruk (cooperative agriculiure)

CounTry eoRTexT

In 2015, the populaftion of Norway was eslimated af 5.2
million. Of the mainland’s 323,771km?, only 4.3% is arable
land and 2.9% of the area is used for arable crops (The
Norwegian Forest and Landscape Inslitute 2014). As of 2014,
4.7% of agricullural area was certified organic (Norwegian
Agriculiure Agency 2015).

Norway is @ nef imporfer of food. In 2012, the self-
sufficiency rate was 43%, which is hisforically low (The
Norwegian Agriculiural Economic Research Insfitufe 2014),
Norwegian agriculiure is dominated by small family farms with
an average size of 23na, well below most European countries
(Store norske leksikon 2015). Much like ofher European
countries, fhe criferia of economic efficiency and agriculfural
policies are driving farmers o increase their land areas,
infensify producfion and increase oufpur. Every year, a high
number of farmers refire and their land is sold or renfed ouf fo
neighbouring farms. Land in remote areas is offen leff fallow.
The number of organic farms is also decreasing. This can be
explained by fhe reasons already menfioned, buf addifionally,
fhere has been a weakening in the policies which sfimulate
organic production. This is seen by many as paradoxical
given thaf the demand for organic food is on the rise.

A parallel development fo the industrialisation of agriculfure
is fhe ever-narrowing conceniration of fhe food-market fo three
major refail chains; reduced from four in 2015. These chains
dominate 95% of the food markef (Nielsen 2015). They favour
sfandardised producfs and large volumes, thereby limifing
access-fo-markef for small producers, minimising the variefy
of products, and affecling the price for both the farmer and
fhe consumer. Food prices might seem high in Norway, bur
in 2011 people in Norway spent on average 12.7% of their
budgef on food and non-alcoholic beverages, a figure which
is comparable fo other countries in Northern Europe (Statistics
Norway, 2011). The focus on low food prices has been
dominant for many years.

On fthe other hand, more people want food with special
qualifies and high efhical and environmental  sfandards,
including local and organic food. These people are also
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willing fo pay for this fype of food. In 2014, the sale of organic
food from grocery stores rose by 30% compared fo 2013,
Sales through ofher channels grew by almost 20% during the
same period (Norwegian Agriculiure Agency, 2015). This frend
would seem fo be favourable for concepfs such as CSA. The
number of CSAs is on e rise in differenf parfs of the couniry,

Ristery and echareeteristics
of GSA

A feasibilily sfudy for CSA in Norway was conducted in
2003, followed by a project with the aim of esftablishing pilor
CSAs o fesf the concept in Norway. Oikos - Organic Norway
participated in the project group, fogefher with Jolien Peroifi,
who brought valuable experience of CSA from the Netherlands,
and ofhers. The project resulred in the first CSA in Norway,
Overland andelslandbruk, established in 2006 oufside Oslo,
followed by Ommang Sondre andelslandbruk in 2008.

Since 2008 the number of CSAs has increased
considerably. In 2014, there were 14 CSAs, in 2015 the number
increased fo 38, and several new inifiatives are underway. One
of the CSAs, Bode andelslandbruk, situated north of the polar
circle, is probably the northernmost CSA in the world.

The fast-growing number of CSAs coincides with the
increasing demand for local and organic food, as mentioned
above. Urban gardening has also become popular among
*ordinary people” during the recenf years, a phenomenon
which is linked fo the same frend. Waiting lists for both CSAs
and allofment gardens illustrafes the popularity of these
aclivifies. For farmers and gardeners, the CSA model seems
fo be an affractive altfernative o fhe conventional food system.
In a study from 2014 (Hvilsand), all five CSA gardeners and
farmers inferviewed had a critical view of today’s food system.
They wanfed an alfernative fo industrial agriculture, they wanted
fo avoid infermediaries using alfernative disfribution channels,
and they wanfed fo come closer fo and have a dialogue with
their consumers.

While many of the first-established CSAs are consumer-
driven, most CSAs iniiafed in the last couple of years are
farmer-driven, which indicates that more farmers find this
model affracfive. In addiion fo Oikos - Organic Norway
which is the only Norwegian organisafion uniiing organic
farmers and consumers, The Norwegian Farmers' Union
and fthe Norwegian Farmer and Small-holders” Union have
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- National umbrella organisation?
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In 2015 there were 35 operdlive CSAs

- Another 3 CSAs were established in late autumn 2015 and will have their first :
- growing season in 2016 :

éMore inifialives are in the pipeline and the number of CSAs is expected roé
- confinue expanding :

The first CSA, Overland andelslandbruk, was established in 2006 in the ourskirts
- of the capiral, Oslo :

: There is no CSA umbrella organisation but Oikos - Organic Norway has the :
: coordinating role for the network of CSAs; the role includes organising nefwork :
- meetings, development of the CSA model in Norway and giving advice (o'
- exisling and new inifiatives. Oikos - Organic Norway has published a guide on
: how fo sfart a CSA and is responsible for the webpage (www.andelslandoruk. :
: no) where important information on the various CSAs in Norway and on CSAIn
- general is presented. A new webpage is under consfruction :

more recently put CSA on their agenda dffer winessing the
inferest among farmers. Local groups of Friends of the Earth
Norway have been involved in esfablishing new CSAs as well,
demonstrating the inferest among environmental organisafions
in this model.

Interaction with public bodies

The national goal, enacted by the Norwegian Parliament in
2009, is fo achieve 15% organic producfion and consumpfion
by 2020. The Norwegian Agricullure Agency is mandated o
sfimulafe organic production and consumpfion fo achieve this
goal. This agency has actlively supported the development
of CSA in Norway by financing the feasibility sfudy for CSA in
Norway, the follow-up project fo establish pilof CSAs as well as
an ongoing project led by Oikos - Organic Norway fo further
develop the model in Norway. In addifion, some municipaliies
and county governors have provided financial and fechnical
support for the establishment of CSAs.

What s understeed by GSA?

This publication’s definiion of CSA:

“CSA is a direct partnership betfween

a group of consumers and one or

whereby the  risks,
of  {arming

long-term

several  producers

responsibilitics  and  rewards

activities are  shared, through

formal or informal shared agreement,
Generally operating on small-scale, CSAs
aim at providing quality {ood produced in
an agroecological way,“
is very similar fo the following, the definifion of CSA generally
referred fo in Norway:

“CSA is a partnership between {armers
and consumers, where the responsibility and
rewards {vom f{arming are shared.

Furthermore, in Norway, a CSA is based on fhree main
principles:

1) Diclogue belween producer and consumers;

2) Sharing the harvest and sharing the risk and;

3) Open and fransparent economy,

How is CSA organised?

Partnership and dialogue is at the heart of the CSA
model. In Norway, shareholders are — fo varying degrees
— invifed fo fake parf in activiies such as decision-making
and administration, farm work, disfribution of the produce
and participation in social evenfs. Most CSAs practlice self-
harvesting, which requires dialogue obour what should be
harvested af what lime and how.
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A survey, eniiled The Census, which was carried ouf
prior fo this report revealed that the elemenfs of shared
risks, responsibilily and rewards are relevant fo most of the
CSAs, with shared risks and rewards being the most relevant
aspecfs. The answers were not explained in the The Census,
but a lower score on shared responsibilifly (see diagram
NO1) could possibly be linked fo long-ferm responsibility of
farming. Only 5 ouf of the 21 respondents, representing 21
different CSAs, stated thaf the element long-ferm agreement
of the definiion (1) was relevant for them. Most CSAs operate
with pre-payment, which represents a year-long commiment
from both the producer and the shareholder. This represents
a far sfronger commiment from fhe consumers’ side than
whaf common frade involves. However, one year in farming
is nof thaf long, faken into account the fime it might fake o
build up and susfain a production, as well as the necessary
investmenrs in buildings and machines. As far as we know,
nof that many CSAs are yef organised fo cater for the long-
ferm responsibilily of farming and none of the shareholders in
the CSAs that participafed in The Census invest money in the
farms. Buf we also know fhat there is work in progress fo find
ouf how fo do so.

-

What elements of the CSA-definition apply to
your initiative ?

‘16
14
f12
‘10
‘g
‘6
D4
P g
S D

Shared Share rewards Long-term
responsability agresment

NOl What elements of the CSA-definition apply
to your initiative?

Direct partership  Shared risks

Most farms in Norway are small-scale, and the CSAs
generally operate on only a section of the farmland. Hence
the CSAs in Norway are all small-scale. Most of the CSAs that
parficipated in The Census stafed that they aim at providing
quality food for their shareholders. Al of them produce
vegefables, some also provide dairy products, meat, eggs,
berries, fruif and honey. All of the 21 respondents said thaf they
produce food following organic principles. 11 of the CSAs have
organic cerfification and one has biodynamic certification.

How is the food produced?

;'J{'.I
g
D a
Do

Organic methods, Certified
but not certified biodynamic

NO2: How is the food produced?

Non-organically Certified organic
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Open and fransparent economy, one of the principles of
CSA in Norway, is not included in the definifion of CSA used for
this publication. In Norway, CSAs organised as cooperafives
(see next paragraph on ‘Legal forms’) have open and
fransparent economies inherent in the organisation form. If is
indeed the members of the cooperatives (i.e. shareholders)
who decide onthe budgef. Also CSAs with ofher organizational
forms aim af following this principle.

Different types of CSA and legal setup

In Norway the main difference belween the CSAs are
i they are consumer-driven or producer-driven inifictives.
The consumer-driven inifiatives are normally organised
Qs cooperafives where the consumers rent land and hire a
gardener or farmer (generally the owner of the land) for the
farm work. Producer-driven inifictives also have the possibiliry
of including the CSA in agricultural enterprises already existing
and owned by farmers, these are generally organised as sole
proprieforships.

Agreceelegical prascriees

CSA in Norway is organic. Organic pracfices is nof a
requirement for establishing a CSA, buf rather a consequence
of the affftude of those involved who do require high
environmental and ethical sfandards. Buf CSA is about more
fhan just complying with the definifion of organic agriculture.
CSA implies elements thaf harmonise with agroecology, @
concepf thatis nof yef well known in Norway. The CSA farmers
and gardeners interviewed by Hvirsand (2014) sfafed that they
wanfed an allernative fo fradiional organic production, which
is also specialised and sfandardised. CSA as a contrast
offers variety and diversity, which is a key point in making the
model affractive and allows for seasonal variations. Inherent in
fhe model is also the creation of local food systems and direct
confach and solidarily between producers and consumers.
Additionally, as the shareholders are mostly from urban areas,
CSA s a way fo slimulate mutual understanding befween
people from rural and urban areas. Inferesting discussions
have for instance been winessed on what should be th
decentsalary of the farmers and gardeners of the CSAs, alopic
which is mosfly nol a concern among ordinary consumers.
Another aspect is the knowledge fransfer and learning
abouf organic agriculture, which hoppens in the dialogue
petween shareholders and the farmers and gardeners. This
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element represents a sfrong molivation for people fo become
shareholders.

Oikos - Organic Norway, the coordinafor of the CSA
network in Norway, dedicates ifs work fo changing the current
agricultural paradigm. The organisafion promofes organic
farming and consumption based on the four pillars of organic
farming as defined by IFOAM; health (for soil, animals, planfs,
humans = healihy planel), faimess, ecology, and care.
IF unifes producers and consumers with the aim of bringing
forward the mutual understanding and solidarity befween
fhe two groups which builds the basis for working fowards
common goals. CSA represents an excellent combination of
fhese elemenfs by involving more people in food production
and thereby building a shared responsibilily for sustainable
food production. An example of acfivily iniiated and led by
Oikos - Organic Norway, and in which representatives from
many CSAs parficipate, is parficipatory planf breeding. This
new inifiafive embraces several aspecfs of agroecology as it
promotes development of local varieties and confrol of seeds,
collective self-organisafion and horizontal learning processes.

Based on the previous arguments and facts, we would
argue that the values and principles of CSA in Norway, Oikos
- Organic Norway and agroecology as ouflined in the Nyéléni
Declarafion could all be placed within the same paradigm.

Qutlesk

CSAhas definitely gained populariy in Norway, as reflected
infhe fast growing number of CSA initiafives and the long wailing
lists fo become shareholders. The model seems o respond
fo consumers’ awareness on efhical and environmenial
standards of food and their desire fo participate in and leamn
abour organic food production. For farmers and gardeners
who reject sfandardised and infensive food production, CSA
is an alrernative that allows diversity in culivation on fop of
organic principles, avoids intermediaries and brings them

/S

Nerway

closer fo the consumers. Hopefully, the
discussions on fhe producers’ income
within and among the CSAs will end up
with securing fhem a decenf economic
sifuation, as it will probably be imporfant
for the viabilily of fhe model in the fufure.
IF will also be important fo find solufions
on how o secure the long-ferm shared
responsibilily  for farming and  food
production fhrough this model in fthe
coming years.

The development of CSA in Norway
has mainly come abour by grassroors
organisations  and  inifiafives,  partly
supported by the authorities. However,
adjustments in - agricultural, but  also
educafional policies, could improve the
condifions for the development of the CSA
model. One of the challenging aspects
for the development and expansion of
CSA in Norway is the lack of farmers
ond gardeners  with  knowledge and
experience on how fo grow more than only a few different
variefies of vegetables, and how to do it organically. Farmers
and gardeners can and do learn from each ofher, but there
is a need fo change the focus from sfandardisation and big
volumes in agricultural education, extension services and
policies in general fo enable more people o acquire this kind
of knowledge. It will be inferesting fo see if the emergence of
CSA can contribute to bringing abouf these changes, and
even influence the current thinking and practices of agriculture
fo become more in line with agroecological principles.
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Native rpeme

Rolnictwo  Wspierane przez Spotecznosc  —
(community supported agriculiure)

RWS

Common delinition

In Poland, there is no common definifion of CSA but most
of the CSA groups use this sfafement af the beginning of their
CSA agreements:

“I/\/e’
group of Cormunity Supported Agriculture

the members of an informal

(CSA), which connects consumers and

------

(name of the person), the owner of the
(name of the place), decide

to rmutuadlly support and share the risk of
food production, The aim of the CSA is
to support the development of small-scale,

{amily-operated organic {arms and the

direct sale of {ood to the consumers“

Country contexT

General information

Poland is located in ceniral Europe. Poland is inhabited
by 38.5 million people (2014), which makes if the sixth largest
couniry in the European Union by population. The fotal area
is 312,679km? and is divided info the following land use:
agriculiural 60%; forest land as well as woody and bushy
land 31%; buil-up and urbanised areas 5.3%; land under
water 2.1%; wasfeland 1.6%'. About 60% of Poles live in the
cifies (2014). The capital of the couniry is Warsaw which is the
biggest and most-populated metropolis. IF is also the firsf city
where, in 2012, CSA groups slarfed operating.

Agricultural information

In 2010 there were 1.5 million agricultural farms, which
amounfs fo 12.5% of all agricultural farms in the European
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Union. The majority of Polish farms own belween 2ha and
5ha of land and the average Polish farm has gor 10.49ha.? In
2010, agricultural production and indusfry confribufed fo abour
7% of the GDP of the counfry. Organic farming constitutes a
relafively small share of all agriculfural acfiviies in Poland.
However, the organic sector is characterised as having
dynamic growth and increasing in surface area. In 2013,
fhere were 26,000 organic farms®. The average land area of
organic farms (25ha) is much greater that conventional farms
and constitutes 4% of agriculturally-used land in Poland*. The
organic processing indusiry is sfill very marginal in Poland
compared fo other European counfries.

Histery ond echaraetreristies
of GSA

The first CSA group was esftablished in summer 2012
by some members of the Warsaw Food Cooperative. Piotr
Trzaskowski and Wojciech Mejor were leaders of this inifiafive.
Theywere, however, guided and supported by the experienced
CSA practifioner, Jan Valeska, from the Czech Republic. The
group consisted of fiffeen households from Warsaw and ftwo
organic farmers and actlivisfts: Sonia Priwieziencew and Tomasz
Wihoszczowski. Sonia and Tomasz were running the AgriNatura
Foundafion which aims fo promote agriculiural biodiversity
and fthe susfainable development of the counfryside. The
CSA was freated as a pilof project fo test this idea in the Polish
confext. The farmers declared thaf they did not wanf farming
fo become their primary occupation. The pilof project furned
our fo be successful enough fo encourage new farms fo fry
ouf fhis model of cooperation with consumers. In 2014, fhree
new farms decided fo sef up their own CSA groups. Barftomigj
Kembtowski, who was not a full-ime farmer af the fime, sef
up a CSA group with more than fwenty households who were
members of the Southemn Food Cooperative in Warsaw. Af the
same time, Matgorzata and Stawomir Dobrodziej, organic
farmers from fhe norhwest of Poland, esfablished two CSA
groups in fhe cities of Poznan and Szczecin.

Wanda Nowicka, an organic farmer from the southwest of
Poland started her small CSA group in the midst of summer
2014. The year of 2014 was the last year for the first CSA
group, Swierze-Panki, because the founders of this pilof CSA
group came fo the conclusion that i had served ifs educational
purpose. By the end of autumn 2015, there are eight farms in
Poland cooperafing with local consumers on the basis of the
CSA model.
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What s understoeod by GSA?

Alfhough fthere is no one common definiion of a CSA in
Poland, the following statement was used in the first agreement
draffed by the CSA Swierze-Panki

“I/\/e’
group of Cormmunity Supported Agriculture

the  members of an informal

(CSA), which connects consumers and | |
(name of the person), the owner of the
...... (name of the place), decide
to mutually support and share the risk of
food production, The aim of the CSA is
support development of small-scale, {amily-
operated organic {farms and the direct

sale of food to the consumers®
This statement was used lafer on in the femplafe agreement
of af least three other CSAs.
Common features of all functioning CSA groups are:
e direct sale of food produced af the farms
° pre-payments made by the members
° fhe length of the cooperation is minimum 20 weeks
° delivery of the produce, af least, weekly

° Most differences across various CSA groups in
Poland arise from the following questions:

° Do the members have the liberfy fo choose the
produce or are they are given a box of produce
selected by the farmers?

° |s there a collection point or do the farmers deliver
the produce directly fo the doorsteps of the
members?

° Dofthe members express some kind of engagement
and fake up some responsibiliies connected fo the
farming or disfribution of the produce?

Legal setup

CSAs in Poland are esfablished as informal groups. From
the legal painf of view, the sale of food produce is freated as
a direct sale between the farmer and each individual member
of the group. The farmers in Poland are allowed fo conduct
such direcf selling of unprocessed produce withour any major
restrictions. When it comes fo the wrifen agreements which
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are signed between consumers and farmers, their validily
as binding legal documents was questioned by some of
the members. This is why, on purpose, we tend fo avoid the
word “confract” and use the word “agreement” instead. The
document is an expression of the goodwill of the two parties
and is a summary of the main rules of the cooperation: the
price of the share, means of delivering the produce, obligafions
of the parfies towards each ofher and, most importantly, the
stipulafion of how the risk is being shared belween the two
parties.

Interaction with public bodies

The first CSA group in Poland starfed as @ grassroots
inifiative, as an act of consumer activism. The inifial groups
didnt get any financial support from their local or regional
government. The members of the first group devoted their fime
and effort in spreading the word about the inifictive fo help sef
up new groups. The idea was promoted through a voluntary-
run blog (www.rws.waow.pl) which described the idea of CSA
and the first experiences of the pilor group, Swierze-Panki.
Some of the members of fhis firsf group, also as volunteers,
were spreading the word abour their inifiative during public
evenfs related to sustainabilily and ecological farming.

