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Abstract

With the increasing popularityf urban farming, more people are seeking resources to
start their own farming/growing production in urban environments. Traditionally, county
Extensioneducatorarea key resourcér beginning farmers and groweksowever, uban
Extensionoffices are often overlooked as resources in the urban farming planning process. The
objectives of this study are 1) identify information urban farmers currently have, information
they need, and their preferred delivery methode@ at the resources and information that are
offered by locaExtensioneducators in the KC metro area an@&Balyze how these two groups
are communicating and what could i mprove to

This project evaluates current interaction between urbvamefa andExtensioneducators
in the Kansas City area through a tpit@nged approach: a written mailit questionnaire for
urban farmers and growers in the Kansas City metropolitan arghrandhin-person onen-
one interviews witlExtensioneducatorshatemphasize topiareas related to urban agriculture
in the KC area.

One hundred andineteerfarmers/growersvere surveyecanda54.6%responseate
was achieved. The majority of farmers had small, diversified farms and were relatively new to
farming Respondents were primarily older, white men that had higher education. Independently
driven sources (such as sedkearch, other farmers, and friends/family) were most commonly
usedsourcesamong farmers. OverallespondentsankedExtensionhighly in terms of
information quantity, quality and as their "go to" source.

Extensioneducators from Kansas State University, University of Missouri, and Lincoln
University were interviewed orp@n-one using scripted interview questidosdetermine topics
andmedias of information that are currently being offefeduction and processing
information is offered the most by educators followed by distribution, equipment, and marketing
information. Financial information was the least offered information tépiensioneducators
use a wide variety of methods to distribute informatMaost Extensioneducators are aware of
benefits and barriers relating to urban agriculture in the KC metro Bsansioneducators are
addressing urban agriculture in varying aexgr and the level of involvement corresponds to the

Extensioninstitution
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Chapter 1 - Study Introduction and Literature Review

Over the past 20 years, there has beerased interest in consumers making conscious
decisions about food and reconnecting with where food comes from. With this trend, there has
been an increased interest in urban agriculture across the country. Urban agriculture has many
definitions, but forour purposeg c an b e c thengsowidgeproeedsing, and distributing
of food and other products through intensive plant cultivation and animal husbandry in and
around cieg&Nag,d999).Bai | k

People who take part in urban agriculture anttkelr food in and around cities are
considered urban farmefdany of these urban farmers are typically new to farming with little to
no previous experience growing food on a prof
nearing retirement, thesnew urban farmers may be part of our next generation of farmers. In
order for them to succeed, however, they need reliable farming information dealingamigh
aspect ranging from production to marketing to farm finances. Yet, finding reliable infmat
in the technology age can be difficult with every website, twitter member, and blog offering
information that could be inconsistent, incorrect, or inappropriate for local growing conditions.

CooperativeExtensionis a branch of all Land Grant Univeies whose mission it is to
provide norbiased researebased information to the general pubkxtensiontakes research
from land grant universities and makes it useful and relatable to the everyday person. When
Extensionwas created in 1914, it had a'y&eavy emphasis on agricultural information
dissemination.

Extensionis still a trusted source of agricultural information in rural areas where there is
a long history of agriculture. However, in urban environments, there is less awareness or
knowledgeof Extension In these areas, Cooperatizetensioneducatorsn the past have
focusedon issues less related to agriculture and more related to ornamental plants, lawns, and
small scale flower and vegetable gardens.

CooperativeExtensionhas a long histy with and many resources regarding srsathle
farming andarm businessnformation both of which are needed by urban farmers in order to be
successful. Whil&xtensionis struggling to be known and recognized as a resource in urban
environments, urbaagriculture could be a new direction tf&attensioncould emphasize to

serve community needsd become a weklnown educational presence



Academic research has been conducted with both urban farmeestandionresources,
but there are no publishedidtes of looking at the interactidoetweerurban farmers and
Extensionregarding farming information. Looking at this interaction will allow us to better
understand what kind of relationship currently exists between these two groups Hreksets
of resourceshatare offered to this new and growing field.

Specifically, we want to look at urban agriculture &xtiensioninteractions within the
Kansas City metropolitan area. This area is the closest metro area with the most diversity in
urban agricultte producers. It is also unique in that is has tEpdensioninstitutions with
different outreach structures present and addressing urban agriculture.

This chapter reviews relevant literature concerning the history and perceived roles of
CooperativeExtensionservices, the history of urban agriculture and-poofits, a demographic
overview of the Kansas City metropolitan area, and an explanation of current urban agriculture

venturesfxtensionservices, and neprofits addressing urban iagulturein Kansas City.

Cooperative Extension
CooperativeExtensionis part of the nationdhnd-grantuniversity system. Everand
grantuniversity ha€Extensionagents that live and work in counties around the dixttension
was created to educate people by affgresearctbased, reliable information from the
university through formal and informal educational settikggensiontypically fits most of its
educational programing into one of four areas: agriculture, community developriéand!

youth developmentand family and consumer sciences.

History of CooperativeExtension

Extensionstarted its long history in the United States on May 8, 1914 when the-Smith
Lever Act was signed and Cooperative UniverEixgensioncameinto existenceExtensionwas
meant © be the arm obnd-grantuniversities that educated the general public. This community
education was meant to be done using informal methods such as demonstrations, publications,
and personal interactiondowever, this method of public education wasingénted by land
grant universities but instead was the brainchild of Dr. Seaman Knapp. Knapp started a
cooperative extension service in southern states in 1900 in order to give farmers real
demonstrations of how new growing practices worked. It wasmadt u | 1909 that | an

started trying to pass legislation to create an Extension service of their own (MdCD9b@).



Extensiod s i ni t was to show tkespraaiical applications of existing or improved
practices (SmithLever, 1914)Extensiam work was originally intended to focus on information
about agriculture, home economics, and rural energy (Sreithr, 1914), however over the
years, these original focus areas have evolvétkensio® s t ar get audi ence has

During World War | Extensionplayed a role in helping farmers increase their production
of widely used crops, especially whelaktensiondid this by teaching better production methods
and distributing local allocations of fertilizer and farm machinery from the Departihent o
Agriculture to farmers. Countigxtensionagents also taught farm and urban homemakers and
boysé and girlsé clubs how to preserve excess
gardens. Through these measukegensionhelped people grow and preserveddbat went
towards the military effort (Rasmussen, 1989).

After WWI, beginning in the summer of 1920, farming underwent a 14 year depression.
During this time Extensionagents urged farmers to diversify farms, use more efficient
production methods, andarket wisely (Rasmussen, 1989).

During the 1930s:xtensionwas one of many organizations that leeldeal with the
impacts of the Great Depression on farming and rural areas. Up until thispderisionwas
the most welknown agency representing tbaited States Department of Agriculture (Warner
and Christenson, 1984)

During World War II,Extensiononce again had a large role in helping farmers and farm
families increase production that was essential to the war diidgnsionalso led a large afft
to teach families to preserve food, maintain household equipment, and ration food and other
materials for the war effort (Rasmussen, 1989).

After WWII, Extensionbegan emphasizing improved farming practices such as fertilizers
and pesticides to increa production (Rasmussen, 1989). The organization also began to teach
about increased efficiency and expansion of resource bases. This led to production surpluses and
an abundance of lower cost food (Warner and Christenson, 1984).

Because of the abunddobd supply and growing urban populations in the 1960s,
Extensionbegan to focus some of their efforts on {m@ome groups, minority populations, and
urban residents as a whole. In the 1980s legislation was enacted to Expamgio® s r ol e and
include ppics such as nutrition education, gardening, community development, and energy
(Warner and Christenson, 1984).



Extensionin Recent Decades

As Extensionmoves through the years, its role, clientele, and emphasis areas change and
adapt to local needExtensionhas a unique flexibility that places local needs at the center of
| ocal programing efforts. As EMéasiompedesitseliid Chr i s
its responsiveness to local needs and priorities. As a voluntary educational ins{ittgrams
must appeal to local needs in orderEotensiont o mai nt ain clientele. o0 M
local community is the top priority dxtension It is also essential to the organization to meet
community needs as the interests, demograpaints/ocation of communities change. Because
Extensio®d s mai n goal i s Extensmmanstitutiohsdrack progmameirgd s, f ew
changes over time. For the purposes of this project, upgensionadministration for Kansas
State University was corted directly and no reports tracking the shift kStateExtension
programing emphasis areas through the years were found.

The funding structure dExtensionplays a large role in its responsiveness to local needs.
Extensionis funded by federal, statend county governments, as well as public grant money
(Prawl et al., 1984). County funds come from county taxes, so it is imperative that county

Extensionagents meet local needs so that they will continue to receive funding.

Urban Agriculture

In the pat couple decades, a growing trend has emerged of people recognizing the
importance of local food systems (Thomson et al., 2006). Local food systems are those in which
foods are grown, produced, processed, and distributed locally (Thomson et al., 2006)eWit
growth of local food systems, people are becoming increasingly interested in producing local
food, particularly within urban or pedrban areas. Although there are many different definitions
of urban agriculture, one of the most popularisthaturbaa gr i cul t ure i s At he ¢
processing, and distributing of food and other products through intensive plant cultivation and
ani mal husbandry i ney&Nuas, 1299).cUubandagricuitureicansnolud¢, Bai | k
but is not limited to, things likeommunity gardens, individuals or groups of people growing
food and selling to consumers, youth gardens, and job training programs that focus on growing
food. Growing produce, aquaculture, urban beekeeping, backyard chickens, and small livestock

are all eamples of practicing urban agriculture.



History of Urban Agriculture

Urban agriculture and growing food in the city has a long history globally and in the
United States. In the US, many times community gardens and urban farms were started in times
of ecoromic downturn, urban decline, educational reform, war, or local activism (Lawson,

2005).

In the early 28 century, vacant lot cultivation associations were formed to aid the
unemployed by giving them work and the ability to grow food for sustenances &kssciations
were started by municipalities that loaned out small parcels of vacant land, provided seeds, and
instructed participants in several languages. Large cities like Detroit, New York, and
Philadelphia started these programs and continued thehtheneconomy improved (Lawson,

2005).

With the United Statesé participation in W
boomed. AlIIl farm grown food was being exporte
growing on the homefront was a necesBitycitizens stateside. Gardens were pervasive in all
parts of the community, from backyards to gas station lawns to railroad right of ways (Lawson,

2005). In was reported that in 1918 alone $525 million worth of food was produced by 5.29
million gardenergLawson, 2005).

During World War 11 Victory Gardens were encouraged bygineernment funded
programFood Fights for Freedom campaign, encouraging people to grow food for home
consumption and instilling a sense of patriotism and support. In 1944, \igtwdens were
estimated to have grown 42% of the nationbs v
the food system during the war. After the war was over, some efforts were made to continue the
effort as Freedom Gardens, but interest decreasadime (Lawson, 2005).

In the early 28 century concerns were being raised by city planners about the health and
safety of intensive agricultural production, such as livestock production and meat processing.

These planners were using new zoning laavsibve these facilities out of cities. By the 1950s,
many of the zoning codes in cities no longer recognized farming as a land use. Residential
development had acquired what agricultural ldrathad once been in the cities and most

modern city plannersidl not think agriculture was part of the city landscape. With the increased
use of pesticides and fertilizers that bolstered industrial agriculture production, the need of local

food production was greatly diminished (Hodgson et2fl11).



Starting in tle 1970s, the community gardening movement began branching out of
peoplesd increased interest in connecting com
responding to urban abandonment (University of MissButension 2011 and Lawson, 2005).

In 1976 the $DA sponsored the Urban Gardening Program that eventually established offices
in 23 cities to help promote fruit and vegetable gardening. The American Community Gardening
Association was formed in 1978 as a nationalpiofit organization that promoted rmmonunity
gardens around the country (Lawson, 2005).

In the early 1990s the goals of the community gardening movement started to pull in
different directions. There were several advocates of the American Community Gardening
Association that wanted to broadigs mission to include more community development, social
justice, education, and environmentalism. These advocates also suggested changing the ACGA
name to the American Community Greening (instead of gardening) Organization. The ACGA
decided to keep itsriginal name but revised its vision statement to be more inclusive towards
environmentalism, social justice, and education while continuing to focus on helping people
grow food in cities (Lawson, 2005).

When the ACGA sent out two surveys in 1990 and6]1 8%y saw an increase in
community gardens from 2,329 to 6,020 gardens with the most common garden type being the
neighborhood garden where households could have access to common land and could grow
plants and floweréLawson, 2005)These surveys alsodnd that the most common reason
gardens were not |l ong |ived was because garde
loss of support from a public agency, and loss of land to a private developer. Although some
gardens were facing difficulties tmntinue, the trend of community gardening was still on the
rise (Lawson, 2005).

Urban Agriculture in Recent Decades
Today local, citybased organizations operating aseéaempt nonprofits are guiding the
urban agriculture movement in cities acrossdbentry. These organizations are involved in
city-wide gardening programs, youth education programs, business incubator farms, job training
programs, advocating for policy changes, and creating networks of small growers (Hodgson et
al., 2011). These nonpliborganizations are being created and maintained throughout the

country. Organizations like-Patches in Seattle, Growing Power in Milwaukee, Earthworks



Farm in Detroit, and Cultivate Kansas City in Kansas City are becoming well known throughout
their respective regions as critical resources for urban farmers.

Along with the growth of organizations, gardens and urban farms are becoming more
popular as well. There are currently an estimated 18,000 community gardens throughout the
United States and Canatleat are growing food and flowers for various purposesdAcan
Community Gardening Coalitio2013andHarms, 2013). Although there is not a national
survey looking at increases in urban farms, the growth of urban farnmsKatisas City area
have beertracked and will be discussed later in this chapter.

Information Needs of Urban Farmers

Many surveys with urban farmers and gardeners have been conducted. Many of them
address the role of community gardens, demographics of gardeners, and the secahandc
benefits of participating in urban agricultur
information needs are very limited. Varlameffal.( 2002) measured homeowne
preferred sources of information while Harms (2011) surveyethformation needs of urban
farmers as it relates to soil contamination and soil health issues. Other measures of information
areas concerning urban farmers are unpublisiieel Vancouver Urban Farming Society is
currently collecting data looking at bgstctices for urban farmers (City Farmer, 2001®hile
New York University, Pennsylvania State University and the National Center for Appropriate
Technologyare currently conducting a studyamining urbanand pesir ban f ar mer s 0
information and productioneeds (City Farmer, 20a3

Since there is a lack oésearch literatureegarding information needs for urban farmers,
the closest estimate would be to look at sreedlle farmers and ndaraditional farmers such as
organic producers. Although thereearo publications looking at the average profile of urban
farmers selling for profit, it is widely estimated that many of themat@roduce on large
amounts of land and are more inclined to use organic or other alternative and innovative
practices.

Theabundance of knowledge available to farmers, both from public and private sources,
has grown dramatically in the last few decades, while becoming increasingly helpful and
valuable to these farmers (Suvedi et al., 208Pplicable information is especiallyeeded by

smallscale farmers, which most urban farmers are considered. The 2007 U.S. Agriculture



Census found that small farms (those that had annual gross sale less than $250,000) represent
about 91% of total U.S. farms. About 71% of total U.S. farme laenual gross sale of less than
$25,000 (U.S. Ag Census, 2007). Muhamragél.(2009) states smadicale farmers are not able

to keep up with rapid economic and technological changes because they do not have the funds to
invest in the newest or most efént equipment. These farmers may need to pursue innovative
approaches to further diversify their operations and marketing strategies. It follows then that
Extensionservices should start to cover more innovative farm practices aimed towards these
smallscale farmers, such as goat farming, mushroom production, and organic certification
(Muhammacet al, 2009). Indeed, Muhammad et al. (2009) found that betweeri ZE®% of
smaltscale farmers surveyed expressed interest in these alternative farmirggprddte same
surveyed farmers cited that cdmnefit analysis, identifying niche markets, and efficient

production and management techniques were needed to enhance the adoption of these practices.

In a survey by Suvedi et al. (2000), producers whanrsevative methods or equipment
were less satisfied with Michigan St&irtensiors informational resources, educational
programs, and specialists. It is possible that these opinions sprout from the perception that
researchers haven't fully consideredibsearch needs or priorities of Awaditional farmers,
instead resorting to a orsded communication system (Suvedi et al., 2000). In addition to the
problem of onevay communication, the organic farming community is often not given as much
attention agonventional farming due to the perception that it is an alternative farming method.
Middendorf (2007) found thd&xtension county agents, and local cooperatives have been rather
unhelpful to organic farmers in the plains area of Kansas because thess $ave little
knowledge regarding organic practices.

Areas that farmers often request more information in are marketing, farm economics,
business management, risk management, and more in depth practice instruction (Suvedi et al.
2000; Muhammad et aR009; Diekmann & Batte, 2009; Middendorf, 2007). Diekmann &

Batte (2009) conducted a mailit survey of over 1000hio farmers to understand their

preferred information. They were looking specifically at information regarding farm production,
farm econongs, environment/conservation, family issues surrounding a farm business as well as
usage and frequency of use of various information sources. Results showed that Ohio farmers
preferred information fronkxtensionservices regarding crops, livestock, farmmamics, and

environment and conservation.



Middendorf (2007) held focus groups with organic farmers and farmers interested in
transitioning to organic methods to explore their information needs. Middendorf found that
organic farmers preferred more resteand information regarding inputs through production,
processing, manufacturing, distribution, retail and consumer patterns, and growing information
that is specific to local/regional climates, soils, and pest cycles.

Suvedi et al. (200) surveyed ovet,500 Michigan cash crop, vegetable, fruit, nursery
and greenhouse, beef, dairy, and swine farmers about their familiaritixteéhsion their
information needs, and their perceptiorEatensionprograms. Results showed that marketing,
business manageamt, and farm economics were topics of the most interest amongst Michigan
farmers.

Smaltscale farmers in Tennessee and North Carolina were interviewetbftame by
Muhammacdket al.(2009) about their interest and information needs to adopt innovative
techniques such as organic methods or mushroom production. Farmers in this study ranked
development of marketing skills, food safety practices, regulations, and requirements for

alternative farming practices helpful in diversifying their farm operation

Ways to Access Information

Different farmers prefer different types of communication and access to information.
Diekmann & Batte (2009) found in their survey of Ohio farmers that collectively farmers prefer
print media and interpersonal sources when gatgenformation for their farm methods.
Collectively, Michigan cash crop, vegetable, fruit, nursery and greenhouse, beef, dairy, and
swine farmers prefeed more interpersonal interactions wHxtensionagents over news
bulletins or newsletters (Suvediadt, 20L0). Smaliscale farmers in Tennessee and North
Carolina preferred internet resources andasm demonstrations (Muhammad et al., 2009).

Interaction of Extensionand Urban Agriculture
As urban agriculture and urban farming become increasinglylgopeliable easily
accessible information sources are necessary to ensure the success of novice growers
(Muhammad et al., 2009). Traditionally, couytensionoffices would specialize in farming
information in rural areas, while specializing in lawmecand ornamental plants in urban areas

(Brown, 1965). However, as more sratlale vegetable production moves to the &igtension



educators in urban areas have to adapt their programing and resources to suit new community
interests (Brown, 1965).

Extensioneducators can be a wealth of knowledge, offering expertise on food production,
food processing, food marketing, diet, and nutrition (Thomson et al., 2011). Many times, county
Extensionoffices have resources that are useful for urban growers, yutnidne not be fully
utilized. With the ease and flexibility that internet resources and other local educational
organization®ffer, it may be difficult forExtensionoffices to compete with other forms of
information, particularly with newer, more innowadioperations or techniques (Suvedi et al.,

2010; Muhammad et g12009).

Urban Agriculture Information Availability from Extension

In the past few years, several surveygxtensionagents regarding local food systems
have been conducted. In thesevgys, there is a large range of previous knowledge about local
food systems ifExtensionoffices, ranging from little exposure to an abundance of previous
experience. This knowledge discrepancy among educators makes additional education about
these foodsystems helpful foExtensiomsts. Further education about urban agriculture for
educators would allow them to address questions and form programs for community members
(Adams et al., 2009: Thomson et al., 2006).

Thomson et al. (2006) reported that oreeent survey of PesglvaniaStateExtension
educators that all 21 local food issues listed on their survey were ranked as important in varying
orders. These issues correspondexiensioneducators' concerns for food access, food system
viability, localization of food systems, food safety, and land use (Thomson et al., 2006). The
wide range of knowledge, previous experience, and concerns of different food issues make
Extensionagents versatile sources of information. If more educators are given additiona
information on urban agricultural processes and markets, they may become increasingly helpful
in offering guidance to urban farmers.

Needs assessments of what information is most needed in the community are a very
helpful tool forExtensioneducators. Aieeds assessment can be defined as the process of
gathering information on a specific population or community, setting priorities, and making
decisions about the development oftattensionprogram based on the identified needs (Harms

et al, 2013). Needassessments should also differentiate between needs, wants, and interests of
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the specific population or community in question (Hagnal, 2013). Adams et al. (2009)

surveyed Florid&xtensiore ducat or s, noting, fANebEtdnsonassess me
focus iIits resources on communi tExtensonedurtetosst | mp o
know that there is a large interest or need in information related to urban agriculture, they will

fashion educational materials to meet the community'ssnédthough a couple of needs

assessments have been done in Kansas City for the Hispanic populations regarding social,
economic, and education neetmiversity ofMissouriKansa<City, 2013) and the information

needs of urban gardeners regarding soitammmants (Harms et al., 2013), no needs assessments

have focused on the information needs of urban farmers specifically in the Kansas City area.

Role ofExtensionin Urban Agriculture Education
The traditional model dExtensionis a one way flow of infonation fromland-grant
universities througlxtensionoffices out to the farmers and producgtgure 11). In this
model,Extensionconsists primarily of educators that offer informed, unbiased information for
farmers. This model has been working siBgéensionservices were created, and it continues to

work in some situations and environments.

