


G R EENIN G

STRUGGLE

Y O R K

FOR SPACE

by

Tom Fox

lan Koeppel
Susan Kellam

%«m NHQHBOH YOD

g\ V' |l OPEN SPACE
ol )Lce» COALITION
L A

Neighborhood Open Space Coalition
New York, New York



Copyright © 1985 by Neighborhood Open Space
Coalition, Inc.

All rights reserved. No part of this book may be
reproduced in any means without permission in writing
from the publisher. Address: Neighborhood Open
Space Coalition, Inc., 72 Reade Street, New York, New
York, 10007, (212) 513-7555. This book was made
possible by funds granted by the Charles H. Revson
Foundation. The Statements made and views
expressed, however, are solely the responsibility of the
authors.

Cover photo: Jane Grundy







Table of Contents

iii Dedication
vi Forward
vii Preface
viii  Acknowledgements

ix  PART ONE — THE STORY

CHAPTER ONE:

GARDENS AND PARKS FOR THE PEOPLE
2 Re-Greening the Urban Environment
3 The City’s Rural History
6 Taking to the Streets in the 1970’s
7 A Threatened Resource

CHAPTER TWO:
PAINTING THE TOWN GREEN

15 The Crusaders

15 Setting the Stage

16 Taking Action

17 Testing the Soil

19 Revitalizing the South Bronx
The Allies:

21 Friends of the Parks

22 The Tree People

23 Planning on a Grand Sale

23 The Neighborhood Rehabilitators

25 The Funders

CHAPTER THREE:
THE ENDANGERED GARDENS

31 The Landowners
33 The Land Negotiators
35 The Landless

CHAPTER FOUR:
THE GARDENERS SPEAK OUT

43 Why People Garden
44 The Gardener’s Woes
45 Sowing the Seed

45 Reaping the Harvest

CHAPTER FIVE:
PULLING TOGETHER

51 Let Your Voices Be Heard
52 How It Came About

53 Leveraging Resources

55 Strength in Numbers

55 The Network

57 Open Space Advocate

59 Guidance from the Board
61 Reaching Out

62 Guidance from the Field

CHAPTER SIX:
THE BIG PICTURE

67 The Search Begins

69 Talking With The Gardeners
69 The Need for Recreation

71 Urban Farmers

CHAPTER SEVEN:
WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE?

77 Strengthening the Partnership

78 A Question of Balance

79 Some Recommendations

81 Ten Years From Now

83 Hard Questions That Must
Be Answered

84 The Task Force

PART TWO — THE INVENTORY

90 Introduction

91 Site Count

93 Site Distribution

98 Area

99 Project Type
102 Land Use
103 Motivations
105 Participants
107 Sponsorship
109 Ownership
111 Site Age

113 Introduction
116 Initial Capital
118 Annual Capital, Total Annual Capital
119 Annual Sweat Equity,

Total Sweat Equity
121 Annual Maintenance,

Total Maintenance
122 Grand Total
123 Ratings
126 Sample Site Profiles
132 Survey Methodology
133 Statistical Techniques
134 Questionnaire
135 Data Processing
136 Inventory Update

PART THREE — THE RESOURCES

140 Technical Assistance Organizations
In New York City
142 New York City’s Community Gardens
150 American Community
Gardening Association
Bibliographies:
154 Gardening
157 Organizational
159 Site Design
160 Urban Land Use and Design
163 Index










Revson Foundation and the Coalition’s
Board of Directors for their patience. Some
things have changed during the design and
writing of the Struggle for Space. The
movement is getting both bigger and better.

One thing that diminished the strength of
the movement since the writing of the text
was the loss of Elizabeth (Liz) Christy. Liz
was a pioneer who played a major role in
New York City’s community gardening
movement. Her strength and vision was a
motivation to many of us who “‘got
involved’’, and are still involved. Her death
leaves us diminished by one and we will
miss her. Her life, however, brought many
people and talents into the movement and
her contribution to our City and its
neighborhoods was tremendous.

Traditional mechanisms for park
development and maintenance no longer
apply in many urban centers of the United
States. Open space, however, is becoming
more important as population density and
leisure time increase. Public participation
can play a major role in open space
provision in the future. The Struggle for
Space increases our understanding of this
phenomenon and offers some directions and
questions for the future. I am grateful for the
opportunity I've had to work in this field and
share in the vitality of the committed people
who are working to make our City a better
place to live.

Community gardens are making a big
contribution to the quality of life in New
York City and many other cities. They are
providing cleaner, healthier communities;
local recreation resources; quality food;
positive social interaction; education for our
children and a symbol that the people care
enough to get involved. Their efforts should
be supported and the spirit of community
participation should be nurtured. By helping
people help themselves we are taking action
toward a better future. A future in which the
government, business, nonprofit agencies
and the people, work together for a greener
New York City. Wouldn’t that be nice!