All the current groups are financially sustainable and don't
receive any govemement subsidies for their CSA-relafed
acliviies. To fthe besf of our knowledge, no demands fo
support exisfing CSA groups or fo promofe the idea among
fhe farmers and consumers were made either by consumers
or CSA farmers. This is why, when it comes fo the inferaclions
of CSA groups with public bodies, the inferaction is either very
marginal or non-existent. If seems fhat public insfifufions are
unaware of the existence of the model. Because of this fac,
in 2014, a small CSA solidarily fund was ser up by members
of CSA Swierze-Panki and CSA Dobrodziej (in Poznan and
in Szczecin) fo support promotion-relafed acfiviies. The fund
covered the fravel cosfs of volunteers, print-our of leaflers, the
cost of a new website. The money was raised as a small
fraction of every CSA share and is collectively managed by
fhe conliribufing members.
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Further details frem The
Cernsus

In 2015, we were able fo confact 8 farms in Poland which
declared they had established CSA partnerships with different
consumer groups. They supply in fofal 11 consumer groups
which accounfs for abour 700-800 eaters. Ten groups are
located in big cities: Warsaw (4), Poznan (1), Wroclaw (2),
Szczecin (1), Torun (1), and Opole (1). There is one rural CSA
group meaning that the consumers live in the villages near the
farm. The average number of shares in a single CSA is 23,
The biggest group has 44 and the smallest 6 shares. If we
assume that one share can feed three people, the average
CSA group has about 70 members.

Creation and origin

36% of fhe groups were esfablished together by the farmers
and consumers. 27% of CSA groups were initiated by the
farmers. Two groups were facilifared by Julia Olszewska, who
actively works to promote the ideas of community supported
agriculture in Poland.

Type of produce

All of the farmers in CSA grow vegefables. Half of the
groups receive nof only vegetables burt also fruif. Four groups
receive eggs and fhree groups have also mear.

Alfhough the quesfion on whether the consumers are free
fo choose fthe produce or the farmers prepare a “sef box”
was nof included in The Census, i is one of the aspects that
distinguishes Polish CSA groups from each other. If tums our
fhat, in 5 of 8 CSAs, consumers are given a box of produce
selected by the farmer, whereas, 3 CSAs follow a more
flexible approach. I means fhaf consumers indicate what
fhey would like fo receive before each delivery. In one of the
groups which offers such a solution, the farmer admitfed that
some consumers fend o rely on the choice of the farmer and
deliberately ask her for a “surprise” box, leaving fhe farmer the
liberty of choosing what kind of produce they want fo deliver.

Organic  certification

5 our of 8 farms have organic farming cerfificates. The other
fhree use which organic farming methods bur are not cerfified.

Distribution method

In ferms of fransport and disfribufion, most of farmers deliver
food fo one collecting point. There are only two groups that
have the shares delivered fo members' doorsteps.

Labour and income

The average farm area is 15.3ha bur area for CSA
production is 4.5ha. That is related fo the fact that, for all of
the farmers, CSA is not a main source of income buf rather an
additional activity. Almost all of the farmers are subsidised and
some of them have got other jobs as well.
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Involvement of the eaters

¥

When it comes fo fhe consumers’ involvement in the
CSA, in 4 groups the consumers help with disfribution and
organisational issues. If fumns ouf that the majorily of the
members rarely visit the parmnering farms.

Agreeeelogical praetices

The concepf of agroecology in Poland funclions as a
purely scieniific tferm and is defined as:

“section of ecology, which examines
phenomena within agrocenosis; Agroecology

examines the influence of the environment

on the plant and animal organisms, the
influence of the agricultural  practices
and plants protection measures on the

productivity of the crops, organisation and

regulation of the herbivores, predators

and parasites*®

The ferm agroecology cannof be thus considered @
poliical term as in ofher counfries, for instance Spain or
France. The ferm agroecology as used in fhe food sovereigniy
movement and the Nyéléni Declaration appears in Poland in
franslations of foreign likerature published by non-governmental

of CSA Dobrzyn nad Wista, \Warsow, PO\Qnd,.
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organisations, such as the Institute of Global Responsibility in
warsaw.®

In fact, CSA in Poland is considered as a pracfical fool,
which facilifates a beneficial cooperafion between farmers
and consumers. The use of the model as a fool for a systemic
change of the current food sysfems lies, so far, outside the
scope of the involved parties. Nonetheless, the very first CSA
project was deeply roofed in agroecological — understood as
a food sovereignty concept — principles. One of the founders
of fhe pilof CSA group, in a short arficle on the CSA-promating
blog (www.rws.waw.pl), ‘Why do we need CSA?", refers fo
values such as: care of the farmers as the core of CSA model,
soil as a value passed on o the next generafions, profection
of the ecological and cultural landscape and the long-ferm
viability of small-scale farms as a common good.

For the purpose of this research we have compared fhe
section of the Nyéléni Declaration for agroecology ‘What are
we fighting for?"® with currently exisfing Polish CSA groups’
practice and fheir way of promoling the CSA model (e.g. CSA
Dobrzyn nad Wistg's facebook page and its section ‘about’)?,
We can say fhat the common points of the concept of food
sovereignty and what the Polish CSA sfand for are:

° ¢ fair wage for the farmers’ work

° healthy and aoffordable food provision

° susfainable management of land

° inferdependence between producers and consumers

Issues which are either put aside or nof sfressed as an
aim of Polish CSAs are: respect of women's role in the food
production and disfribution systems, realisation of the right fo
food as a basic human right, support of fradifional knowledge
and herifage, spiritual dimensions, local aufonomy in fhe
governance of land, or acfive fight against corporate power.

Qutlesk

Alfhough, in comparison fo fhe Western European
counfries, CSA is relafively new in Poland, if is evolving very
quickly. In 2012, there was one CSA group uniiing 1 farm with
abour 25 households. Already in the growing season of 2015,
there were 8 farms working with 11 consumers’ groups which
fed over 700 eafers. All the farmers we spoke fo declared their
will fo conlinue working with the CSA model despite the fact
thaf the year 2015 turned out fo be challenging, especially for
the new CSA groups. The severe drought tesfed both farmers
and consumers on the aspect of risk sharing. In many cases,
consumers had o accept smaller crops than expected, for
which many of them furmed ouf nof fo be prepared. However,
farmers express their willingness fo confinue CSAs because
fhey have leamf fo appreciare the benefits of such a model
of cooperation. I should be underlined, however, thar they
are sfill learming how o communicate with eaters, especially
fhose who are nof used o buying organic produce. Alfhough
all CSAs in Poland are following a very similar sef of rules, the
way fhey operate varies from one group fo another. This is
because each CSA s still looking for ifs own way fo establish
relafions and rules thaf are accepted by bofh producers and

consumers.
* @ * @
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Asociatia  Peniru  Suslinerea  Agriculurii — Taranesti

(associafion for the support of peasant agriculiure)

According fo the ASAT Charter in Romania, CSAis:

“an association between a producer
and a consumer-group  organised  with
the aim {fo support peasant agriculture,
to  help preserving and  saving local
proximity that practice sustainable {orms
of agriculture, CSA aims fo create and
preserve environmentally {riendly {orms of
agriculture and socially eguitable economic
exchanges, [ ] CSA aims fo ensure that
consumers can buy uadlity food at a {air
price and that they can choose how their
{ood is produced. Each CSA brings fogether
a group of consumers and a proximity
producer in a partnership {ormalised by
a contract Each consumer commits 1o
buy early in the season part of the
production, And the producer cormmits fo
deliver guality products grown in a socially
responsible  and environmentally  {viendly

manner,
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General information

Romania is the largest couniry in south-easfern Europe,
the twellih largest European counfry by area (238,392km?),
and the fenfh by populafion of 19.82 million with a negative
demographic growth.

Romania has one of the largest rural populations in Europe
with 46% of Romanians living in rural areas.

Romanian families spend on average 39.5% of their
income on groceries (food and drink), one of the highest in
Europe.

Agricultural information

Romania holds 7.6% of the ufilised agricultural area (UAA)
of the EU, 13.05 million hecfares, ranking sixth in the EU.

Unfil a decade ago, the majority of the Romanian
population lived in the countryside. Despite accelerated rurdl
flight, Romania sfill has large and vibrant rural communifies.
About one third (31.5%) of the tofal EU agriculiural holdings are
registered in Romania, namely 3.62 million, bur the number is
fast decreasing.

99% of Romania’s farms are run by small peasant
households! In 2014 there were 3,601,776 family farms in
Romania. According fo fhe Romanian Nafional Insfitufe of
Stafisfics, the average area of a peasant farm (small-scale
family farm) was 2.02ha and fogether all small-scale family
farms fake 55.7% of Romania’s agricultural land. The rest
of 44.3% of the Romanian agricultural area is exploited by
farming enterprises of different shapes and forms with an
average farm of 207ha.

According fo Eurostat, 29% of Romania’s workforce works
in agricullure, the highest percentage in the EU. The redl
number is even higher considering thar many peasants sfill
pracfice subsistence agriculiure.

There is no reliable dafa on the output of organic agriculiure
and organic consumpfion. According fo an oufdared study
from 2007, only 1% of Romania's agriculural land was
culivated organically (the lowest number in the EU). On the
other hand, according fo fhat same sfudy, the average size
of organic farms in Romania is 47ha which is significantly
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larger than the average size of European organic farms (34ha)
(Willer & Yuseffi, 2007). This makes us believe that the sfudy
had access only fo data from large eco-business farms and
had no access o dafa from small-scale family farms. As of
yel, there is no reliable data on the percentage of organic
agriculiure in Romania. Based on non-scientific observation
we believe that a large part of the production done on small-
scale peasant or family farms is organic.

How did CSA dewelop? Dynamics?

The first CSA group was sfarfed by ASAT in 2008 in
Timisoara, Western Romania. A couple of years lafer, in
2010, a few ofher parmerships were added fo the ASAT
nefwork, all fhree in the western part of Romania. In 2012, a
couple of parmerships were sfarfed in Cenfral Romanian, in
Transylvania. The largest growh fook place in 2013 when 5
new parmnerships were starfed in different regions of Romania
— basically covering most of the couniry: west, ceniral and
south. In 2014, a couple of new parmnerships were sfarted
in Transylvania. Likewise, at the beginning of 2015, ftwo new
parinerships were started and a fthird one was added af the
end of the year. Three further parterships are in process for
2016.

Some of the partinerships sfarfed through the ASAT decided
fo leave the network and go independent. They confinue fo
operafe in a CSA fashion whereby the farmers and consumers
share the risks and benefits and there is an upfront payment
ar the beginning of the agriculiural year. We are aware of only
one other CSA partnership that was started — and s sfill running
— complefely independently of the ASAT network.

Most of the CSA development is driven by consumers.
Usually conscious-consumers from urban areas pull their
resources fogether, identify pofential farmers as well as other
pofenfial consumers, and explain whar CSA is and how if
works. Iris guife common that long-fime consumers from the
ASAT nefwork gel actively involved, on a volunfary basis, in
helping ouf new inificlives. Somewhal unusual, bu of great
imporfance, is the help provided by different NGOs working on
the solidarily economy and agroecology in developing and
promoling CSA. A crucial role in the development of ASAT was
the CRIES associafion (the Center for Efhical and Solidariy
Inifiatives) which aclively supported the CSA movement in
various ways over fhe years and confinues to do that. Between

Remania
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10 CSAs that are parf of the ASAT nefwork and another 5 that we know of and
are not part of ASAT

The first CSA starfed in 2008

Asociatia Peniru Sustinerea Agriculturii Tardnesti since 2008 (hitp://asatromania.

Around 900-1,000 eaters are estimared

2008 and 2014, the ASAT nelwork had no legal stafus and
funcfioned as an informal association of consumers and
producers guided by its charter. In 2014, the ASAT nefwork
was registered as an NGO. Nevertheless, ASAT conlinues fo
see itself and fo function as a horizontal grassroots movemen.,

The size of CSA parnerships varies greatly. The largest
provides for around 300 families (meanwhile it leff the ASAT
network buf if sfill funcfions as a CSA) while the smallesf for
only 15. Most of the CSA partnerships produce for around 40
families.

There is a growing inferesf in CSA from all across Romania,
both among consumers and producers and NGOs working
on ecology and the solidarity economy. In the past years,
numerous evenfs promofing CSA were organised.

The work inside parinerships and for the ASAT nefwork is
done on a voluntary basis. Some of the non-wage expenses
(for example fravel, expenses for organising events) are
covered from the ASAT budgel. This budget, in fumn, is covered
solely by membership confriburions.

According fo the charfer of the national CSA network, ASAT,
CSA is characterised by the following elements:

° Solidarity: An association between a producer and
a consumer-group whereby fhey share the risks,
responsibilifies and the rewards of the farm.

o CSAs create and preserve environmentally-friendly
forms of agriculture and fair economic exchanges

° Advance payment: consumers pay part  (or
somelimes all) of their share in advance

° Long-ferm commirment

e Solidarily befween producers and consumers:
support for the producer in case of natural hazards
(pesfs, bad weather, efc.)

» Direcl sale, no middleman
* Locally produced food
° Common management of the partnership

e Consumers self-

sufficiency

accompany  producers o
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Are there different types of CSA?

Unfil now there is only one model — the one implemented
by ASAT — which is inspired by the French AMAP model. Since
mosl ofher groups are former ASAT groups they implement
the same model either in a sfricter or in a less sfrict way (i.e.
eifher with more consumer involvement or with less consumer
involvement in the running of the partnerships, either with more
or with less emphasis on the use of fradiional and heirloom
seeds, elc.).

Legal setup

The ASAT nefwork is regisfered as an NGO. The CSA
parinerships are informal groups of direct sale. There is no
legislation concerning CSA.

Interaction with public bodies

Small scale family farms operate within the legal framework
of the couniry. Each partnership must respect the national
legislation conceming small-scale family farming, taxation
for small-scale farms, safety standards for processing and
distribution. Romania has special legislation for small-scale
family farms and processing units. Unfil now fhey have nof been
confronted with any fype of legal problems. The members of
the ASAT nelwork often offer legal advice concermning national
legislation.

Involement of the eaters

The consumer’s involvement in helping the farmer varies
with each group. If also varies depending on whefher the
group is affiiated with the ASAT nefwork or not. For example,
consumers from groups within the ASAT nefworks usually
organise fhe distribution, help the farmer calculate the yearly
budget, do the accountancy for the farmer (in most groups),
fake an active part in planning the annual vegetable crop,
and in adverfising the partnership to the wide public. In some
groups the consumers also share fhe price of cerfain ifems
necessary for fhe farm.

As far as CSA groups which are not affiliared with ASAT
are concerned, the amount of commiiment varies greafly;
from groups (only one, in fact) where consumers co-work the
farm, organise the disfribution, efc., fo other groups (all the res)
where consumers play no part in fhe organisafion of the group
(no part in organising the distribution, or in the adminisfration
of fhe group, elc.).

Organic certification

The CSA farmers are nof cerfified organic with the exception
of one farm.

The Romanian CSA nelwork aims fo promofe CSA and
fap info the great resources thar Romania has for small-scale
ecological farming.

All'initictives use agroecological methods and some use
biodynamic mefthods. A great emphasis is put on using
fradiional and heirloom seeds as well as in preserving these
fradifional seeds.

Many aspects of the Nyéléni Declaration were incorporated
info the ASAT charter: food sovereignty (consumers
accompany producers  fo  self-sufficiency), access o
commons (land, water and food), preservafion of fradiional
agricultural practices, farming is just one aspect of e larger
movement fowards a more susfainable and fairer economuy,

In spite of a flurry of agroecological inifiatives in Romania
over fhe past years (most of them nof in the shape of CSA) the
ouflook is bleak. Every hour, three small-scale family farms
disappear. Romania was a predominanily rural counfry unfil
10 years ago, bur if is now experiencing accelerated rural
flight. Due to high levels of poverty and marginalisafion in
the couniryside, many Romanians are fleeing to larger cifies
or to western European counfries. Af the same fime land-
grabbing is a serious issue in Romania. Over the past few
years, large parfs of agricultural land were taken over either
by big agri-business or by financial companies who see it
as a safe invesiment. In 2015, 99.2% of small-scale farmers —
peasants —worked 55.7% of Romania's agricultural land while
0.8% of farmers — basically big companies — work 44.3% of ifs
agricultural land.

Nevertheless, there is some room for hope. First there
is a reawakening of Romanian civil society that is quickly
(re)discovering ecology and a solidarily economy. Many
successful movements and inifiatives working on these two
fopics were starfed inthe past few years. This is an opportunity
for CSA. Secondly, as a conseguence of these movemens,
the Romanian government fogether with IUCN, The World
Conservation Union, declared large areas of Transylvania
(Cenfral and Wesfern Romania) o be profected areas of
biodiversity. These areas contain a considerable number of
villages where small-scale fraditional agriculiure is stfill being
pracficed.

Willer, Helga & Yussefi, Minou (eds.) (2007) The World of Organic Agriculture: Statistics
and Emerging Trends.

Adrian Briciu coordinated the Romanian CSA network in 2015.
He is an enfhusiast of agro-ecology and especially of
efforts fo preserve heirloom seeds.
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Solidame prehrambene grupe (nufriional solidarity groups)

Commen deliniTion

As Serbia doesn't have an umbrella organisation or
national network, a stafute or official nafional definiion does
nof exist. As hings sfand now, the working definiiion agreed by
fhe European CSA Research Group is being used:

“CSA is a direct partnership befween
and one or
the
of  {arming
through

a group Of consumers

several  producers whereby risks,

responsibilities and rewards

activities are  shared, long-term

{ormal or informal shared agreement,
CS5As

aim at providing gquality {ood produced in

Generally operating on  small-scale,

an agroecological way,“

Country corTeXT

General information

Serbia is counfry that has very offen had changes in its
borders in recent hisfory. The most recent change was in
2011 and according fo a census of that fime, Serbia has
approximately 7.2 million people on 77,474km2. Serbia is a
member of the UN but is sfill in negotiation for EU accession.
As a couniry in consfant economical and polifical crisis, the
populafion hasn't felf the global economy crisis particularly
radically, as has been the case in developed counfries. The
average monthly disposable income (affer fax) is €331, from
that, an average consumer spends 31% on food and 13% on
food in resfaurants. Serbia’s imports exceed exports by 28.9%.
Serbia is one of the largest providers of frozen fruit fo the EU;
fhe largest fo the French markef, and second largest fo the
German markel. IFis important fo say that, even with the current
frend of shopping with imported food and nutriional products
in big chain markefs, Serbia keeps e fradition of farmers'
markefs alive. You can find farmers” markels all across the
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couniry — no matter what size of city — and in larger cities,
every fownship has irs own farmers’ markef. More than 70%
of all food products are still sold fhrough small grocery shops,
some 30,000 of which are scaffered throughout fhe couniry. In
2010, 31% of shoppers claimed that the supermarket was their
main shopping place and only 10% preferred fo make their
food purchases in hypermarkers.

Agricultural information

Serbia has very favourable natural condifions, both
land and climate, for varied agricultural producfion. I has
5,056,000na of agricultural land (0.7ha per capita), ouf of
which 3,294,000ha is arable land (0.45ha per capita). The
acfive labour force in 2014 stood af 1,703 million, 23.9% are
employed in the agriculture. There has been in a sharp decline
in agriculural acfivily since 1948 when almost fhree quarters of
the population engaged in farming, fo e present one quarter.
Abandoned land and a lack of huge indusitrial agriculiural
acfiviies presenfs a huge pofential for ecological farming.
The sfructure of Serbia’s agricultural labour force is as follows:
livestock breeding (43%), field crop farming (42%), fruir and
wine production (12%), other crops (3%). The highesf share
in food consumpfion refers fo dairy products, bakery, meat
and vegefables. Consumption of organic products is sfill less
than 0.01% compared o 3-4% in the developed countries of
Europe. Organic farming and processing has begun o grow
in the last five years making up @.17% of fofal agricultural land
and involving about 3,000 farmers in 2009. The lafes frend is
fo produce export-oriented organic products: 116 processing
unifs are involved in the frul and vegelable processing
of organic producfs, our of which 55% is dominated by
refrigeration companies. Major organic products are frozen
fruif, fruif juice and concenlrates, jams, pasteurised and frozen
vegelables, mushrooms and marmalodes.

Histery eond echaraetreristies
of GSA

How did CSA develop? Dynamics?