Land Grant County Farmersand

Universities :> Extension :> Producers

J J
Figure 1-1: Traditional model of Extension information flow. Land grant universities

research topics and send information to the county Extension educators. Extension then

explains this information to farmers and producers.

In the 1970sFarming Systems Research arose, a new model that included the farmer and
the far mer s® n e erdssarchprocdgfigare p2). Barming Bygtema Redearch
was initially started overseas during the Green Revolution to better help poor farmers in less
developed countries (Norman, 2002). By including farmers in the research pEdessjon
educators cdd better understand the needs and challenges of farmers and design their research

to meet those needs. This concept soon spreagt@nsioninstitutions in the U.S., particularly
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within sustainable agriculture researExtensionagents have increasingbggun using this

technique to make sure they are meeting local needs and impacting local people (Norman, 2002).

N 4 g 4

Land Grant :> County | > Farmers and
Universities j Extension : Producers
\.

{;

Figure 1-2: I nformation flow in a Farming Sys

needs are included in research plans with this model, there is information flow in both
directions from Land Grant Universities and Extension as well as Extension and farmers
and producers. There is also feedback information from farmers and producers to the
Land Grant Universities themselves.

Int o day 6environméng many different educational organizations exist for urban
farmers. Some of these may includ®government organizations, centers for urban agriculture,
community schools, the farming community itself, private organizations, and consultants. Print
and media resources can also be a useful educational resource for urban farmers. With so many
different organizations in the urban environment focusing on farmer education, it may be
possible that the educational market is eseiurated and th&xtensionmight serve the
community in a different role.

Some studies suggest that a new roleefidensionwill rise out of cooperation with
urban farmers. Raison (2010) hypothesizes that current communitieExteadionagents to be
more of facilitators, interpreting information and data, and helping communities to find current
strengths. Indeed, this newedor Extensioneducators has been seen in several projeeityK
(1999)and Hamm (2007) noted the importance of ha@rtensioneducators involved in the
development of local food systems. In both of these projegtensioneducators were members
of community teams that were tasked with improving and nurturing local food systems in their
areas. After the completion of these projects, Michigan &taensioneducators had a better
understanding, knowledge, and personal interest in urban food systamm, 2007). Some

Pennsylvani&gtateExtensioneducators noted that more networking with othetensionoffices
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in the state and region would also assist program development in local foods and urban farming
(Thomson et al., 2006). By incorporating Magsasetts, Rhode Island, and Connecticut
Extensiomagents into community teams, valuable alliances were built betaeggrant

universities, cooperativiéextension other agricultural related agencies, and local community
leaders (Keilty, 1999).

ResourceOrganizations and NonrProfit Organizations
There are numerous types of organizations that can be educational or offer resources, but
some of the most common are Amofit organizations. These are organizations that are
religious, charitable, scientificy @ducational and are tax exempt when making purchases. By
having a tax exempt status, organizations are eligible for foundation and grant funding (INCITE,
2007). Tax exempt neprofits are not allowed to lobby or otherwise influence legislature
(InternalRevenueService 2013).

History of Non-Profits

Non-profit status was originally created by Congress after income tax was instituted by
the Revenuéct of 1913 (INCITE, 2007). Before this, charitable organizations were run usually
by community elites andtused on remediating problems, not addressing them from a
systematic level (INCITE, 2007). By 1953, there were an estimated 50,000 organizations that
had received neprofit status. By 1998, there were over 734,6008exemptnonprofits in the
U.S. aloneBy 2007, there werever 837,000 totahon-profit organizationsexcluding religious
organizationgINCITE, 2007).

The total number and thecomeof non-profits continue to increase. In 2009 Amfits
reported $1.4 trillion in revenue with $2.6 tdlh in assets. In 201tRe Internal Revenue Service
recognized more than 1.6 millisronrexemptcharitabletrustsand taxexempt organizations
(InternalRevenueService 2012).

Kansas City Metropolitan Area
The current Metropolitan Statistical Area of ksas City as defined by the US Census

Bureau includes 15 counties, six counties in Kansas (Franklin, Johnson, Leavenworth, Linn,

Miami, and Wyandotte) and nine counties in Missouri (Bates, Caldwell, Cass, Clay, Clinton,
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Jackson, Lafayette, Platte, and Résigure 13). For our purposes in this study, we are only
looking at the nine most populated counties: Johnson, Leavenworth, Miami, and Wyandotte in

Kansas and Cass, Clay, Jackson, Platte, and Ray in Missouri (Figure 1

Figure 1-3: Fifteen county Kansas City Metropolitan Area

Figure 1-4: Nine county study area in the Kansas City Metropolitan Area
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The US Census Bureau estimates a total 2012 populatitimefoine county interest area
of 1.9 million people. The population estimates per county ranges from 677,000 people in
Jackson County to 23,000 people in Ray County (Taldle The population density for this
study area ranges from 41.3 people per squéeein Ray County to 149.6 people per square
mile in Johnson Countythe most densely populated counties are Johnson, Jackson, and
Wyandotte while Ray and Miami are the least densely populated (Tdble 1

The male/female split is mostly equal in auaities with the biggest difference in
Leavenworth with 46.9% of the population as female and 53.1% frtatedifference may be
due to the presence thfe Langng Correctional Facility, an athaleprison currently housing
2,489 inmates in Leavenworth Quy (Kansas Department of Corrections, 2013). The presence
of Fort Leavenworth, a U.S. Army base, might also increase the male population in this county.

The majority of all the countiesd popul ati
County to 67.6% iWyandotte County (Table-1). Wyandotte has the largest black population
in the nine county area with 25.1%. Both Miami and Ray Counties have the smallest black
population with 1.5%. Johnson County has the largest Asian population with 4.3% while Ray has
the lowest with 0.3%. Wyandotte County has the largest American Indian population with 1.4%
while Johnson has the smallest with 0.5%. The largest Hispanic or Latino population resides in
Wyandotte County as well with 26.7% while only 1.9% of Ray Counitlispanic or Latino.

Johnson County has the largest population that has completed high school with 95.6%
while Wyandotte County has the lowest with 78.6% (Taklg. Johnson also has the largest
popul ation of peopl e who wihbe3%wilmRdy Edustydhasa Ba c
the lowest of 14.2%.

Percapita Income ranges from Johnson County at $38,428 to Wyandotte County at
$19,214 (Table-1). The same trend appears in Median Household Income which ranges from
$74,761 in Johnson County to $83,2 in Wyandotte Countythe percentage below the poverty
level are the inverse of this trend with 21.9% of Wyandotte County living below the poverty

level and only 5.9% of Johnson County living below the poverty level.
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Table 1-1: 2012 Estimated population, education, and diversity statistics for the nineounty study area All data taken from

the U.S. CensusBureau State and County QuickFacts

Kansas Missouri
Leavenworth  Wyandotte  Miami Johnson Clay Cass Ray Platte Jackson
Population 77,739 159,129 32,612 559,913 227,577 100,376 23,064 92,054 677,377
Total Land Aredsq. mile) 462.83 151.60 575.66 473.38 397.30 696.84 568.81 420.19 604.46
Persons per Square Mile 164.7 1039.0 57.0 1149.6 558.6 142.8 41.3 212.6 1115.3
% Female 46.9% 50.6% 50.6% 51.1% 51.1% 51.2% 50.1% 50.7% 51.6%
% Male 53.1% 49.4% 49.4% 48.9% 48.9% 48.8% 49.9% 49.3% 48.4%
White 84.9% 67.6% 95.7% 88.2% 89.0% 93.0% 96.3% 88.2% 70.6%
Black 9.7% 25.1% 1.5% 4.7% 5.6% 3.8% 1.5% 6.3% 24.1%
Asian 1.4% 2.7% 0.4% 4.3% 2.2% 0.7% 0.3% 2.4% 1.7%
American Indian 0.9% 1.4% 0.6% 0.5% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6%
Hispanic or Latino Decent 6.0% 26.7% 2.7% 7.3% 6.0% 4.0% 1.9% 5.1% 8.4%
Completed high school 91.4% 78.6% 92.7% 95.6% 91.9% 91.9% 86.6% 94.1% 87.3%
Comp'edtzgrggd‘elorls 28.7% 152%  23.3%  51.3% 30.6% 21.9% 14.2% 37.7% 27.1%
Per Captia Income $26,620 $19,214  $26,945 $38,428 $29,326 $27,129 $25,759 $34,918 $25,605
Median Household Incomg  $62,853 $39,812 $59,668 = $74,761 $60,507 $60,807 $54,670 $66,487 $46,874
Percent Below Poverty 8.8% 21.9% 8.4% 5.9% 7.8% 7.9% 9.3% 7.1% 16.5%

Level
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ExtensionPresence in Kansas City

There are threExtension nst i tuti ons in the Kadasdas City
grantuniversities (University oMissouri and Lincoln University) have &xtensionpresence in
Kansas Citywhile Kansas State University represents Kamsdlise area

Both the University of Missouri and Kansas State University are [E8ggrant
universities, meaning that they wesgablished under the original Morrill Act in 1862. Lincoln
University is a historically black university and is considered an I88Bgrantuniversity
which was established under the second Morrill Act. The 1890 Morrill Act creatdgrant
institutiors for Blacksin the Confederate statasorder to limit academic discrimination.

Although all three universities al@nd-grantinstitutions and have universigxtension
programs, they all use a different structur&gfensionoutreach. The Universitgf Missouri
uses a regional specialist approach where Eatdnsioneducator is a specialist in their field
and has outreach responsibilities to several counties at one time. Kansas State University uses a
more traditional countpy-county model whereinvery county has at least four county
Extensiomagents: Agriculture, Family and Consumer Sciencéd$,ahd Youth Development,
and Community Development. In more populated counties, there can be several people that
further subdivide the responsibilities afah of these positions such as someone focusing only on
Horticulture nested within the Agriculture program. Because Lincoln Univassiistorically
Black universitytheir Extensionoutreach continues to focus on currently underserved
populations. Foexample, one of their curreBktensionoutreach positions is the Small and
Innovative Farmer Program that focuses on minority and underserved farmers in the Kansas City

and St. Louis areas.

Urban Agriculture Resource Organizations in Kansas City
There & a multitude of resource organizations in Kansas City for urban farmers, growers,
and community gardeners. Many of these organizations have their own educational programs or
resources, but they frequently collaborate on projects in order to reach theealst possible.
Most of these organizations are also at least partially supported through grants from both private
and public sources and have a mixture of paid staff and volunteers.
One of the most recognized urban agriculture organizations is Celkeatsas City.

Cultivate Kansas City is a negprofit organization that provides education on urban farming and
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the importance of local food. The organization was founded in 2005 and has evolved over time.
Since 2005, the organization has expanded fronmstaf® and an $80,000 budget to seven full

time staff, several patime staff, numerous volunteers, and a budget exceeding $700,000.
Presently Cultivate KC emphasizes making changes to the food system and the environment
through growing food, helping andécating local farmers, and connecting communities through
their food system (Cultivateatisa<City, 2013a) Workshops, farm tours, farmer meetings, and
workdays are just a few ways that Cultivate KC educates and facilitates urban farmers.

Kansas City Community Gardens is another ngnofit organization that educates people
and offers assistance to people wanting to grow food in their backyards, community gardens,
vacant lots, and school yards. KC Community Gardens was founded in 2002. The organization
focuses on helping low income community members as well as children and community groups
in the metropolitan area. In Kansas City, Missouri alone they have over 89 gardens as part of
their membership. In 2009, they had net assets over $500,000 with tomleefes218,000
(Community Wealth, 2013). KC Community Gardens offers workshops, online ghates
gardening tips, and loans out equipment to help educate people and support their growing efforts
(KansaCity Community Garden<,008).

The Kansas City Food Policy Coalition is an alliance of individuals, businesses,
organizations, and government representatives that advocate and promote policies that address
the nutritional, economic, social, and environmehgalth in the Kansas City metropolitan area.
This organization was started in 2007. Within the first three years, membership grew to over 300
members from all avenues of the food syst@reateilKansasCity Food Policy Coalition,

2013. The Food Policy Cdition has advocated for several legislative measures that have passed
and made growing or distributing easier for urban farmers in the@igateiKansa<City Food

Policy Coalition,2013. The Food Policy Coalition is an initiative of KC Healthy Kidsicar

profit organization that promotes healthy living and reducing obesity in Kansas City children.

The Kansas City Food Circle connects consumers with producers of local food in the
Kansas City Area. It is part ¢fienon-profit Heart of America Action inkage and works
through websites, social media, and yearly expos to make local food producers accessible and
easy to find (knsa<City Food Circle, 2018 The Food Circle was originally called the Organic
Connection and was started in 1988. They changaidname to the Kansas City Food Circle in
1994 and began publishing their directory of membership farms. The Food Circle helps urban
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farmers connect their products to consumers so that their farming endeavors are successful. They
currently have 83 farmsa their membership.

The Kansas Rural Centisra nonprofit organization that uses education, advocacy, and
research to promote healthy land use and communities. The Kansas Rural Center was started
1979 and since then has become a resource for famaechers, and consumers to turn to when
exploring options for locakustainableand diversified food systems. The Kansas Rural Center
has collaborated with organizations, agencies, and companies to ensure that they are offering the
most applicable infamation. They do this by conducting research projects, doing advocacy
work, and pursuing education initiatives (Kansas Rural Center, 2013).

CooperativeExtensionis a large resource for educational material, as mentioned earlier.
There are several Hortidute educators and specialists in the KC area as well as a multitude of
Family and Consumer Science educators and specialists that focus on food nutrition and food
access. There are also a few Community Development educators and Agriculture educators that
are addressing urban food issues.

This is not a comprehensive list but merely a compilation of the mosknein
resource organizations in the Kansas City Area. With all of these sources of information and
connections for urban farmers, we are curiouse®what information urban farmers still need.

We arealso curious to see holixtensionspecifically is interacting with urban farmers

consideringextensio® Bng history in community development and agricultural education.

Urban Agriculture in KansasCity

Kansas City is one of several cities that are approaching urban agriculture development
through zoning and policy changes. Unlike cities like Toronto or Seattle with longstanding urban
ag initiatives, developments in urban agriculture in Kansas @itg been recent with most
progress made in the past two decades (Hodgson 204al). Within the last 20 years, Kansas
City has had significant increases in urban farmers, organizations that support local farmers and
urban agriculture, and interest iroducing for and purchasing within the local food shed.

Zoning is one of the most noticeable ways that Kansas City has been encouraging urban
agriculture. In 1923, zoning ordinances permitted farming, greenhouses, and truck gardening for
singlefamily resdences in the Kansas City area. However, in the 1960s Kansas City underwent

land annexation that brought much of the farmland north of the city into municipal boundaries.
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This created a patchwork of zoning regulations and laws across the metro aradteat a
urban agriculture both directly and indirectly (Hodgson e28l11). These zoning regulations
continued to be difficult to navigate for urban farmers until decades later.

In 2009 after a welpublicized dispute between a local Community Supporte
Agriculture (CSA) farm and the city, urban agriculture advocacy began to rise on the Missouri
side. City council members began getting involved in urban agriculture by championing zoning
revisions for the city. In 2010, a revised zoning ordinance wasagg that separated crop
agriculture use into three designations: home gardens, community gardens, and CSA. The
ordinance also permits animal agriculture with some restrictions (Hodgson2&tdl). This
designation system gives flexibility to urbanrfears of all types and helped to better regulate
urban agriculture development instead of hinder it.

In 2011, Missouri legislatures created a Joint Committee on Urban Agriculture to hold
hearings around the state and write a bill that would help urbaruligre within the state.

After holding hearings in Kansas City, Springfield, Columbia, Jefferson City, and St. Louis, the
Joint Committee put forth a reporda bill. This bill offers reduced utility prices for areas that
are designated urban agricuttwuse areas as well as reduced land costs and taxes. This bill has
been introduced several times amas passed in Octob2013 No zoning codes or ordinances
have been created to address urban agriculture land Ksasa.

The number of urban farms the Kansas City area has increased greatly over the past
decade as well. As of the start of 2013, 125 farms were recorded as urban farms in the Kansas
City metropolitan area. Those 125 farms had 102 acres in production (CultarsgasKity,

2013). Of these farms abo®9 (or 47%) werelocated in Wyandotte County, Kansasd52
farms (42%)were in Jackson Countljissouri All remaining farms were outside these two
countieg(Cultivate Kansa<City, 2012). Of the 125 total farms, 121 have been startecks®04
(Cultivate Kansa<City, 2012), showing a huge increase in urban agriculture over the past
decade.

Another indicator of the growth in urban agriculture in the Kansas City area is
participation in Cultivate KaUrksaaBarmClourwa8s Ur ba
started in which participants tour participating urban farms and community gardens around the
Kansas City area. In its premiere year, the Farm Tour had six farm/garden sites enlisted and an

attendance of 200 participants. In 2013, rfwst recent tour year, the Farm Tour enlisted 60
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farms and gardens as tour sites and h@d@attend the tour over a two day weekend (Cultivate
Kansa<City, 2013b).

An indicator of the interest in local food in the Kansas City food shed can be seen
through participants in the Kansas City Food Circle. Fourteen years ago the Kansas City Food
Circle began releasing producer directories of farmers within 150 miles of the Kansas City Metro
that focus on direct marketing to consumers and organic producticicpsa When this
directory was first released in 1998, 23 farms were listed as member farms. By 2012, there were
83 total members, which included farmers, farmers markets, and stores.

This Study

The goal of this study is to better understand how urbamefs andExtensionservices
are interacting in the Kansas City metropolitan area. The objectives of study are to understand 1)
what types of information urban farmers still need and what types of informati&xtaresion
services offering 2) how do urbfrmers get information and how ddestensiondistribute
information and 3) is there a disconnect between urban farmeEsxéssionservices, and if so,
what can be done to bridge that gap.

The next chapter will outline and discuss the methods usgather data for both the

Farmer/Grower Survey and tBstensioninterviews in order to address these questions.
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Chapter 2 - Materials and Methods

Our study area consisted of five Missouri counties and four Kansas countiasethat
included inthe Kansas City Metragitan area. Clay, Cass, Jackson, Platte, and Ray counties
were included on the Missouri side and Leavenworth, Johnson, Wyandotte, and Miami counties
were included on the Kansas side. Both the farmer and grower survey participants as well as the

Extensioneducators were chosen because they either live or work within these nine counties.

Farmer and Grower Survey

Our survey was designed in the winter of 2012 and approed@@¥by the Institutional
Review Board of Kansas State University in January 2018 stihvey consisted of 50 questions,
including a mixture of ranking, mark all that apply, and epaded questions. Questions
regarding farm characteristics, topics of information needs and preferences, farmer experience,
barriers, farm marketing and finaacstatus, and farmer demographics were asked. The paper
survey was designed as an eighge booklet that was mailed out to a list of potential survey
participants. A copy of the mailut survey can be found in Appendix A.

Our list of survey participaa was compiled with the help of Cultivate Kansas City, the
Kansas City Food Policy Council, the Kansas
managers. The initial list of participants consisted of 133 farms in thecaimdy study area of
metropolitan Kansas City. Several farms declined to participate and several surveys were
undeliverabldy the mail service. One hundred and nineteen farms were the final number of
farmsincluded in the study

Di |l | mands -butsurgey method wased fo tistribute the survey (Dillman et
al., 2009). This process began with sending a notification letter telling each participant that the
survey would be coming in the mail shortly. The next mailing was sent a week later. This
mailing included a lettestressing the importance of participation in the survey, detailed
instructions of the survey, the survey itself, and an initial incentive of a package of mixed lettuce
seeds. The second mailing also included a form to be completed and returned with their
completed survey that would enter them into a drawing for one of four $50 gift certificates to
Home Depot. The third mailing was sent a week later and was a reminder postcard that thanked

the farmer if they had already sent in their completed survey bed thgm to complete the
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survey if they had not done so already. The fourth mailing was sent three weeks later and that
wasa epl acement survey as well as another | ette
participation. The final contact was througpheone call. If the participants were reached, they
asked if they had any questions or comments about the survey and were urged once again to
complete the survey. If they could not be reached directly, a message was left for them telling
them that if they &d questions to please contact me.

Of our119farms included in the studg9 returned surveys with 65 of them usable. That
corresponds to a 54.6% response rate.

Returned surveys were then collected and tallied to find descriptive statistics and trends.
Further statistical analysis was run to find significance on high priority questioese
guestions included what types of information were most needed by urban farmers, how difficult
was it to gather information on certain topics, what sources werntlyrused by urban
farmers, what media formats and interpersonal formats were used by urban farmers, how did
urban farmers prefer to learn, and how did urban farmerstaigksionnext to farm community
and nonprofits in regards to quality, quantity, direliability of information Appropriate
statistical tests were identified through con
Consulting Lab. All statistical tests wagenerated using SAS softwar@opyright, SAS
Institute Inc. Cary, NCUSA). A Fri edmanés test was done on sel
find if there was a greater likelihood that one topic of information was ranked consistently
different than all other topics of informatiddecause the participants were askerhtik their
answers instead ofting their answers, the Wilcoxin pawise comparison was deemed the best
way to complete a means separation fesierre was a difference between topic aréae
Wilcoxin pairwise comparisasiweredone to find out which tops were ranked differently from
each other. A generalized linear mixed model with binary distribution and logit link function was
used to find which topics were ranked the Obe
ranked t he ¢ weloveestiankinds ontyk This st alowed us to see if there were
any differences between topics while analyzing only at the highest and lowest rankings. If
differences were seen, a pairwise comparison was done to see which categories were statistically

different from each other.
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Extension Educator Interviews

Our interview script was designed in the spring of 2012 and was approved (#6168) by the
InstitutionalReview Board of Kansas State University in May 2012. Interviews were semi
scripted and followedn interview schedule that was designed to investigeiension
educatorsodo general job responsibilities, thei
programs, and their awareness of other urban agriculture activities in their countypor Tég
full interview schedule can be seen in Apperidix

The initial list of potential interviewees consisted of all Extensioneducators from
University of Missouri, Kansas State University, and Lincoln University that focused on
horticulture or farly and consumer sciences. Personalizeda@ls were sent out to all educators
who fit this description to see what areas of horticulture and family and consumer sciences they
worked in. If they worked in an area that was related to the production, pnggekstribution,
financial resources, marketing, or equipment of urban farmers they were interviewed.