Tom Fox
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again, however, when the war ended.
Most households were no longer
dependent on the garden plot to provide
a source of nutritious food. Notonly was
there an end to food rationing, but a
burgeoning frozen food industry made
packaged vegetables a welcome
addition to the family meal. By 1948
there was little said about vacant-lot
cultivation.

Taking to the Streets in
the 1970’s

The trend of community gardening
in New York City has shown the de-
velopment of gardens during times of
stress and the subsequent disappearance
of the gardens once the need is gone. It
would appear that history is not in favor
of preserving urban open space as
permanent community gardens. There is
a basic difference, however, between
the previous gardening movements and
what is going on now.

“I'm seeing the gardens fill a need in
devastated neighborhoods, not just to
grow food, butto clean up an ugly piece
of property,” explains Nancy Rosen, at
the Department of General Services
GreenThumb, the New York City
program that assists the local groups in
their management of city-owned open
spaces. ‘People are getting involved as
best they can in neighborhood
rehabilitation. For them, vacant lot
gardening is a way to clean up their
community. In that respect | would say,
yes, this movement will have more
permanence.’’

The community gardening sites
throughout the City even look more
permanent than a typical seasonal
garden. The community people have
planted trees, painted murals, built
barbeque pits, and erected benches and
play equipment for those who are too
old or too young to garden. While
vegetable gardens tend to look shabby in
the wintertime, the community gardens
and parks dotting the New York streets
today look cared for and utilized. They
are appreciated by the neighborhoods
that surround them.

One reason for this appreciation is
that many of them now serve a critical
recreational need. Deficient parks and
recreational facilities, especially in
lower income areas, have always been a
common complaintin New York City. In
1932, only 14,827 acres or seven
percent of the entire city had been
reserved for the recreation of its citizens,
a percentage smaller than that set aside
for recreation in any of the other ten
largest cities in America or the world.
With only 119 playgrounds for 1.7
million children under 12 years of age,
there was only one playground for every
14,000 children.#

When Robert Moses, Commissioner
of Parks during one of New York City’s
most dramatic developmental phases,
began creating public parks in the
1930’s and 40’s he did little to remedy
the situation. As the master builder of
Jones Beach and Heckscher State Park,
Moses saw little reason to create a green
space of a few benches or a seesaw or
two. Even knowing how important the
small parks were to the City’s poor, the
reformers had no way to stop Moses
from giving to the “well-to-do’’ baseball













open space, community needs, existing
City agency programs, and alternative
development and management options
in a coordinated manner. The basis for
this proposed coordinated effort was the
belief that an integrated open space
system combining the resources of the
government, banks, corporations,
foundations, technical assistance
organizations and community residents,
can provide a more cost-effective system
which is more responsive to community
needs than the ad hoc policies currently
being pursued.

Michael Dirzulaitis, Co-chairman of
the Task Force and the Director of Policy
and Planning for the City’s Department
of General Services, thinks that a
comprehensive City plan will be
formulated only after community
gardeners realize that some sacrifices
must be made. While some gardening
sites will be preserved, others must be
slated for other uses, such as housing.

The dwindling size of the municipal
budget might be the strongest impetus
for integrating the community gardens
and parks into new housing in the
neighborhoods where real estate values
are climbing higher than sweet peas in
July. It has the potential to benefit
everyone. The sale of real estate puts
money in the City’s coffers, and lets the
developer assume financial responsi-
bility, taking lots off the City’s long list
of abandoned properties. The neighbor-
hood will have a higher quality com-
munity garden. The developer bene-
fits because community participation
in maintenance and operation
ensures a well-used and, therefore,
safer park adjacent to the housing.

Open space advocates realize that the

decisions reached now in Manhattan
will set the precedent for the hundreds of
land parcels throughout the other
boroughs of New York City, parcels that
easily could become threatened, in the
coming years. The loss of any of the
gardens and parks in Manhattan,
therefore, will have repercussions for the
city-wide open space movement.

Throughout the United States,
farmland preservationists are realizing
the folly of haphazard and unplanned
development, and in some states strict
agricultural preservation laws have been
enacted to conserve the open land
before this country loses its capacity to
produce food in sufficient quantities.”
Like rural agricultural land, urban
gardens and parks are a finite resource
that once lost cannot be regained. While
the maintainence of the urban sites
cannot be justified solely in terms of
their agricultural productivity, the
importance of urban green spaces is
manifold.