To understand the slow development dynamics of CSAs in
Serbia is o understand the wider context of this couniry and ifs
inhabitants. Going back fo the middle ages when this counfry
was complefely conquered by the Offornan Empire and up
unfil the ninefeenth century, Serbian people were in the habif of
sfealing and of cheating their own couniry because, affer all,
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i wasn'ttheirs — it was the Turks' — for such a long period. This
fraditional habif remains until the present moment. We could
see if very reinforced during the 1990s. I is present from fhe
highest poalificians fo the regular people and peasants, and
this goes both ways. By presenting that example, | want fo
fheorise on the core reason why it is such a slow baffle for
CSAs fo develop in Serbia — and fhis is fhe same core basis
for CSAs — the frust! As far back as 2011/2012, there was an
infention fo esfablish the first official CSA movement, but, alas,
the idea was soon forsaken and remained as an informal
group of consumers thaf were finding and supporting small-
scale producers. On the other hand, some individual farmers
starred or had already been working on something similar fo
CSA independenily of the infenfions of the consumer group.
When we ask why they are sfill nof responding or wanfing fo
be a part of CSA, fhe answer brings us back fo the gquestion
of frust.

What s understeed by GSA?

Non-formal CSA in Serbia can be undersfood in few ways.
Firstly, organised research by groups of consumers that are
supporting small-scale local producers, albeif not cerfified
and nof 100% ecological, who can be frusted or falkative,

Pincopple imelon, wilage Brusnica, Serbio.

Serbia
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This includes sharing the risk of frusfing, sharing products
and sharing commifmenfs amongst fhe group of consumers
in search of these kind of producers across the widh of
fhe couniry. This leads fo informal long-ferm agreements
belween consumers and producers, buf nof necessarily
sharing the risks and responsibilifies for agriculture. Economy
in fis relafionship is based on mufual frust and agreemen,
i is nof the economy of the marketplace. These groups are
supporters of food sovereignty and fradifional small-scale
farming. Secondly, farmers perceive if as a mufual frust and
long-ferm parmership befween them and eafers.

Are fthere different types of CSA?

We can nofice some small differences befween groups
fhat are formed by consumers and the way that CSA farmers
work with their own groups of consumers. Farmers are more
focussed on long-ferm commifment and groups of consumers
are more focussed on finding bigger diversity throughout all
fhe seasons of the year.

Legal setup

Choosing a legal form depends on fhe starfing conditions,
fhe mofivafion (and business plan), and e requirements
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Horvest hasket, Eavthship, Sevhio,

of participants. The form of employment (self-employed,
salaried, volunfeering), the social securily of farmers and
workers (health and pension), the long-ferm business plan,
and fthe adminisirafion are the most common legal forms tha
are being considered. Relafions have been kept as direct as
possible and at their simplest in ferms of bureaucracy. If can
be said that bureaucracy is often avoided.

Interaction with public bodies

As tis very difficultto pur the kind of farm and way of business
of a CSA in any economical or public body framework, it not
sfrange fthat people are usudally very careful, discreer and
mistrusiful of joining an official global CSA network. Therefore,
people — farmers and consumers — holding on fo each other
in well-known, small-scale, private networks.

Organic certification

Usually, cerfified organic farms are not frying an alternative
economic way of working, so most of the CSA farms are nof
cerfified. Some of the farms are biodynamic (which are not
subject to the legal framework).

Farm size

Most commonly, the average size of land for vegetable
and fruif farms is between one and four hectares. According
fo responses fo The Census, the average farm size is 1.5ha.
For beehives and beekeeping, 4ha is the most common size.

Labour and income

Working labour on farms is usually provided by family
members — couples with their parents and brofthers and sisters
—and wwoofers.
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Permacullure in - Serbia is developing alongside
agroecology. Global frends of self-governance and self-
sufficiency is cerfainly affecting people o educate more
in fhese fields. There are two possible ways in which small
alfernafive farms are developing in Serbia — one is an organic
farming business model base buf frying fo find more or new
economy solufions; the other way is people who firsfly educate
in permaculiure and start everything from the scratch. This way
requires more fime, as permaculiure (sisfer of agroecology)
pracfice is also young in Serbia.

Outleek

Generally speaking, small-scale farmers, especially those
nof cerfified organic farmers, are afraid of the gianf agro-
indusiry that has been taking over small farms and small
businesses, they are afraid of being faxed and fined by the
government because of a lack of cerfification and working
in alfernafive economy praxis, being afraid fo be accused
of taking part in the grey economy. These are the biggest
issues fhaf concermn CSA or biodynamic or permaculfure or
alfernaftive farmers/groups in Serbia. Also, franslafion of the
name “Comunity Suported Agriculture” is very sfrange in the
Serbian language and not undersfood by people thaf are not
familiar with this praxis. CSA or SPG requires an explanation
or better synonym or fime fo invent a more disfinct name. As
of now, only two farms declare themselves as CSA, i.e. SPG,
pracfifioners in Serbia. Even though there are many more of
these kind of groups, it has been very hard fo maofivate people
to show off and fake part in The Census.
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Smilia Ignjatovic (MA sculpture) is a permaculfure designer
and lecturer, a builder with natural materials, co-founder of
Earthship Serbia and co-inventor of Marcel urine diverter for
composting follefs.
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Alexender Feher

Native rReme

Komunitou podporované polnohospodarsivo (community
supported agriculiure)

Common delinition

Slovakia does not have its own definifion; CSA has no
legal framework. The first clear definion was infroduced by
the Urgenci CSA European Census (Slovak franslation of the
*Urgenci definifion”, 2015): direct parmership, shared rewards
of farming acfiviies, long-ferm agreement, formal or informal
agreement, aiming at providing quality food and production
in an agroecological way. The shared risk and shared
responsibilifies of farming acliviies were nof emphasised.

Country eonTex’

General information

The Slovak Republic is a counfry in cenfral Europe
bordered by the Czech Republic, Ausfria, Poland, Ukraine
and Hungary. Slovakia's ferrifory spans abour 49,000km?
and is mosily mounfainous (excepting SW and SE Slovakia).
The population is over 5 million and comprises mostly ethnic
Slovaks. The capital and the largest city is Brafislava. The
official language is Slovak.

The Gross Domestic Product (GDP) in Slovakiao was worth
$99.79 billion US dollars in 2014. The GDP value of Slovakia
represents 0.16% of the world economy. GDP in Slovakia
averaged $41.36 billion from 1982 until 2014, reaching an all-
fime high of $99.83 billion in 2008 and a record low of $5.80
billion in 1984 (World Bank, 2015). The GDP per capifa was
€13,885in 2014,

Growih in Slovakia gathered pace in 2014, driven by a
recovery in domesfic demand, as both private consumption
and investment picked up after several years of decline. Export
growth, however, weakened, as demand from Slovakia's main
frading partners declined. Overall, GDP is esfimated fo have
grown by 2.4% in 2014, putting Slovakia among the belter

performers in the Eurozone. Employment grew fhroughour
the year, but the unemployment rate remained above 13%.
Inflafion collapsed sharply in 2014, driven mainly by a fall in
energy prices (European Commission, 2015).

Agricultural information

Agriculiural land covers 49.7% of the total area and forest
land 40.8%. The utilised agriculural lond is 1,927,000ha, of
that arable land (mainly cereals, fodders and industrial crops)
1,362,000ha, permanent grassland 20,000ha, permanent
meadows and pasfures 523,000ha and home gardens
32,000ha (Green Report of the Minisiry of Agriculture of SR,
2013). The share of organic farms is low and unstable: there
are 210 ecofarms with 92,191ha of agricultural land (including
circa 60,000ha in conversion). It is circa 5% of Slovak
agricultural land (26,796ha arable land, 555ha orchards, 91
vineyards and 64,749na grassland).

Approximately 90% of the fofal area of the ulilised agricultural
land is leased depending onthe disfrict. The rentf for agricultural
land ranges from €6-€ 120 per hectare. The dynamics of the
reduction in fhe number of workers in agriculiure is increasing.
The year-on-year drop accountedfor 3.8 fhousand people, i.e.
by 7.4%, fo 47.8 thousand workers. The share of agricultural
waorkers in the fofal number of workers in the Slovak Republic’s
economy achieved 2.2% and dropped by 0.1 p.p. on a year-
on-year basis.

The last known frends in the development of basic
macroeconomic indicafors  (gross  value added GVA,
infermediate consumption, gross fixed capifal formation GFCF,
employment, average monthly wage, foreign frade) of the
Slovak Republic’s economy and ifs seclors were reflected
in changes of the agriculture and food sectors' share in the
nafional economy as follows (see the Green Report):

e fhe share of agriculture in the Slovak Republic's
economy increased in ferms of GVA, GFCF and
dropped infterms of GVA, infermediate consumption,
employment and average wage,

o the share of the food sector in the Slovak Republic’s
economy increased in ferms of GFCF and dropped
in ferms of tofal employment and average wage,
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Faethext Slevakia

: No exact dafa is available, 10 CSAs are known by the writer (there might be :
- more), 1 new is in process of foundation :

- Number of CSAs?

Slevakia

Considering the low responsibility level of consumers (solidarity), we guess har
e 100% pure CSA cannot be found in Slovakia but some of them are close fo g
- this (eg. sharing the risk by buying boxes regularly) :

© 1,300 consumers are eslimated (regular consumers)

- More irregular and not well-organised consumers can be added

° the share of agri-food foreign frade in the fofal export
and fofal import of the Slovak Republic's foreign
frade dropped.

Histery and eharaereristics
of GSA

How did CSA develop? Dynamics?

The development of CSA-like inifiafives in Slovakia starred
in 2007 (Agrokruh Brafislava, BioPapa Trencin efc.). The
development of CSAs was supported by fhe Urgenci mission
in Slovakia in parnership with CEPTA (represented by Daniel
Lesinsky) in 2010 and the second wave of the development
was inifiafed by a new CSA four in 2012. Recenfly, we know
about circa 1@ inftiatives (but not all of them can be classified
as CSA clearly because the way of risk sharing is nof always
well defined). According fo The Census responses, fhe CSAs
were inifiated by both farms and consumers. The average
Slovak consumers prefer cheap and accept low qualiy
food. One of the mosf preferred CSA-like aclivitly is buying
vegefables and/or fruit in pre-ordered boxes (debnickari
in Slovak which franslafes as “boxers”) or buy products on
farmyards. The CSA inifiatives do nof network enough; no
umbrella organisation has been established.

What is understeed by GSA?

There has nof been a clear definifion, we adopted the
definion of the CSA Research Group when they mef near
Freiburg in 2015 for the purposes of this report. Many CSAs
are bound with organic farms.

Type of produce

The main CSA producfs are vegetables, fruif, dairy
products, eggs, bread, and honey, buf meat is supplied
only in excepftional cases. Teas, jams, oils and fruit juices are
available as well,

Distribution method

Home delivery, pick up af farm and colleclion poinfs are
fhe most important disfribufion methods, self-harvesting is rare
bur available — apples, strawberries efc.

Land ownership and farm size

The land is owned by farmer(s), in some cases part is
renfed by farmer. No CSA ownership is known. The size of
farms is different, usually 2ha or less (for comparison: the
state-wide average size of farms is 470ha), aimost 100% of it
is used o produce fruif and vegefables.

Labour and income

The main labour force is farmer and his/her family, rarely
only the farmer. The farmer's income is always less than
100% from CSA (usually 0-25%, rarely 50—75%), another job/
employment is necessary or ofher disfribufion channels.

Are there different types of CSA?

Considering the low number of iniiatives, we cannof
distinguish different fypes of CSA. The majorifly of iniliatives
are related fo different food disfribufion schemes withour well-
defined responsibility of consumers. Two possible basic fypes
of CSAs can be observed: home delivery CSAs and farmyard
sale CSAs.

page 9L



GSA for Eurepe Repert 2049

Legal setup

CSA has no legal framework, farms and consumers
have fo respect the relevant legislation on farming, business,
food qualiy efc. Usually, CSAs are informal (not legally
recognised). There are legally correct writen confracts or
informal agreements befween farms and consumers. Sales
from the farmyard are legal only since 2009. Taxation rules are
sfill complicated.

Interaction with public bodies

Slovak CSAs operafe within the legal framework of the
couniry. The visibilily of CSAs is af alow level and more publicify
is necessary. The communication is poor, for example, only
approximately 40% of known CSA-like communifies answered
The Census.

Involement of the eaters

Only a few CSA members work on the farms and if fakes
place on a volunfary basis, farm work is never obligatory.
The majority of CSAs are driven by farmers; the consumers
seem fo be sfill rather passive. In promofion and development
of CSA, NGOs have had a clear and positive role (CEPTA
efc.). CSA members attend open days or social events, less
offen buy shares, help o pack or deliver products, fake part in
adminisfrafion or organisation, participare in decision-making
and invest money in the farm.

Organic certification

The CSA farms are cerlified organic or organic without
certification or non-organic  with minimum  spraying  (for
example, twice per season, depending on the crop,
vegetables or fruif). Organic meat and related products are
not available within CSA.

Agreceelegical proectices

There is no umbrella organisafion in Slovakia and the
Nyéléni Declaration for agroecology is not discussed enough.
The cooperation among different CSAs is minimal; we cannof
speak of a movement considering the declaration of Nyéléni.
Alsotherisk sharing is af alow level, the solidarity of consumers
is poor (with the excepfion of buying boxes of vegefables, in
some cases picking or harvesting fruif or vegelables, efc.).

Qutlesk

The Sovie-iype agriculiural cooperatives cannol generafe
CSA communifies af all; the number of small family farms is
low. Farmers cannol compete with the low prices of global
companies. Organic food is a solufion bur is expensive
compared o non-organic food in shops. Besides the prices,
fhe obsfacles comprise a low-level of awareness and lack of
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information.

We are hopeful of future development and inthe prospective
inferest of consumers in food quality. An umbrella organisation
could promote fthat, buf the number of really aclive CSA-like
inifiafives is low fo form such a “legal” network. We miss a
clear definifion of CSA and the classification or the inclusion
of an inifiative fo the cafegory CSA was questionable in many
cases. In many cases, risk sharing is nof clear or not well
explained, and delivery organisations Iry fo enfer — fake over —
fhe relafionship belween farms and consumers.

CSAis sfilla challenge based on local, bottom-up inifialives
withour the direct support of authorifies, minisfries or agencies.
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Dariel Leépez Gareia

Native reme

The CSA-like form (defined as: box-scheme; one farm
for many consumers; pre-payment; risk-sharing fools or
sysfems; consumers involved in farm works; efc.) has been
called many names in Spain: Cooperafiva Unitaria (a unifary
cooperative, for example Bajo el Asfalo estd la Huerla
in Madrid); Cooperafiva  Agroecoldgica  (agroecological
cooperative, for example Horfigas in Granada or Surco a Surco
in Toledo); or Agricullura de Responsabilidad Comparfida
(shared responsibilily farming, for example ARCo-COAG
in Nekasarea). There are a few projects fhat use foreign
ferms, such as CSA (CSA-Zarazalejo in Madrid) or AMAP (La
Montanifa in Burgos; PACA in Cafalunya).

Common dJeliniTion
For Spain, within this sfudy, a CSA is defined by having

° 0 long-ferm agreement (ar
farmers and consumers;

least one year) between

° shares as the only way of food delivery;

° risk-sharing mechanisms such as sfable fees which
are independent of the amount of food received by
consumers, or pre-payment of fees at the beginning
of the season;

° g commifment from the consumers fo
be involved alongside the farmers
in disfribution, adminisfration and
decision-making  abour  food
production and the economy of
fhe project.

CounTry eoRTeXT

Spain is the second largesl couniry
in western  Europe  (500,000km?) and  the
European Union, and the fourth largest couniry
in Europe. By population, Spain is the sixih
largest in Europe and the fiffh in the European
Union (46 million inhabitants). Per capita GDP is
abour €22,000, 93% of EU-28 average.

Alfhough population densitly is quite low (92

people/km?), abour 80% of people live in cifies; and rural
territories represent 80% of land. Only abouf 4% of the active
populafion works in fhe agriculfural sector, which represenfs
abour 2.5% of GDP (especially fruit and vegefables, wine, olive
oil, and ohers) Family expendifures on food has severely
decreased its relative weight from 50% in 1950 fo 14% in
2014?. The average price of raw food received by farmers
represents abour 20-25% of e final prices, which varies from,
for example, 5% for oranges fo 50% for some meats®,

Spain is the couniry in EU with more organic certified land
(2.8Mha in 2014, which represents the 5% of fofal agricultural
land) and sixih in the world, buf only has 32,000 cerfified
farms (noficeably less than, for example, lialy, which has less
certified organic land), abouf 3% of all farms. Buf the annual
per capifa consumption of organic food is below €10 which
represents less than 1% of folal food sales. Short food supply
chains are expected (in Government data) fo deliver from 35%
fo 50% of fotal organic food final sales in inner markef, but this
number should noficeably grow regarding fo fresh fruir and
vegelables*. About 80% of spanish organic food is exported fo
the EU and USA, mainly raw fruit and vegelables, oil and wine
(offen fo be boliled in other couniries). In 2012 about € 350,000
of organic food was imported, mosfly manufactured foods®.

Since the 1990s, the most widespread kind of short food
supply chains (SFSC) have beenfood coops, bringing fogether
consumers and farmers within the scope of alfernative

and solidarity economy. Since the beginning of this
ceniury, the model of lifle consumer groups has
become the mosf usual, within a margin from 550

fo 850 groups, and involving more fhan 50,000

consumers. I usually consisfs of single groups

of 10-25 families who contact different farmers or
deliverers of different producesfordirect, collective
ordering; based on volunfeer, non-professional
self-organisation.  These consumer groups
show different levels and sorts of commifment
befween consumers and farmers, and, in
some cases, come close fo CSA schemes.

In the last five years, during the so-called

crisis, this model of lifle consumer groups
has been shown o be reaching ifs limifts

and we can observe a frend in the growth

of the number of consumers involved in

each group, fhe professionalisafion of
some fasks in the management of the ordering,

and the creafion of local networks for coordinated ordering and




: National umbrella organisafion?

: No country umbrella organisation

- There is an umbrella organisation in Bizkaia (Nekasarea) and another iné

Gipuzkoa (BasHerri Sarea), both in Basgue Couniry

éThere are informal networks of CSA around Bajo el Asfalto esfd la Huerta in
s central Spain, and ofher groups are involved in regional food sovereignity :

" networks

delivery. Af the same fime, big food coops (over 200 hundred
family-members) are growing and sfrengthening; and other
SFSC are developing and becoming more usual and sfable
in the form of small non-specialised shops, regular farmers’
markels (befween 150 and 200) or public procurement.

Ristery and cheracteristies
of GSA

How did CSA dewelop? Dynamics?

In 2000, the first CSA in the mefropolifan area of Madrid
was creafed (Bajo el Asfalio esfd la Huerta) by occupying a
piece of public property — abandoned agriculiural land. This
model was spread in fhe region of Madrid and fo ofher cifies,
and, in 2005, there was a meefing in Madrid of 14 inifiafives of
CSA-like food coops. Since then, new initictives inspired by
French AMAPs appeared (e.g.: La Montanita, Burgos, 2012;

PACA, Cafalunya, 2013). In the Basque Couniry, the farmers’
union EHNE-Bizkaia sef up, in 2006, the Nekasarea nefwork
of farmers and consumers, which currenfly involves more than
30 farmers and 90 groups of consumers, under a CSA-like
scheme. In the neighbouring province, Gipuzkoa, another
network (BasHerri Sarea) appeared in 2012, inspired by the
pioneer CSA project Uztaro Kolekliboa (Beizama, 2004), bur
there are only a few CSA schemes within this nefwork.

93% of the CSA contacted were created affer 2005, and
62% affer 2010, so we can consider such experiences o be a
growing movement, but quite new and therefore not stabilised
in Spain.

Wheat is understeed by GSA?

The most common feafures of CSA recognised by answers
fo The Census abouf the CSA definifion are: direct parmership
(96%); production in agroecological ways (96%); aiming af
providing qualily food (93%); formal or informal agreement
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(89%); shared risks (86%); and long-ferm agreement (78%).

Within fthis sfudy, a CSA is defined by the long-ferm
agreement (af least one year) befween farmers and
consumers; shares as the only way of food delivery; risk-
sharing fools such as sfable fees independent of the amount
of food received by consumers with pre-payment af the
beginning of the season; and consumer's commitment o
disfribution, adminisfration and decision-making abouf food
production and the economy of the project alongside the
farmers.