We also used the snowball method of interviewmgrder to limit the possibility of not
interviewing an educator who working in an area that woulddedéul for urban farmerg\fter
every interview, | asked for suggestions of otBetensioneducators working with these topics
in the Kansas City area. | then interviewed those suggested people. Once all the suggested people
had already been interviewetlis assumed that we reached the saturation point in the population
and had talked to enoudxtensioneducators to get a wealbunded idea oExtensio® s wor k i n
areas directly related to urban farmers in the Kansas City area.

Interviews were conduatefrom Mayi November 2012. FifteeBxtensioneducators
were interviewed from the nirgounty study area as well as the executive director of Cultivate
Kansas City and a heavily involvéctensioneducator from Douglas County, which is just
outside the stily area, for reference. Seventeen interviews were done in total. Interviews were
taped and transcribed.

Transcribed interviews were then uploaded
program (Doncaster, Victoria, Australia) to define themes, orgjadéhin the interviews. A
secondary coder unassociated with this study was used to validate the conceptualization and

categorization of themes from the interviews.
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The next chapter will discuss the results of the farmer/grower survey and outline the

major trends that were found.
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Chapter 3 - Survey Results

Mail-out surveys were sent to 133 farms in the 1tioenty Kansas City metropolitan
area. Several farms declined to participatéhe surveys were undeliveraplleus 119 was the
final number of participatingafms. Of those 119 farms, 69 surveys were returned with 65 of
them usable. This equates to a 54.6% return rate. All nine counties of the study area as well as
two others were represented in the returned surveys (Tdhle 3sing this methodology, a
retum rate of40% can be expected while anything over 5i3%onsidered acceptal{lgillman
et al., 2009)

Non-response bias is a concern in any survey oriented fNiaatyresponse error as
explained by Dill man et al . (rfh@€u®eywhbodocnotur s wh
respond are different from those who do respo
response error can prevent survey results from being representative of the study population. In an
effort to see if this study had noagponse bias, we looked at tresponse ratef each county
(Table 31). This is the number of farmers/growers that responded to our survey divided by the
total number ofarmeis/growers that we mailed a suniayeach county. The resulting
percentage is andicator towhetherone county had a very different response rate than another
county The highestesponse rateras for Leavenworth County with 100% while the lowest was
in Platte County with 42.9%0nly Platte, Jackson, and Leavenworth Counties hasipmnse
rates with more than a 10% differeremmparedo the overall response rate of 54.6%erall,
we had good response rates throughout the study area, but the diversity of our resgmndents

effect of diversity on nomesponse biawill be discussedhater in the chapter.
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Table 3-1: Number of total farmers surveyedin each county percent of total farmers

surveyed in each countynumber of survey respondentsin each county percent of

responderts in each countyand respase ratefor each county in the Kansas City metro

area.

Missouri Total Number Percent of Number of Percent of Response

Counties of Farmers Farmers Respondents| Respondents Rate
Cass 9 7.6 4 6.2 44.4
Clay 8 6.7 5 7.7 62.5
Ray 4 3.4 2 3.1 50.0
Jackson 41 34.5 18 27.7 43.9
Platte 7 5.9 3 4.6 42.9

Kansas Total Number Percent of Number of Percent of Response

Counties of Farmers Farmers Respondents| Respondents Rate
Miami 5 4.2 3 4.6 60.0
Leavenworth 6 5.1 6 9.2 100.0
Wyandotte 24 20.1 13 20.0 54.2
Johnson 15 12.6 9 13.8 60.0
Douglas 0 N/A 1 1.5 N/A
Linn 0 N/A 1 1.5 N/A

Farm Characteristics

Respondents are primarily farming on parcels of land less than five acres; 34.4% of

respondents have under an acre in production 4dd3have one to five acres in production

(Table 32). Only 14.1% of respondents were growing or producing on over 20 acres. This

guestion only asked about acreage in production in 2012 and thus does not include any planned

growth in production area betwethe 2012 and 2013 growing season.

Table3-2. Acres in production of survey respondents

Acres in Production

Percent of Respondents

Under ¥z acre 18.8
% acrel acre 15.6
1 acrel 5 acres 34.4
5 acesi 10 acres 7.8
10 acres 20 acres 9.4
20+ acres 14.1
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We asked the farmers what products they produced in 2012 and included the options
vegetables, fruits, eggs, poultry, pork, beef, goat/lamb, cheese, milk, baked goods, mushrooms,
honey, canned @als, and other. Respondents could mark all options that applied. The majority
of respondents marked more than one category indicating that they have diversified farms. For
analysis purposes, several categories were combined to larger groups to betséanchder
general information needsleat and eggsicludes chickens, eggs, pork, goats, lambs, and beef.
Dairy includes milk and chees@therincludes things like herbs, cut flowers, mushrooms,
honey, canned goods, and baked govdgetablesandFruits remaned their own categories.
Respondents who marked more than one product in a category were counted only once in the
total percentage.

There were 54.5% of respondents that sold vegetables in 2012 while 30.3% of
respondents sold fruits (Table33. Respondés that sold meat products and eggs in 2012
totaled 36.9%. Eggs and goats/lamb were the most produced meat products with 10.6% of
respondents producing each of them. Pork was the least produced meat product with only 3% of
respondents answering that thaysedhogs Just under 14% of respondents produced dairy
products in 2012. Both milk and cheese had 6.1% of respondents say they produced them. Nearly
42% of respondents said they produced other products in 2012. Of those respondents, 9.1%
produced bakedapds, 7.6% produced honey while only 1.5% produced mushrooms. Within the
ot her products category 9.1% of respondents h

wrote in cut flowers and herbs.

28



Table 3-3. Products sold in 2012 by survey respondent®roducts are divided into five
categories: vegetables, fruits, meat and eggs, dairy products, and other products. If a

respondent sold items in more than one category, they were considered to be a diveesifi

farm.
Products Sold Percent of Respondents
Vegetables 54.5
Fruits 30.3
Meat and eggs 36.9
Eggs 10.6
Poultry 6.1
Pork 3.0
Beef 4.5
Goat/lamb 10.6
Dairy products 13.8
Milk 6.1
Cheese 6.1
Other products 415
Honey 7.6
Mushrooms 15
Canned gods 7.6
Baked goods 9.1
Other 9.1
Diversified farms 71.2
(sold more than 1 category of product)

When asked if they followed any specific practices of growing food (such as organic
practices, biointensive, biodynamic, permaculture, horrimees koser, etc.) 69.7% of
respondents answered that they did. If respondents answered yes, they did use specific
growing/farming practices, they were asked to list the practices they used. Nineteen respondents

noted that they followed organic practices but werecertified organicOther answergcluded
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hormonefree meat production, no chemical usage, biointensive growing, permaculture design,

pasture or croprotation in use, or ndill production.

Farmer Demographics
The majority of respondents have mtran ten years experience farming. When asked
how many total years farming they had, 21.5% of respondents said they have less than five years
of farming experience while 23.1% have between five and ten years experience {Fahlasi

under 30% of respatents have over 20 years experience.

Table 3-4. Total years offarming experienceof survey respondents

Percent of
Total Years of Farming Experience| Respondents
5 years or less 21.5
5-9 years 23.1
10-14 years 154
1519years 10.8
20+ years experience 29.2

When asked how many years they had been farming attireémt operation40.9% of
respondents said they had been farming less than five years (Ta@blB&pondents having five
to ten yeargxperience at their current operation equaled 28.8% while 13.6 % of respondents

have been farming or growing at their current operation for 20 years or more.
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Table 3-5. Years farming current operation for survey respondents

Years Farming Current Percent of
Operation Respondents
5 years or less experience 40.9
5-9 years experience 28.8
10-14 years experience 9.1
15-19years experience 7.6
20+ years experience 13.6

Most of the survey respondentem older than 50. When asked to write in their age,
38.1% of respondents were between the ages 50 and 59 while 23.8% of respondents were ages

60 and above (Table®). A mere 1.6% of respondents were under age 30.

Table 3-6. Age of respondents

Percent of
Age Respondents
Under age 30 1.6
Ages 3039 12.7
Ages 4049 19
Ages 5059 38.1
Ages 60+ 23.8

The majority of respondents were male. When asked tedegifify their gender, 86.2%
of respondents werselfdescribed as male while 13.8% of respondentsdesifribed as female.
According to the 2007 US CensoisAgriculture 14.99% of principléarm operators in this
study area are women, closely resembling our finding of 13.8% w{dmeted States
Depatment of Agriculture, 2009)
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Most of the respondents had a high school education or higher. Only 3.1% of respondents
had less than a high school degree, 35.4% had received a high school diploma or GED
equivalent, and 47. 6 % ddgreaoelsgheo (fable®.t s had a ba

Table 3-7. Education level of respondents

Highest Level of Education Receiveq Percent of Respondents
Did not complete high school 3.1
High school diploma or GED 35.4
Associaes degree 13.8
BS or BA degree 32.3
Masterds degree 13.8
PhD, MD 1.5

Almost two thirds of the respondents did not grow up in a farming family. When we
asked respondents to answer yes or no to the qu&tigrou grow up in a farming family?
61.5% sal no while 38.5% said yes.

The majority of the respondents siléntified their race as white. When askednark
all races that they seiflentified as, 75.8% of respondents saitite, 8.1% said Asian, 8.1%
saidBlack, 1.6% said American Indian, andGP6 saidOther.No one marked Native Hawaiian
or Pacific IslanderOnly 3.2% preferred not to answ&vhen asked to seitlentify their
ethnicity, 5% of respondents said they were Hispanic or Latino while 95% said they were not

Hispanic or Latino.
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Table 3-8. Race andEthnicity of survey respondents.

Total Number of Percent of
Race
Respondents Respondents
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 1.6%
Asian 5 8.1%
Black/African American 5 8.1%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islande 0 0%
White 47 75.8%
Other 1 1.6%
Prefer not to answer 2 3%
More than one 3 4.8%
o Total Number of Percent of
Ethnicity
Respondents Respondents
Hispanic or Latino 3 5%
Not Hispanic or Latino 57 95%

When comparing these m@graphis to those in the 2007 US CensafsAgriculture our
numbers show more diversity than the average farmer in these nine cbuhgéH less than the
average population in each coufitable 39). The average demographics of principle operators
in the study area that were recorded by the Ag Census shows 97.02% of taemvenge,

1.46% are Back, 0.18% Asian, 0.41% Native American, 0.03% Native Hawaiian or Pacific
Islander and 0.74% of Hispanic ethnidftynited States Department of Agricultu009)

Looking at diversity county by county, our diversity in more urban counties, such as Wyandotte,
Jackson, and Johnson, are mostly similar to the 2012 Census data and more diverse than the Ag

Census. However, we do not have much diversity in maes counties like Cass and Miami.
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Table 3-9. Respondentstace and ethnicity by county.Results from our surveyand data from 2012 Census and the 2007 Agriculture Censase shown. Our survey data
is expressd by the number of respondents in each countyhe 2012 Census is expressed by the number of people in each county, and the 2007 Census of Agriculture is

expressed by farms in each countf).S. Census Bureau, 2013 and United States Department of Agriculeir2009)

County Amer_ican Asian BIack/A_frican Pacific White More than Other Prefer not Hi_spanic or Total
Indian American Islander One to answer | Latino Decent N

0.0% 0.0% 0.% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 25.0% 4
Cass 0.6% 0.7% 3.8% 0.1% 93.0% 1.9% - - 4.0% | 100,376
1.0% 0.2% 0.5% 0.0% 97.6% 0.7% - - 0.8% 1,775
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5
Clay 0.6% 2.2% 5.6% 0.3% 89.0% 2.4% - - 6.0% | 227,577
0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 99.3% 0.3% - - 0.4% 752
0.0% 5.6% 11.1% 0.0% 61.1% 11.1% 0.0% 11.1% 0.0% 2
Jackson 0.6% 1.7% 24.1% 0.3% 70.0% 2.8% - - 8.4% | 677,377
1.0% 0.3% 0.6% 0.2% 96.9% 1.0% - - 0.8% 838
0.0% 11.1% 0.0% 0.0% 77.8% 11.1% 0.0% 0.0% 11.1% 18
Johnson 0.5% 4.3% 4.7% 0.1% 88.2% 2.3% - - 7.3% | 559,913
0.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 99.5% 0.2% - - 0.8% 610
16.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 83.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3
Leavenworth 0.9% 1.4% 9.7% 0.2% 84.9% 2.9% - - 6.0% 77,739
0.6% 0.2% 0.4% 0.0% 98.3% 0.4% - - 0.8% 1,203
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3)
Miami 0.6% 0.4% 1.5% 0.0% 95.0% 1.8% - - 2.7% 32,612
0.9% 0.3% 0.2% 0.0% 97.6% 0.9% - - 0.8% 1,538
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6
Platte 0.6% 2.4% 6.3% 0.4% 88.2% 2.2% - - 5.1% 92,054
0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 98.2% 1.5% - - 0.4% 726
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 13
Ray 0.6% 0.3% 1.5% 0.1% 96.3% 1.6% - - 1.9% 23,064
0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 99.5% 0.0% - - 0.2% 1,321
0.0% 23.1% 23.1% 0.0% 46.2% 0.0% 7.7% 0.0% 7.7% 9
Wyandotte 1.4% 2.7% 25.1% 0.2% 67.6% 3.0% - - 26.7% | 159,129
0.0% 0.0% 11.0% 0.0% 89.0% 0.0% - - 1.6% 191

= Respondents | 2012 Census = Population | 2007 Census of Ag | = Farms
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Although our response rates are more diverse than those found by the US Census of
Agriculture,in some casethey are still less diverse tharetaverage populations of these nine
counties. Because of this, it is possible that our respondents do not represent the population of
urban farmers as a whole and that the minority populations did not respond to our survey as
much as the White populatiofhis may lead to a slight skew in our findings and thus our
findings can only describe our respondents and cannot be generalized to the whole population of

urban farmers in the Kansas City metropolitan area.
Information Needs and Preferences of Farmers

Topic of Information

Difficulty to Find Information
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Figure 3-1. Re s p o n danking ef production, processing, distribution, marketing,
financial, and equipment information based upon the difficulty to find them The most
difficult to f ind categories were ranked as #1 while the least difficult to find categories were
ranked as #6.n = 31
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We asked respondents to rank six topics of information in order of most difficult to find
as #1 to least difficult to find at #6. It was specified #wth topic should have a different
number so that there would be one #1, one #2, one #3 and so forth. However, due to the unusual
format of this question, many respondents rated the topics individually. Therefore, only 31
respondents were included in t#galysis of this question because they answered the question in
the appropriate format.

When looking at the general trends (Figutg) 3Finance was ranked very highly as #1
with 12 respondents, the equivalent of 36.36%, ranking it as the most difodutict Marketing
was highly ranked as #2 with nine respondents, equating 29.03% of farmers. Processing was
frequently ranked #2 also with eight respondents marking it as the second most difficult to find.
This was 25.81% of responents. Distribution wakea highly in the middle in the #3 and #4
ranking with 28.13% of respondents ranking it at both #3 and #4. Production had the highest #6
ranking with 38.24% of respondents or 13 respondents ranking it as the least difficult to find

information on. Equipn@ has similar numbers of people ranking it at all six levels of difficulty.

Table 3-10. Statistical findingsforr e s p o n d e nt s difficultg of indinggs o f

informatio n
Question 8- Difficulty Finding Ifiormation

% ranked as #1 % ranked at #6 Mean Separation
Production o* 50 a
Processing 18.18 9.09 b
Distribution 9.09 455 b
Marketing 18.18 9.09 b
Financial 40.91 13.64 b
Equipment 13.64 13.64 b

n=22 n=22

p=0.1230 p=0.0061

* samples were renoved from statistical analysis because 0% we
ranked, creating scarcity issues within the statistical model.

Of the 31 respondents who ratktheir answers correctlgnly 22 ranked all six
categorieso completion. Due to this, only those 22 resporsesd be included istatistical
analysisbecause the statistical test required only complete resp@taéistics were performed

on the #1 and the #6 ranking to see if there was statistical difference among the six topics.
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Analysis revealed that nonetbie #1 rankings for the categories were statistically significant

from each other (Table-B0). However, #6 rankings had some statistical significance.

Production was ranked #6 significantly more than all other topics with 50% of the respondents in
the satistical sample ranking it as last.

Information Needs
14

12

W #1 Rankings

W #2 Rankings
W #3 Rankings

W #4 Rankings
W #5 Rankings

Number of Respondents

#6 Rankings

Production Processing Distribution Marketing Finance  Equipment

Figure 3-2. Re s p o n dankingssoproduction, processing, distribution, marketing,
financial, and equipment information based upon current respondent need§ he mog
needed information topics were ranked as #1 while the least needed information topics

were ranked as #6n = 39

We asked the respondends to rank the same six topic areas from #1 to #6 in order of their
current needs with #1 as most needed and #6 dskeded. Once again, there was confusion in
ranking vs. rating, so we were only able to use 39 surveys for this question.

Production was ranked the highest as #1 with 11 respondents (25.64%) followed closely
by Finance with 10 respondents (25.64%) ragkiras #1 (Figure-2). Distribution and
Marketing were ranked highly at #2 with 25.64% (10 respondents) and 30.77% (12 respondents)
of responses respectively. Processing and Equipment ranked solidly at #5 with 21.05% (8
respondents) and 18.42% (7 respamtd) respectively. Production and Equipment were most
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ranked as the least needed with 20.51% and 21.05% ranking them #6. Production and Finance
had bimodal rankings with #1 and #6 rankings high for Production and #1 and #5 rankings high

for Finance.

Table 3-11. Statistical findingsofs ur vey r e s p o nnfbenatiorsn@éeds ur r ent

Question 9- Need of Information

% ranked as #1| % ranked at #6
Production 11.54 7.69
Processing 30.77 23.08
Distribution 11.%4 15.38
Marketing 15.38 7.69
Financial 23.08 15.38
Equipment 7.69 30.77

n=22 n=22

p=0.2686 p=0.2364

After removing all surveys that were incompletely ranked from #1 to #6, 22 surveys
remained to be statistically analyzed. There were no statigtsighificant differences between
the categories in relation to the distribution of #1 or #6 rankings (Tablg. 3

We also asked participants to list one to two examples of types of information they
needed within each of these categories. From the di2ipants that listed needed production
information, specialty growing information (such as organic, natural) was the most common
information need, followed closely by disease and pest management, planting timing and
information and soils. Of the 17 paipants that listed processing needs, the more common
answers were learning more about Good Agriculture Practices (GAPS), and learning about the
requirements and exemptions for certified kitchens. Information about new distribution models
and companies veahe most common information need for the 19 participants that listed
examples for distribution. Marketing information needs were commonly wanting more
information about customer base, pricing of product, and farmers markets for the 18 participants
that isted needs. For the 23 participants that listed financial information needs, more information
about grants and keeping records were the most common answers. Of the 22 participants that
listed equipment information needs, the most common answers weagiomigequipment
designed for small farms, and finding used farming equiprdecbmplete list of answers can be

found in Appendix B.
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Methods of Gathering Information

Our next section asked participants about how they currently gather their information.
We asked participants to rank a number of sources from #1 to #8 from most used as #1 to least
used as #8 (Figured). Selfresearch was overwhelming ranked #1 with 72.22% of respondents
(39) ranking it as the most used source of information. Other Faramet Friends/Family were
ranked #2 the most often with 38.3§20) and 35.0%{14) of respondents ranking them as the
second most used sources of information respectiZghgnsion Other Farmers, and the Other
category were ranked most frequently at #3180.23%, 30.77%, and 40% of respondents
ranking them as #3 respectively. Some of the sources that were written into the Other category
were the internet, the University of Missouri or University of South Dakota websites, literature,
and magazines. Negorofit organizations and formal classes received a mix of rankings with
most ranking in the #4 and #5 range for NRnofits and #3, #4, and #5 for formal classes.
Private consultants were ranked #7 with 28.88Ysanking it as one of the least used sosirce
Other was ranked the highest at #8 ranking with 13.@3%spondentsHowever, many
respondents did not rank all eight sources, thus yielding lower percentages of rankings as the

rankings decreased.
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For statistical analysis, surveys that did not rankhalldategories were excluded due to
the requirements of the statistical test. Leaving incompletely ranked answers in the statistical
analysis would have created scarcity issues and the statistical model would not have gotten an
appropriate error term. Thusir sample size was reduced to only 17 of the 65 respondents
available for this test. The Other category was excluded entirely because so few of people ranked
it that it created scarcity issues within the model. Some statistical significance was foued (Tab
3-12). Selfresearch was ranked #1 significantly more than all other sources with 58.82% of
complete responses choosing it as the most used source. There were no statistical significances

regarding the source that was ranked #7 or was the least used.

Table 3-12. Statistical findingsofs ur vey r e sopraesiadisformhatiod

Question 15 Sources of Information Used

Means

% ranked as #1 Separation % ranked at #7
Extension 17.65 b o*
Friend 11.76 b 17.65
Non-Profit 588 b 29.41
Other Farmers 588 b o*
SeltResearch 58.82 a o*
Formal Class 0 * 11.76
Private Consultant 0 * 41.18

n=17 n=17

p= 0.0060 p=0.2448

* samples were removed from statistical analysis because 0% were
ranked, creatingscarcity issues within the statistical model.