Greenery improves the quality of the
urban environment. The physical
properties of trees and other plants
include their ability to act as cleansers of
air pollution, buffers against wind and
solar radiation, temperature modifiers,
and noise controllers. Gardens can
reduce the runoff from storm water,
allowing rain to penetrate the soils rather
than inundate the City’s sewage system.
Vegetation in an otherwise concrete
jungle will attract wildlife and nurture
human life.8

Children can be taught to understand
the natural environment in a commu-
nity garden or park. A direct one-
to-one relationship develops as the
child puts a seed in the ground and
















playgrounds. Others attended who were
concerned more about the ecology of

the City. Eventually, the Green Guerilla
philosophy developed.

““The main point that we stress to new
gardeners is that they shouldn’t be
dependent on outside resources. Rather
than waiting for a truckload of soil to
arrive, they should go ahead and make
their own compost. It might not be as
pretty, but at least it proves that they are
serious about starting the garden,”
explains Tessa Huxley, the current
Director of Green Guerillas.

In 1975 the Green Guerillas had
about 35 members who ran the
organization literally out of their own
pockets. If five dollars was needed for
stamps, someone took the five dollars
out of his or her pocket. Their address
was a Post Office box. Without an office,
their telephone number changed
frequently, and members took turns
answering calls at their homes. A steady
influx of volunteers was always on hand
to take the calls from prospective
gardeners and find members to visit the
sites and offer the necessary assistance
for starting the garden.

It was also during 1975 when the first
greening conference was held at the
New York Botanical Garden. The Green
Guerillas finally received official
recognition when they brought in urban
gardening experts from all around the
country to show the New York City
officials who attended the conference
that it wasn’t such a radical idea to
garden in the City. In cities like Boston,
San Francisco, Chicago, and Detroit,
networks of urban gardeners had been
developing. It was during the following
year, however, that the vacant lot

cultivation concept in New York City
came of age.

Taking Action

While the tall ships were sailing down
the Hudson River in recognition of the
nation’s Bicentennial, a wave of interest
in gardening on New York City’s soil
suddenly broke onto her shores. The
Green Guerillas ended their long
controversy over whether or not to
remain an ad hoc group and received
their official seal of incorporation from
the State of New York. In addition,
Representative Fred Richmond of
Brooklyn, the only urban member of the
House Agriculture Committee,
succeeded in pushing a program
through the U.S. Dept. of Agriculture
that would address city gardening.

A demonstration program was started
in Brooklyn to test the feasibility of a U.S.
Department of Agriculture Urban
Gardening Program. Cornell
University’s Cooperative Extension
Service was charged with developing
this pilot program. John Ameroso, a
University of Georgia graduate in
agronomy who had spent four years in
Vietnam as part of the International
Voluntary Services teaching Mekong
Delta farmers better techniques to grow
rice, was hired to train low-income
people to grow food in the City.
Ameroso found that New York City’s
growing environment was not unlike
Vietnam'’s. The congestion of buildings
had given the City a semi-tropical
growing season, making it ideal for late
vegetable harvests. “There are no kill-
ing frosts,” Ameroso explained,
“the ground just freezes at the end
of November.”
















by providing sidewalk improvements,

street trees, and by rebuilding a large

retaining wall at one site located along
the Bronx River.

In just under two years, 13 of the
original 15 community organizations
which were involved in the Task Force
had completed their projects. The sites
were designed and built on lots covered
with a fresh layer of compost with the
help of the local residents, using
technical information from the
Washington-based Institute and other
New York technical assistance groups.
Even more important than the physical
construction of the gardens was the
impact that they had on the
rehabilitation of the neighborhoods. To
the people in the tenement buildings
surrounding the gardens, the sudden
transformation of their bleak environ-
ment represented a caring hand held out
to help them improve their own
neighborhood. What city planners and
government officials had been unable to
offer the residents of the South Bronx,
a group of community gardeners,
organizers and technicians had
provided by allowing local residents the
freedom to turn over the dirt and rubble,
and renew an area that had been
considered dead.

The remarkable transformation of the
wasteland into open green spaces acted
as a catalyst for other groups interested
in the welfare of the South Bronx. A
nursery and greenhouse complex, for
example, settled on a formerly desolate
one-acre lot on Bathgate Avenue, not far
from the roar of the elevated Cross Bronx
Expressway. G.L.I.E. Farms, an arm of
two not-for-profit social service
organizations, the Bronx 2000 Local

Development Corporation and the
Group Live-In Experience, set up
businessin 1981. In its first year, G.L.1.E.
Farms employed 25 local people during
the summer and produced 80,000 high
quality herbs and cut flowers which
were sold to the City’s finest restaurants.
““We don't look at the South Bronx as a
liability, but as an opportunity,” says
Gary Waldron, a founder of G.L.I.E.
Farms, which has reorganized as a
for-profit business and has just received
$1.2 million from the Port Authority of
New York and New Jersey to build a
16,000 square foot greenhouse and
develop their business further.