This is the strongest definiion regarding fo consumers’
involvement, and has been also faken from many debates
between CSA projects during the last fiffeen years. Ifis linked fo
assemblies, self-organised groups, with a deep polifical view
of agroecology and food sovereignity,.

The Census: Main date

In this study we have found 75 CSAs feeding abouf 7,000
people (on average, 100 people fed by each CSA). The
average land size is 1.1ha of vegefables and fruir, and 150m2/
consumer,

Land ownership

Most of the farms are rented (40%) or owned (26%) by the
farmers. Only 12% are renfed (10%) or parfly rented (2%) by
CSA; and in three cases land is a private cession.

Type of produce and distribution method

The most common fype of food available on CSAs are
vegelables (96%), bread (67%), and fruif (52%). 98% deliver

through collective collection points, and in 26% of the CSA it is
possible pick up the produce af the farm, what is the unique
possibilily for vegefables in one case.

Labour and income

Only 38% of farmers take 100% of theirincome from the CSA,
and the average number is 79%. Most fake a complementary
income from another disfribution channel (54% of the farmers).

Are fthere different types of CSA?

There are many different models, which we could
summarise in four general flypes:

Producer-led CSA

This fype is promoted by a single farmer or, somefimes,
a group of farmers who organise consumer groups fo deliver
their produce. Land is usually owned or rented by farmers, as
are farming fools and machinery. They set up mechanisms for
risk-sharing, such as sfable fees independent of the amount
of food delivered (no prices for food), pre-payment, and long-
ferm buying commifment. Consumers' commitment is limited
fo financial support and economic risk-sharing; participation in
decision-making, delivery, or farm work is usually scarce from
consumers. We can find abour 15 projects of this fype, one is
quite big with 1,200 consumers associated with .

Producer-network-led CSA

There are two nelworks that could be infegrafed into this
model, both in the Basque Country, What differentiates this
model from the producer-led is that shared-risk systems exisf
not only belween consumers fo farmers buf also between
associated farmers. Farmers exchange produce fo provide
consumers a full supply of food, and usually support each
other in order fo complefe the shares when crops decrease
on any farm, as a collective risk management fool. There
are abouf 50 projects under this model, joining ftwo different
nefworks in Basque Couniry and another project in Andalusia.

Joint consumer- and farmer-led CSA
(Cooperativas Unitarias)

This is the model with the strongest commirment belween
farmers and consumers, and for some projects it is the
only real CSA model. If includes abour 15 projects. Usually
consisting of groups of people who manage the land where
a farmer or group of farmers produce — usually vegefables
— for the CSA, usually as employees of the CSA. Each
consumer pays a regular fee independent of food production;
fools, machines and land rental are joint responsibiliies and
collective property. Consumers show a big commiment,
including assembly decision-making, adminisfration, delivery
support, and farmwork (somelimes compulsory).

Consumer-led CSA

Under this model, consumers establish a long-ferm
agreement with a farm or group of farms fo buy their food
and support fhe farm when crops decrease or when the farm
needs financial support. The land is renfed or owned by the
farmer, as well as the fools and machinery. The commirment of




Field visit, Nekasarea, Bbasgue Country, Spain,

consumers is reduced fo buying shares or minimum ordering,
occasional financial support, and affending open days. Only
three projects under this model answered The Census survey
(and therefore they consider themselves a CSA), since many
projects doesn't consider this fype to be a CSA. We could find
more than a hundred such groups in Spain.

Legal setup

Most of the CSAs are informal groups with no legal form or
recognifion. Few of them have registered associations fo be
ablefolegally employ the farm workers and o prevent possible
legal problems with sanitary or freasury adminisfration. In two
cases (3% of the sample) there are legal cooperatives where
farmers and consumers are members. Only 6% of the CSAs
have formal agreements befween consumers and farmers.

Labour and income

The most common sifuation is that farmers are independent
workers, as single farmers (59%), farm-families (29%) or @
group of farmers (7%). Only 8% of CSA has full-ime workers or
part-ime workers (3%) employed by the CSA; and in 3 cases
farmwork is mandatory for consumers.

Interaction with public bodies

CSAs in Spain are usually not involved in relafions with
public bodies. The most common situation is single projects
whose main poliical acfiviies take place through social
movements buf withour the aim of policy impact or lobbying.
21% of CSAs are linked fo local nefworks of CSA or food
sovereignity in some way.

The Nekasarea nefwork (45 CSAs in Bizkaia province) is
the only network member of Urgenci, and, together with another
project in Caslilla y Ledn, are the only CSA which are part
of a nafional network (ARCo-Agriculiura de Responsabilidad
Compartida, linked to the farmers' union COAG). Only these
CSA networks are involved in inferacfion with public bodies,
exclusively through the farmers’ unions with which they are
linked.

Involvement of the eaters

The main involvement of consumers in CSAs is in
exchanging recipes (91%); buying shares and decision-
making abour farming management (90%); affending open
days (87%); and investing money (76%). Only in a few cases
do consumers gef involved in farmwork or administration fasks
(29%), and packaging (17%).

Organic certification

71% of CSAs produce organically bur are not certified, and
28% are cerfified. Only one CSA produces food which doesn't
use organic farming pracfices. Some of the CSAs are involved
in local Parficipafory Guaranfee Systems, especially those
defined as producer-network-led CSAs.

Most of the CSAs go beyond organic certificafion in their
farming pracfices, e.g. using local seeds and variefies,
commiliing fo seasonal and local food, or producing ftheir own
inpufs through local resources like vegetal exciracts. Crops
diversity needed for delivering food during all the year leads fo
a very diversified design of the farm, and somefimes includes
livesfock (especially pouliry) mixed with vegefable farming.




Agreeceological praerices

The Spanish CSAs, in general, are involved in the food
sovereignity movement, and are an acfive stakeholder
in promoling food sovereignily af local levels. Most of the
projecfs are involved in local, environmental and social
sfruggles, and support the creation of new CSAs and the
spread of agroecology. Many of them are also involved in
local seeds networks and fry fo recover fradifional ecological
knowledge, formally or informally, in the terrifory where the farm
is sifuafed. They can be considered a powerful fool fo sustain
fhe firsf sfeps of young, urban people who want fo link with
fhe counfryside and agroecology, and perhaps support them
fo become farmers. Bur nowadays, aside from the Basque
Couniry, poliical acfivily is weak.

Qutlesk

The CSAmovementin Spainhas developedinthelasffiffeen
years in different ways, depending on the different territories
and organisational confexts in the farming sector. On the one
hand, CSAs in the Basgue Couniry have been promoted by
local farmers' unions, and they are visible, coordinated and
polifically active. After fen years, the development and mafurily
of the network shows a frend fo localise the nefworks and o
launch local processes of food sovereignity, and fo strengthen
fhe professionalisation of farmers. On the other hand, in the
resf of Spain, we find many liffle, disperse and isolated CSAs
(excepling around Madrid, with ten groups under informall
coordination), frequently facing highly precarious
sifuations, and with frouble keeping up
their activiry,

In both contexts, CSAs are mainly
linked o an urban population, in relafion
fo bolh farmers — who are often new
fo farming — and consumers, and 1 is
difficul fo bring professional, conventional
farmers info such schemes. The lack of
knowledge, appropriate land and ofther
farming resources for the new farmers is
often highly precarious with high risk of scarce
production for consumers. The process of
professionalisation of these new farmers is
bringing new challenges fo the movement, as
poliical aims are loosing weight in the face of
fechnical and markefing problems faced by
farmers. This leads fo a reconfiguration of the CSA
ideq, which follows the need fo ensure economic
viability for both farmers and consumers, and fo simplify the
coordination sfructures and work, both infernal and external fo
the CSA.

In 2005, the CSA model was proportionally sfrong in
regard fo the general development of SFSC in Spain. Since
fhen, the huge development of SFSC in Spain has not been
based on CSA (excluding Basgue Counfry) buf on simpler,
less commiffed models of consumer groups. Compared fo
neighbouring counfries such as France, reflection is needed
on why the CSA movement is growing so slowly in Spain,

especially in the confext of growing polifical awareness
and fhe strong development of alfernative, cooperative and
solidarity economy projects all around the couniry. Perhaps
we couldn't find appropriafe models of infernal organisation of
CSA; or perhaps the lack of public support for such projecfs
(and, in many cases, e rejection of searching for this public
suppor) is hindering the movement. Pernaps we do nof know
how fo communicate the project and the values of CSAs, and
therefore the European charter could be an inferesting fool for
reactivafing the movement.

In any case, CSAs slill exist and are growing in Spain, and
the process of reflection, that comes with the maturity of the
projects, is now beginning. May this census be a powerful
fool for .
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areq, the local groups are deeply involved

in the development of local alernative
food networks. Al the national level, several
acfivist documents have been published for developing
short food supply chains and allernative food networks
(AFN), four nafionwide meelings were held (in 2010,
2013, 2014, 2015). The aim is o spread, encourage, link
and coordinate such networks. These national meetings
provide a unique — albeir periodic — meefing space for
such iniliafives. Ecologistas en Accion have altended
the Nyeléni-Europe meeling (Krems, 2011); and the two
meefings of Urgenci-Europe (Milano, 2012; France, 2014).
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NaTive peme

Andelsjordbruk (percentage agriculiure)

Common definiTion

Communily Supported  Agricullure in Sweden is an
allernafive, locally based economic model of agriculiure
and food disfribution: a partnership between consumers and
farmers sharing the risks and the benefits (harvest) of food
production. Parership can involve the purchase of a share
the anlicipated harvest af the onsef of the growing season
(sel-harvesting at the farm) or the signing of a subscription
prior fo the season (vegetable baskers). All CSA inifiafives have
fhree characteristics in common: locally-produced, paid-in-
advance, harvesfed or delivered (bi)-weekly.

In its statutes, the network association, CSA Sweden,
makes use of he following definition:

“Community  Supported  Agriculture
(CSA) is a direct partnership based on
the human relationship between a group of
consumers and one or several producer(s),
whereby the risks and rewards of {arming
are shared, through a long-term, binding

agreement,“

Country econtexy

General information

Sweden is the third-largesf couniry in the European Union
by area, with a fotal population of only 9.7 million. Sweden
consequenfly has a low population density of 21 people/km?,
fhe highest conceniration of the population is in the southermn
half of the counfry. Since 85% of the population live in urban
areas, fhe couniryside is exiremely tinly populated. Southern
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Tebias De Pessemier

Sweden is predominanily agricultural, while the north is heavily
forested.

Fifty years ago, grocery bills accounted for at least 30%
of the average household budgef. In 1978, food accounted
for 40,100kr on household comsumpfion expendifures of
215,500kr. Recenf data (2012) from surveys conducted by
Stafistics Sweden, demonsirafes that food spending ears up
an ever-smaller portion of families’ disposable incomes. In
2012, annual food expenses represented 34,570kr per year
on a total expenditure of 311,320kr: only 11% of the average
household budget. This number has never been so low and
fhe frend is ongoing.

The same sftudy also showed fhat Swedish households
are spending more overall. Since 1980, fhat is, over the lasf
thirty-five years, Swedish household spending has increased
by 44%. Swedes nowadays spend considerably more money
on housing, fransport and even recreational aclivities than they
do on groceries.

Agricultural information

Sweden is one of the largest counfries in Europe. About half
the area is covered by forest.

Mountains, marshes and lakes  fogether  cover
approximately one third of the counfry. The culfivated area is
some 2.7 million hectares. This is abouf 6.5% of Sweden’s fofal
land area. The growing season is aimosf 100 days longer in
the sourhern province of Skéne compared fo Norrland in the
north. In general, the cold climate renders the growing season
much shorfer fhan elsewhere in Europe.

Structural change in agriculiure has, in the last 50 years,
resulted in a sharp decline in the number of farms, and at the
same lime fthe farms have grown larger and became more
specialised. Most farms are family businesses, and one
third of all enterprises are so-called combination enferprises,
combining income from farming with income from relafed
acfiviies. Offen the loss in agriculiure is compensated by a
gain in the ofher activities on the holding (for instance foresiry).

The sector employs no more than 1.5% of fofal employment
in Sweden and confributes less than 0.5% of the Swedish
Gross Domestic Product (GDP). This share has been declining
steadily since the mid 1980s. According fo the Swedish Board
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Faethox Sweden

;NeOrlg a dozen CSAs are known o be acfive, listed on the website www.
- andelsjordbruk.se :

of Agriculiure, horficuliural production in 2005 took place of
2,600 enferprises. Three quarters of those enterprises had
open-air culiivation on 12,560ha. 1,000 enterprises had
greenhouse culiivation on a ftofal area of 300ha. Carrots and
iceberg leffuce are most culivated, while spinach and parsnip
increased the most by area.

Ristery and cheracteristies
of GCSA

The first CSA in Sweden (Ramsjo Gérd) started in 2001 as
an initiative of an exisling ecologically certified farm. An inifial
group of 30 families grew fo 200 members — corresponding
fo 500 eafers — over the years. Ramsjo Gérd is an Urgenci
member since its foundation.

Sweden

I fook unfil 2013 before another CSA inifiative starfed.
Breakihrough of the concept in Sweden starled in 2014,
followed by a cascade of articles in the press ("My members
pay my wage", “We grow, you harvest’, ...). Seven more
inifiatives emerged in 2015,

The inifiatives are very diverse: one CSA is growing food
for 500 people, some for 75 or 100 people, others for only 6
or 7 individuals.

Only three CSA initiclives in Sweden have 100% income
from CSA, all the others gef between 0 and 25% of their income
from CSA.

One CSA is connecfed to a golf-club in the oufskirfs of a
southem university cify, while three inifiafives are sifuated our in
the counfryside in the northem parf of Sweden.

InNovember 2015, Swedish CSAs gathered for the first fime

Photo by Lisa Arfwidson, Sweden,
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ever for a nafional meefing, resulling in fhe esfablishment of a
national association, Andelsjordbruk Sverige / CSA Sweden.
We discuss more abouf our ambifions in this regard under the
‘Outlook’ section lafer.

What is understeed by CSA?

There are currenily (nov 2015) 9 CSA farms, sharing three
basic characteristics of Community Supported Agriculiure:

° local produce from one farm(er) for its members/
subscribers

° shares/subscriptions sold prior fo season/delivery/
harvest

° (bi)weekly harvest/deliveryto members/subscribers.

There are two models: “weekly boxes (fefch or deliver)”
and “self-harvest by participants”. One farm offers both
possibilifies.

Most inifiafives are driven by a sole farmer (household);
one is driven by a collective group.

Type of produce

All bur one CSA inifictive grows vegetables for its
parficipants. Inferestingly, this inttictive is offering meat, sharing
the risks bur naf the rewards. No CSA is offering dairy. Two
also include fruit. Two inifiatives offer eggs according to CSA
principles: they simply divide the amount of available eggs
amongst their shareholders. Three CSAs also offer bread —
one initiafive using subscripfions with advance payment. One
CSA farm offers Chrisimas frees o ifs members.

Distribution method

Only two out of nine CSAs dedicate themselves fo providing
food all year round. One of these drives 450km every ofher
week for home delivery purposes.

Home delivery is organised by roughly half of the CSAs.
Six apply pick-up af the farm, five have collection points. Three
ouf of nine CSAs offer self-harvesfing.

Legal setup

All Swedish CSAs have an agreement with their eafers,
fhree using @ wriffen confract.

Farm size

The fofal size of CSA-driven farms in Sweden varies from
Tha fo 209ha, while all bur one inliafive uses less than 1ha for
growing vegelables based upon CSA principles. One inifiative
explains: “6-10m? per vegelable group per adulf, resulfing
in 36-50m? per adult parficipant.” One hecfare would be
sufficient for growing vegefables for 200 people.

Involement of the eaters

Only in three cases are CSA parficipants involved with
working on fhe farm, harvesting or packing vegelables. A
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only one place, members are involved in administrafion. Af
five inifictives they help with making decisions, fypically, what
vegefables they would like the farm fo grow. However, nearly
everywhere the social aspecf of members’ involvement was
highlighted: altending open days, exchanging recipes.

Agreeceological proetices

Defining characteristics

Remarkably, only ftwo ouf of nine inifiafives confirmed all
aspects of the definiion of Community Supported Agriculture:
they were the only two highlighfing “shared responsibiliry”. All
buf one initictive listed themselves as applying agroecological
melhods. Only the smallest vegefable growing initiafive,
cafering for 7 people, answered in fhe negative.

Organic certification

Al CSA inifiafives apply organic mefhods buf only half
of them (the biggest farms) are cerified. As a smallholder
explains: “Certification is nof relevant, nof necessary and
a wasfe of money.” This is due o fhe fact thaf subscribers,
generally speaking, have direct confact with both farm and
farmers, and have knowledge of the production principles and
process. One farm applies biodynamic mefhods. All agreed
on the qualily emphasis in production.

Sustainability and resilience

During ftheir first nefwork meeling, the attending CSA
inifiatives made their focus on susfainabilily and resilience
explicif:

“Community  Supported  Agriculture
(CSA) creates resilient systems based on

their respective local cormmunities,

“Through CSA, we create ecologically,
socially and economically sustainable {ood
systems,“
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“Through CSA, {arms and lands are
managed in an economically and ecologically
sustainable  manner, with a large measure

of concern and social responsibility,“

Glohalisation and industrialisation

On their websites, several initiatives refer fo the globalisation
and industrialisation of the food system during the lasf century.

“This resulted in a bigger distance
between production and consumption of
{ood,
also in  the

not only in ftime and pace, but
of  people.

The concern is also growing more and

conscienceness

more in terms of the effects of modern
agriculture and transport distances on the

environment “

Qutleok

Unfil recenfly, and generally speaking, CSA has been a
forally unknown food production model in Sweden. Despife
fhe successful growth of the concept in some fypical farming
counfries on the European continent, and although more and
more inifiafives have popped up in Sweden, the esfablishment
remain blind o the concept. For example, the Federafion of
Swedish Farmers  (Lanforukamas  Riksforbund, LRF), an
organisafion for Swedish farmers with 170,000 individual
members, representing abour 90,000 agriculfural enferprises,
published a reporf abouf business opportunifies for the green
indusfry, Currenf sfafe and development prospects 2014-
2019, and CSA is not mentioned.

Earlier this year, the Swedish governmenr agency that
adminisfers state funding for research and development
(Vinnova), decided fo support a preliminary sfudy, proposed
by the Swedish Village Aclion Movement (Hela Sverige ska
leva, HSSL), aiming fo “spread knowledge in Sweden abour
the social innovation Community Supported Agriculiure”. In this
study, “through cross-secforal collaboration and workshops”
HSSL wanfs fo “investigate the prerequisifes of crealing
an umbrella organisation and a digifal platform for CSA in
Sweden”. Vinnova was unaware of the fact thaf the Swedish
CSAs were preparing their own nelwork organisafion. The
HSSL project was sel-up and is running withour the support
of the Swedish CSAs. A tesf version of the proposed digifal
plafform seems to be aiming at providing a direct link belween
consumers and producers, avoiding a middle man. The link
with CSA is uncertain.

I is important fo mention the fact that one our of twenfy-one
County Adminisirative Boards (L&nssturelsen) in Sweden, more
specifically in the county of Vasfra Gofaland, has a project
manager for "“CSA — secured oullets for locally produced

bl Al & LB

Sweden
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food". Her explicif fask is fo support the development of CSA
in the county by, for example, nefworking and organising
lectures.

As mentioned already, in November 2015, Swedish CSAs
formed a national network association, Andelsjordbruk Sverige
/ CSA Sweden. The formation of this association is expected o
resultin o firm spread of the concept across the country and an
increase in the number of infictives in the next few years. The
fofal number of CSAs in Sweden is expected fo double every
second year. CSA farms in Sweden are fypically grassroofs
inifiatives, starfed by new young farmers from scratch. Most of
the CSAs are — surprisingly — situcted in the countryside at @
distfance from urban environments. The next wave is expected
fo happen near big cllies like Gothenburg, catering for its
inhabifants. As one of the CSA inifiatives explains:

“CSA s a way to bring the {armer
closer to the city, | think the {uture {armer
works multifunctional We produce not only
food, but also other services {or the city,
in our case, {for example, jobs, biodiversity,
and integration capabilities,

Krokshulf, 8 december 2015.