We then asked respondents to rank media formats of sources that were used with #1
being the most used format and #9 being the least used (Fig)ur&\&bsites were ranked #1
the most often with 23 respondsnEmail and Books also had high #1 rankings with 10 and 11
respondents respectively. All three of these categories were also the highest formats ranked at #2.
Many respondents did not rank all 10 formats, so defining the least used format is difficult.

However, generally speaking webinars and TV are not frequently used.
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Once incomplete surveys that were not rank@dwiere removed, the n for statistical
anal ysis was 12. Much | i ke the previous quest
scarcity of rankings in order to get an acedje error term for the statistical model. There were
no statistical differences between media formats in respect to those that were ranked #1 or those
that were ranked #9, most likely due to the small sample size for the statistical model {Table 3
13).

Table 3-13. Statistical findingofs ur vey respondemedadormatsr r ent |l y u.

Question 16- Media Formats Used

% ranked as #1 | % ranked at #9
Books 8.33 o*
Email 25 0*
Listserv 16.67 25
Webinars 8.33 33.33
Websites 41.67 o*
Blog o* 8.33
Bulletin 0* 16.67
TV o* 16.67
Newsletters o* o*

n=12 n=12

p= 0.2937 p= 0.6476

* samples were removed from statistical analysis
because 0% were ranked, creating scarcity issue
within the statistical model

Next we asked respondents to rank the interpersonal formats that they were currently
using from #1 as most used to #6 as least used. Friends and family had the highest amount of #1
rankings with 16 respondents (Figur®)3 Informal channe|svhich arepersonal connections
other than friends and familgnd Workshops had the next most frequent #1 rankings with 12
and 13 respondents respectively. These three formats had the most #2 rankings was well with 19
respondents marking Informal channels, 14 nmgyklorkshops, and 10 marking Friends and
family. Formal mentors was the least used format with 6 respondents marking it as-#%- One
one format received mixed rankings with #3 ranking dominant. Other categories that were listed

by respondents includdgktensionagents and others in the farming community.
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Figure3-5:Re s pondent s ointenpasonalifonnmts cuweintly used Most used

formats were ranked as #1 while least used formats were rankeg#6. n = 58
Once all incompletely ranked surveys were removed, statistics were run on 11 surveys.

The Other category was once again removed due to scarcity issues. There were no statistical

differences between the distribution of informal formats ramiedr ranked #5 (Table-B4).
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Table 3-14. Statistical findingsofs ur vey r es pond e nntepé@soralfarmasnt | y

Question 17- Interpersonal Formats Used

% ranked as #1 | % ranked at #5
Friendsand family 36.36 9.09
Informal personal channels 36.36 9.09
Oneon-one meetings 9.09 36.36
Workshops 18.18 o*
Formal mentor o~* 45.45

n=11 n=11

p= 0.4155 p=0.1770

* samples were removed from statistical analysis because 0%
were ranked, creating garcity issues within the statistical
model.

Next we asked respondents to rank their preferred ways to learn given the options of class
or workshop, field days or farm tours, collaboration with and expert on things like farm trials,
community ties, anttial and error (Figure-8). A #1 ranking would be the most preferred and a
#5 ranking signified the least preferred way to learn. Class or workshop had the most #1 rankings
with 18 respondents marking it so. Trial and Error had the second most #1 sankimd7
respondents followed closely by field days and farm tours with 16 respondents. Field days and
farm tours also had the most #2 rankings with 15 respondents. Community ties had the most #5
rankings with 16 respondents saying that it was the leafdrped way to learn. Trial and error
had the second most #5 rankings with 15 respondents, and thosodddidistribution.

Collaboration with an expert received a range of rankings with most respondents ranking it #4.
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Figure3-6.Sur vey respondentso rankings of preferre:
field days or farm tours, collaboration with experts, community ties, and trial and error

were ranked from most preferred as #1 with least preferred e#5.n = 54

Once incompletely ranked surveys were removed, statistical analysis was run on 47
survey responses. For the #1 rankings Class or workshop, field days or farm tours, and trial and
error were seen to be statistically not different from onehandiut were statistically different
from collaboration with a specialist and community ties (Takl&)3Respondents preferred
classes/workshops, field days/farm tours, and trial and error to the other options. For the #5
rankings, collaboration with gsecialist, community ties, and trial and error were statistically not
different from one another but were statistically different from classes or workshops and field
days or farm tours. These were the least preferred ways to learn. Trial and error wdssank
both the most preferred and least preferred way to learn because many respondents either marked
it as #1 or #5 with few rankings in between, creatingmddal distribution.
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Table 3-15. Statisticalfindingsofs ur v ey

r e prefeored dvays tb lsadn

Question 18- Preferred Way to Learn

Means Means

% ranked as #1 Separation | % ranked at #5 Separation
Class or Workshop 36.17 a 10.64 b
Field Days or Farm Tours 3191 a 213 b
Collaboration with ecialist 426 b 21.28 a
Community Ties 213 b 34.04 a
Trial and Error 2553 a 3191 a

n=47 n=47

p=0.0011 p=0.0047

Educational Organizations

In the next section we asked respondents to compare different aspects of three types of

organizationsExtension the farm community as a whole, and fonofit organizations. First, we

asked respondents to rank these three organizations in order of the quantity of information that

they receive from the organizations with #1 as receiving the most informatd #3 and

receiving the least informatioExtensionhad the most #1 rankings with 20 respondents

followed by farming community with 19 respondents (Figw®.3Nonprofit organizations had

the most #3 rankings by far with 31 respondents.
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Figure3-7.Sur vey r es pond e n tastify ofinbormé&tiontigey gathered fioen
Extension, farm community, and non-profit organizations Respondents ranked these

three types of educational organizations fsm the highest quantity of information gathered
from them as #1 to the lowest quantity of information gathered from them as #8.= 46

Extensionand farm community were found to bet statisticallydifferent from each
otherbut statistically differentrbm nonprofit organization for both the #1 rankings and #3
rankings (Table 46). Respondents were receiving the most information tEatensionand

Farm community.

Table 3-16. Statistical findings ofsurveyr e s p o nd e nt s guantitaaf ikformatiom o f
from various types of educational organizations.

Question 19 Quantity of Information

Means Means
% ranked as #1 Separation | % ranked at#3  Separation
Extension 413 a 2391 b
Farm Community 41.3 a 87 b
Non-Profit Organization 1739 b 67.39 a
n=46 n=46
p=0.0282 p=<.0001

We then asked respondents to rank the same three organizations in order of the quality of

the information theybébve received owstheh #1 bein
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previous guestion witkxtensionhave the most #1 rankings followed closely by farm

community with norprofit organizations hamg the most #3 rankings (Figure83.

Quality of Information
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Figure 3-8. Survey respondens 6 r anking of the quality

Extension, farm community, and non-profit organizations. Respondents ranked these three
types of educational organizations from the best quality of information gathered from them

as #1 to the worsquality of information gathered from them as #3.n = 46

Extensionand farming community were found to bet statisticallydifferent from each
otherbut statistically different from neprofits in both the #1 ranking and #3 rankings, similar to

the st question (Table-B7). Extensionand the farm community were both ranked to have

higher quality information than negprofit organizations.
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Table 3-17. Statistical findings ofsurvey respondens 6 r a n kjualitygfanfoorfation
from various types of educational organizations.

Question 20- Quality of Information

Means Means
% ranked as #1 Separation | % ranked at #3 Separation
Extension 43.48 a 2391 b
Farm Community 43.48 a 87 b
Non-Profit Organization 13.04 b 67.39 a
n=46 n=46
p=0.0048 p=<.0001

Next we asked participants to rank the org
of information with #1 being their top go to source. Once agaitensionwas ranked #1 the
most often followed by farm community with nqnofit organizations having the most #3
rankings by far (Figure-3).
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Figure3-9.Survey respondentsd ranking of their HAgoO
Respordents ranked Extension, farm community, and non-profit organizations in order of

their first fAgo toodo sour ce -toofd isnofuorrcnea toifo ni nafso r
#3.n = 46
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Similar to the past two questiorisstensionand farm community we not statistically
different from each othewhile being statistically different from neprofit organizationgTable
3-18). Respondents ranked bdiitensionand the farm community as their #1 go to source.

Table 3-18. Statistical findings of survey responden8 r anki ngs of wvarious t

educational or ga@ontoogoartei ons as their
Question 21- Go To Source of Information
Means Means

% ranked as #1 Separation | % ranked at #3 Separation
Extensio 48.89 a 20 b
Farm Community 4222 a 8.89 b
Non-Profit Organization 8.89 b 71.11 a

n=45 n=45

p=0.0010 p= <.0001

We asked participants a series of questions to gauge their expokutertsionn
general. These questions included: Do ¥now who your regional/coungxtensionagents
are? Do you have a regional/county agent working in your farming interest areas? Have you
contacted one of youExtensionagents in the past three years? Have you visited your
regional/countyExtensiorwebste in the past three years? And have you attended an event
organized by your regional/couniBxtensionoffice in the past three years?

When asked if they knew who their regional or couiensionagents were, 57.8% of
participants said yes. Half of pigipants said that there was a regional or cotxtygnsionagent
working in their current farming interest areas and 64.1% said that they had contacted one of
their Extensionagents in the past three years. Only 52% of participants said they hadthisited
regional or count§xtensionwebsite in the past three years while 58.5% said they had attended

an event organized by their regional or couakyensionoffice in the past three years.
Barriers and Aids for Finding Information

Barriers for Finding More Information
We asked participants to write in barriers to obtaining more information for their

farming/growing business. Of all the barriers that were given by respondents, time was the most
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common answer. Of the 47 people who wrote in barriers, 421B%ed time. Several
respondents noted that they have another job
researching answers or new techniques.

Technology was the next most popular concern with 21.28% of respondents fliatirey i
barrier. Mo$ people listed slow internet connection speeds or little computer knowledge as
issues preventing them from gathering more information. Cost of participating in programs or in
purchasing materials was perceived as a large barrier with 17.02% of respdistiegthem.

Many participants listed not having a network or a mentor to go to fomhed[14.89%
of respondentistingthis As one respondent noted, APractic
sharing information due to the competitivenesstogiogei and sel |l i ng their pr
sentiment shows the informational isolation that some farmers and growers are dealing with.

Another concern for respondents was finding localized information; 12.77% of
respondents listed the lack of growing informatspecific to their location as a barrier. A full

|l ist of respondentsd answers and th&® overarch

Getting More Information

We asked respondents to write in what would make it easier for them to get more
information. The most common suggestion was to have a single place that is easily navigable
with all the information about a farming business quickly accessible; 13.64% of respondents felt
that having one place that compiled information about all aspects of a grasmmigj business
would help them find the information they need.

Several suggestions talked of having credible sources of information. Nine percent of
respondents thought that having reliable and credible sources would be helpful. Along those
lines, 9.09%of respondents also mentioned having local help and regional growing information
available. Having access to information about growing in this region and having regional
growing experts to talk to would help them get the information they need. A corigilefe

respondent sdéd answers and the ove€arching cate
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Marketing and Financial Status of Farms

Re s p onMakets s 6

We asked respondents what markets they used for their products in 2012. Participants
were able to choasall the markets that applied and were requested to circle their primary market
outlet. A large majority of respondents sold at farmers markets with 61.11% or 33 respondents
checking that option (Figure B)). The second most used market was direct salles38.89%
of respondents selling that way. The two least used markets were selling to schools and
institutions with only 3.70% of respondents using that outlet followed by the 9.26% of

respondents who are selling to chain grocery stores.
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Figure 3-10. Various types of markets used by survey respondents = 65
When we asked patrticipants to circle their primary market, once again the farmers market

was the most common answer with 68.75% of respondelitgysbleir produce primarily

through that outlet (Figure 11). Resturant sales were the next most used market with 10.42% of
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respondent so

pri mary s aopselacal chairogroaery sthresaahd h

school/institutions were not primaryttets for any of the respondents (0%).
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Figure 3-11. Primary markets for survey respondentsn = 48

Farm Income

food

We asked participants if their current farming operation supplied the primary income for

them or any of their business partners. Of the 62 farmers and growers that responded to the
guestion, only 20.97% said their current farming operation was their primary income while

79.03% said that this farming endeavor was not their primary income.

We then asked participants to estimate the percentage of annual income that comes from

their farming/growing business. Of the 59 people who answered the question 59.32% said that

they made less than 10% of their annual income through their farm operatiore &ig)r Nine

respondent§l5.25% said that 100% of their income came from their current farm endeavors.

Most other respondents had 50% or less of their annual income coming from their farming

operations.

54



Percent of Income

Number of Respondents

% of Annual Income contributed from farming/growing

Figure 3-12. Percent of respondents' annual income contributed from current

farming/growing business n = 62

Financial support used

We asked participants about the financial sources that supported their farm costs.
Respondents could check all optionatthpplied. Of the 51 people who responded, 62.75% of
them chose product profits as a supporting financial resource (RBigide The next most
chosen option was funds from another job with 47.06% of respondents marking that option.
Some other popular ansrs were membership fees for 15.69% of respondents and grants for
11.76% of respondents. The least used financial source was workshop/tour fees with only 5.88%
of respondents saying they had used that source. Other sources (9.8%) represent personal bank

accounts and private loans.
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Financial Sources that Support Respondents’
Farms
35 32
EBO_
§25 24
2 55
j= 5
220 -
o
% 15
] &
L 10 -
2 5 | | m H = B W
x5 0 S S 4 v S
F & & & & & &
Q RS N R o o\ )
Q Q}‘D ‘5‘\ % (_’0"
S &
& N
&
Financial support sources

Figure 3-13. Supporting financial sources for respondents’ farm costa = 64

People Hired for Pay

We asked respondents how many people they hired for pay in 2012. They lgdre ab
write in an answer. Of the 61 people who answered, 68.85% of them did not hire anyone,
14.75% hired only one person, and only 4.92% hired six or more people BFhbje

Table 3-19. People hired for pay by respondents

Hired People for Pay
Number of Number of % of
people hired respondents respondents
0 42 68.85%
1 9 14.75%
2 4 6.56%
3 1 1.64%
4 1 1.64%
5 1 1.64%
6+ 3 4.92%

We then asked participants to write in the number of people thatpobvolunteer hours
in 2012. Of the 55 people who answered, 54.55% did not have anyone provide volunteer hours,
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30.91% of respondents had between one to three people provide volunteer hours, and only 7.27%

had six or more people provide volunteer hoursl@3-18).

Table 3-20. People who provided volunteer hours for respondents

Volunteers
Number of people who Number of % of respondents
provided volunteer hours respondents

0 30 54.55%

1 6 10.91%

2 5 9.09%

3 6 10.91%

4 2 3.64%

5 2 3.64%

6+ 4 7.27%

Participants were also asked if they had interns and how were they classified. Of the 62
participants that answered the question, 87.1% of them did not have interns of any kind. Interns
working on hourly wags were employed by 8.06% of participants while 0% employed interns
that were paid from a stipend. Volunteer interns were used by 4.84% of participants.

Discussion

Our survey respondents salentified that they were over 50 (61.9%), white (75.8%), and
men (86.2%). This is directly opposite to the many anecdotes that urban farming is attracting
new, young farmers from diverse backgroumdthough our participants were more diverse
than the 2007 US Census of Agriculture tabulations for the study arenaghety of the
respondents were over the age range we were expethisgage discrepangy also in direct
contrast to the National Young Farmers Coalition that have been seeing increasing numbers of
young farmers coming from nefarm backgrounds (NYFQ011). One explanation of this
contradiction is that young farmers in the Kansas City Metro are just getting started so they
werenodot on any of the |lists used to compile
hard to acquire capital and gaiocess to land for a farming operation. This can be a significant
barrier for new far mer s, particularly young
or savings (NYFC, 2011).

Of the farmers that responded to our survey, 79.03% of thecatedithat their farming
endeavor was not their primary income while 59.32% of them said that they made less than 10%
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of their annual income through farming. Diekmann and Batte (2009) found similar results when
surveying Ohio farmers. They found that 64.&#their survegdfarmers relied on offarm
wor k. I n the National Young Farmer Coalitiono
the county, they found that 73% of their respondents depend efaoff jobs while those
farmers with less experieneeere more reliant on oftarm jobs (NYFC, 2011).
Over two thirds (69.7%) of respondents indicated they were following specific farming
practices, such as organic, natural, or horrfoee. This is similar to the National Young
Far mer s Co a lthattmary nedvsarmiers aradintenegted in sustainable growing
methods. Suvedi et al (2010) found in their survey of Michigan farmers that 9.09% of their
respondents wanted more informatmmsustainable farming, specifically on organic practices.
Althoughthere was no statistical significance, trends show #ratdrs ranked the need for
production and finance information highly with distribution and marketing information coming
in second. Diekmann and Batte (2009) found that Ohio farmers had high deméardnf
economics information. Similarly, Suvedi et al (2010) found that 24.3% of surveyed farmers
wanted information about business management, followed by sustainable farming information.
Harms et al(2013) found that urban growers in Kansas City needee information about
soils and soil contamination.
Our respondents preferred sdifven information formats and sources such asrsskarch,
books, websites-mail, family/friends, and informal channels. With the exception of workshops
andclasses, ar mer s preferred information methods th
This is similar to Varlamoféetald s (2002) findings that homeowne
information that required some searching such as the internet. However, theyro&jouit
results are in direct contrast to Diekmann and Batte (2009) and Cartme(R&0&l). Diekmann
and Batte (2009) found that Ohio farmers preferred print media over interpersonal media and
broadcast media sources while electronic media weredktlikely to be used. Cartmell et al
(2006) found that Oklahoma landowners in areas of urban/rural interface preferred information
by direct mail and workshops were the least preferred information method.
Respondents of this study rankextensiorhigher that norprofits in all given question
scenarios indicating that they are getting more information Egtansion find it better quality,
and go tdextensionfirst before turning to noyprofits. This is surprising given the high activity

of nonprofits such as Cultivate Kansas City, Kansas City Food Circle, and Kansas Rural Center
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in Kansas City. Contrary to our findings, Harms e{2013) found that 88.9% of growers

surveyed in Kansas City have used 1poafits while only 79.2% of growers have used
Extensionresources. Of these respondents 50% fdixtdnsionre ducat or s fisomewhat
and 38.9% foundxtensiomver y us-pfafi bs Nwere seen as Avery
respondents. This divergence between our results and Harnés st alcbe thdt ldarms et al.

focused on growers of any kind while we specifically tailored our survey to farmers and growers

who were trying to make a profit off their produclbis difference could also be based upon
nonresponse bias in that those individualat did not respond to the survey potentially could

have favored nofprofits more.

Ot her resear cher s hayvEextehsiorasiweldSueeti et@gli20M)e r s 6 Vi
found that 50.4% of surveyed farmers indicatedBkinsionp r o g r a ms &to loca heedg a n c e
and probl ems was ffgiofotdd fwhunce tahennsiexxanel | ent .
farmers wanted locd&xtensionto focus more on farm management, particularly organic
practices, and offer more business education. In contrasiQy ¥ arlamoffet al.found that
Extensionwas not used by many homeowners to obtain gardening information.

As with most studies, there are limitations to our data. First, the respondents that completed
the survey are assumed to be representative oftibeewtudy population. Second, for all
guestions where ranking was required, only responses that were ranked correctly and to
completion could be included in the statistical analysis. This created an even smaller subset of
participants that represented fh@pulation as a whole while decreasing the sensitivity of our

statistical tests.

Conclusions
Although we had an acceptable response rate, our respondents are not as diverse as the
average populations of the counties in the study area and thus mosidikedy represent the
population as whole. Therefore, results of this study cannot be generalized for the population as a
whole but instead can be used to look at the surveyed population in particular.
The majority of farmers who responded to this stuay $mall, diversified farms and
were relatively new to farming. Farmers with under an acre of land were 35.4% of the

respondents and those with one to five acres were 33.8% of respondents. Farmers with
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diversified farms made up 71.2% of respondents. Just40% ofrespondentlad 5 years or
less of farming experience while 28.8% hatl(byears of experience.
Respondents were primarily older, white men that had higher education. Men consisted
of 86.2% of respondents and 75.8% sed¢ntified as white. Regmdents with a high school
degree or higher made up 96. 9% of the sampl e
degree or higher.
Independenthydriven sources were most commonly used amresgondentsSelf
research was ranked #1 as most weild stdistical significancewith no difference in the other
categories.Although not statistically significant, looking at trends in the data;reskarch was
followed by Other Farmers and Family/Friends with high #2 rankiBgnsionand Other
Sources wereanked most highly as #3here was no statistical difference in media types ranked
#1 or #6 as well as no statistical difference in interpersonal formats ranked #1 or #6. However,
looking at trends in that data, even though they are not statisticailficagt, the highest ranked
media formats used by farmers were Websitesial, and Books. Interpersonal formats that
were ranked highest, and thus were most used, were Friends/Family, Informal Channels, and
Workshops/Classes. With the exception of whdgs and classes, all highly ranked formats in
both media and interpersonal categories aredselén and indicateespondentare self
motivated and are not currently relying on outside organizations for needed information.
Farmers were asked to raBktension the Farming Community, and Nqmmofits for
most used educational organization according to the Quantity of Information they received, the
Quiality of information they received, and their Go To SouRespondentsonsistently ranked
Extensionthe highest and noprofits the lowest in all scenarios.
Most respondents have g#rm jobs and are funded through product profits and funds
from other jobs. Farming was not the primary income for 79.03% of respondents while 52.32%
said that less than 10% thieir annual income was from their farming operation. When
respondentexplained all their financial sources used to support their farm 62.75% used product
profits while 47.06% used fund from another job. Just under 7Q®spbndentd i dndét hi r e
anyonefo f arm | abor and 54.55% didnét have any v
The next chapter will explain tHextensioninterviews that composed the second part of

this project. What informatioExtensioneducators are offering, their methods of offering
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information, their awarmgess of urban agriculture, and their involvement in urban agriculture

programing will be explored.
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Chapter 4 - ExtensionEducator Interview Results

Extensioneducators from Kansas State University, University of Missouri, and Lincoln
University were interviewed open-one using scripted interview questions. The complete
interview script can be found in Appendix C. The interviews were recorded and transcribed. All
verbal spacers (such as 6ahs6 and dédumsb6) were
readability. Tanscriptions were then uploaded into NVivo software and coded according to main
themes, or nodes. Threetbéinterviews were open coded at the beginning of this process to
find main themes, and then a coding tree was created and the rest of thensteseie coded
into that tree. Initial nodes were created around the questions and categories in the scripted
interview questions, and additional nodes and subnodes were created based on information that
arose from the interviews and to capture the detadsplonses to the questions. A second coder
who was unrelated to the study independently coded all the interviews to verify sound coding
logic. The second coder and the author compared coding after all interviews were coded to verify
that all quotes relatkto the coding tree were identified. Ten main themes were identified. A
total of 266 nodes and subnodes were coded throughout those 10 themes. The complete coding
tree can be found in Appendix

A total of 17 interviews were completed consisting oEkfensioneducators within the
nine county study area, oBtensioneducator just outside the study area but who was putting
considerable effort into programming and facilitating urban agriculture education, and one
interview with a representative from @uate Kansas City to compare and contéagensiol s
approach to that of the foremost urban agricultureprofit in the metro area.

Extensioreducators had emphasis areas of horticultuhéch is housed under
agriculture) family and consumer sciersseand community development (Tablid} Age of
interviewees ranged from 31 to 62. Years spent workirfgxtensionranged from 2 to 30 years
of experience, not including the representative from Cultivate Kansas City. The majority of
interviewees haveadst er 6s degree or higher with ten ha

bachel orbés degr ee, and two interviewees with
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Table 4-1. Characteristics ofExtension Interviewees

_ _ Family and Consume Community Cultivate
Emphasis Horticulture ) _
Sciences Development Kansas City
Area
9 5 2 1
20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60+
Age
0 6 2 7 2
Years in Under 5 5-14 1524 25-34 35+
Extensiori 4 6 1 5 0
Extension Lincoln U. of Missauri Kansas State
Institution* 3 5 8
_ High School/Some Collegf Bachel or 0 Masters or PhD
Education 5 2 11

* Answers for Cultivate Kansas City were excluded from these questions because they do not Extention

The ten main themes that will be dise$n this chapter were found both by basing

nodes on questions that were specifically asked as well as nodes that arose in open coding
(Figure 41). Of the nodes that were based on questions, two correspond closely with questions

on the farmer/grower suey discussed in the last chapter. These nodes inClatigjories of

InformationandDistribution of Information Three nodes that were based on questions were to

help better understand the situation of Ex¢ensioneducators. These nodes incliferkplace

and StructurePriorities, andCollaboration The nodes that arose in open coding include

Benefits Barriers and ChallengefReaching MinoritiesExtensioras an Institutionand

Conceptualization and Rhetoriéll these nodes will be explored in detdifdughout this

chapter.
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[ Extension Interview Coding ]

Nodes based on

Nodes arose in
open co_dw Wons asked

Correspond to
farmer survey

Help understand
Extension situation

I [ [
Benefits Reaching Conceptualization
Minorities and Rhetoric
Barriers and Extension as | I
Challenges an Institution [ Categories of ] [ Distribution of]

Information Information

Workplace and Priorities Collaboration
Structure

Figure 4-1. Flow chart of the ten main themeghat were identified in the Extension

educator interviews. Interviews were then coded into these themes to find trends.

Categories ofinformation
One of the main nodes in the coding tree w
included the six main areas of information from the farmer and grower survey (production,
processing, distribution, marketing, financial, and equipment/tecyphs well as additional
topics that came up including nutrition, policy, urban planning, and specific practices of

production.

Production
Out of the 1%Extensioneducators in the nireounty study area, ldducatorsare

offering production programing @lan on offering it in the next 5 years. That equates to 73.3%
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covering either plant or animal production. Some of the main topics within plant production
include basics of plant production, grafting, pest management, soils/soil quality, and water/water

quality.

Processing
Processing was one of the most common programing areas. Of Ex¢ebhSion
educators interviewed, 11 of them are offering or are planning on offering processing
programing in the next 5 years. The most common specific topics covehga prbcessing

were food preservation, food safety, and harvestfpastest handling.

Distribution
Eight of the fifteerExtensioneducators are doing or are planning on doing distribution
education in the next five years. Most of the discussion abstuitdition programing centered

on connecting farmers to different types of markets for wider distribution.

Marketing
Six out of fifteenExtensioneducators mentioned marketing education as something they
are currently doing or plan on doing in the nexéfyears. The most common categories within

marketing were identifying markets and creating a unigue product to enhance marketability.

Financial Resources
Financial information had the fewest numbeEafensioneducators involved in
programing. Only fouout of the fifteen educators discussed having programs that address farm
related finances. Those that said they were doing or planned on doing finances programing
referred specifically to grant writing or to creating business plans for farms ordéaed

businesses.

Equipment and Technology
Seven out of fifteefExtensioneducators are doing or plan on doing programing related to
equipment in the next five years. The type of equipment that is currently being addressed is
primarily high tunnels. There talk of starting programing on aquaponics in the next couple

years.
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Specific Practices

Specific practices refer to any methods of production that would require a specific
knowledge set, such as organic or frarge. Of the fifteeixtensioneducators oly two said
that they were addressing specific practices directly. Both of these educators referred to offering
production information for sustainable and organic systems. Several other educators mentioned
that they received questions from organic prodaiggquiring about organic solutions to
problems such as pest management or bed preparation.

One educator also mentioned the Growing Growers program which is a collaboration
between Kansas Stadixtension University of MissourExtension Lincoln Univergty
Extension Cultivate Kansas City, the Kansas Rural Center, and the Kansas City Food Circle.
This program is a training program for beginning farmers and focuses specifically on organic

practices and is offered in the KC metro area.

Nutrition
Nutrition was not a category that was included on the farmer survey. Howevghimhe
of the interviewedExtensiore ducat or sé focus area is family
family nutrition. These educators are finding ways to incorporate urban foad zand
agriculture into family nutrition by partnering with local farmers markets and organizations to
demonstrate the community benefits of purchasing from local farmers as well as the nutritional
benefits for the consumer. Three out of fifteen educaerstioned nutrition education that they

are doing or will be doing that relates to urban agriculture and local food.

Policy and Urban Planning

Policy is yet another area that is an important consideration for urban farmers. This was
not an original categy in the farmer survey, but after some reflection, it would have been a
good addition. Three out of the fifteen interviewdensioneducators mentioned being
involved in urban agriculture policies, either through educating about them or being involved i
the Kansas City Food Policy Coalition.

Cultivate Kansas City is approaching urban agriculture through the urban planning
process as one of their many program focus areas. They are doing this by working with
developers to include urban gardens and famb®th high end and affordable housing

developments.
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Distribution of Information
ADi stribution of Informationod was another
encompasses different ways of distributing information out from an organization. Sgveral
these distribution methods, both interpersonal and media related sources, are directly related to
options in the farmer survey. Other methods, such as volunteer networks and specific programs,

are unique to thExtensioninterviews and arose from théiequency in the coding tree.

Interpersonal Sources

All 15 of theExtensioneducators within our study area as well as the Cultivate Kansas
City (CKC) representative mentioned using interpersonal sources for distributing information.
Interpersonal sourcesgere subdivided further into fairs/festivals/booths, workshops/classes, and
oneon-one meetings in order to directly address preferences from the farmer survey.

Fairs, festivals, and booths were mentioned as a common ways to distribute information
for three of the fifteerExtensioneducators. All of these educators were Family and Consumer
Science educators and were talking about giving out information at health fairs specifically.

Workshops and classes were mentioned by ten of the fifbeimsionedu@tors. Fruit
and vegetable workshops were the most frequently mentioned, followed by livestock classes, and
workshops/classes focusing on processing, distribution, and equipment.

Oneonone meetings were the most popular interpersonal distribution méivet/e
out of fifteenExtensioneducators mentioned that they had-oneone meetings with clients.
Many of the agents from Kansas State or from
their main way to distribute programs but they still ofetleis option. In contrasExtension
educators from Lincoln University and Cultivate Kansas City mentioned that this was one of the
main ways that they distribute their informatidimis difference may be due to the fact that
Lincoln and Cultivate Kansdsity have a much narrower target audience and have time and
resources to focus on cioe-one meetings.

The representative from Cultivate KC had a very interesting perspective on the
importance of offering interpersonal resources to urban farmers:

| think our primary focus has been getting people who know what they're doing talking to

other people who want to learn. So it's-ea®ne, it's within small groups, its
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workshops, its direct experience. | think to some degree that was a more or less conscious
decision also that there were groups likdensionout there that there's people in entities
whose job is publications and webinars. So recognizing that we didn't really riekd to
think it was just too damn much stuff on paper and on the web and whealyeneed to
do is talk to each other and get people kind of in direct engagement (Cultivate Kansas
City).
While most other interviewees discussed moving to a more digital format to try to reach more
people, Cultivate Kansas City is focusing on conngdi@mmers and other interested parties
within the food system to create a network of support. Cultivate KC understanBstéragion
is covering the online presence of information so instead they are offering opportunities to

connect in person to otherhware in similar situations.

Media Resources

Almost all of theExtensioneducators indicated that they used media resources to
distribute information. Twelve of the fifteen interviewees use media sources which were further
subdivided into digital, printand radio resources.

Digital resources were the most common of media sources used with 12 of the 15
Extensioneducators using them to distribute information. The most frequently mentioned digital
methods were websites ananail. Many educators mentiondéuht this was their most used
media source because it was the most available.

Print media was specifically mentioned by 11 of théektensioneducators. These
sources included handouts, printextensionbulletins, and articles in the local newspapers.

Many educators indicated that print media was not their primary use of media sources but instead
preferred other media sources mentioned above.

Radio was only used by two of the fifteen educators. These two educators had mixed

opinions of using the radias a way to distribute information. One educator had a monthly show

on a | ocal radio station and thought that it
capturing otherwise. The other educator said
insteadpr ef erred TV. TV wasnoét specifically ment.i
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School Programs
Five Extensioneducators out of fifteen discussed distributing information to youth
audiences through school programs. These programs teach youth about gardenitwtiand nu
basics. Many of these programs are also linked to school required curriculum so that teachers can

use these programs to enhance other lessons.

Distribution through Volunteers
Nine of the fifteerExtensioneducators indicated that they rely at tgqzatially on
volunteers to distribute information and answer questions for people within the county. Some
programs are set up to be a trtie-trainer program whergéxtensionstaff train people tthen
educate the public on a particular topic, whileestprograms like Master Gardeners and Master
Food Volunteers have a requirement of volunteer time and community service. Through these
programs and volunteerSxtensionis able to reach more people with the limited time, money,

and staff that they have.

Reaching out to the Community
Six of the fifteenExtensioneducators mentioned reaching out to the community. Many of
these educators explained that being a part of the community, living there and knowing what is
going on in the area helps address thedseof the community and distribute information more
effectively. Cultivate Kansas City also mentioned reaching out to the community because a large
part of their mission is to address needs of the community. However, their focus is to find

effective localfood models for interested communities and help them achieve these outcomes.

Notable Programs
During interviews, there were several programs that were frequently brought up and
discussed by name. Many of these programs are directly related to educdtirajrang urban
farmers and growers or offering supporting systems for urban agriculture.
The most commonly mentioned program was the Growing Growers program with six of
the Extensioneducators discussing it by name. As mentioned previously, GrowingeBasva
training program for first generation farmers and covers all aspects from production to

distribution, marketing, and finances. The programdsllaboration between University of
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MissouriExtension Kansas StatExtension Lincoln UniversityExtension Cultivate Kansas
City, Kansas Rural Center, and the Kansas City Food Circle.

Master Gardeners was a commonly mentioned program as well amdbgehsgion
educators. Four of the fifteen mentioned Master Gardeners by name. Master Gardeners in a
progam that consists of classes over a several month time period wittapgroyed
curriculum covering topics such as soils, pest management, tree care, lawn care, and irrigation.
After classes have been completed by participants, volunteer requiremengsole met to be
considered a Master Gardener, but the amount varies by institution. Some of this information
could be very helpful for a beginning farmer even though all the information may not be
applicable. Sever&txtensioneducators mentioned howey were trying to work food
production into Master Gardener classes. One educator in particular is working with his Master
Gardeners to create demonstration gardens that only have edible plants in them.

Master Food Volunteers was mentioned by thredefifteenExtensioneducators.

Master Food Volunteers is a similar volunteer based program like Master Gardeners, but it
focuses on food nutrition, preparation, preservation, and food safety. Volunteers take 40 hours of
training over a number of weeks aheén must commit to an additional 40 hours of community
service to be a Master Food Volunteer. This skillset could be helpful for urban farmers and
growers who would be interested in making vedaleled products such as pickles, sauces, salsas,
and jams.

Cultivate Kansas City was mentioned by f&xtensioneducators. The educators noted
that Cultivate KC is the forefront of urban farming training in Kansas City and made reference to
several of their programs such as their refugee farm training prograipeddGardens, and their

biannual Urban Farm Tour and accompanying workshops.

Workplace and Structure
Although University of Missouri, Kansas State University, and Lincoln University all
haveExtensionoutreach programs, there are definite differencéisarstructure of their
Extensioninstitutions.Extensioneducators were asked questions regarding their workplace

structure to better understand how th&itensionstructure affected their programing efforts.
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ExtensionCounty Councils and Programing Del@ment Committees

Nine of fifteenExtensioneducators said that they rely on their County Councils or their
Programing Development Committees to understand and address the needs of the community.
The University of Missouri uses County Councils while KanState uses the term Programing
Development Committees, but the function of both are very similar. These councils/committees
are made up of a few members of the area and offer guidance and suppdéxtieiseon
educator. There is typically one commétter council per county. Because County Councils and
Programing Development Committees are only used for University of Missouri and Kansas
State, the nine educators who mentioned this part of their structure are only from those two
organizations. The Lindo University educators that | talked to did not have something like this
in their structure. However, Cultivate Kansas City mentioned they turn to their Board for insight

and advice as well.

Flexible Structure
Ten of the fifteerExtensioneducators explaed that they were working within a flexible
structure and had certain freedoms in deciding their emphasis areas. All of the Lincoln
University educators commented on the flexibility that they have for programing. Other
educators mentioned that their filetkty arises from their specialization in their field or from
having a trusting relationship with their Program Development CommitteégtensionBoards.

Working as a Team
Working as a team was mentioned by 10 of th&ttensioneducators. The types o
teams that were discussed included statewide teams that focus on a specific area, teams within
counties when developing interdisciplinary programs, and working as a team as a means for

exposure to more expertise.

Regional vs. Count§xtensionStructure
University of Missouri, Kansas State University, and Lincoln University all have
different structures dictating the locations of their educators within the metro area. Eight out of
fifteen educators explained this system. The University of Missouri hematgpecialists that
are highly knowledgeable in their areas, such as horticulture or family nutrition, that are
responsible for programing within a several county area. Alternatively, Kansas State University
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has the more traditional model of county eatocs where each county has an agriculture

educator, family and consumer science educator and so forth. In larger counties, there is some
specialization in certain topics. For example, in large counties there can be an agriculture

educator as well as a ticulture educator which is a specialization within the agriculture

programming area. Lincoln University has a different structure wherein educators serve a several
county area but are very specialized. This structure is morédin@ethan the other two
institutions. Because of the fluidity to Linco
regional or countybased structure.

Reporting systems
Six of the fifteen educators discussed their reporting systems in their university
structures. Theseg/stems ranged from fivgear plan of work reports, different types of
evaluation methods for programs, monthly reports to supervisors, and fitting all programs into
statewide categories for reporting purposes. There were no specific trends betweetoinstitu

and their mentioned reporting systems.

Silos of Extension

Six of the fifteen educators discussed the structure of programing areas which are
referred t o BExessiodTheylare salled this bedausenmuch like grain silos, each
programingarea is separate and contains only certain types of thipggrams in the case of
Extensiomnand grains in the agricultural metaphor. These silos are broken out into four
programing areas at Kansas State University: Agriculture, Family and ConsunrereSciH
and Youth Development, and Community Development. The University of Missouri adds
another silo of Business Development to their system. This structureatdesnslate into the
Lincoln UniversityExtensionstructure, thus none of the Lincolnuegdtors commented on this

topic.

Specialization
FourExtensioneducators discussed the specialized structure within their programing
area. Educators discussed how larger counties have specialization within silos as well as the

regional specialist structeiwithin the University of Missouri structure.
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Funding for Extension

Funding forExtensionprograming was mentioned by 12 of the 15 educators within the
study area as well as one educator outside the study area and Cultivate Kansas City. Several
funding greams were discussed. One funding stream that was discussed by four educators is
fund generating programs such as Master Gardeners, Master Food Volunteers, food safety
courses, and general admission to workshops for the general public. One educatoeck K
charging for workshop increases attendance in their county:

And all of our classes are open to the public. We do charge $5 because what we found is

that if they're free people don't come, but if you charge something there's value. But we

keep it fve bucks everybody can afford five bucks. (Horticulture educator, Kansas State)
In thisExtensioreducat or 6s case, by charging money for
is worth their time, attendance is higher and they are creating a funding steacan be put
back into programing for the county.

Other funding streams that were discussed were grants and government and state funds.
Eight educators discussed how grant money helped them to hire interns, carry out large programs
like the Family Nutrition Program, begin new collaborative projects, and buy equipment and
supplies for current programs. Six educators discussed how federal, state, and county funds were
used in their programs and how these funds made it critical to reach all partpapategion in

their work area because these funds come from everyone.

Support

Different types of support fdExtensionprograming was discussed by 14 of the 15
educators and by Cultivate Kansas City. One type of support discussed was donations and
finandal support. Most of the 10 educators that discussed this noted that they had very limited
in-kind donations or financial support outside of the previously discussed funding streams. The
exceptions were a couple educators mentioned being able to remrisdat free for events or
having people donate food for events. Alternatively Cultivate Kansas City receikeuiin
donations of equipment and local expertise.

Eight of the fifteen educators mentioned having paid staff as a support factor. These staff

members most commonly helped with large programs like the Master Food Volunteer program
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and the Family Nutrition Program. None of the Lincoln educators mentioned having paid staff
assistance.

Other types of support included support from other organizatad volunteers. Seven
educators mentioned that other organizations supported programs by way of sponsorship or
being a collaborative partner. Fourteen of the fifteen educators discussed how supportive their
volunteers were to programing efforts. Soméhef most commonly supportive volunteer groups
were the Master Gardeners and the Master Food Volunteers because they help answer questions

and distribute information into the community.

Priorities
We askedExtensioneducators about their programing pri@stas related to the
programs themselves, their audiences, and then asked educators to rank some information topics

to understand how they prioritized those specific areas.

Audiences

People with limited resources and minorities were the most targetesheedor
programming with nine of fifteenExtensioneducators focusing on this group. Several reasons
were discussed as to why these were a prioritized audience. Some educators pointed out that the
Small and Innovative Outreach Program through Lincolrvéhsity is devoted to reaching
underserved and minority populations.

Several otheExtensioneducators discussed the importance of making sure the
demographics of participants in their programing matched the demographics of their assigned
areatomakesar al | popul ationsd needs were being met
Extensio®s mi ssion is to be a resource for everyo
growing concern foExtensioneducators:

That's one of the challenges. When we are workingban areas we can see the

population of different ethnicity. As dixtensionagent olExtensionspecialist | don't

think | have reached the ratio that is there operation wise. So that's one of the concerns.

It's not the only concern but | think abohat. Extensions for everybody so | feel we

can work there more (Horticulture educator, University of Missouri).
Reaching all groups of people is a concerrBxtensioneducators and many mentioned

continuing to reach more diverse groups in their coantie
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A few Extensioneducators also mentioned that there are more funding streams devoted
to helping minorities and those with limited resources. Although this was not mentioned as a
primary reason for prioritizing these groups, educators were awareadrthection.

Growers were the next most mentioned prioritized audience with six of fieension
educators indicating that they focused programs on growers. All educators that prioritized
growers were either horticulture educators or educators gitbudture responsibilities.
Different types of growers were mentioned such as farmers (both rural and urban), home
horticulturalist, ornamental horticulturalists, and horticulture therapists. These six educators
address the needs and prioritize thesesypigrowers in a different capacity based upon job
responsibilities and program focuses.

Youth audiences were prioritized by three of fiftéettensioneducators. These three
educators focus on food awareness and food nutrition with this audience. Qroaaldd
educator mentioned that she doesndt typically
generations unless theydve experimented with
Ot herwi se, the younger gerEgtensimasomucisasdldendt act i
generations.

Consumers were prioritized by three of fiftdextensioneducators with all three
educators working within Johnson County, Kansas. There are sExéakionprograms in this
county to reach consumers and raise awarertesg where food comes from and how it is
produced. As one educator explained, due to barriers in acquiring land in the county, they see a
lot more consumers than growers. Because of this, addressing consumers meets the needs of the
county residents much mmeffectively.

Other prioritized audiences were families, elderly, workplaces, and homeowners, but
these were not heavily prioritized collectively. All of these audience groups had only one or two

educators prioritize them.

Programs
Agriculture and hortulture production programs were the most commonly prioritized
types of programs. Seven out of fiftedextensioneducators prioritize agriculture/horticulture
programing as well as Cultivate Kansas City. These programs include county Master Gardener

progams, beginning farmer programs, ornamental horticulture programs, and school garden

75



programs. Cultivate Kansas City mentioned that their prioritized production programs include
their forprofit demonstration farm and the Juniper Gardens refugee farnméngrarogram.