AuTher

Tobias De Pessemier (Belgium, 1970, M.Sc. Clinical
Psychology). Founder and former president of USE-IT
Europe, a fourist information network for young fravellers.
He currently lives and works in Sweden as a CSA-farmer
for CSA Stackvallen. Tobias is co-founder and convener of
the Swedish national CSA network, Andelsjordbruk Sverige
(CSA Sweden). He is a lecturer on the fopic of CSA.
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Country eontex’

General information

Switzerland is a small counfry with a population of 8 million
people living on 41,285km?2, making if a density of 203 people
per km?. 73.7% of the population lives in cifies.

Agricultural information

The available land forfarmingis 14,817km?2, bur 0.6 1m2/sec
is being lost while the selflement and urban area are growing
by 0.69m2/sec. See chart CH1 for graphic representation of
land use in Switzerland.

Swiss Land-Use 2004-2009

Forests and
woods: 31%

! Unproductive
. areas (lakes,
. rivers, scrub

. vegetation,

. wetlands,

: rocks, scree,

. glaciers and

. perpetual

: Settlement :
: snow): 25% :

and urban
areas: 8% !

Agricultural areas w‘"w_;____ -\ 2 = :
. (excluding alpine agri- Alplne_ agricultural :
! cultural areas): 23% areas: 12% :

CHL: Swiss land use 2004-2009.

The Plafeau area, with a height above sea level befween
400m and 600m, makes up 30% of the area of the couniry,
The land available for farming as well as the land used for
urban areas are creafing a huge pressure on available land
in the Plafeau.

Swiss farms are mainly small with 69% of the farms being
less than 10ha. See charf CH2 showing the size of Swiss
farms.

The main produce of Swiss agriculiure is milk as irs
production is well suited fo the Swiss landscape’. See Table
CH3 for breakdown of the shares of diferent agriculiural
oufpurs.

Cedlle Bigler

m(0-3ha
=3-10 ha
m10-20ha

>20ha

%Arnmol oufpur 4977

e g
P 5o
Ol GRials ad GniFrol e ..
Agricu“u rOl Ser\/|ces Oufpur ............................. 6 5 ................
NOﬂ-OgrfCUHU rg\ger\ncegor QC“\/meS ............... 4 /‘ .................

CH2: Pevcentage of Swiss agricultural outputs,

Main vetailers of organic produce

The Swiss food markef is organised around two main
companies, namely Coop and Migros. As the groph shows
(see CH4), 46.49% of organic produce is sold in a Coop
supermarket. This company works with fhe organic label Bio
Suisse?, a private-sector organisation which is the federafion
of Swiss organic farmers. This umbrella organisafion counts
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Faethex Switzerland

Number of CSAs? 60. The Census was senf o all the CSAs in November 2015, 24 CSA members
e eeeeeeeeereesseeeesesseessesseeeseesee e e O ettt et
Since when? : Apart from the two pioneering CSA groups (Les Jardins de Cocagne, 1978 and

: La Clé des Champs, 1982), most groups were created since 2007

: National umbrella organisation? : Regional networks:

El_es Paniers Engagés — Fédération Romande d'Agriculture Contractuelle de§
: Proximité (FRACP) is the French-speaking federation of confractually organised :
- and locally produced agriculiure, created in 2008 by 13 CSA groups :

éGermon—speok\'ng CSAs organised themselves as fthe Verband Regiono\e§
: Vertragsland-wirtschaft (RVL) with the help of FRACP in 2011 :

EConprobio is a consumer-and-producer-driven group in fhe lfalian-speaking
: part of Switzerland :

Estimated eaters and farms involved? Al an average of 450 eaters per farm, based on 24 responses, e estimate is
: 110,800 people according fo The Census :

producers working according fo e Bio Suisse specifications,
95 more fhan in 2013. See fable CHS for breakdown of organic

32 organic farmers’ associafions among ifs members, as well
as the Research Insfitufe of Organic Agriculture FIBL. They

B

issue common and uniform sfandards for agriculiure and
processing with a common label, the Bud (German: Knospe).
Organic produce carrying fhe Bud label has a marker share in
Swilzerland of abour 60% and more than 800 processing and
frade companies have a licence coniract with Bio Suisse o
use the label. Many CSA producers are also members of Bio
Suisse. The ofher main suppliers have their own organic label,
called Migros Bio and Bio Natur Plus®. The average spending
on organic food is 269 Swiss Francs per head in 2014. 66.2%
of consumers buy organic products several fimes per month
and 35.4% several fimes per week.

= Coop

s Migros

s Other detailers

Organic trade detailers

® Other supermarkets and specialised N ' «fx
detailers AT A% e

s Direct selling

CH&4: Distribution channels, 2014,

Organic {arms

In 2014 there were 6,387 organic farms.

The foral culfivated organic area is on average 12.3%.
20.4% of that is in the mounfains and 7.1% in the plain regions.

Bio Suisse announces thatthe number of organic producers
confinues fo grow in Switzerland. In 2014 there were 5,979

W wm S wm S

agriculture compared o fofal.

The organic markel has improved as well. The tumover
of organic products has reached 2,207 billion francs. 164
new producers sfarfed working with Bio Suisse from the first
of January 2015. The posifive evolution remains sfrong. Since
2010 the number of organic farms has increased by 2% on
average*’.

: Average  agricultural - area;
: used pro farmholding (hay)

CH5: Agricultural structures, 2014,

Ristery and echeracteristies
of GSA

Are fthere different types of CSA?

There are three main forms of organisation for CSA
in Swilzerland: the cooperdlives, the non-governmental
organisations and the individual inifiafives.

Food cooperatives

The food cooperdfive is the oldest form of organisation in

- W e S -
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Swizerland. Several projects are organised this way, such as
fhe first two Swiss CSA projecfs: Les Jardins de Cocagne®
(established in 1978 in Geneva) and La Clé des Champs®
(1982 in the Jura canton).

How do they funcfion?

Within afood cooperative, the consumers are co-operafors
andfhe producers are generally employed by the cooperative.

The investment for the production and distribution are
parfly covered by fhe social shares of the co-operators. Co-
operafors usually pay an annual fee for the good running of
fhe cooperative.

The co-operators usually participate inthe decision-making
process and parfake in some producfion and management
fasks. A confract states the delivered goods and the half-day
shiffs of work done by the co-operator.

The cooperafives usually offer vegetables every week.
The cooperative wanfs a colleclive management of he
land.”

Non-governmental organisations (NGO)

The majorily of CSAs in Swilzerland are organised as
NGOs.

How do fhey function’?

An NGO linking consumers and producers organises the
distribution of products coming from one or several farms.

The products are disfribufed fo consumers belonging fo the
same organisaftion or fo a group of self-organised consumers.

The conlract states the number and frequency of the
deliveries (weekly, monthly or annually).

The producers are usually recognised as farmers and
receive a direct payment® from the state. Generally, the CSA is
only a small share of their income.

Some groups are consumer-driven, some producer-driven
and some a mix of the two.

Individual initiatives

Some producers, in order fo create a new disfribution
channel for their produce, decide fo implement a CSA-type
basket delivery. It can also be a new farm sfarfing.

I usually implies the capacity o diversify the production,
a new organisation of work, with preparing the baskefs and
explaining the functioning fo their clients. The advantage is the
low enfry cost.

How do fthey funcfion?

A farmer offers his/ner producfs fo consumers (nof fo an
organised group of consumers) with a confract.

The confract, generally for a year, sfafes the delivery and
distribufion of the products buf very rarely includes fasks fo be
done on the farm.

The producer is generally a recognised farmer and
receives the direct payments from the state.

The management is fotally faken care of by the producer.

Dispersion on the territory

Most CSA projects in Swirzerland are set on the Plafeau
Region, the very densely populated and urbanised region
going from fhe borders of Lake Leman with Geneva and
Monireux to the area around Zurich up fo the northern border
and Lake Consfance.

Many CSA projects are close fo big cities or fo the main
cifies of a canfon: 12 around Geneva, af least 11 around
Lausanne and 3 around Zurich.

There are also a few projects in the ofher French-speaking
cantons, namely Neuchatel, Jura, Fribourg and Valais.

Regional networks

Les Paniers Engogés - Fédération Romande
d'Agriculture  Contractuelle de Proximité
(FRACP)

The work of the FRACP® (French-speaking federafion of
confractually organised and locally produced agriculture,
known as Paniers Engagés, FRACP) has a sfrong input in the
creafion of CSAs. FRACP is a federafion creafed in 2008 with
thireen CSA groups as founding members. If is hosfed by
Uniterre'®, a small farming syndicate promofing the concept of
food sovereignfy, and is part of La Via Campesina.

The sfafufes of the organisation sfare thar the aim of the
organisation is fo:

promote food sovereignty

promote locally-produced and confract-based agriculture
on the basis of ifs charter

work for the interesfs of its members

facilifate exchanges of experiences and knowledge
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help the research, fthe development, e knowledge-
sharing and the promofion of CSA.

The FRACP helps with the creation of new CSAs by
counselling and helping them integrate info the nefwork. If
organises a workshop for the exchange of information and
knowledge between CSA members.

Verlband Regionale Vertragslondwirtschaft (RVL)

German-speaking CSAs organised the Verband Regionale
Veriragsland-wirtschaff, RVL, with the help of FRACP in 2011.
RVL offers courses on agricultural farming' with the help of
the Kooperationsstelle fur solidarische Landwirschaff, Solawi
and is currenfly working on an open source administration fool
called OpenOlitor,

Conprobio

The group in fthe lalian-speaking part of Swizerland,
Conprobio', is organised as a consumer-and-producer-
driven group. The sfeering commiffee issues a list of products
from selected organic producers and food cooperafives in
fhe locale, in Switzerland, or further afield if unavailable locally.
The consumers agree o buy a minimum amount and gef their
order at a collection point.

Further deteils frem The
Cernsus

The Census is the name given fo fhe guesfionnaire which
was sent fo all the CSAs in November 2015. Twenfy-four CSA
members answered from the different regions and cantons.

Year of creation

Apart from fhe two pioneering CSA groups (Les Jardins de
Cocagne, 1978 and La Clé des Champs, 1982), four groups
were credted in 2007, one in 2008, one in 2009, six in 2010,
onein 2011, fhree in 2013, one in 2015.

Creation and origin

CSAs were creafed by community
members (10), by farmers (8) or by bofh
(5), and one CSA said “other” specifying if
was an NGO.

Number of people fed?

From 10 fo 1,000, every possibilily
exists. Six answered less fthan 199, seven
befween 200 and 499, six befween 500
and 799 and four above 800. Of the four
above 800, namely three said 1,000 and
one said 1,200. The vast majority caters for
between 200 and 700 people

The CSAs with very few members are
sfarfing fheir activily. The three big ones
are a cooperative in Lausanne, a sysfem
in Fribourg with 22 producers and about

\ ‘- S - \S
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540 families, the third one being a facilifafor between local
consumers and producers.

Defining characteristics

Direct partnership: 19 said yes, 5 said no. The “no”
response is coherenf with the fact thaf three of them do not
have a confract; for the ofher fwo further research is needed.

Shared risks: 15 yes, 9 no.

Shared responsibiliies: 8 yes, 16 no.

Shared rewards: 12 yes, 12 no.

Long-ferm agreement: 18 yes, 6 no.

Formal or informal agreement: 20 yes, 4 no.

Aiming at providing qualily food: 23 yes, 1 said no (!).
Production in a agroecological way: 22 yes, 2 no.

Hopefully no-one said “no” to all the parts of the concep!,
and several said “yes” fo all the poinfs. The poinfs fo which
most responded “yes” are the idea of providing quality food
and doing so in an agroecological way. This is consistent with
fhe cerfification sfatislics, see below.

The idea of direct parinership has 19/24 posifive answers
showing thar this part of the concept is widely accepted.

Type of produce

Fruit: 12 yes, 12 no. The climafe in Swizerland does nof
permit fruif fo be easily available, the problem with small fruit
and berries is in keeping the cold chain.

Vegetables: one said no as they only provide eggs and
raspberries, all the resf provide vegetables.

Meat: only 3 projecfs provide meat, and the rest do no.
This is cerfainly linked o the problem of keeping the cold
chain for the main parf. Some CSAs can only provide dried
sausages and medat.

Super CSA, Notre Panier Bio, with 540 membsers and 22 producers, Switzerlond,
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Dairy: 4 yes, 20 no. The problem here may also lie in
keeping the cold chain, buf producing dairy may also imply
faking care of caffle, and thar is anofher sfory!

Eggs: 7 yes, 17 no.
Bread: 6 yes, 18 no.
Honey: 5 provide honey, e rest do nof.

Orher products: 6 provide other products; flowers, value-
added products and re-selling ofher products.

Tendencies: amost all the CSAs provide vegelables. As
a cooperative member of a Swiss CSA fold me, It is easier
fo make a profit with vegetables; | would add that It is easier
fo handle and distribute vegetables than other products. The
only CSA providing all sorts of produce is the one with more
than 20 producers and more than 500 members.

Organic certification

They are almost all certified or on the way fo certification. 17
said they are organically certified, 1 is a certified biodynamic
farm. 4 groups said they were working along organic or
biodynamic specifications bur are nof certified. Certification
has a high cosf for small sfructures.

Distribution method

Home delivery: 6 yes, 18 no.

Pick-up atfarm: 8 yes, 16 no.

Callection poinfs: 22 yes, 2 no.

Self-harvesting: 8 yes, 18 no.

Tendencies: 15 ouf of 24 CSA groups have only collection
points. Only one CSA offers all the possibiliies; they have

a gradient price, starting cheaper i self-harvested fo an
increased price if home-delivered.

Networks

None were part of Urgenci, bur the decision has been
faken recently by the French-speaking group fo sign up fo the
Urgenci Network, therefore abour 32 are going fo be part of
Urgenci in the near future! | have been advertising Urgenci
lately, so | hope more people will join in. 21 are part of
regional nefwork (eifher FRACP or RVL) 3 are nof.

Legal setup

Only 4 have informal agreements, e rest (20) all have
writen confracts. Among the four with informal agreement,
one is a plafform between producers and consumers, one is
a cooperdtive (if people buy shares that would stand for an
agreement), one asks people not to resign before having had
their eleventh baskel, and one produces only eggs and fruit,

Land ownership

Owned by farmer: 7
Part renfed part-owned by farmer: 4
Renfed by CSA: 8

Rented by farmer: 5

Some CSA members specify that the current situation is
not going fo last. This information should be cross-checked
with fhe organisational sfructure of the CSA (e.g., cooperative,
NGO, or individual inifiative).

Farm size

4 had no idea, 7 said Tha or less, 10 said 2ha-10ha, and
3 said 11ho-21ha (15ha, 16ha and 21ha respectively). Most
of them employ the entire plot for growing vegetables. The
farms used for CSA projects are not bigger or smaller than the
non-CSA farms.

Labour and income

Who works on the farm?
Farmer: 8 yes, 16 no.
Farmer and his/her family: 5 yes, 19 no.
Farmers’ collective: 7 yes, 17 no.

Seasonal workers: 5 employ seasonal workers, the rest
do not.

Full-fime workers: 7 yes, 17 no.
CSA members: 12 yes, 12 no.

wwoofers: only one CSA employs wwoofers. Many
producers and / or members of CSA did not know the
principle of wwoofing.

Other: 8 take trainees and civilistes, those who chose to do
voluntary work instead of going fo the army.

There should be further research on this questfion, as many
people answering The Census wrofe comments on how they
organise fhemselves. If should be cross-checked with the fype
of project (e.g., cooperative, NGO, or individual inifiative), the
size and the production.

15 the farmer employed by the CSA?
Full-fime employed: only one CSA.
Par-fime employed: 10.
Nof employed: 13.

The guestion of employment does not allow for an easy
answer as a cooperafive usually has some employees but
they can be called “gardeners” instead of “farmers”. | guess it
was a fricky guestion asked this way. For example, many CSA
groups rent the land fo a farmer, buf this person is nof part of
the project.

Sources of income
Chart CH6 displays these resulrs.
100% of the farmer’s income comes from the CSA: 0

Subsidies: 9 have subsidies; if is mandafory fo have the
sfafus of a “farmer” for applying for a subsidy.

Other disfribution channels: 10.
Other job: 5.
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CHe: Share of the farmer's income coming {rom he
CSA project.

Involement of the eaters

Buying shares: 16 yes, 8 no.

Helping to grow produce: 17 yes, 7 no.

Helping fo pack / deliver produce: 14 yes, 10 no.
Adminisfration / organisaftion: 8 yes, 16 no.
Decision-making: 9 yes, 15 no.

Affending open days / social evenis: 14 yes, 10 no.
Exchange recipes: 8 yes, 16 no.

Investing money in the farm: 8 yes, 16 no.

Buying shares as fhe only involverment comes in 4 fimes,
then the opposite comes 3 fimes. | would like fo add that
buying shares can only occur if the sfructure is a cooperative.
There are no shares in an NGO. There are differenf kinds of
involvement: would they be active with growing and delivering
products, when in other sfrucfures an example of helping our
is being parf of the steering commiffee and making decisions.

QuTtlesk

This is jusfthe sfarf of a journey fowards building a wonderful
CSA movement in Switzerland! As only three CSA groups said
fhey had had enough of The Census, all the rest are ready fo
go on with research, more comprehensive fieldwork should
be done...!

I frying to describe the typical Swiss CSA initiafive it
would be: a group of people near an urban area, whether
a cooperative or NGO, producing vegefables and if possible
(problem of the cold chain) somefhing else. Members get
involved some way from making a monefary commifment fo
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spending hours on the sfeering commiffee.

The phofographs from Switzerland show people working in
the field. We are a grassroofs movement and people should
be af the centre of our food system!

Referenees
1 www.bfs.admin.ch/bfs/portal/en/index/themen/07/01/new/nip_detail.
himl?gnplD=2015-195
2 www.bio-suisse.ch
3 www.wwi.ch/fr/agir/vivre_mieux/guide_en_ligne/labels_alimentaires/
4 www.bio-suisse.ch/fr/bicinzahlen.php
5 www.cocagne.ch
6 www.clef-des-champs.ch

7 Porcher, Natacha (2011) ‘L'agriculiure contractuelle de  proximité  en  Suisse
Romande’. Dipléme de hautes éfudes thesis, CIHEAM. www.fracp.ch/.../
thesenatachaporcherdec2010.pdf

8 www.blw.admin.ch/themen/00006/index.himi?lang=en
9 hitp://fracp.ch/la-federation/

10 www.uniterre.ch

11 www.solawi.ch/lehrgang/lehrgang-2016/

12 www.conprobio.ch

Auther

Gaélle Bigler is involved with CSA from the very local level fo the
infernational level. Ar the local level, she is a member of o
CSA and has been on fhe managing commiffee of this CSA
for three years, with fwo years as President. She fook part
in organising the Organic Markel in her region four fimes.
She represents organic farmers in different governmental
working groups. She invests fime educating children for
Pro Natura, @ large nafure-conservation organisation in
Switzerland, for example faking fhem o visit farms or going
fo the forest. Ar the regional level, Gaélle is a member of
the French-speaking steering committee for the nefwork of
CSAs in Swilzerland. Af the nafional level, Gaélle connects
people and helps them realise they are all working fowards
the same aim, and that “fogefher we would be sfronger”.
Al an infernational level, Gaélle takes part in different CSA
working groups, including fhe declarafion wriing feam and
the feam of researchers. She is a member of the sfeering
committee for the CSA European Meefing in Sepfember
2016 in Ostrava, Czech Republic.
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Commen deliRiTion

In the UK, CSAis defined as a partnership between farmers
and consumers in which the responsibilifies, risks and rewards
of farming are shared. The approach can vary but fhe common
theme is thar consumers, offen described as CSA members,
are closely linked fo the farm and the production of their food,
and provide support thar goes beyond a sfraightforward
markefplace exchange of money for goods. This involverment
may be through ownership or investment in the farm or
business, sharing the costs of production, accepling a share
in the harvest, or providing labour.

Country econtexT

Communily Supporf Agriculture  schemes have been
developing in the UK since the 1990s and fhere are now at
least 80 inftiafives. A Soil Associafion reporf in 2011 found
that there were 80 active inifiatives working on 1,300ha (3,200
acres) with af leasf 5,000 frading members and a combined
furnover of approximately £7,000,000.

However, CSA is sfill a lof less widespread than ofher
befter-known local food initiatives such as farmers' markefs or
sfandard box schemes. In addition, the local food secfor as
a whole only accounts for a small part of the food system, as
the large supermarkefs now account for over 70% of food refail
in England.

CSA counts under 0.01% of the populafion as members
but represents over 0.2% of farm income. Public awareness of
CSA is lower than ofher fypes of communify food enferprise:
just 32% of adult grocery shoppers have heard of the concept
and only 6% know of an example. When the concepl is
explained, 47% find if appealing (Salmarsh, 2011).

The development of CSAs in the UK is somewhat different
from ofher counfries because when the concept of box
schemes firsf came fo the UK, via organic farmers leaming
abour Teikei schemes in Japan, the community involvement
aspects of the schemes did not, generally, ger faken on and
fhe box schemes became mainly farmer-led. Box schemes
have become even more commercial since then with fwo big
players plus lofs of smaller companies providing nationwide
deliveries of organic veg boxes. Whilsfthis safisfies the demand
many people have for fresh organic food, it means that box
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schemes are no longer synonymous with local produce. It
has also led fo many smaller box schemes closing down, as
fhey cannot compete with the larger schemes in ferms of price
or customer service. This has meant thar those searching for
fruly locally grown produce are now looking fo CSAs fo fulfil
fheir needs, and more and more communifies are faking on
running @ farm and producing food themselves because of
their desire for fresh, sustainable, organic food.

General information

The current population of the United Kingdom is estimated
fo be around 64.6 milion. The agri-food sector in the UK
confributed £103 billion or 7.6% fo national Gross Value Added
in 2013, and 3.8 million or 13% of nafional employment in
2014,

Food prices have risen 18% in real ferms since 2007 and
atthe same time income after housing costs fell 13% between
2002-2003 and 2012-2013 for low income households.
In 2011-2012, all ofher incomes groups saw decreases in
income of between 0.8% and 3.3% meaning people have
less money fo spend on food parficularly those with the lowest
incomes.

Based on price level indices, in 2013 food and non-
alcoholic beverages were 7% more expensive in France and
Germany, and 14% more in Ireland than the UK. In 2013, 23
couniries fogether accounted for 90% of UK food supply. Just
over half of this (53%) was supplied domesfically from within
the UK.

Agricultural information

Due o ifs climafe and fopography, the two main fypes
of farming in the UK are pastoral farming (the use of grass
pasture for livestock rearing), which is found in areas of higher
rainfall and among the hills, mainly fo the north and west of the
UK, and arable farming, mainly in the south and east of the
UK where the climate is drier and soils are deeper. Vegetable
growing and fruif represents a much smaller part of the farming
sector.

The area of land for vegefables and salad for human
consumption in 2014 was 116 thousand hectares compared
fo 4,559 thousand heclares for arable and 9,755 thousand
hectares for permanent grassland. Organic farming represents
around 4% of the farmed area.
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- Number of CSAS?

: There are around 80 CSAs in the UK although we don't have precise numbers :
cas we are sfill frying to map them all at the moment. Also the fotal number :
- depends on the definifion used for a CSAs. Thus far the numbers have been :
- based on quite a broad definion so include some farms where the CSA s just
:a small part of their overall acfiviies. There are also new CSAs selfing up all :
- fhe fime but it is hard fo eslimate the number of new ones being esfablished. :
: Previous esfimates of 100 CSAs in development included all those who made :
L initial enquiries but then a lof of them never went on fo operate. However just over :
: the last year we have probably had abour 20 potential CSAs contact us. :

: Since when? : CSAs sfarted fo develop in the UK in the 199@s. Earthshare was the first CSA o :
: - be set up, in February 1994 as a result of a shared desire fo have more food :
- produced and supplied locally in the wider community in Findhorn, Scofland. :
- They provide around 175 family shares. Tablehurst Farm, Eask Sussex, followed :
- soon affer in 1995; the farm had been in biodynamic culfivation since 1968, :
: but capifal was required o re-establish i under the management of Pefer and :
: Brigitte Brown; a CSA was formed as an indusirial and providenr society and
- sufficient share capital was raised for the farm fo survive and grow. :

Based on 80 CSAs with an average of 40 members and with an average share
: feeding 2-4 people, we would eslimate 10,000 eafers :

In The Census, 23 CSAs said they were feeding 2,273 people

“

In fhe UK there are approximately 300,000 acfive farms
with an average size of around 57ha, much larger than the
European average size of approximately 20ha. However, the
UK's high average size is swelled by the impact of Scotlond
where the average farm size is over 100ha. In Englond
average size is around 50ha. For Wales and Northem Ireland,
sizes are smaller al around 40ha.

In 2006, the UK workforce employed in farming (full-iime,
par-ime and casual employees) amounted fo 184,000
people. There were 152,000 full-ime farmers with a further
198,000 part-timer owners engaged in some capacity in the
farm business. The fotal farming labour force of 534,000 in
2006 had been broadly stable over the previous five years but
was down 80,000 on a decade earlier.

UK farming incomes have been in long-ferm decline since
the 1960s, reaching a low painfin 2000 with average Nef Farm
Income af just £8,700. Since then they have risen and for 2006
Ner Farm Income was calculated af £20,600. This compares
with median annual earnings for full fime employees throughour
the UK of just over £22,000 for the 2002/3 season.

Histery eand eharaereristics
of GSA

The development of CSA in the UK has mainly been
supported by projects run by the Soil Associafion. In 1999 they
held a conference promoting the CSA concept which resulred
in a flood of responses from farmers and communities. This
was followed in 2001-2002 by a two-year feasibilily study, A
Share in the Harvest, then a three-year development project
2003-2005, both by the Soil Associafion. From 2008-2012
they provided farmers and communities with a range of
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support and advice, a foolkit, fechnical information, case
studies, and a comprehensive website as part of the Making
Local Food Work programme funded by fhe Big Lottery,

How did CSA dewelop? Dynamics?

The concepl of Community Supporfed Agriculiure sfarted
fo become established in the UK in the 1990s affer spreading
from Japan, the Unifed Stafes and Europe where is had starred
in e 1960s. In the USA and Europe, CSA farm enferprises
engage and link communifies with farmers in such a way that
the risks of farming are shared befween the two; in the US
this often fakes fhe form of members paying for a season’s
worth of produce in advance as compared fo Europe where
shorter-term  confractual  arrangements are  predominant.
Direct communily engagement in farm acliviies and the farm
business is common, especially in Europe and the UK, buf this
is not always the case; in fact, CSAs have somefimes been
cafegorised as farmer-led or community-led depending on
which management ethos predominares but are pernaps best
seen as parnerships between producers and consumers.
Although fthe element of communily engagement and risk
are embedded in the concept of CSA business models they
fypically employ a broad range of aclual pracfices on fthe
ground fo achieve these oufcomes.

Over the pasf few years the number of Community
Supported Agriculture (CSA) enterprises in the UK has been
growing fasf, with most successful farms and projects sef up
Qs grassroofs inifiatives thar have succeeded, despife limired
funds, fhrough the skills and knowledge of their members
and sheer determinafion. The growth of CSAs was also
supported by the Soil Association as part of the Big Lottery
funded Making Local Food Work programme which ran from
2007 to 2012. Over the past two years, keen CSA experfs and
supporters, fogether with supportive organisations like the Saoll
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Associafion and Plunkeff Foundation, have identified the need
for an independent network fo drive CSA forward. As a resulf,
fhe new CSA Network UK was launched as an independent
organisafion in December 2013,

What is understeed by CSA?

The Communily Supported Agriculiure (CSA) Network UK
charter sets ouf the defining values or principles of community
supported agriculiure schemes in the UK. It is nof laying down
rules bur stafing whar we are siriving o achieve. Each CSA
farm is on their own journey within that confext. The charter is
also the binding document which enables CSA farms fo form
the CSA Network UK under a clear sfatfement of our common
values and working principles. If is infended to be inclusive of
alltypes of CSA farms while maintaining a clear understanding
of whar a CSA farm is.

CSA has been defined in the UK as meaning any food,
fuel or fibre producing initiafive where the community shares
the responsibilifies, risks and rewards of production in a spirif
of mufual frust and openness. This may be fhrough ownership,
investment, sharing the cosfs of production, or provision of
labour.

This parinership between producer and consumer
supports three pillars which represent our core values:

People Care

Afairand steady income for the producer and a relafionship
based on frust with the consumers/members. Access o
healthy food af affordable prices.

Farth Care

A chance for the land and biodiversity fo flourish due fo
ecological farming mefhods and shared inferest in these
methods of production.

Fair Share

A share in the harvest of healthy (mostly organic or
biodynamic), local and low carbon produce; a connecfion

CSA farmers and
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with the producer, the land and each other. This includes a
commitment fo support the farmer through both good and
poor harvests.

Common practices

The CSA model is quife diverse in the UK, ranging
from fhe purist model, where the farm is self-sufficient and
receives regular supporf from members with farm work and
administrafion, fo models where the bulk of the work and
organisation is by fthe farmer, with some supplementary
produce bought in, during the hungry gap for insfance. It is
up fo the farm and communify fo build a model which suits
fhem best.

How ever the CSA s slructured, cerfain common working
praclices are demonsirated by all CSA farms (although a farm
may demonsitrate all or only some of these characteristics).

These include:

Direct distribution

Members have a relafionship with the producer and the
production. CSA farms are nof food hubs or shops; although
fhey may buy some produce or supplementary ifems in fo
bulk up their share. CSA may make up only part of the whole
farm enterprise.

Shared risk

Producer and consumer share the risks of production
fhrough @ pre-arranged agreement between members and
the farm for insfance on the crops to be grown and fair price fo
be paid or through investment in the farm (whefher financial or
fhrough fime commitment).

Connection to the farm

Members have fhe opportunity fo understand the
extraordinary commifment a farmer demonsirates fo produce
our food, and an opportunity fo be connected fo the working
life of a farm and what's produced there.

The diversity of CSA reflects the fact thar CSA farms have
grown from grassroofs inifiafives and individuals finding their
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own way fo address the challenges of food production, rather
fhan following a ser model. However, all share the common
principles of sharing the risks, rewards and responsibiliies of
food production.

Are theve different types
of CSA?

We have indentified four different

approaches o CSA: Producer-
led; Consumerled;  Producer—
communiry partnership; and

Community-owned farms

Producer-led

A farmer offers a share of
production in retun for a fixed
subscripfion. The share may vary
with the vagaries of producfion (so
fhe risks and rewards are shared), while the subscripfion is
generally payable in advance and for a relafively long ferm
(providing secure income fo the producer). This is the most
widely used approach and is also common in France and
the USA. Good examples of producer-led CSA farms include:
Chagfood and Canalside Communiry Food.

Community-led

Afarming enterprise is sel up and owned by fhe community,
which fakes on direct responsibility for production. Labour may
be provided by volunfeers and/or employed professionals.
Produce may be disfribufed amongst the communify and/or
sold for the benefif of the enferprise, including using the share
of the harvest model. Siroud Community Agriculiure is one of
the most established CSA farms using this model.

Producer-community partnerships

The enferprise, owned by the communiy fhrough a
cooperative or similar sfructure, works in close parinership
with existing producer(s) fo provide a secure and long-ferm
supply of produce fo CSA members. Good examples of this
model are The Oak Tree Low Carbon Farm and Cambridge
Cropshare.

Community-owned farims

A farming enterprise is secured fhrough community
investment but does not necessarily frade primarily wih the
community members. Fordhall Farm and The Community
Farm are the best known examples of this model.

Further details frem The
Cernsus

The Census was complefed by 23 CSAs which represents
about a quarter of the current CSAs in the UK and two fhirds
of the CSA Neftwork UK membership, alfhough some of those
who filled it in are nof currenlly members. The relatively low
number reflects the fact that The Census was only an online
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survey, nof face-fo-face or over the phone, and fthe length
and formal may have pur some people off. However, a far
more in depth survery as part of the Making Local Food
Work evaluation sfill only had 37
respondents so 23 is acfually quife a
good response considering fhe short
fimeframe. Also not all of the exisfing
80 CSAs in the UK are currenfly
acfively engaged with the nefwork so
may nof have seen the The Census
survey promofed via fhe Facebook,
website, email, efc.

Creation and origin

Of those that filled in The Census,
all of them were sel up between 2006
and 2015 with 5 in 2010 and 4 in
2011 and 4 being set up in the losf
year. This probably reflects support
given by the Making Local Food Work programme which ran
from 2007 fo 2012.

Roughly a third of the CSAs were sel up by communiry
members, a third by a farmer or grower (nofe: many growers
and markel gardeners clicked ‘other’ rather than ‘farmer’) and
a third by both.

Number of people f[ed?

The number of people fed by each CSA varies befween 4
and 800, however the largest CSA was a communify-owned
farm where nol all the customers are CSA members. The
average was 87, previous surveys have found the average
number of CSA members across the UK is 40, how each
share usually feeds more than just one member.

Defining characteristics

Of the main characteristics of a CSA highlighted in the
Common Ground definion — of which The Census and this
report are a part — none of the CSAs said they agreed with all
of them. The most common theme that CSAs agreed with was
that they aimed o produce qualily produce and thaf rewards
were shared. The aspect that CSAs agreed with least in the
definiion was thaf they had a long-term agreement, which
reflects the fact that a lof of UK CSAs do not have a long-ferm
confract with their members.

Type of produce

All bur one of the CSAs that filled in The Census produced
vegefables and about half produced fruit, Only five ouf of
ftwenfy-wo farms produced meat, two produced dairy, four
produced eggs and fwo produced honey. None of the CSAs
who responded fo The Census supplied bread. Across the UK
there are some CSAs thaf only provide meat shares buf none
of these complefed The Census but there are also a growing
number of frui and vegefable CSAs thaf are now expanding fo
supply other produce.
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Organic certification

From The Census resuls thar majority of CSAs (89.5%)
farmed organically. Of 22 CSAs 6 were certified organic, and
13 used organic methods bur were not cerfified. Only 3 were
non-organic but even these said they used mainly organic
methods. The low number of certified farms is mainly due to
the cosl and reporting requirements which are quite difficult for
small farms fo achieve, especially when they are communify-
run.

Distribution method

The most common disfribufion methods used by CSAs
in the UK highlighted by abour two fhirds of the respondents
were pick-up af the farm or collection points. Abour a quarter
did home delivery or sel-harvest. Note: many CSAs used
more fhan one disfribufion method as well as ofher oplions like
marker stalls.

Networks

None of the CSAs were a member of Urgenci buf the
maijority were members of fhe CSA Nelwork UK,

Legal setup

Around half of the CSAs had an informal agreement with
members and half had a writen confract.

Most CSAs fend fo be either Community Inferest Companies
(CICs) or cooperdtives / community benefif sociefies.

Land ownership

In terms of land ownership, in 6 our of 22 CSAs e land
was owned by the farmer and in 13 it was renfed by the CSA.
This reflects the fact that it is very expensive fo buy land in the
UK and fhat producer-led CSAs are offen sef up by farmers
who already have lots of land available. The fotal area farmed
by CSAs in response o The Census was 122 acres with the
area used for the CSA varying from 1 acre fo 50 acres, the
average size was 6 acres. The fofal area of the farms was
432 acres as some CSAs are based on much larger farms
growing other produce.

Labour and income

Only 10 had farmers who worked on the CSAs, in the
others it was the members who did mosf of the work. OFf
the CSAs who filled in The Census in 9 the producer was
not employed, 9 they were employed part-ime and only 3
employed full-ime. However, a lof of CSAs menfioned that this
question assumes there is a farmer bur some are fully run by
community members.

In The Census only a third of CSAs supplied 100% of
fhe producer’'s income. The resf of their income was mainly
supplied by other employment. Some CSAs also got income
from grants or running fraining courses.
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Involement of the eaters

.,

CSA members participate in the farm’s aclivifies in a wide
variely of ways. The most common, in 19 out of 21 CSAs,
were alfending open days and events and helping fo grow.
Also very common were members being involved in decision-
making, followed by helping fo pack, adminisfration and
exchanging recipes. Only 7 CSAs had members who had
invested money.

The Census resulfs show thaf there was a high level of
participation from members although they did nof necessarily
have a wrifen coniract or any long-ferm agreement.

Agreceelegical proectices

Many CSAs rely on collective self-organisation and action
fo build local food systems, and solidarity befween peoples,
offen between rural and urban populations.

CSAs also promote direct and fair short disfribution chains
with o fransparent relafionship between  producers and
consumers, and are based on the solidarily of shared risks
and benefits.

Qutlesk

One of the main aims of the CSA Network UK is fo help
new CSA infiafives fo sfart and o help exisfing schemes o run
more successfully. Over the last eight months whilst | have
been co-ordinating the Network we have continued fo have
lots of enquiries from new CSA inidlives that are hoping o
sel up or have just starfed. These have fallen info three main
groups: new (mainly younger) growers who are hoping to start
a business supplying organic vegefables and are looking
af CSA as a possible optfion; existing farmers, offen meatr
producers, who have land available and are looking af CSA
as awayloinvolve the community and diversify their products;
and communifies that want fo come fogether fo produce their
own food. All these different groups require tailored support
and guidance fo help them sel up a CSA. The CSA Nefwork
plans fo run @ menforing programme o provide one-fo-one
advice and fo produce wriffen guidelines fo help give groups
the information they need.

The CSA Nelwork also supportfs existing CSAs however
many schemes slill sfruggle even when they have been
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running for several years. A reporf assessing the key factors
defermining the long-ferm success of CSA projects in Wales
(Hifchings, 2013) found:

» Clear sfructure of the organisation (legal and acfual)
° Good communicafions
° Realistic pricing and pragmatic forecasfing

° Suifable site for the production of the infended crops
and/or livesfock

° Secure land fenure
° Access o an appropriately large population

* Able and competfent workers of the land according
fo the sysfem

Another issue for CSAs in the UK has been the reliance
on grant funding, many communify-led CSAs have received
granfs fo cover many of the project cosfs, and then when the
funding runs out find if difficulf fo be financially sustainable. The
CSA Nelwork would advise CSAs fo have a more business-
like mentalily rather than rely on grants, although they can be
helpful when sfarfing up and for specific capital expenditure.
However, like any ofher small farm, it is sfill hard for CSAs fo
cover all their costs from supplying produce and fo provide
workers on the farm with a living wage.

The CSA Nelwork is opfimistic for the fufure as there are
many grear examples of successful CSAs in the UK and
abroad, many have only been running for a shorf fime and we
feel that by sharing the knowledge and skills gained by these
CSAs, we can help grow the movement even more.

Referenees

Hifchings, Roger (2013). Organic Research Cenire.
Salrmarsh, Nick (2011) The Impact of Community Supported Agriculiure.

hitp:/Avww.ukagriculiure.com/uk_farming.cfm

Auther

Maresa Bossano has been project co-ordinafor of the CSA
Network UK since May 2015. Before this she sef up and
ran Moose's Kiichen, a local, organic, vegan cafe in Sf
Leonards on Sea. She worked for Sustain, the alliance
for better food and farming for five years, managing the
Food Co-ops project, which was part of Making Local
Food Work, and as Five a Day Co-ordinafor for Hastings
Primary Care Trusl which included sefing up Hastings
Farmers Markel and The Communily Frult and Veg
Project, a social enferprise and veg box-scheme. She
has a degree in Environmental Science and masler's
degree in Environment, Development and Policy. She
has volunteered on several organic farms in the UK and
abroad.

Note: some information for tis report was faken from CSA UK
Network website and previous reports writen by Gareth
Davies, Rupert Dunn and ofher members of the Network.
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CSAS 9

- eggregated results frem The 2045 Cersus

Nicelas Cresset (GASAR), Jecelyn Paret (Urgenes), Philipp Weekenbreek (Agrenauten), Peter Velz (Agrenauten)

Alfhough ifis sfill unknown fo mosf people in Europe, CSA is
increasingly being implemented throughout fhe confinent. This
collaborafive research was designed o document fhis growth
with empirical data abour CSAs in Europe. There were three
main reasons why Urgenci and the CSA movement decided
fo launch fhis research.