Many Extensioneducators noted that their prioritized programs are not decided by them
directly. Eight of fifteen educators explained that prioritized programs are decided by Program
Development Committees or based upon needs of the cotymdany educators depend on
their Program Development Committees to help them identify community needs and prioritize
their efforts. Additionally, some educators use log books to identify the most requested
information.

Consumer education programs wprritized by three educators. These educators are
creating opportunities and programs for consumers to connect with their food and understand
how it is produced and where it comes from. As one educator explains the need for these types of
programs:

| really think that what | see now is people seem to very much want to connect with more

natural food products. They want less food preservatives. They want less pesticide use.

There's something that's driving them to connect with the environment. And thhifs

a great thing but they have a lot of misinformation as it comes to that. So that would be

one [priority] (Family Nutrition educator, University of Missouri).

If more people are interested in connecting with their food and understanding wheress com
from, Extensioncan be that researdiased unbiased source that they look to.

Food access was prioritized by three educators all of whom were Family and Consumer
Science educators. All of these educators were focusing on nutrition and were working with
different local organizations to address the issue of food deserts.

Food preparation and preservation, food safety, prioritizing according to action plans, and
statewide based programing were all prioritized by two educators each. Business development,
community health, livestock production, living on a budget, and national impact were all only
prioritized by oneéExtensioneducator each. Only one educator said they did not prioritize their

programing efforts.

Ranking of Main Topics
Extensioneducators wee asked to rank the six main topics (production, processing,

distribution, marketing, financial resources, and equipment) that were the basis of the farmer
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survey. Educators were asked to rank these topics in order that they tinsghtarmers

neededhem with #1 being the most needed and #6 being the least needed.

Extension Educator's Rankings of Information
Topics

(=] ~ [s9] w
|

W #1 ranking

u
|

—  m#2ranking

—  M#3ranking

—  E#dranking

Number of Rankings

—  m#5ranking

| #6 ranking

0_ T T
Production  Processing  Distribution  Marketing Financial Equipment

Information Topics

Figure 4-2. Extensioneducatorranking s of production, processing, distribution,
marketing, financial, and equipment information based upo what they thought urban
farmers needed. Topics were ranked from most needed as #1 to least needed ag #617

Production and financial resources both received the most #1 rankings while equipment
received the most #4 and #6 rankings (FiguBy.Marketing had the most #2 rankings while
distribution was solidly ranked in the middle with the most #3 rankings. Processing had the most

#5 rankings.

Collaboration

Extensioneducators were asked if they collaborated with other organizations or other
Extenson offices for their programing efforts. Answers were divided into the following
subnodes.
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Collaborations with Campus Faculty
Three out of fifteerextensioneducators said they were collaborating with campus
faculty. These educators were bringing in ssecialists to help with programs or were
requesting that certain topics be researched more at the university level. One educator was

collaborating with faculty from both Kansas State and University of Missouri.

Collaborations with Community Members
Fourout of fifteenExtensioneducators have collaborated with community members on
programing efforts. These educators have brought in local producers to help present a program or
had local producers explain their-sgt during farm tours. Collaboration hdsaoccurred to
design projects that are requesting grant funding from the Sustainable Agriculture Research and
Education (SARE) organization.

Collaborations with OtheExtensionOffices
Fourteen out of fiftee&kxtensioneducators have collaborated watinerExtension
offices. Most collaboration is happening between silos in the same office or between offices in
the same university system. Although there is a little collaboration taking place across state lines,
it is minimal. There is more collaboratioaecurring between University of Missouri and Lincoln

University than with Kansas State.

Collaborations with Other Organizations
Twelve out of fifteerExtensioneducators have collaborated with outside organizations.
Organizations that are commonly collasted with are government organizations, such as
USDA, NRCS, and state/county health departments;pnofits such as Cultivate Kansas City,
Kansas Rural Center, and coalitions such as the Beans and Greens Coalition and the Food Policy
Coalition. Some lodacenters, such as business development centers or minority outreach
centers, local businesses, and farmers markets are some other organizatitxisniainagents

have collaborated with.

Future Collaborations
Fifteen out of the sixteen totBktensioneducators discussed future collaborations. Many

types of future collaborations were within tBetensionsystem. One type of future collaboration
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that was mentioned was sharing information betwedrnsionsilos in county and regional

offices. Sharing iformation with otheExtensionoffices in the same university system was also
discussed. There was also mention of making more effort to collaborate across state lines and
university affiliation. Other collaborations with other community organizationsaohr new

audiences were also discussed.

Reasons for Collaboration

Twelve out of fifteerExtensioneducators as well as Cultivate KC gave reasons for
collaborating with others. One of the most frequently given reasons was that collaboration allows
educates from both organizations reach a new audience. One educator noted:

| believe collaborations are important because those partners probably reach a different

audience than | reach or they can help bring more people to the table than what | could by

myself,or they have an expertise that maybe | don't have and together we'll do a better
job than I can by myself (Community Development educator, Kansas State).
By combining efforts with other organizatiorisstensioncan reach more people and gain
exposure in ifferent circles.

Another common reason given that is demonstrated in the above quote is that
collaboration also allows people access to more levels of expertise and different skill sets.
Different organizations bring in different strengths, and compiefifiorts maximize the assets of
the program.

Another common reason was that due to limited resources, it is hard to do anything
withoutcollaborating with other organizations. For example, one educator explained:

Thereds no way t outal@abofatpm row. fthink that'gthe trand of h o

Extension | mean the resources are limited and we all have to kind of pool our resources

together and we have to do what we need to do (Family and Consumer Sciences

educator, Kansas State).
A couple otheeducators echoed this concern that it is difficult to get much ddeetémsion
without partnering with othdextensionoffices or outside organizations. It is becoming

imperative thaExtensiorreach out to other community organizations for support.
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Challenges with Collaboration
Only the representative from Cultivate Kansas City spoke about the challenges of
collaboration. One challenge that was mentioned was that there were neidéateban
agriculture networks that they could collaborate with. Aeothallenge that was mentioned was
Ai nstitutional turfinesso where other organi z

partner.

Benefits

One of the themes that arose out of open coding was a discussion of the benefits of urban
agricultureandExtensiongetting involved in urban agriculture. Three main areas were

discussed: Nutrition and Health, Community, and Farmers.

Nutrition and Health

Five of the fifteerExtensioneducators discussed the benefits of urban agriculture on
nutrition and lealth. These educators explained the educational programs they have to help
audiences understand the benefits of fruits and vegetables with an emphasis on locally produced
foods. A couple educators mentioned working in tandem with gardening classesgrathpro
that other organizations aktensioneducators were offering. In both these cases, there was a
stronger emphasis on youth audiences than on the general public. However, one educator
discussed the holistic health benefits of gardening and farmireyéwyone that is involved:

| mean gardening is like one of the most holistic, in terms of movement. You're healthier

because you're going outside even if you're just walking out your backdoor it's more than

most people do is sit on the couch all day. K\M@alt your backdoor and going in the

garden. It's nutritional you get to learn how to do foods, you get to eat fresh (Horticulture

educator, Lincoln University).
Extensioneducators are well aware of the benefits to health and nutrition of urban farmding an

are including these benefits as talking points in their current programing.

Community
Four of the fifteerExtensioneducators discussed benefits of urban farming/gardening on
the community. One educator discussed urban farming as a revitalizatioratdwiiriys
communities together over common goals. Other educators talked about churches and other
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community organizations taking an interest in gardening in the city. Still other educators
discussed how urban farming is connecting the producer to consamaesiilding a sense of

community that way.

Farmers
ThreeExtensioneducators mentioned how urban farming is benefitting farmers. Urban farming
is offering further farmer development and is inspiring a new generation of farmer to take over
after the cument generation retires. Educators also discussedaxbensionis starting to connect

with these new farmers.

Barriers and Challenges
This section addressbarriers and challenges in practicing and programing for urban
agriculture. These themes arose aiubpen coding and have been broken into three groups:

Extension urban farmers, and minorities.

Extension
Twelve educators discussed barriers and challeng&xfensionworking in urban agriculture.
Many barriers were discussed but most fit into foategories: lack of resources, structure,

audience, and the fact that urbami@gtureis a new topic area.

Lack of resources
Eight of fifteen educators within the study area mentioned bseier challenges related
to lack of resources fdExtensioneducators. These challenges include funding, lack of staff,
time, and | ack of awareness on the educatoros
outside the study area was interviewed because they were making great strides in urban
agriculture prgraming. This person mentioned that a major barrier for them was lack of interest

from otherExtensionagents in the area.

Structure
Eight educators discussed barriers and challenges related to the structure of their
Extensioninstitution. These challengencluded bureaucracy, limitations of the job, sticking to

priorities, and usingxtensio® s tr adi ti onal county structure.
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difficulty documenting and publicizing the impact it makes, so sometiirEnsionis known

A

as aképessecret. o

Audience
Eight educators discussed challenges relatéktensionaudiences. These barriers
included gaining trust and respect among local residents and minority groups as well as being

inclusive and trying to reach as many people asilpless

Urban Agriculture as a new topic area
Four educators as well as Cultivate Kansas City mentioned unknown factors as
challenges working with urban farmers. These challenges include lack of reputable information
that is needed by farmers and urban@gtire is ambiguous so it is hard to approach from a
programing perspective. Cultivate KC pointed out that urban agriculture represents a new
context for teaching:
So | feel like everything that has happened out there is really one big experimeat. It's n
that people haven't been doing Ag education for years and years and years, but it's
happening in such a radical different context that the strategies we use may or may not be
appropriate for context. It may pay off in the short term they may not payuifthe
long term. So | think a lot of this is like we've thrown a whole bunch of seeds, [they] are
in the ground, growing, being planted (Cultivate Kanas City).

This new context can be a challenge to effectively inform new farmers in urban areas.

Urban Farmers
Nine out of fifteenExtensioneducators discussed various barriers and challenges for
urban farmers. These barrier themes arose out of open coding. Although many barriers were
discussed, most all fit into three categories: knowledge, resounckedisaribution.

Knowledge

Four educators discussed urban farmer barriers and challenges related to knowledge.
Some of these challenges include lack of growing history, not knowing what they are getting
into, difficulty scaling up, connecting to resourcassd urban agriculture is still seen as a large

experiment in many aspects.
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Resources

Nine educators discussed barriers and challenges related to resources for urban farmers.
Of these barriers, those dealing with money were the most commonly discugsadcltded
finding funding for farms, dealing with high land prices, and making a profit from farming.
Because it is becoming increasingly difficult to make a profit at farming, educators explained

that many farmers need a second job to make a living.

Distribution
Two educators mentioned challenges relating to distribution for urban farmers. This
included talking about a need for food aggregators and food hubs as well as discussing the need

for niche marketing in urban agriculture.

Minorities
Minorities face unique challenges when getting involved in urban agriculture. Three
educators discussed these types of challenges. As previously mentioned, hiskxteakyon
did not m&e an effort to reach oud minority groups which acted as a barrier for dksaand
repercussions are still being felt. Another barrier that was brought up is that many minority
groups have a family history of agriculture, but they equate this association with need, not
passion. Therefore they equate growing things with being pesoone educator explains:
When | started, our low resource families they felt like gardening was for poor people
and many of our Latino families they had come from Mexico, Mexican immigrants and
they didn't want to go back to that. The African Americammunity somewhat was
doing some same thingyy great grandmother did it and | don't want to have to do that |
want to go buy my foadFamily and Consumer Sciences educator, Kansas State).
This perception can be a significant barrier in getting minotitesived in urban agriculture

and gardening.

Reaching Minorities
This node explores the themes of reaching out to minorities and social inequalities that
arose out of open coding. Eight educators as well as Cultivate Kansas City discussed different
aspets of social inequality and how they relate to their programing efforts. Since reaching out

to minorities i s a | arEgensiohpoograns all dificolnedutatossl N Un i
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discussed this aspect. Many educators mentioned working with aoitgrotganizations that are
connected with minority groupExtensionis targeting minorities for more outreach because

they want more community and diverse inclusion in their programing.

Race
Three educators mentioned reaching out to different racesatenls discussed the
difficulty in effectively communicating with some racial minorities and explained how some
groups need more time or resources than other groups. A couple educators mentioned that they
are trying to use the US Census to see if theyemehing all the potential minority audiences

that are in their region.

Low-Income
Two educators and Cultivate Kansas City mentioned working with the minority low
income residents. Much of the work going on in this area is towards gettiigdome famlies
access to healthy food. It was also mentioned that funding sources grant more money when

working with low-income groups.

Food Access

Three educators talked about addressing food access for minority populations. As one
educator explains:

| do a lot wth our African American population, our immigrant populations, and our

Latino populations primarily here in providing any way that we can increase access to

healthy foods and food choices (Family and Consumer Sciences educator, Kansas State).
The majoriy of the work in this area take the form of classes that instruct participants how to
grow and/or cook fresh fruits and vegetables or is part of the Family Nutrition Program which

gives monetary assistance for food todmewome families.

Gaining Trust andRespect
Three educators discussed their efforts to gain the trust and respect of the minority groups
that they are reaching out to. The importance of understanding minority needs from the inside
perspective as opposed to being an outsider and cominghiselutions was discussed. As one

educator explained:
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Extension s f or everybody so | feel we can worKk
whether we could supply that need. Because from outside you c@msdemn do that
but you cannot do it unleslsey understand you and they feel like it is important for
them. (Horticulture educator, University of Missouri)
Extensionhistorically has not made much effort to reach out to minorities. Another educator
explained this rocky past and how Lincoln Universit approaching it:
And typically we have not had a great track record with minorities. We've had lawsuits
happening from Hispanics and from African Americans for discrimination, which they
won hands down and so they're making more of an efforttoceach é whi ch | t hi n
manyExtensiof i nsti tutions] ¢é they help their bic
people, whereas we are more focused on reaching out and really spending time trying to
find those minorities. (Horticulture educator, Lincoln University)
Gaining trust and respect from a community requires time and effort. One educator describes the
experience they had trying to get involved in a minority neighborhood:
Because oftentimes you have to sort of break into communities in order to get access to
them and it takes a while. Like I've been working with [a local] neighborhood for almost
two years now and the first meeting | went to why would they talk to me or why would
they trust me, there's no reason for them to. But now that I've been going f@axso
people really open up, they ask me questions and they've come to trust my advice and |

guess respect the program too. (Horticulture educator, Lincoln University)

Extensionas an Institution
The next node focuses on wiattensioneducators thouglaboutExtensioninstead of
specifically the structure d@xtension This sections looks specifically at whattension
educators perceived as the rold&eatensionand what kind of relationships they have with their

clients aExtensioneducators.

Role ofExtension
Fourteen out of fifteen educators within the study area as well as Cultivate Kansas City
discussed the role &xtension One of the most discussed roles \Eatensions a research
based institution that focuses on problem solving. Ten edsaantioned this role, explaining
thatExtensiorrepresents an unbiased opinion with trustworthy information that strives to make
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research applicable to everyone. As one educator explained in response to being asked what
could they do to ensure farmer sess:
| think do what we do best. We provide that resedated information that they need.
So we're always there. We're not selling anything, we don't represent any company, and
so we're just there to hook them into the information and resources thaettyAnd so
| think that's what we'll continue to do (Family and Consumer Sciences educator, Kansas
State).
A couple educators mentioned needing to further research in production and processing aspects
for small farmers to meet the needs of urban farmers
Another commonly discussed role was helping people. Eight educators discussed how
Extensiorhas a vast base of knowledge to help people an&xtensiod® s g o a | I's to he
people help themselves. As one educator discusses:
How is Extensionbest equippe to ensure the success of producers? We can only help
people to a certain extent. And | think one of the most important things about what we
can do to help them is equip them with the knowledge of whenever they do come to a
crossroads of decision makingely make the most appropriate decisions. And the most
appropriate decisions might be different for one person than it is for another. It's not up
for us to decide it's entirely up to them to decide (Horticulture educator, University of
Missouri).
This hdp requires varying levels of commitment depending on the people. One educator
mentioned that they wanted to help people feel empowered, specifically to grow their own food.
Creating connections was discussed as a role by eight educators. These cannection
include bringing together producers with other producers, with distribution markets, and with the
consumers. Several educators also discussed collaborating with other organizations and creating
connections and networks between growers and those partners.
| mean Cultivate Kansas City has all these connections, and Community Gardens has all
these connections, and then we have all these connections, and so when you bring that
together it's an amazing network and then you can really help people help each oth

(Horticulture educator, Lincoln University)
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A couple educators also mentioned tBatensio® s or i gi nal pur pose was t
the University system, regardless if itdés thr
explains:

Another apect of my job that | think's really important is that it links people to the

university system that may never have that opportunity. I still believe lartkbdgrant

mission, which is everyone deserves to have education, whether that's formal or informal

education. And that | believe that there's a multitude of ways that we educate people

(Family and Consumer Sciences educator, University of Missouri).

Eight educators discusségtensiornrole and involvement in urban agriculture. Educators
explained thaas an institution they have vast amounts of knowledge that could be applicable to
urban gardening and farming and in fact that makes them one of the best resource organizations
for this. As one educator explained:

SoExtensiorreally is poised and is praged and has the expertise to bring a multitude of

aspects to urban gardening, probably better prepared than any other institution in the

United States as it currently stands. Because we live within our communities, we

understand those communities, we lgugceries, we sleep there, we go to church there,

we're part of them. And so part of it is the trust factor and you have to have trust when

you're going to work on a project such as this and you only earn that trust by being true to

your word, knowing whayou say you know, doing what you say you're going to do, and

being there when you say you're going to be there. And that is a huge part of building

collaborative work in an area such as urban agriculture because they have to know that

they can depend ors@and they have to depend on us in multiple aspecBxtgasion

can do that (Family and Consumer Sciences educator, University of Missouri).

Other educators discussed how imperative it isExgnsiongets involved in urban food
systems becausethedem d f or t his i nformation isndét goin
| think it's real important thdxtension all Extension gets on board with urban

agriculture because | mean people are moving to cities but they still want to be connected

to their food. And so the wagp be able to do that is by helping people create successful

urban agriculture systems that can be productive for them (Horticulture educator, Lincoln

University).
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One educator lamented that thextension nst i t uti on hadndét get i nvol
education sooner and saw that many urban growers and farmers were seeking out other
organizations:

| think our biggest missed opportunity was not doing a better of job of getting that group

of people brought in to usifgxtension | think to me thatsny bi ggest regr et

what | think has happened is, | think you kind of touched on it early on, is that group is

now finding other avenues [for] getting the information (Horticulture educator, Kansas

State).
Still, several other educators thatareimveld i n t he University of Mis:
Foods Team mentioned that they are currently exploring Bktahsio® s r ol e i s i n me

systems specifically in order to meet these need appropriately. As one of these educators
describes:
Extensio hasn't always been the best of identifying urban agricultural rielettiénk
webre really good at educating people on a
programing, but just hadn't put the two of them together (Community Development
educatorUniversity of Missouri).
This Metro Foods team is trying to find the most effective way to fit these pieces together.
Seven educators discussed how the roExéénsionis changing focus and explained
thatExtensio®d s r ol e ev ol v e slvesa Severaheducatorsanantioned that éhere v o
are specific teams within their institution that help decide how to change the fdexig$ion
programing. Also, the specifiextensionOutreach program at Lincoln University that was
examined in this studgionly four years old therefore their priorities and roles have changed a
great deal since their premiere.
Four educators mentioned food awareness and appreciation as abxiension These
educators discussed how their educational programs aimeriéibn and food awareness is
aimed primarily at youth and consumer audiencédl. educators as well as Cultivate Kansas

City spoke that one of their main rolegasserve the need of their residents and clients.

Relationships withExtension
Extensioneducators described the types of relationships that they have with their clients

and residents. Many different types of relationships were discussed, but the most popular was
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being a facilitator. Ten educators discussed how they helped facilitate cresttvayks or

connecting people with other organizations or other producers. One educator discussed how they

structure their workshops loosely to promote facilitation of knowledge. As he explains:
But | would [have loosely structured workshops] more. | yustt people to be able to
come and know. We have some goals that we need to achieve but use a format where
you're hands are on it, you're walking, you're standing up, and you're mixing. That's what
happensébecause you'r e waoftheipeople chamgeses v e ,
they move, and it seems to facilitate exchange, which is what I'm tryingitevdh is
to get people to connect and share, if they have any, actual practical experience plus
maybe link up with somebody because that's whattgygoi, | think, make it work to talk
to other people to help solve your problems, maybe get some advice or whatever.
(Horticulture educator, Lincoln University)
Anot her educator described their sentimént
Education was described as the main relationship with clients by eight educators. This
was described as being the basic functioBxdénsionand that as educators they need to equip
people with knowledge. Some educators mentioned that acting ascatoeds opposed to

t h

to

another type of role is more common with new

built yet.

Collaborator was a type of relationship that was discussed by three educators. This role
helpsExtensioneducators to better undéand the needs of the farmers and growers while also
helping the further development of the farmer and their knowledge.

Five educators described having very involved relationships with their clients. All of the
Lincoln educators discussed this and hbeytwork to become close with their clients and gain
their trust. One educator mentioned that the more involved a relationship or the longer the
relationship they had with a client the more they felt they could challenge their client and ask
them more abdutheir decisions.

Conversely, two educators said that they did not have involved relationships at all with
their clients. One educator explained that they did not work closely with most of the public but

instead they work primarily on tra@trainer pograms. The other educator explained that they

were there to help with probl ems, not get i
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Four educators stated thattensionbest serves in several roles at once. As one educator
explained:

Well | think Extensionis uniquein the fact that it can play multiple roles. It can be the

educator, it can also be a collaborator which helps bring in resources, the education part

which actually helps people with their basic knowledge, and then third is to facilitate

growth. Growth whther it be educational growth, collaboration growth, business growth,

whatever that may be (Family and Consumer Sciences educator, University of Missouri).
Another educator explained the possible roles they prioritized:

Our roles aExtensionis not justto give PowerPoint presentations, right? We need to

help people develop communities, develop businesses, develop our economies

(Horticulture educator, Kansas State).