Firstly, the European CSAs have been looking o define
their common ground since 2012 af the first European meeling
of CSA movements in Milan. Af the same fime as fhis research
was launched, a parallel 18-month-long process of wrifing a
European Charter of CSA started. Both processes have been
feeding info each other.

The second reason is fo question the practical
implementation of common principles in different contexis. The
strength of CSA lies in its abilily fo fake roof in radically different
social, economic and agricullural ground; bur how much
adapfation is needed in order fo make i grow?

The third reason is advocacy. CSA is increasingly being
idenfified by decision-makers as a movement promoling
important social innovations. Therefore, there are calls for the
CSA movement fo fake a posifion on various policy issues. In
fhe recenf past, such requests, if nof answered by Urgenci,
would have been answered by ofhers in fhe name of the CSA
movement. The following two examples demonsirate fhis.
The first one occurred in France in 2009 when a Minisfry -led
working group was charged with coming up with a definition
for "Short Supply Chain’. Among the partners siting around
fhe fable were the large-scale retailing hypermarkets whose
representatives were saying, in essence: “Look, we can
provide you with a definifion of shorf supply chains. Shorf supply
chains are with one infermediary maximum. We are acftually
doing shorf supply chains. We are just one infermediary”. The
second example involves an inifiafive for the creation of a logo
called *products from my farm”. The inifiafive came from the
farmers’ union, La Via Campesina. Urgenci was invired as the
representative for the CSA movement and had fo explain what
CSA was and fhaf no logo or label was required within the
CSA model, even if a “products from my farm” logo could be
extremely useful for the farmers selling on markets. Who knows
what could have been said abouf CSA and ftheir support for
such a logo withour the presence of Urgenci.

Thus, the CSA movement cannol hide anymore. It is
necessary that we fake a position, otherwise somebody else
will, withour any guarantee thaf they will do so in the inferest of
the CSA activists and farmers.
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During a research meeling in the German Black Forest, the
firsf European CSA Census was planned by a feam made up
of researchers and practiioners from more fthan twenty different
counfries. Their objective was, first of all, o come up wih
consolidated figures regarding the number of CSAs in Europe.
The second objecfive was fo assess fhe state and dynamics
of the movement in Europe. Both guaniifalive (number of
CSAs per couniry, regional disfribution, number of farms and
eaters, creation dafe efc.) and qualifafive information (produce,
disfribution, land ownership, labour fypes, internal organisation,
and interactions with others, sfrengths and weaknesses elc.)
were considered relevan.

Of course, fthere were many challenges with such an
ambifious enferprise, e.g. agreeing on a limifed sef of questions,
finding @ common ferminology which could be accepted in
each national language, meeting the fight imeframe o prepare
the online survey, gelling CSAs in more than twenfy European
counfries to respond on fime efc.

By December 2015, just four months after the inifial research
meeling, 403 responses o he survey had been sent in from
twenfy-four European countries. This is an amazing success
considering the limited fime and finances.

For the quesfionnaire-based part of the sfudy, the efforts
focused on counfries where CSA had not been subject fo
research yel. For this reason, fhe quesfionnaire was nof used
in France, the biggest CSA couniry in Europe which is already
wel-mapped and researched within the Amap movement. The
other reasons for leffing France ouf of the survey were that, on the
one hand, a census had just been conducted by Amap earlier
in 2015, and, on the other hand, collecting representative data
on such a large movement (more than 2,000 Amap groups) in
such a shorf fimespan would nof have been redlistic. Moreover,
the massive inclusion of the Amap would have resulled in the
over-representation of French dynamics.

In spife of ifs limifations, The Census is sfill the very firsf study
that displays how CSAs look on the confinent. Enough CSAs
replied fo draw a frustworthy picture of the movement and serve
as a basis for the next research. This picture shows how sfrong
and unied the groups are, how commitied their members are
fo their model and principles, how fast the CSA movement is
expanding, how effeclively the CSAs add new products fo
the basic fruif and vegefables model of the early CSAs, and
how wiling they are fo organise and collaborate on being
represented in the decision-making scene af both national and
infernational levels.
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Here are some highlights from The Census:

The mevement has beer
steadily growing sinee The
miJ=-2000s

The movement has been steadily growing since the mid-
2000s. The growth curve in EU4 shows a three-sfage evolufion:

1 - Early errafic emergence of CSAs in a few couniries in
fhe lafe 1970s, mosily in Swizerland, France and Ifaly. Af this
fime, there were already informal groups gafhered around
organic agriculture pioneers alfhough they didn’t claim o be
part of any specific movemen.

2 - A slight augmentation befween 1994 and 2000, mosfly
noficed in Ifaly and the Netherlands.

3 - A period of flof progression where CSAs are created
only in ltaly. The very first one in Sweden comes fo light. Nofe
fhat the dynamics of the French Amap movement, which
grew exponentially from two in 2001 fo two fhousand in 2015,
are not reflected here, as, for reasons explained above, the
quesfionnaire was nof circulated in this couniry,

4 - Finally, stage four is the sfeady, almost exponential
soaring throughout Europe from 2004 onward.

CSASs in fFigures

@

CRIGIN OF CSAs

Aggregated (%)

mBaoth N
m Community members

Farm B
m Other

FUs: Origin of CSAs,

AR alterpaetive meovemernT
atTrasting @ large
Aumber of econsumers

Responses fo The Census show a fofal of 70,865 people
fed by 403 CSAs, amounfing o an average of 179 eaters
per CSA. As poinfed out in infroduction fo this report and
demonsirated in graphs EU2 and EU3, befween half a million
and one million people all over Europe receive food from
CSAs.

CREATION OF CSAs

Aggregated
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FU4: Creation of CSAs.

A Secial mevemenT nitiated
by fermers and consumers

As shown in diagram EU5, the vast majority of respondent
CSAs have been inifiated either by consumers (41%), by
farmers (33%) or by both (18%). The remaining 8% were created
by associations, foundations, businesses or insfitutions. This
marginal proportion is a sfrong signal thaf the CSAs are in fact
a social movement, relying heavily on volunfary commitment
by actors in the field.
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The GSA meovement
distinguishes irsellf Lrom

other consumer alfernatives
by the streng commitment
shown by its members

CSAs responding o The Census idenfify with principles
such as a direct parmnership between the farm and the
consumers (over 85%), the goal of providing qualily food
(93%) produced in an environmeni-friendly way (88%). The
replies fo this question also highlight the diversity of the CSA
landscape in Europe: almost two thirds reported a commitment
fo sharing risks (64%), while fewer initictives reported sharing
responsibilifies (41%) and rewards (58%), see EUB. However,
figures relaling fo the latter princples fend o grow wih the
increased awareness of consumers in the groups which have
been creafed most recently.

The partnership, most often formalised in o writfen contract,
is a long ferm agreement of at least a production season in @
majority of cases (56%), fo guaraniee the farm’s income as
well as quality food for members.

The commiment of CSA members is also expressed in the
way they parficipate in the life of their group and farm. This list
shows what it means for commifted consumers fo “be and act
as a CSA member”.

@ P @ P @ P @ P @ I @

° Buying shares : 58% of respondent CSAs
° Helping fo grow produce : 42%

° Helping fo pack/deliver produce @ 41%

o Administration/organisation : 50%

° Decision-making : 55%

° Alfending open days/social evenrs : 68%
° Exchanging recipes : 54%

° Investing money in the farm : 19%

A wide renge of preduee IS
now avaeilable threugh the
CSA medel

While vegetables have been af the core of the CSA model
since ifs early sfage (they are supplied by 94% of respondent
CSAs), the variety of produce fends fo grow nowadays fo
include, among ofhers, fruit (58%), eggs (38%), mear (29%),
honey (28%), dairy products (26%), and bread (25%); see
EU7. This frend shows that consumers engaged in CSAs are
willing fo complement their basic veggie supplies with all other
the produce they had unfil then been buying in organic shops,
supermarkets etc. There is thus a great potential to expand the
CSA model to products previously not available through CSA.

CSAs COMMITMENT TO THE DEFINITION CRITERIAE

Aggregated {%a)

EU6: CSAs' commitment to the definition criteria
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PRODUCE

Aggregated (%)
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Meat

 Vegetahles

Fruits

EU? Produce.

Teo be or mot o be..,
cerTified organic?

As poinfed out above, a grear majority of CSAs put @
high priority on high-quality food and use organic farming
pracfices. This does nof necessarily mean that their farm is
certified organic. While 44% of responding CSAs are cerfified
organic and 4% certified bio-dynamic, 41% praclice organic
farming bur are not cerfified. The rafionale for the laffer nof fo
be cerfified includes fthe facts that the CSA members know
fhe farm and feel they do nof need external conirol, or hat
fhe costs of cerfification are considered foo high. Somelimes,
an outright rejection of certification ouf of ideclogical reasons
may also be observed. Most of the 7% of CSA farms that are
not organic are in the process of fransition fowards organic
production. See EUS8.

PRODUCTION CERTIFICATION

Aggregated {%a)

B Certified biodynamic
m Certified organic
Mon-organically

m Organic methods but NOT cer- -
tified

EU8 Production certification,

The mevemerT 18 iRereasingly
organising elese-distanee
logisties

Food-related long distance logistics are a big consumer of
fossilfuels and responsible for vast amounts of CO2 emissions,
noise pollution, and ofther environmental problems. CSAs have
been developing different solutions for close distance logisfics
maintaining direct personal contact belween producers and
consumers. All are based on the proximity between production

o @ P @ I @ P @ I @ I @

© network membership, see diagram EU
: how many responding groups were effectively part of larger
¢ nefworks and thus fo address the issue of the CSA inifiafives as
¢ parf of a social movement. An under-representai
: the CSA groups which prefer fo remain fully independent was
: expected beforehand since these groups would probably be
: more difficulf fo reach for such a quesfionnaire. On the ofher

CSASs in fFigures
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and consumption. Diagram EU10 displays the following:

°In the case of 73% of the respondents, CSA
members pick up their shares af collection poinfs or
ar the farm (42%)

o Self-harvesting is pracficed in 24% of the groups
participating in the survey

° In 20% of all responding CSAs, members receive
their share by home delivery

CISTRIBUTION MODES

Aggregates (¥a)

|

¢ Collection Paints

Pick up at farm

EUlO Distribution modes,

A mevement STl in The early
stege of orgerising iTsels
neTionally and RTernetionally

The Census queslionnaire included a quesfion about
1. Theideawas o see

ion of those of

: hand, the most sfructured CSA movement, the French Amap,
: is not represented in the resuls from the questionnaire, which
: probably avoids an overrepresentat
: which are part of CSA networks af all levels.

ion of the CSA groups

° Many European counfries do nof yer have a national
CSA nelwork. However, 46% of the respondent
groups are members of nafional networks, which
is a quire good ratio if we consider thaf the surge
in CSA groups' figures, for most countries, is just
happening now.

° There seems fo be a need for belter information
sharing abouf Urgenci, the infernafional nefwork of
CSA, at the national level. Indeed, although all the
existing nafional networks in Europe are effective
members of his nefwork, only 7% of the individual
CSAs who responded fo the survey are direct
members of Urgenci.
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...................................................................................... are connected fo afarm owned orrenfed by the farmer herself/
T — : himself. See EU13

° In mosf cases, the farm land used fo produce
food disfributed fo CSAs belongs fo the farmer, either
in full property (47%), lease (11%), or a combination of

th (10%)

° Some CSAs rent the land they gel food from
(17%), but only a few own if (4%)

Aggregates (%)

Mone

Mational Metwark.

_ - : e CSA and farmer collaboration fo either rent or own
e e [ : the land exists burt in negligible proportion (1%)

i A RE RS
FULL: Networking, :

Aggregated (%)

W Owned by CSA

m Owined by farmer R
Part rented and part owned by -
CSA .

m Part rented and part owned by
farmer .

W Part rentedfowned by CSA and  *
farmer

Rented by CSA
H Rented by farmer

The mevemenT heavily relies
on MUTual Trust

The key principle of risk-sharing may tfake different shapes
once franslafed info the reality of CSA. In some couniries, the
bilateral writen confract has been used as the comersfone for
every parmnership. In others, an oral agreement is considered
as reliable as a written contract.

EUlf) Land ownership,

There are many factors explaining these differences. The

specific legal fradition of each couniry, inferms of oral or written H H
rules, might nof be the least. See EU12: A [ﬁm(@W@(ﬁQ@WJEF W@B%D@S o/ ‘@D@Qd
° A slight majority of respondents claimed o have an @@Q(&@ﬂs’)@[?@{fﬂ@@ %@?W@@@ AHQ@
informal agreement (52%) «@@f(ﬁﬂ@[‘f’ @@Gﬂ V@QM@%@@F’S

° 45% of the responding CSA groups are functioning

with @ writen agreement The questfion abour fhe workforce on e field generafed

rather puzzling answers. Beside the fact thaf there was
PO PO P PO PP PPI . probably an issue with fhe way the question was phrased and
: AGREEMENT TYPE : undersfood, i seems volunfary help by CSA members is an
: important contribution for CSA farms all around Europe. See
P EU14

° \olunfeers as prime labour force on the field : CSA
O— members (29%), wwoolers (3%), farmers collective

mYyritten contract (3%)

Aggregated (%)

e Farmer and family ranking second as workforce
(28%)

e Employees as complementary aid:  seasonal
workers (12%), permanent employees (5%)

FUL2: Agreement type, : WORKERS ON THE FARM
: Aggregated (%)

Woofers - ‘ |
o o o . CSA members 2
A W@FDQ{F@ ©{§ SD%M@{FO@@S Full-time workers 'd

Eﬁ@@@tﬁdé@@ u@ﬁd @W@@[‘f—?sha@ Seasonaluuorkpjrs l-

In some counfries, mosily in the northern part of EUrope, & ¢mer and Famiy |
CSA is undersfood as a kind of community farm: a group of g . i-
urban consumers gather o renf or buy land in order fo culfivare ; ' :
fheir own food. As one can see, abour 1 ouf Of 5 CSA QroupS i T
work this way. The vast majority of responding CSA groups  EUL4: Workers on the favm,
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CSA FARMERS OTHER INCOME SOURCES

@Uz©dw@@[?50 @[ﬁﬂ@u@ﬂm@@{r 5%@{?@5 Aggregated (%)
and iReome : -

The CSA movement has been congruent with the family
farming and the Food Sovereignty movements, where the
aufonomy of the farmer is an ulimate goal. The CSA model,
the family farming and the Food sovereignty movemenrs
all share the rejection of corporate agri-food business as
fheir common ground. If is no surprise then that the share of
employees among the farmers represented in this survey is -
reduced fo a minimum. :

FULF: CSA farmer's other income sources,

Subsidies Other distribution channels  Other job f employment

° Vast majority of CSA farmers are nof employed

(74%), most offen have independent farmer or small ° ég(l)/ﬂ Oy}ﬁh-e vast mOJ?f”Q Og:giA (fg;r%er? g&OW LTJ%%O
; 6 of their revenue from S b). 10% gef 25-
business sfofus, see EUTS 50% from their CSAs, 9% reach a rafio of 50 fo 75%
° Regarding the few farmers who are employed, most of their income our of their CSAs (see EU18)
are part-time workers (11%) and only a handful are ° 10% of respondents indicated they did not know
full-fime workers (7%), see EU15. about their producer's income rate.

CSA-RELATED INCOME RATIO

FPRODUCER STATUS
Aggregated (%)

Aggregated (%)

: mi-25%
m Full-time employed .gg ?g :f
m Mot employed : "

Part-time employed w75 L%

i EUL8: CSA-related income vatio.

EULS: Producer stotus,
Further researeh needed

e Farmers involved in CSA need to have other markefs Although the information presented here is important for
for the products: 68% of respondents do not get understanding CSA in Europe, there are sfill many more CSA-
100% of their income from CSAs, whereas only 22% related issues fo be addressed. The European CSA research
of farmers do, see EU16. Other income sources for group committed fo gathering further knowledge beneficial fo
ihe CSA farmers derive mosily from oher distribution the CSA communily and fo Ihose inferested in Ihis approach.
channels (36%) or other jobs/employment (28%), This is also seen as a confribufion to the democrafisation of

agricultural research. Fortunately, a significant proporfion of
CSAs (65% — see EU19) are willing to go further and answer a
more in-depth guestionnaire. This will also allow us fo fackle
issues fhat have been raised during fhis inifial census.

while a minority are granted subsidies (18%), as
shown in the bar chart EU17.

INCOME 100% FROM CSA b Tttt

READY FOR FURTHER IN-DEPTH QUESTIONS ?
Aggregated (%)

Aggregates (%)

mA L
mMo o

. m Mo, | had enough
Yes ; o

mYes, I'd like to go on |

FU1% Ready for further in-depth guestions?
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ARRERLIe A:

The

First Eurepean Community
Supperted Agrieulture
Census: Yeur GSA ecounts!

The first European-wide census on Community
Supported Agriculture groups, led by the
Furopean CSA Research Group

CSA Farmers and Eaters!

Aclivisfs and researchers from 30 different countries have
joinedforcestolaunchthefirst European census on Communiy
Supporfed Agriculiure. They came up with a common ground
definifions for CSAs throughout Europe:

“CSA is a direct partnership between

a group of consumers and one or

several whereby the  risks,

of {arming
through

producers

responsibilities  and  rewards

activities are  shared, long-terim

{formal or informal shared agreement,

Generally operating on small scale, CSAs
aim at providing gquality {ood produced in
an agroecological way,

They also came up with fhe following 26 essential questions
thar will be senf fo all CSAs throughout Europe. The objective is
fo map the diversity of inifiatives and to identify their sfrengihs
and common characterisfics. So far as we know, your group
seems fo fif this definition of CSA, that is why you received this
questionnaire.

The CSA movement is being increasingly recognized as a
model that can help fix the broken food sysfem and support
fhe fransifion fo agroecology. Before ofhers speak on our
behalf, if is important fo know ourselves, our strengths and
weaknesses. We cannot hide any more |

This research is needed if we wanf to give a coheren,
well-informed image of our movement fo other aclors and
insfiturions.

This research is needed fo leamn from each ofher and fo
keep our movement creative.

N - e ¢ - i N
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CERSUS.

Your experience is precious. Please fake 5o 10 minufes fo
fill in this quesfionnaire, reflecting e reality of your CSA group.

Important Nofice :

Your confact defails might be used for further research buf
will nof in any case be made public nor used for any ofher
purpose.

There are 27 questions in this survey

| = CSA [dentTity

1. What is fhe name of your CSA ?
2. In which counfry is your CSA located ?
3. What is the posfcode of your CSA ?

4. What is the confact address of your CSA 7 (Ex..
Postal address, website URL, email address,
anyfhing you feel confident with.

5. What year was your CSA sef up?

6. Who orginally came up with fhe idea fo sfarf your
CSA?

° Farm
o Communily members
* Both
° Other
7. How many people does your CSA feed ?

8. What elements of the CSA-definition apply fo your
inifiafive?

° A direct partnership

° Shared risks

° Shared responsibilifies of farming activiies
° Shared rewards of farming aclivities

° Long-ferm agreement

e Formal or informal agreement

° Aiming at providing qualily food

° Productlion in an agroecological way



Appendix A
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0 - Preduets V - Agreement

9. What fype of produce does your CSA supply ? 13. What fype of agreement does your CSA have
between the farmer and members 7

° Fruifs

° Vegefables o Written confract

° Meat ° Informal agreement

° Dairy

° Eggs

 Bread WU 5 [\:‘@@d

" Honey 14, Who owns the land on which you produce food

° Ofher (please describe): for the CSA?
° Owned by farmer

10. How is your food produced ? ° Owned by CSA
* Non-organically * Rented by farmer
 Organic methods bur NOT certified °* Renfed by CSA
o Cerfified organic ° Part renfed and part owned by farmer
° Cerlified biodynamic ° Part renfed and part owned by CSA
° Make a commenf on your choice here: ° Parf renfed/owned by CSA and farmer

° Other (please specify)

° ° ° i ?
I @DS%WO[@M%D@@ 15. What is the fofal area of your farm 7
o 16. Please select the relevant unit for the land surface
1. What disfribution mefhod/s do you use for your you enfered in the previous question.
produce ?