One educator explained that someti mesbastt 6s ha
to serve several at once.

Acting as a sounding board was discussed by four educators. Educators explained that
they help clients figure out their options and can give resdmséd knowledge to help make
decisions.

Two educators explained thattensionshould not only be educating, but building skills
as well. They explained that giving people the skills as well as the knowledge is necessary to
help people learn and to make a larger impact. One educator described the importance of hands
on activties to build skills:

So if there are people that are out there working with Urban Ag producers, or any adult

for that matter, and they're attempting to equip them, not just with knowledge but also

with skills and they're not doing the harals activitywith the adults, they're not doing

their job anymore (Horticulture educator, University of Missouri).

Conceptualization and Rhetoric
This section looks at how urban agricultuseonceptualized and what words are

commonly used in association with it. Tiniede arose out of open coding.
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How Urban Agriculture is Discussed
This section explores the context in which urban agriculture is discusgeddnsion
educators. This context shows the differences in how educators perceive urban agriculture and

howthy ar e Opackagingd their information for pe

Hobby vs. Business
Eight educators discuss urban agriculture as a hobby or as a business. Two educators had
more exposure to the hobby aspect of urban farming in both the pmdantl food
preservation aspects. One educator discusses the growing popularity of small urban farms, when
talking about edible horticulture:
But certainly over the last five plus years we've seen resurgence in the interest in edible
horticulture and thenovement of more small farms, hobby farms, urban farms, whatever
you want to call them (Horticulture educator, Kansas State).
Alternatively, four educators discussed urban farming in the light of business ventures and
finding niche markets for profitabilit Several educators also mentioned the balance between
making a profit and keeping their produce affordable for local residents. One educator talked
about the relationship between affordability for residents and profits:
This has to be balanced. Like Incanly afford that one so it should be after sometime,
people should be careful in é the way we a
because farmers will go and they get the best price. But you don't want to go to people
who can only afford [the higheprice]. Like last time one time the tomatoes were selling
$5 dollars a pound organic tomatoes, urban tomatoes, so those are like high end. So that
balance is long term. | don't know how it's going to balance I'm just giving you my
experience. (Horticthre educator, University of Missouri)

Food Culture

Ten out of fifteen educators discussed urban farming in relation to food culture or the
culture surrounding food. A large part of this was discussing food awareness and appreciation.
Extensioneducators i@ noticing more people want a stronger connection to their food and are
taking that opportunity to teach them. As one educator describes:

It really is exciting to see people interested in wanting to know where their food comes

from and want to access thend then people responding to that. Sometimes it's almost
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overwhelming actually trying to put those two groups together (Community Development

educator, Kansas State).

Another theme within food culture was that six educators discussed how people are
taking part in urban agriculture to grow food for themselves. One educator explained how this
typically looks in their work region:

We have community gardens, the schools have got the Eating from the Garden Program,

and then we have more and more producétbalime that are producing in their

backyards or going out and leasing a small plot of ground at the edge of town and

producing their own food, which I think is feed yourself and then feed your neighbor,

then if you're good at that then maybe you cart selling some (Horticulture educator,

Lincoln University).

Innovative
Three educators discussed urban agriculture as an innovative practice. The non
traditional nature of urban agriculture was described as well as mentioning the sustainable
agriculturepractices that are commonly used in urban agriculture, specifically in reference to
soils. One educator explains how these sustainable practices make it more necessary for higher
land security:
And so that focus on sustainable agriculture will still lethelping people understand
that the soil and making it healthy for them. Because one thing that is misunderstood in
urban agriculture is likeve have this empty lot and it'll go up for sale in five years, why
don't you just start a farm thereg&hd it'slike well, it's great for you maybe you don't
have to mow the lawn, but it's not great for the farmer because they spent five years
building up that soil and then they have to leaeeprotecting that farmer from being
kicked off the land but his influx{orticulture educator, Lincoln University).

Future
ThirteenExtensioneducators and Cultivate Kansas City discussed urban agriculture
looking towards the future. Their discussion included themes of the growth of interest in urban
agriculture, the evolutioof urban agriculture over time, and urban ag as an opportunity.
Twelve educators and Cultivate Kansas City discussed the growing interest in urban

agriculture and | ocal food that theydve notic
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| really think that whal see now is people seem to very much want to connect with more

natural food products. They want less food preservatives. They want less pesticide use.

There's something that's driving them to connect with the environment (Family and

Consumer Sciences @chtor, University of Missouri).

Some educators are excited about this increase in interest anBxtemgionto play a larger
role in educating these people. As an educator noted:

| think that number [of small acreage farmers] will actually continuadrease and get

bigger. I think people will continue to have an increasing interest in having a local

connection with where their food comes from and want to know that. And | believe the

Extensionoffice and my role as an agriculture agent are in a goéata facilitate that

learning, that education, and putting those two customers or those two clients together

then. So yes | think we'll do more of what we're doing but | think we'll actually step up

our efforts and we'll do more of that then. (Commubigvelopment educator, Kansas

State)

Other educators seemed a little more pessimistic about this growth, discussing the burn out rate
for some of these endeavors. One educator talks about this in the context of community gardens:

Like right now community grdens are a hot topic. Everybody wants to get involved in

community gardens. So even though 50% fizzle out once they figure out the work

involved, you at least have to try to get a group a people to go out and talk about that. So
that's kind of how that erks (Horticulture educator, Kansas State).

The evolution of urban agriculture over time was discussed by eight educators. Educators
discussed both where urban ag has evolved from as well as where they expect it to go. One
educator discussed the need farengrowers and expected that more first generation farmers
would continue to get involved in urban agriculture:

Anybody that's first generation, and | think part of the reason that we do that is because in

this area we need more growers. We need to bela@ng new growers and we need to

be converting the energy that people have to become part of the local food production

system into a useful sustainable part of the food production system and it's not easy

growing vegetables (Horticulture educator, KarStde).
Other educators were still hesitant about conjecturing what the urban agriculture movement

would do next. One educator explains their flexibility in this situation:
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| don'"t knoweé | don't pretend toremeedse a cr
are going to be. | would assume that there will be future needs in urban agriculture and
that 1t"1]1 al | evolve as my clientsd needs
Development educator, University of Missouri).
Urban agriculture was méaned as an opportunity by three educators and Cultivate
Kansas City. Urban agriculture represents an opportunity to change to food system and to
connect better with farmers and residents. Cultivate Kansas City put it most succinctly when they
said:
So asan organization | think our biggest contribution to urban agriculture has been
offering up a vision and a sense of inspiration and inviting other people to take risks and
to change their community, and do either as an individual what they think they heuld
to do. As people working in organizations or in neighborhoods, we invite them to
recognize that they can change the food sy
some of it is just promoting a culture of learning and experimentation and kind of
resiliency because urban, we're sort of in really unprecedented times around food and

food production and food access. (Cultivate Kansas City)

Audience
Five educators discussed urban agriculture based upon its audience. Things like audience
diversity, inxperience, and youth interest were explored. One educator discusses how the
younger generations only ask them questions once something has gone wrong:
Typically when | hear from [younger generations] it's when they've gotten on the internet
and gotten ird trouble. They've read so much that they've tried something, and guess
what, it wasn't research driven so they've just killed their lawn. So a lot of times the
technology age come to us when they've gotten themselves into trouble (Horticulture
educator, Kansas State).
Anot her educator discussed how theybve obseryv
eating more whole foods:
The other thing I'm noticing is young people are getting more conscious about good food
like the one food frona source theknow and they have read more about significant
information they have. So they are more concerned about quality of food. That's my

observation (Horticulture educator, University of Missouri).
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One educator compared people involved in urban agricultureut: a ¢
It seems to be kind of, | almost want to say it's like this underground cult that somehow
theyT | don't know mean negative in cult or cult using kind of negadtibat it's like this
little myth. | mean society is full of these little interest gr@apmd for some reason they
just find each other. |1 don't know how they do it. It's really interesting for supporting
things. They all kind of know about each other somehow (Horticulture educator, Kansas
State).

Attributes
Two educators and Cultivate Kasdaity discussed urban agriculture based upon its
attributes. The two attributes that were discussed were its-oargsproach and its holistic

nature.

Location

Four educators discussed urban agriculture according to locational factors. Two educators
thought that urban agriculture was strictly urban and that did not describe their county. One
educator described their definition of wurban
and diverse population, not a lot of green spatteat doesn'tdesc#b our countyo ( Far
Consumer Sciences educator, Kansas State).

Two other educators also discussed how the Kansas City metro area will continue to get
more urban. One educator described this sentiment as well as what they thought this meant for
localfarmers:

| believe urban agriculture [here] is going to change and evolve just as it has the last 25

years, 28 years that I've been here. We are going to grow more urban and urban in our

population, less and less farm land is going to be available. $tep@e going to have

to produce in a different way. | actually think there will be a growing population of small

acreage landowners who want to be involved in commercial fruit and vegetable

production, or some kind of agricultural production (Communitydd@ment educator,

Kansas State).
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Rationale for Programing

Need Level
Seven educators and Cultivate KC discussed the need level as a reason for doing urban
agriculture programing. Two educators, both horticulturalists from Kansas State University, said
they didndét see much need for programming in
needs they saw in this area. These needs included programing for regulations, connecting
organizations in the food system, new growing techniques, and reachipgrieexed
audiences. One educator explains how they identified these needs and how they develop
programing from that. As they explain in response to the quéatipndid you decide to do
those programs?:
Just from the need that we see. When | firstextiarivent out and was just going out and
meeting people and you can stand and you would see 60 chickens in a 10 x 10 pen so you
knew they needed some help, needed some education, and so vifsual orsits. And
then feedback from colleagues too and comityypeoplehey, there's the person you
need to go seénd that's how we developed our programming to meet the needs of what
we see. Then as they become comfortable with us they ask us for information and then
we're able to develop programming around.tftdorticulture educator, Lincoln
University)

Accountability
Accountability was mentioned as a rationale for urban agriculture programing by four
educators. This included being accountable to the city, to their own impact by using standardized
measuring mikods, to their coworkers, and to their clients by being an example. One educator
explained their rationale of being an example of empty lot farming:
So the whole goal was to find out what are the constraints. People say there are so many
plots are therdpts of it, can you do gardening there. So there are some challenges so we
wanted to start there but by doing that we are trying to show people what they can do

(Horticulture educator, University of Missouri).
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Geared Toward Audience
Three educators disssed their rationale of having been geared towards their audience.
This rationale was used both to justify doing urban agriculture programing as well as not doing

urban agriculture programing.

Interest Level
Three educators discussed interest level immdgriculture programing. Several said

that is was the Aup and coming areao in thei

Helping Low-Income
Two educators mentioned helping lemcome residents as a reason for doing programing
involving urban agriaglture. One educator explains how urban farming fits in with trying to reach
their lowrincome, limited food access population:
Within that then that's how we ended up getting into urban agriculture because we're
talking about access to food and you'rekiog for ways that you can help low income
families have access to healthier foods. It was just logical to kind of connect with some of
our urban farming agencies that were doing that. And it's like on the one hand you
wanted to farm and on the other hat'gllike what do you do with this once you get it out

of the ground (Family and Consumer Science educator, Kansas State).

Something New
One educator and Cultivate Kansas City discussed doing something new as a rationale for
doing urban agriculture prograng. One educator describes how they go about this:
| wrote [an article about urban poultry]. It was an opportunity that no one had taken
advantage of. I'll do stuff like that, not jugtlaying Ithe dirtdol n t he mat er i al
looking through, if thereeems to be an opportunity that a group ought to consider, I'll
bring that in to the conversation. That's something | woutthé out, which I've done a
couple of times. Something they'd find interesting that are hard to find (Horticulture

educator, Lincal University).
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Urban Agriculture Definition

All Extensioneducators as well as Cultivate Kansas City were asked to define urban

agriculture. Their responses were compiled and a word count was conducted on the resulting list.

Table 42 shows the top 20 wosdhat were used in these definitions.

Table 4-2. Most commonly used words irExtensioneducators 6 def i uwbhah i ons of

agriculture.

Placement| Word | Count| Similar Words
1 | urban 55 | urban
2 | agriculture 39 | agricultural, agriculture
3 | area 21| area, areas
4 | city 19| cities, city
5| think 17 | think, thinking
6 | food 12 | food
7 | growing 12 | growing
8 | products 11 | product, production, products
9 | part 8 | part, partly
10 | community 7 | communities, community
11| gaden 7 | garden, gardener, gardening, garde
12| guess 7 | guess
13| people 7 | people
14 | program 7 | program, programming, programs
15 | within 7 | within
16 | animal 6 | animal, animals
17| consider 6 | consider, considered
18 | farmers 6 | farmer, farmers
19 live 6 | live, living
20 | lot 6 | lot, lots

After all the interviewees offered their definition of urban agriculture, | supplied us with
a reference definition to use for the rest of the interview. The definition that | offered educators
to use in the interviews walse growing, processing, and distribution of food and other products

through intensive plant cultivation and animal husbandry in and around.cities

Proactive vs. Reactive programing
Seven educators discussed whether their programing was considered poraeaative
to issues. To some extent, Bitensionis reactive because their purpose is to serve the needs of

the people and you donodét al ways know what
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between the seven educators there was a digttielrn between favoring proactive or reactive
programming based upon institution. All educators from Kansas State University that
commented on this favored reactive programing while all educators who answered from
University of Missouri or Lincoln Univesity favored proactive programing. This will be

discussed in more detail in Chapter 5.

Urban and Rural Farmers

Seven educators discussed the similarities or differences between urban and rural
farmers. A couple educators explained that when it come®tbgieservation and canning, on
average rural people are more familiar with the process while people from urban areas need more
basic instruction. One educator pointed out the difference in regulations between urban and rural
areas, specifically as it reés to poultry. A couple educators discussed how farming techniques
themselves are very similar between urban and rural farms, just the scenery is different. As one
educator explains:

It's figuring out how to grow vegetable and organic vegetable produsta small scale

thing. | mean it really is, especially here in Kansas. And | think what a lot of people don't

realize is that a small farm out in the country oftentimes looks very similar to a small

farm in the city, it's just surrounded by pastureseiad of being surrounded by buildings

(Horticulture educator, Kansas State).

Discussion

Half of interviewedExtensioneducators discussed the similarities and differences
between urban and rural farmers. Some educators are approaching these populatiengydif
by offering more basic instruction to more urban residents since some of the production or
processing techniques are more likely to be new to these residents than rural residents. In this
way, urbarExtensioneducators are attracting and servimigaim population needs and in return
are gaining support from these urban residents. Warner and Christenson (1984) explain that
Extensionis equally likely to gain support from urban residents as it is from rural residents.
However, raising awareness of timpan population to the serviceskftensionmay be a
chall enge. As Prawl et al . (1984) explains i
towns and urban centers are not aware of the CoopeEatieasionService or what it has to
offerr.Or i f they are aware of it, they feel it
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recognized in urban areas as a source for urban agriculture information may be a challenge for
raising support foExtensionand their programs.

The awareness of urban idents toExtensio® s e xi st ence and servi CEe
or hinder support foExtension Warner and Christenson (1984) found that it was possible that
people recognize the specific program&grfensioninstead of recognizingxtensionas a whole
enity. For example, urban farmers may recognize Master Gardeners or Master Food Volunteers
without realizing that these aBExtensionbased programs. Asxtensioncontinues to approach
new audiences and serve different needs, they may become more unrétegsizawhole.
This will be a continuing challenge because, as Carlson (2012) points out, state funding is
typically driven by legislature that is primarily metropolitan. Thus, it is importanBxignsion
is working, well known, and relevant in metneeas in an effort to maintain state funding
streams.

The future ofExtensionseems to be changinghe role ofExtensiornwas discussed by
93.3% of interviewed educators with 46.7% of them specifically discussing how this role is
changingWarnerand Chrise ns on ( 1 9 8 £jtensorgfihdang itself pulied in twa
directionsi to reach out to persons with specialized needs while at the same time continuing to
serve more tradit i obxtanksiomasu diinevnocl evse. nbe nLt@ oi kni nugr baat n
specifically, they are trying to meet the needs of urban populations that are new to
farming/growing and who are typically trying to produce on small parcels of Rasinussen
(1989) points out that it is the farmers who are operating smaltipertfams are those who
needExtensionthe most even though their production value is sraaliensioneducators in the
Kansas City area appear to know about wurban a
information needs, but are not necessarily offetirgmost needed types of programs for
various reasons. Warner and Christenson (1984) explains this lack of programing by noting that
Awi t h dspecializatos leas come the need for more detailed technical expertise,
sometimes beyond what the countgfstanp r ovi de. 0 Perhaps some of
urban farmers are too specialized Extensioneducators to teach effectively but it is possible to
have a third party that is more knowledgeable in a specific area to collaborakexteitisionon
an educational prograrRegardless, Raison (2010) emphasizesEktgnsionmeeds to be
facilitators when working within local food systems and help communities discover the talents

and abilities within those groups and help develop those assets.
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Conclusions

Through these interviews we wanted to understand what type of infornkaiension
educators were offering, the methods they were using to distribute it, if they were aware of urban
agriculture and if they were addressing urban agriculture spabyfid hrough coding the
interviews from 1%Extensioneducators in the Kansas City metro area, we were able to answer
these questions.

Production and processing information is being offered by 73.3% of interviewed
educators. Distribution, equipment, andrkeding information is offered by 53.5%, 46.7%, and
40% of educators respectively. Financial information was only offered by 26.7% of educators
while nutrition, policy and urban planning information, and information on specific production
practices were &éred by 20% or less of educators.

Extensioneducators use a wide variety of methods to distribute information. All
interviewed educators used interpersonal sources with 80% usiraniame meetings.
Workshops and classes were used by 66.7% and onlyrg#8oned using booths at fairs and
festivals. Media sources were used by 80%>dEnsioneducators with all 80% using digital
sources. Print media was used by 73.7% of educators and only 13.3% of educators mentioned
radio.

Most Extensioneducators areveare of urban agriculture in the KC metro area as seen by
the benefits and barriers that were listed during interviews. Barriépgéasionworking in
urban agriculture were discussed by 80% of educators while barriers to farmers were discussed
by 60% ofeducators. Barriers for minorities working in urban ag were discussed by 20% of
educators. The benefits of urban agriculture for farmers, the community, and personal nutrition
and health were discussed by 20%, 26.7%, and 33.Fxtehsioneducators resgztively.

Extensioneducators are addressing urban agriculture in varying degrees. The level of
involvement typically corresponds to th&ixtensioninstitution. Lincoln University has the most
involvement in terms of time commitment and informationabfareas. University of Missouri
has a statewide team that is lookingcatensiod s r ol e i n urban food syst
programs and trata-trainer programs to address urban agriculture. Both of these institutions are
proactive about their urbaagriculture programing. Kansas State University is reactive to urban
agriculture programing and doesndt chose to h

instead answers questions as they are brought to educators.
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Another sign that educatorseaaddressing urban agriculture are their prioritized
audiences and programs. Growers were considered a prioritized audience by 46.7% of educators.
The only other audience that was prioritized higher was minorities with 60%.

The role ofExtensionas seHidentified by educators also shows that they are beginning
to address urban agricultuEextensionnvolvement in urban ag, creating connections, and
helping people were all roles that were described by 53.5% of educators. The role of problem
solving and esearch based information resources was the only role that was mentioned by 66.7%
of educators. To address urban agriculture and urban food syEbeessioneducators are
relying on collaboration with theExtensioncolleagues, othdgxtensionoffices,outside
community organizations, and groups of farmers and growers.

Related to the role dixtension the type of educational relationship tExtension
educators have with clients also has an impact on connecting with urban farmers. Being a
facilitator between groups of people, organizations, Brignsiorwas mentioned by 66.7% of
educators while having an educatioased role was mentioned by 53.5% of educators.

The next chapter will connect the results of both the Urban Farmer/Grower Survey and
the Extensioneducator interviews. It will compare the information farmers want and need to the
information that is offered bigxtension It will also look at information distribution methods and
compare farmersdé preferr ed latioashipstwibhExtemsiar n t o cu

Gaps and overlaps between what is offered and what is needed will be discussed.
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Chapter 5 - Synthesis

This chapter will connect the pieces from both the Farmer/Grower Survey and the
Extensioninterviews and will be a conversation betwebe two data sets to understand the
interaction between these two groups. There were several major themes that surfaced during
analysis of the two data sets. These themes include farmer information needs, distribution of
information, preference in leanmyg, andExtensionas a resource.

The following data and connections are merely a snapshot in time, seen at the time that
we collected dat@&xtensionprograming and farmer needs are highly changeable and it is

possible that some of the disconnect betwhere two groups has been bridged already.

Farmer Information Needs

Farmers were asked to rank six topics of information (production, processing,
distribution, marketing, finances, and equipment) in order from #1 as mostieetb as least
needed. Pragttion and Finance received the most #1 rankings, meaning they were the most
needed information topics (Figurel). Distribution and Marketing both ranked highly as #2 for
farmers. Processing and Equipment were ranked highhed3 most needed topidsquipment
received most of its rankings as #3 or | ower
and above. Both Production and Finance haveradaial distribution for farmers with many low
andhighrakings

Extensioneducators were then askiedrank the same topics in order that they thought
fasrmersneeded t hese i nformation topics. The educa
farmers. Both Production and Financial information received the most #1 rankings and were thus
thought to be in lgh need for farmers (FigureZ). Marketing and Financial information
received many #2 rankings from educators. Distribution had the most #3 ranking by far, followed
by Marketing. Processing had the most rankings at #5 and Equipment had the most rankings a
#4 and #6. Similar to the farmersd rankings,
#3.
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Farmers' Ranked Information Needs
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Figure 5-1. Farmers' rankings of information topics they needrom most needed ranked as #1 to

least needed ranked as #6.