' ° Hecfares (ha)
° Home delivery
. ° Acres
° Pick up af farm
. . ° Ares ()
° Collection points 4
, ° Square kilometers (km2)
° Sel-harvesling

e Sguare meters (M2
o Other: . (m2)

o Stfremmas
o Other

UV ° NQ%W@GDG@ 17. What is the fofal area in use for the products of

12. 1s your CSA a member of any CSA nefworks or CSA?
related organisations ? 18. What is the fofal area you need o produce fruits
o Urgenci and vegelables for CSA?
° National nefwork of CSAs

o None

- Oter Uil - Labeur

19. Who works af the farm?
° Farmer
* Farmer and his/her family

o Farmers colleclive

- - N -y TEEs -y TEEs -y TEEs -t =
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° Seasonal workers ° Decision-making

° Full-ime workers ° Atending open days/social evenfs
° CSA members ° Exchange recipes

° Wwoofers ° Invesfing money in the farm

o Other: o Other:

20. Is your producer employed by your CSA?

» Not employed 1% = Additienal in-depth
e Par-ime employed %@@5{3’6@@5

° Full-fime employed
, 25. Do you have any suggestions or comments 7
e Make a comment on your choice here:

(Here “Employment” should be undersfood 26. Thank you so much already for your fime and
as a labour confract. This question refers fo effort filing out this quesfionnaire !

your main producer only. You mayalso enfer Are you ready fo take some more ? No siress if you con't
comments in fhe fext field.) fake it any more, you can siill sfop for now and come back

later or leave it as is. Justkeep in mind that any further question
you answer will be precious help to beffer undersfand what

21. Does 100% of your farmer's income come from CSAs are in each couniry in Europe, their diferences and the

e CSA? local context they're confronted fo!
° Yes e Yes, I'd like fo go onl
° No

° No, | had enough

22. If nof, what are the other sources of income for the
farmer?

o Subsidies

o Other distribution channels

27. IFyou chose thefirst oplion in fhe previous question,
we will confact you lafer with a new sel of questions !

Thanks for you patience and precious answers!

° Other job / employment
° Other:

23. What percenfage of your farmer's income comes
from the CSA ?

°0-25%

° 25-50 %
°50-75%
° 75-100 %

o No idea !

Vil = Partieipotion
24. How are members involved with your CSA ?

° Buying shares

° Helping fo grow produce

* Helping fo pack/deliver produce

o Adminisfration/organisation
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We are delegates representing diverse organizations and
infernafional movements of small-scale food producers and
consumers, including peasants, indigenous peoples and
communiies (fogether with hunters and gatherers), family
farmers, rural workers, herders and pasforalists, fisherfolk
and urban people. Together, the diverse consfifuencies
our organizations represent produce some 70% of the food
consumed by humanity. They are the primary global investors
in agriculiure, as well as the primary providers of jobs and
livelihoods in fhe world.

We gathered here af the Nyéléni Cenfer in Sélingué,
Mali from 24 to 27 of February, 2015, fo come fo a common
undersfanding of agroecology as a key element in the
conslruction of Food Sovereignty, andto develop joinf strategies
fo promote Agroecology and defend it from co-opfation. We
are grateful fo the people of Mali who have welcomed us in this
beautiful lond. They have fought us through their example, that
the dialogue of our various forms of knowledge is based on
respeciful lisfening and on the collective construction of shared
decisions. We stand in solidarily with our Malian sisters and
brothers who sfruggle — somelimes sacrificing their lives — fo
defend their terrifories from the latest wave of land grabbing
fhat affects so many of our countries. Agroecology means that
we stand fogether in the circle of life, and this implies that we
must also sfand fogether in the circle of struggle against land
grabbing and the criminalization of our movements.

Building en The past, leoking
To The future

Our  peoples, consfiuencies,  organizations — and
communities have already come very far in defining Food
Sovereignty as a banner of joint struggle for justice, and as the
larger framework for Agroecology. Our ancesiral production
systems have been developed over millennia, and during the
past 30 fo 40 years this has come to be called agroecology.
Our agroecology includes  successful  pracfices  and
production, involves farmer-to-farmer and ferriforial processes,
fraining schools, and we have developed sophisticared
theorefical, fechnical and poliical constructions.

N - e ¢ - i N
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In 2007 many of us gathered here ar Nyéléni, af the Forum
for Food Sovereignty, fo strengthen our alliances and fo
expand and deepen our understanding of Food Sovereignty,
through a collective consfruction befween our diverse
consfituencies. Similarly, we gather here ar the Agroecology
Forum 2015 fo enrich Agroecology through dialogue befween
diverse food producing peoples, as well as with consumers,
urban communiies, women, youth, and ofhers. Today
our movements, organized globally and regionally in the
Infernational Planning Commitfee for Food Sovereignty (IPC),
have faken a new and hisforic sfep.

Our diverse forms of smallholder food production based
on agroecology generate local knowledge, promote socidl
jusfice, nurture idenfity and culfure, and sfrengthen the
economic viabilily of rural areas. Smallholders defend our
dignily when we choose o produce in an agroecological way.

Ouereoming multiple erises

Agroecology is the answer fo how to fransform and repair
our material realiry in a food system and rural world that has
been devasfated by industrial food production and ifs so-
called Green and Blue Revolufions. We see agroecology as
a key form of resistance fo an economic system thar puts profir
before life.

The corporafe model over-produces food thaf poisons
us, desfroys soil ferilify, is responsible for the deforestation of
rural areas, the contamination of water and the acidification of
oceans and killing of fisheries. Essenfial nafural resources have
been commodified, and rising production cosfs are driving us
off the land. Farmers’ seeds are being stolen and sold back fo
us af exorbitant prices, bred as variefies that depend on cosfly,
confaminafing agrochemicals. The industrial food system is a
key driver of the mulfiple crises of climate, food, environmental,
public health and ofhers. Free frade and corporafe investiment
agreements, invesior-state  dispute  sefflement agreements,
and false solutions such as carbon markets, and the growing
financializafion of land and food, efc., all further aggravare
these crises. Agroecology within a food sovereignty framework
offers us a collective path forward from these crises.
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The industrial food system is beginning fo exhaust
i"'s producfive and profit potential because of its infernal
confradictions — such as soil degradation, herbicide-folerant
weeds, depleted fisheries, pest- and disease-ravaged
monoculiural planfafions — and if's increasingly obvious
negafive consequences of greenhouse Qas emissions,
and the health crisis of malnutriion, obesity, diabetes, colon
disease and cancer caused by diefs heavy in indusfrial and
junk food.

Popular pressure has caused many multilateral institutions,
governmenfs, universities and research centers, some NGOs,
corporations and ofhers, fo finally recognize “agroecology”.
However, they have fried fo redefine it as a narrow sef of
fechnologies, fo offer some fools that appear fo ease the
susfainability crisis of indusirial food production, while the
existing sfrucfures of power remain unchallenged. This co-
optation of agroecology fo fine-fune the industrial food system,
while paying lip service fo the environmental discourse,
has various names, including “climate smarf agriculture”,
“susfainable-"  or  “ecological-intensification”,  industrial
monoculiure production of “organic” food, efc. For us, these
are nof agroecology: we reject them, and we will fight fo
expose and block this insidious appropriation of agroecology.

The real solutions o the crises of the climate, malnutrifion,
efc., will nof come from conforming fo the industrial model. We
musr fransform it and build our own local food systems fhat
create new rural-urban links, based on fruly agroecological
food producfion by peasants, artisanal fishers, pasforalists,
indigenous peoples, urban farmers, efc.  We cannof allow
agroecology fo be a fool of the industrial food production
model: we see I as the essenfial alfemnative o har model, and
as the means of fransforming how we produce and consume
food info something beffer for humanity and our Mother Earth,

Our ecommeon pillars and
prineiples of agreeceology

Agroecology is a way of life and the language of Nature,
thar we learn as her children. IFis nof a mere sef of fechnologies
or productlion pracfices. If cannof be implemented the same
way in all ferrifories. Rather it is based on principles hat, while
fhey may be similar across the diversity of our ferrifories, can
and are practiced in many different ways, with each sector
confribufing their own colors of their local reality and culiure,
while always respecting Mother Earth and our common,
shared values.

The production practices of agroecology (such as
infercropping, fradiional fishing and mobile pastoralism,
infegrating crops, frees, livesfock and fish, manuring,
compos!, local seeds and animal breeds, elc.) are based
on ecological principles like building life in the soil, recycling
nurients, the dynamic management of biodiversity and
energy conservation af all scales.  Agroecology drastically
reduces our use of externally-purchased inpurfs that must be
bought from indusiry. There is no use of agrofoxics, arfificial
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hormones, GMOs or ofher dangerous new fechnologies in
agroecology.

Terrifories are a fundamental pillar of agroecology. Peoples
and communifies have the right fo maintain their own spiritual
and material relafionships fo their lands. They are entiled o
secure, develop, confrol, and reconstruct their customary
social sfructures and fo administer their lands and ferritories,
including fishing grounds, both poliically and socially. This
implies the full recognition of their laws, fradiions, cusfoms,
fenure systems, and institutions, and consfitutes the recognifion
of the self-determinafion and aufonomy of peoples.

Collective rights and access fo the commons are a
fundamenfal pillar of agroecology. We share access (o
ferrifories thar are the home fo many different peer groups,
and we have sophisficated cusfomary sysfems for regulafing
access and avoiding conflicts thar we wanf fo preserve and fo
sirengthen.

The diverse knowledge and ways of knowing of our
peoples are fundamental fo agroecology. We develop our
ways of knowing through dialogue among them (diGlogo de
saberes). Our leaming processes are horizontal and peer-
fo-peer, based on popular education. They fake place in our
own fraining centers and ferrifories (farmers teach farmers,
fishers feach fishers, efc.), and are also infergenerational,
with exchange of knowledge befween youth and elders.
Agroecology is developed through our own innovation,
research, and crop and livestock selection and breeding.

The core of our cosmovisions is the necessary equilibrium
befween nature, the cosmos and human beings. We recognize
that as humans we are buf a parf of nafure and the cosmos
We share a spirifual connection with our lands and with the
web of life. We love our lands and our peoples, and withour
thaf, we cannof defend our agroecology, fight for our rights,
or feed the world. We reject the commodificafion of all forms
of life.

Families, communities, collectives, organizations and
movements are fhe fertile soil in which agroecology flourishes.
Collective self-organization and aclion are what make if
possible to scale-up agroecology, build local food systems,
and challenge corporate confrol of our food system. Solidarity
between peoples, between rural and urban populations, is @
crifical ingredient.

The autonomy of agroecology displaces fthe conirol
of global markels and generates  sell-governance by
communities. [Fmeans we minimize fhe use of purchased inputs
thar come from oufside. If requires fhe re-shaping of markefs
so fhafthey are based on the principles of solidarily economy
and the efhics of responsible production and consumpfion. It
promofes direct and fair shorf disfribufion chains. If implies a
fransparent relafionship befween producers and consumers,
and is based on the solidarily of shared risks and benefirs,

Agroecology is polifical; it requires us fo challenge and
fransform sfructures of power in society. We need fo pur the
confrol of seeds, biodiversity, land and ferrifories, waters,
knowledge, cullure and the commons in the hands of the
peoples who feed the world.

Women and their knowledge, values, vision and leadership
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are criical for moving forward. Migrafion and globalization
mean fhaf women's work is increasing, yer women have far
less access fo resources than men. All foo often, fheir work is
neither recognized nor valued. For agroecology fo achieve ifs
full porential, there must be equal disfribufion of power, fasks,
decision-making and remuneration.

Youth, fogefther with women, provide one of the two principle
social bases for the evolution of agroecology. Agroecology
can provide a radical space for young people to confribute
fo the social and ecological fransformation that is underway
in many of our socielies. Youth bear the responsibility fo carry
forward the collective knowledge learned from their parents,
elders and ancestors info the future. They are the sfewards of
agroecology for future generations. Agroecology musf creafe
a ferritorial and social dynamic that creates opportunities for
rural yourh and values women's leadership.

Streategies
| Promote agroecological production fhrough
policies that...

1. Are ferriforial and holisfic in fheir approach o social,
economic and natural resources issues.

2.Secure access fo land and resources in order to
encourage long ferm investment by small-scale
food producers.

3.Ensure an inclusive and accounfable approach
fo the sfewardship of resources, food production,
public procurement policies, urban and rural
infrasfructure, and urban planning.

4.Promote deceniralized and fruly democratized
planning processes in conjunclion with relevant
local governments and authorities.

5.Promofe  appropriafe  health  and  sanifation
regulations that do nof discriminate against small-
scale food producers and processors who practice
agroecology.

6.Promofe policy fo integrate the healh and
nutriion aspects of agroecology and of fradifional
medicines.

7.Ensure pasforalists’ access fo pastures, migration
roures and sources of wafer as well as mobile
services such as health, education and veferinary
services fhat are based on and compatible with
fradifional practice.

8.Ensure customary righfs fo the commons. Ensure
seed policies thar guarantee the colleclive righfs
of peasants’ and indigenous peoples’ o use,
exchange, breed, select and sell their own seeds.

9.Alfract  and  support  young people o join
agroecological food production fhrough
sfrengthening access fo land and natural resources,
ensuring fair income, knowledge exchange and
fransmission.

10. Support urban and peri-urban  agroecological
production,

11. Profect the rights of communities thar practice wild
capfure, hunting and gathering in their fraditiondl
areas — and encourage the ecological and cultural
restorafion of ferrifories fo their former abundance.

12. Implement policies that ensure the rights of fishing
communiiies.

13. Implement the Tenure Guidelines of the Commitiee
on World Food Securily and the Small-scale
Fisheries Guidelines of the FAO.

14. Develop and implement policies and programs
fhat guaranfee the right fo a dignified life for rural
workers, including frue agrarian reform, and
agroecology fraining.

I. Knowledge sharing

1.Horizontal exchanges (peasani-fo-peasant, fisher-
fo-fisher, pastoralist-fo-pastoralisf, consumer-and-
producer, elc.) and infergenerational exchanges
between generations and across different fradifions,
including new ideas. Women and youth musf be
prioriised.

2. Peoples’ control of the research agenda, objectives
and methodology.

3.Systemize experience fo learn from and build on
hisforical memory.

ll. Recognition of the central role of women

1.Fight for equal women's' righfs in every sphere of
agroecology, including workers' and labour rights,
access fo the Commons, direct access fo markers,
and confrol of income

2.Programs and projects must fully include women
afr all stages, from the earliest formulation through
planning and applicafion, with decision-making
roles.

IV, Duild local economies

1.Promoate local markefs for local products.

2.Support the development of allernative financial
infrastructure,  ingfifutions  and  mechanisms o
support both producers and consumers.

3.Reshape food markefs through new relafionships of
solidarily befween producers and consumers.

4.Develop links with the experience of solidarity
economy and parficipatory guarantee systems,
when appropriate.

page 152



Appendix
e -—f = e - e - e - e -

V. Further dewvelop and disseminate our vision IX. Denounce and fight corporate and

of agroecology

5.Develop a communications plan for our vision of
agroecology

6.Promofe the health care and nufrifional aspects of
agroecology

7.Promote the ferriforial approach of agroecology

8.Promote practices that allows youth fo carry forward
fhe permanent regeneration of our agroecological
vision

9.Promote agroecology as a key fool fo reduce food
waste and loss across the food system

VI, Build alliances

1.Consolidafe and sfrengthen existing alliances such
as with the Infernafional Planning Committee for
Food Sovereignty (IPC)

2.Expand our alliance fo ofher social movements and
public research organizations and insfifuiions

. Protect biodiversity and genetic vesources

1.Proftect, respect and ensure fthe stewardship of
biodiversity

2. Take back confrol of seeds and reproductive
material and implement producers’ rights o use,
sell and exchange ftheir own seeds and animal
breeds

3.Ensure that fishing communities play fhe mostf ceniral
role in conirolling marine and inland waterways

VIl Cool the planet and adapt to climate
change

1.Ensure international insfitulions and  governments
recognize agroecology as defined in this document
as a primary solufion for fackling and adaopfing fo
climate change, and not “climate smart agriculture”
or ofher false versions of agroecology

2.ldentify, document and share good experiences of
local inffiafives on agroecology thar address climate
change.

institutional capture of agroecology

1.Fight corporate and insfifutional affempfs fo grab

agroecology as a means fo promote GMOs
and other false solufions and dangerous new
fechnologies.

2.Expose fthe corporate vesfed inferests  behind
fechnical fixes such as climate-smart agriculture,
susfainable infensificafion and  “fine-funing”  of
industrial aquaculture.

3.Fightthe commodification and financialization of the
ecological benefits of agroecology.

We have builr agroecology through many inifiatives and
sfruggles. We have the legiimacy o lead it info the future.
Policy makers cannot move forward on agroecology without
us. They must respect and support our agroecological
processes rafher than conlinuing fo support the forces fhat
desfroy us. We call on our fellow peoples fo join us in the
collecfive fask of collecfively consiructing agroecology as
part of our popular struggles fo build a belter world, a world
based on mufual respect, social justice, equity, solidarily and
harmony with our Mother Earth,

The Infernational Forum on Agroecology was organized
at the Nyeleni Cenfer in Mali, from 24 to 27 February 2015
by the following organisations: Coordination Nafionale des
Organisations Paysannes du Mali (CNOP) as chair; La
Via Campesina (LVC), More and Beffer (MaB), Movimienio
Agroecologico de América Lalina y el Caribe (MAELA)
Réseau des organisafions paysannes el de producfeurs de
I'Afrique de I'Ouest (ROPPA) , World Forum of Fish Harvesters
and Fishworkers (WFF), World Forum of Fisher Peoples (WFFP),
Wworld Alliance of Mobile Indigenous Peoples (WAMIP).
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The European Community Supported Agriculture Research Group

o

Building understanding of Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) in Europe from within
the  community

The seed for the CSA Research Group was sown at the First European CSA Meeding
in Milan in 2012, The idea was to create a platform for participatory research on
CSA from within the community. In 2015, the CSA Research Group was involed in the
Agroecology Project as well as the Common Ground project, the latter one was set
up by Urgenci and its European partners; an output of that is this publication,
Overview of Community Supported Agriculture,

The CSA Research Group is made up of vepresentatives [rom over twenty European
countries, We represent diverse f[ields of vesearch, including agronomy, geography,
sociology, economics and environmental studies, Many of us are farmers and almost
all of us are actively involved in local CSAs and similar food projects and we have
close ties to local and regional networks, This means we can draw {rom a large and
diverse pool of knowledge and practical experience in our research efforts, We be-
lieve this is relevant for the democratisation of agricultural research,

On 25th August 2015, we met in a lonesome hut in the Black Forest near Freiburg,
Germany., We had travelled from all corners of the European continent, A very suc-
cessf{ul and lively meeting took place over the next two days, The accommodation and
facilities were basic but the food, provided by local anarchist-chefs, was excellent
and plentiful, the beds were comfortable and a short {orest-walk to the lake provided
relaxation,

The outcome of the meeting in August 2015 was a definition of CSA, a skeleton qu-
estionnaire, nicknamed The Census, and a common methodology for this report, The
Census was meticulously translated by each researcher into a language that could be
understood by the farmers and the eaters in each country and then compiled into
an online format for dissemination, Together with the knowledge of the country re-
presentatives, this forms the bhasis for the reports,

Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) in Europe has been a highly dynamic idea and
it is important to understand it better, One of the crucial guestions in The Census
addressed the extent to which CSAs adhere 1o agroecological practices - Do the CSAs
and/or their umbrella organisations display aspects outlined in the Nyéléni Agroecology
declaration in their work and their charta? How does the concept of CSA differ
within Europe, in vegard to its chavacteristics and diffusion?

We are passionate about Community Supported Agriculture and other emerging local,
short food supply chain solutions as pothways toward better [ood systems, We hope
to provide knowledge and inspiration with this report,

!
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