Extension Educator's Rankings of Information

Topics

9

8
o 7
® .
= 6 W1 ranking
€5 W #2 ranking
kS
= 4 W #3 ranking
2
g 3 W #4 ranking
z

2 W #5 ranking

1 #6 ranking

0

Production Processing Distribution Marketing  Financial  Equipment

Information Topics

Figure 5-2. Extensioneducators' rankings of information topicsbased upon what they think urban
farmers need. Most needed topics were ranked as #1 while least heeded topics were rardeet6.
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Extensioneducators were also asked in interviews what kinds of programs they offered.
These programs were then divided into these six categories, as well as a couple others that arose
in coding. Of these six categories, 73.3% of interviefwensioneducators were offering both
Production and Processing programing. Distribution was offered by 53.3% of educators and
Equipment was offered by 46.7%. Marketing was offered by 40% of educators while only 26.7%
were offering Finance programing. Thssi i n contrast to both the far
rankings of Financial information. Marketing was also given high #2 rankings by both farmers
and educators but less than half of educators are offering programing related to Marketing. High
rankingsof Production correspond to widespread programing for Production.

Extensiods si mi |l ar rankings to those of far mer
information indicate that they understand far
these types of programs. The discrepancy between the high rankings of these two categories but
the low offering of these types of programs could be explained by limited resources and limited
experiences on the part Bktensioneducators. They may also l®le that it is or should be
offered by others.

Limited resources such as time, money, or staff play a crucial role in what programs
Extensionoffers. Extensioneducators offered these as limitations in reaching urban farmers and
growers. These limitationmmay have particular resonance with wExtensionis not offering
programs in financial or marketing information comparable to the highly ranked need of these
programs. While discussing a successful business planning program targeting srrzdisiedd
bushesses, one educator explained that they prc

because it had gotten too big for their office. As they explain

ltds gotten big. We were there when it was
oftmeande sour ces we had to giveé if | dondt s
programs it tends to get a I|little bit out
mean itos |ike somebody could do [this pro

Corsumer Sciences educator, KanStete University.
Though the business planning program was successful, it has outgrown the time and staff that

Extensioncan offer for it and thus will be discontinued.
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Another Kansas Statextensioneducator discussed hawfew years ago, there was a
staff person in their county who specialized in small fruit and vegetable production. The person
in that position left, and then that position was cut due to budget constraints. Since then, time and
resour ces otherhofiieltue and agticylture edacators have been split between
several different areas trying to cover their emphasis areas as well as that now vacant staff
positionbs emphasis areas. Wi th the luglck of t
the cracks.

Limited experiences dealing with financial or marketing information may be another
reasorkExtensioneducators are not offering many programs in these areas. While explaining
factors that would influence new programs, one UniversityoMisu r i educat or expl
confidence and ability to successfully pufefuch programs is a €& factor
educator also listed grant funding and new programming introduced byEotieeision
educators as influemyg factors.

Not all Extensioneducators have the previous experience or confidence in areas such as
marketing or finance to feel comfortable offering programs in these areas, particularly if they are
Horticulture or Family and Consumer Sciences educators. Some educatoitBrayéonbranch
out and address these needed information topics. One educator explains,

| dondédt have an MBA. |l have an MPA, so my

passionate about helping to devel opreour fo

community based programs to assist in filling the role of this development person in that
regard (Community Development educator, University of Missouri).
Still, other educators chose to collaborate on programing with community members or
organizationghat have ample experience in these areas if they do not feel comfortable covering
these topics. One educator explains this while talking about the importance of collaboration,

| believe collaborations are important because those partners probably diffeteat

audience than | reach or they can help bring more people to the table than what | could by

myself, or they have an expertise that maybe | don't have and together we'll do a better

job than I can by myself (Community Development educator, Kebisds University).

For some educators, collaboration with other organizations or partners gives them the confidence

to offer programing out of their emphasis areas.
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Whether i islimited time, staff, money, or experiences, there is clearly a barrier to
Extensioneducators offering programing on marketing or finances. Extensioneducator
expl ai ned t h aExtersionedunatpr] ia reayoddiregasnmuch as we can with very
littleo (Family and Consumer S.dtmayheaessugggeduc at o
to find the resources, time, or expertise on these areas, but the need and want for this information

is there.

Distribution of Information

When farmers were asked to rank various sources of information in order from most used
to least used, farmers demonstrated that they are currently getting information from a variety of
sources, most of them being séffven. Selfresearch was ranked as #1 most used by 72.22% of
farmers and was statistically different than all other sourced.li€ther Farmers were ranked at
#2 most used by 38.36% of farmers while Friends/Family were listed as #2 b¥8&Hsion
was ranked at #4 by 30.23% while the Other category was listed as #4 by 40% of farmers. Non
profits, Private Consultants, and Forrtd@sses were not ranked very high and thus are some of
the least used sources.

Of media formats used, farmers ranked Websites #1 the most often with 23 respondents
choosing this answer -Bail and books also ranked highly as #1 with 10 and 11 respondents
respectively. These three categories were ranked highest out of all the categories for #2 as well.
Generally speaking, TV and webinars are some of the least used formats for information.

Extensioneducators use digital media the most out of digital aimd predia and radio.

Digital media is used by 80% of educators with no distinctions between websites, blogs,
listservs, etc. Print media is used by 73.3% of educators but this is typically in the form of
Extensionbulletins, pamphlets, and brochures.

Extensioneducators are using a great deal of digital media, but it seems that farmers
prefer websites over other digital outlets such as webinars, blogs, and listservs. Also educators
being available via-enail may be of value to farmers sincenail is highly used by them. The
print media used by farmers primarily was books, wikgtensionis not in the habit of
publishing. However a suggested book list fiartensionof researckbased books or those
written by credible sources may help farmers find thermégion they need while coming from

a reliable source.
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Farmers ranked Friends and Family highest of interpersonal formats with 16 respondents
ranking it #1. Informal Personal Channels and Workshops had high #1 rankings as well with 12
and 13 respondentsspectively. These three categories also had the most #2 rankings out of all
the categories as well. Ow@-one received the most #3 rankings by farmers. Of the most ranked
interpersonal categories for #1, 2, and 3, only workshops are something thabevdoide by an
outside organization. Both Friends and Family and Information Channels ade seif.

Oneon-one meetings are used most ofterElyensioneducators with 80% mentioning
using this format. Workshops and classes were mentioned by 66.7%cat@duvhile fairs and
festival booths were only mentioned by 20% of educators.

Although farmers ranked Friends and Family and Informal Channels highly, there is little
Extensioncan do to fit into these categories with the exception of raising awa@ness
themselves. However, perhdpstensionservices should generally focus on workshops and
classes and put less emphasis or@mene meetings. Farmers seem to prefer workshops more

and it would be less time to reach more peoplé&fdensioneducators.

Preference in Learning

Farmers were asked to rank thaieferredways of learning (as opposed to their current
ways of learning) from most preferred to least preferred. Farmers r@sseANorkshops the
highest with 18 respondents ranking it #1 astrposferred. Field Days/Farm Tours had 16
respondents rank it #1. Fielthys had the most #2 rankings as well. Collaboration with an
expert had a lot of midange rankings while Community ties had the most #5 rankings. Trial and
Error had a bimodal distrbution with 17 respondents marking it #1 and 15 respondents marking
it #5.

Of the listed options for farmerExtensionhas little to no influence over Trial and Error
or Community Ties. However there are opportunitieEiktensioneducators to get inveéd in
workshops, farm tours, and collaboration with farmers and offer tperson approach that
ot her options donét have.

With classes and workshops ranking as the second most used interpersonal format by
farmers, educators are already offering a ¥ topics in these formats. The most common
topics are fruit and vegetable production, livestock production, but topics such as distribution,

equipment, food safety, finances, and processing are also offered in limited quantity.
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Four educators mentied farm tours in their interviews. However, two of them were
discussing how putting together a collective tour of farms in their county would be a good idea
for future programs, one educator was discussing therial Urban Farm Tour that is
coordinatedand run by Cultivate Kansas City, and the other educator discussed individual farm
tours that were part of the Growing Growers apprenticeship. None of these educators discussed
farm tours hosted bigxtensionfor urban farmers that are currently being pkdhr have
happened already. There was no mention of field dayxtgnsioneducators. Of the four
educators that discussed collaborating with the community, three of them collaborate with

farmers specifically in both grant writing and workshop situations

Extensionas Source of Information

When farmers were asked to raaktension Farm Community, and Neprofits in order
of Quantity of Information, Quality of Information, and their<Go SourceExtensionand Farm
Community were ranked statisticallygher that Norprofits in every scenario. This was
unexpected given the high activity and publicity of agricuHumeed no+profits in the KC metro
area such as Cultivate Kansas City, the Kansas Rural Center, and the Kansas City Food Circle.
These unusuaksults may be due to the high amount of collaboratiorBkiginsiondoes with
community organizations. Cultivate Kansas City andEkinsionservices in the KC metro area
collaborate on a number of projects with the Growing Growers program beingsh@otable.

Finding localized information was listed as a barrier for 12.77% of the 42 farmers that
listed barriers while 9.09% of farmers mentioned having local help and regional growing
information would make getting needed information easier. Cresliieces of information were
listed by 9.09% of farmers as something that would make gainingdeddrmation easier as
well. When asked to give specific examples of information needed, several farmers mentioned
they wanted notbiased information. Asorfear mer expl ained it, they
and bad, on the new distribution companies. The only thing you hlegir is help yoil no
ot her i nformation. o

Non-biased, credible sources and localized information that is resleasell are areas
thatExtensionexcels at. Two thirds of the educators discussed this as one of the cruciaf roles

Extension With so much information easily available to anyone, finding unbiased and credible
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information can be of great service to farmers trying to makefd. grbis is one area that

Extensioncan capitalize and set themselves apart from other information sources.

Differences inExtensionb s Approach to Urban Agr

The three differenExtensioninstitutions that were studied are all approaching urban
agriculture in different ways according to their target populattotensionstructure, available
resources, and institutional support and interest.

Lincoln Universityds I nnovative Small Far m
addressing small, minoritynderserved farmers in accordance to their mission as a traditionally
black university. This target population allows Lincoln educators to focus solely on urban
farmers and spend large amounts of time with each client. This requires a high personal
invesment on the part of the educator. Lincolnods
on new and cutting edge farming techniques and equipment, such as aquaponic farming systems
and high tunnel s. Much of Li nc méwodisnovptiveo g r a mmi
techniques that could be helpful for small urban farmers and offering this information during
oneon-one meetings or the occasional workshop.

Both the University of Missouri and Kansas State University are E8&Rgrant
universitiesmeaning that their target audience Extensionprograming is the population at
large. They are both larger institutions than Lincoln and can afford to employExi@resion
educators. However, they each address urban agriculture programing in diff@yent w

The University of MissourExtensiorhas a regional structure, meaning that each region
(group of several counties) has only one or Bxtensionspecialists for each of their outreach
areas such as horticulture, community development, etc. Thigsadiducators to be highly
specialized in a specific area and have more flexibility within that area because their
responsibility is to their emphasis area. The University of Mis€Extensionalso uses a variety
of train-a-trainer programs wherein thewatn volunteers to go out and educate the general public
or school groups about things like gardening or healthy eating. This &badessioneducators
to maximize their time while still reaching large audiences within their region. The University of
Missauri is very proactive in urban agriculture programing. This could be due in part to high
personal interest in urban foods. Several edu

Foods Systems Team. This team is made Wxtégnsioneducators acroske state and a few
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campusbased faculty that are combining resources and ideas to evaluate and address needs
regarding urban food systems. This team is only a few years old, but already it has published a
Community Garden Toolkit for communities to usel das started taking an interdisciplinary
approach to programing for food systems so im
horticulture or family and consumer sciences
Kansas State University has a county structure, meaningatiaceunty has at least one
educator in each of the outreach areas and their responsibilities are to cover all topics within that
area for the entire county. For example, a horticulture educator needs to cover all horticulture
related topics ranging fronaln care, house plants, and vegetables for everyone in the county.
This structure leads to generalization within the county and less connection to resources or
organizations outside of the specific county. Kansas &tdensio® s pr ogr ami ng ar ou
agriculture is typically reactive, meaning they respond to specific needs or requests. Most
educators arendét planning events or workshops
guestions so they can tailor their answers to individuals. This reactineestauld be due to the
low personal interest in urban foods, the lack of skaftspecialize in this area, and the lack of
institutional networks that are addressing urban fooeStafehas recently started an Urban
Food Systems Ma gis stilt fairy negv.Exdegsiogpensonnbl intolved in the
program as MS student advisors have not yet collaborated on Urban Food $ystmsson
programming, but thatould bea future direction.
Kansas State educators also feel like they are in camopedind/or need to provide
complementary programing with Cultivate Kansas City, a localprofit that focuses on urban
agriculture specifically. Kansas educators spend their time answering specific questions rather
than offering general workshops or at@for farmers. As one educator explains, they typically
get calls about specific questions, not about general information. When asked if they receive
requests for information about urban agriculture, this educator responded:
ANot about ubbtanalgut cuddhlilrems. Li ke for i
we've got this devouring our peppers, what could it be and what do we dbat
varieties would you recommend, or whatevEn®se are the general things. But | don't
have anybody call me up andydao you have any information on urban agriculture in

[thisjcounty?é [ They want t o TRisiowkit's Happenirgflmy f i x it .
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transplants are turning white, what's wrong with them? What do ISioi?'s usually've
got a problem, help me fiR'i(Horticulture educator, Kansas State University)

It is difficult to try to meet the information needs of everyone in the county or region with

little specializationWhenK-Stateeducators are already low on resources, time, and staff and

d on 6t supposireg neawork within the institution, it is sarprise thatirban foods

programing is slipping through the cracks and is only being addressed on a reactive basis.

An interesting point that was brought up by a couple educators was the sense of

compeition betweerExtensioninstitutions and Cultivate Kansas City. Many educators

mentioned that there is little collaboration across the state border. Most said this was not for a

particular reason, but that t hanedgsensetof di dnodt

A i

We kick off anxiety in the hearts of lots Bktensionpeople because they're not used to
having other people i n t lassdtboféenstititomahaadn we
individual response to that. By in large | think that ntegiensioneducators] understand

that nonprofits can be partners, assets to them, bringing in different relationships and skill
sets é | feel bfingtiwitionahefiness that wantsltoiemerde ¢hat b i t
people know they need to deal with but still the instinct of the response is still there

(Cultivate Kansas City).

A sense of competition or separation between &xtbnsioninstitution or with local no-profits

working in this area has potential to make collaborative work on issues that transcend just one

area or one institution very difficult.

This sense of separation also exists within each institution between each area of outreach,

or silo. As one @ucator explains,

i | Bxtensionyou may have heard the waosio, so oftentimes our programming is very
siloed [or separated]. Even within a category it can be [separated] so Agriculture and
Natural Resources [for instance]. Do | [as a horticulture slstieollaborate with the

corn and soybean growing specialist? No not really. So we're pretty siloed from each

nstitutional turfinesso that [Extemsipn had exper

g

other. 1t's even worse among [other] disci

Missouri)

Though educators mentioned collaboration eitiier educators from different programing areas

in their county, there are still areas such as marketing, finances, and distribution that get
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dismissed unless an interdisciplinary programing approach is taken. This is part of the reasoning
behindtheUnivesi ty of Mi ssouri 6s Metropolitan Food
in the program explains
So what we're doing with this Metropolitan Food Systems team is we've got at least one
individual from each of those five programming areas and we'llg teahg to start to
understand how we can work together to address urban needs, the urban food needs. And
so we've identified that there really are three areas of metropolitan food that we or
anybody else could address and that's distribution, produeinohfood
consumption/literacy (Horticulture educator, University of Missouri).
By using more interdisciplinary programing models betwestensionprogram areas and across
institutional boundaries, important issues that require a comprehensive appeoaralikely
to be available for urban farmers.

Differences in Informational Needs of Farmer Subgroups

The educator interviews and farmer survey resulted in a rich and complex data set. The
analysis that has been completed is a good baseline for seaipghots within the population as
a whole but we can understand more about this population by looking more closely at subgroups.

Due to limitatiors on time and resourcearmer subgroups were not fully explored.

However, further analysis of data will bempleted for future publication. A few preliminary
findings for several farmer subgroups will be discussed briefly as a preview to some emerging
trends.

Within each following subgroup we examined the questions that 1) asked participants to
rankExtensio, nonpr of it s, and the farming community 1in
asked participants to rank production, processing, distribution, marketing, financial, and
equipment information in order of most nee@avhat their current sources ofanmation were
and 4) the scale of their farms measured in aér@ssome groups we explored what media

formats participants were currently using as well.

Age
When farmer survey responses were divided into groups based upon age (under 40, 40
59, and 60}, a couple trends were seen. Unlike thes80r the 60+ groups, the under 40 group
did not I|ist Extension as their fAgo 4Jrofils i nfor
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or farm community. Instead they listed the farm commuigble 51). Self-research was
overwhelmingly the number one source for all groups. The under 40 group also ranked financial
information as their most needed topic which may be a reflection of the difficulty of gaining
access to capital to run a farm as a young pe/bthree groups listed websites, books, and e

mail as their top media formats that they are currently using to get informigioshyounger
respondents have smaller farms, with 43% having farms under an acre and 43% having farms 1
20 acres. Respondent3-89 have a little more spread with 32% of them having under an acre
farms, 52% having-20 acres, and 15% having over 20 acres of farm land. Respondents that
were 60+ had a similar trend with 30% having less than an acre, 55% had between 1 and 20

acres, ad 15% with over 20 acres.

Race

Respondents were divided into seven groups: American Indian/Alaska Native, Asian,
Black/African American, White, Other, Prefer not to answer, and More than one category. Total,
we had one American Indian/ Alaska Native g five Asians respond, five Black/African
Americans respond, fortyeven Whites respond, one respondent who marked Other, two Prefer
not to answer, and three respondents who marked more than one category-{jablee5
American Indian/Alaska Nativesepondent di d not answer who thei
|l isted farm community as their figo too source
more than one category |isted Extension as th
preferrednotdé answer | isted both Extension and the f
Black/African American respondents listed the farm community aneonoro f i t s as t heir
sources most often. Respondents who marked other listed onjyrofits astheif g o t 0 0
source. All categories listed Sesearch as their #1 source of information while Black/African
American respondents also listed Other farmers as a #1 source. Respondents who marked more
than one category also ranked foofits as a #1 source offormation as well. American
Indian/Alaska Native respondent and those who marked prefer not to answer ranked marketing
as their most needed topic of information. Black/African American respondents and those who
marked Other ranked Financial informat@s their most needed topic of information. White
respondents ranked Production information as their most needed topic while Asian respondents

ranked both production and financial information as most needed topics. Respondents who
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marked more than one catey ranked production, marketing, and distribution as the most
needed topics of informatioAll races tended to have the majority of respondents with farms
under 20 acres. The only exception is that the one American Indian/Native Alaskan has a farm
over D acres.Although some trends have been identified by race, it is important to note that

these trends have limited usefulness due to the small sample size of some of these groups.

Gender

There was little difference between the responses of male ancfparétipants with
the exceptions that female responses were a bit more varied. Both genders listed Extension as
their Ago too sour cer avthii tt & -d ;eomtast eusn Takdeda)se dw enloln
Both genders used Seksearch as their ment source of information. Males tended to rank
production and financial information as the topics that were still needed the most while females
listed everything except financial information as topics that were still nebtigdrespondents
tended to hae smaller farmsvith 38% under an acre and 4992Q acres. Women respondents
tended to have larger farms with 67% having farm20 hcres and 22% having farmers larger

than 20 acres.

Education Level

Respondents with high school degrees and undergradiegitees ranked Extension as
their Ago tod source while those with either
both Extension and the farm community as thei
high school diploma/GED ranked ngnofi t s as t heir Ago tod source,
PhD ranked f ar m c o nhedocatiorylevelssrankedh ssigsearcliiag theirt o . 0
most used source. Respondents with less than a high school diploma/GED and those with an
A s s o c degrde eanked financial information as being most needed while all other levels of
education ranked production as their most needed topic of informAti@ducation levels had
the majority of respondents with farms under 20 acres. The exception tothasaswvith a high

school diploma with 30% having farms over 20 acres.
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County

Most counties |isted their Ago too source
and Leavenworth, KS (TableH. Those two counties listednpnr of i t s asourtehei r fng
Self-research was overwhelmingly listed as the #1 used source across counties to find
information. All counties with the exception of Leavenworth and Wyandotte listed production as
the #1 most needed type of information. Wyandotte county, Kankas) 18 the least wealthy
county of all those included in the study area, listed financial information as the #1 most needed
information still needed. Leavenworth listed marketing information as the #1 most needed. Cass
county had the highest percentagéaoms over 20 acres with 50% of Cass county respondents
marking this category. Clay and Jackson had the highest percentage of farms under an acre with
60% and 53% respectively.

Product Type

Participant responses were split into five groups based wontpi ci pant sdé pr od
vegetables, fruits, meat and eggs, dairy, and other. All groups with the exception of other listed
Extension as t hei4l). Thegothertgroup lisedtherfacmeconimutypds their5
Ago t oo gesaarchowasdieddethef#1 used source of information across all product
types. The dairy farmers were the only ones to rank "private consultant” as number 2, possibly
reflecting the need for specialized information for this product type group. The vegetable, dairy,
and other group listed production information as the #1 most needed topic of information while
the fruit group listed production and financial information. The meat and egg group listed
marketing as their #1 most needed topic of information. Dairy antlandaegg producers had
the most large farms with 22% and 29% having over 20 acres respectively. Fruit, vegetable, and
other producers had the most small farms with 28%, 36%, and 37% farms under an acre

respectively.
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