The Allies

Friends of the Parks

The maturing process that occurred
naturally within the loosely woven, but
expansive network of greening organ-
izations meant that their philos-
ophies and goals began to coincide
with those of the more established
parks groups. The 1976 New York
City fiscal crisis, which forced the
City to cut back on its parks
maintenence program, became an
incentive for encouraging the
established parks groups to share their
concerns with the community gar-
deners. Whether working on mani-
cured lawns, planting exotic flowering
perennials, or composting animal
manure, all the groups want to keep
urban greening alive.

The Parks Council, for instance,
which has been devoted since 1926 to
the preservatin and maintenance of New




York City’s parks, is often involved in
struggles which set important
precedents for the entire greening
movement. For example, the Parks
Council became an outspoken
opponent of the City’s plan to ““trade’”
the large public playground at First
Avenue and 42nd Street to stop housing
construction on the two parks that were
designed as part of the Tudor City
development in the 1920's. Harry
Helmsley, who owns the property,
promised to restore and maintain the
unprotected open space in his historic
apartment complex in return for the right
to build housing on this mapped New
York City park one block away. All the
concerned parks and gardening groups
feared that the swap would create a
dangerous precedent of trading away
valuable mapped parkland.

The Parks Council helped community
gardens and parks in the early years by
including them in their group liability
insurance policy. This saved a
significant amount of money for
community groups. The Horticultural
Society of New York also assisted vacant
lot gardeners by sponsoring gardening
workshops and offering direct technical
assistance to community gardeners.

The Botanic gardens in Brooklyn,
Bronx, Staten Island and Queens have
also become allies in the revitalization
of New York City communities through
gardening. For several years the main
telephone number for the Green
Guerillas was at the Brooklyn Botanical
Gardens. The Bronx groups have found
that the New York Botanical Garden in
Bronx Park can be a wonderful source of
perennial spring bulbs which are dug up
each June to make room for the summer

annuals. The Municipal Art Society of
New York, a 90-year-old civic
organization, has recognized the
benefits of these activities. Last year they
gave a special certificate of merit to a
community garden, the Dome Project.
The certificate reads:

“Into the forbidding landscape of
welfare hotels, collapsing tenements,
and the parade of disadvantaged youths
came John Simon, candle in hand, to
teach and care for children born
unlucky, children overwhelmed by the
obstacles of society and the enormity of
human pain. The vulnerable, the needy,
the troubled — the children society
overlooks, he embraces. His Dome
Project is a school, a garden, and many
community programs.”’

The Tree People

Among the most notable crusaders for
a greener New York environment is
Hattie Carthan who triggered the street
tree movement when she successfully
managed to save the Magnolia tree in
Bedford-Stuyvesant. In recognition of
Hattie’s work, the neighborhood
established the Magnolia Tree Earth
Center, and former Mayor Lindsay
initiated the now defunct ““Tree Match
Program’” which allowed the City to
provide six street trees for every four
purchased by block associations.

The struggle for more street trees
expanded when the New York City
Street Tree Consortium was established
in 1976 to provide information and
literature to New Yorkers about the
importance of street trees. The
Consortium, frustrated by City




regulations prohibiting citizens from
working with their street trees, designed
a twelve-hour course to teach
community residents how to care for
their trees. After five years and three
different Parks Commissioners, the
Consortium finally won approval for
official certification of their trainees.
Today there are over 500 Citizen Street
Tree Pruners in the City. The
Environmental Action Coalition, one of
the Consortium members that takes a
multi-faceted approach to urban
revitilization, has produced a film on the
value of street trees in the City and a
curriculum for street tree education in
schools.

Planning on a Grand Scale

Another citizen-supported urban park
planning project is the Gateway
National Recreation Area, an extensive
dedication of open space for public use.
Established in 1974 and spanning
26,000 acres of land and water,
Gateway is the first urban park in the
U.S. National Park system. Largely
responsible for its creation is the
Gateway Citizens Committee, which
formed to press for a federally funded
national park in the urban environment
of New York. The Committee’s work
didn’t end with the preservation of large
tracts of land for the park. Ten years
later, they are still working to insure that
this important resource receives a large
enough share of Federal funding for
development and operations.

The park now contains the largest
community garden in New York,
covering over two acres and providing
more than 400 garden plots. Gateway is
also the site of the yearly City Gardeners

Harvest Fair, which celebrates the end
of the growing season with hayrides, a
vegetable and flower contest, environ-
mental education booths, music,
dancing, and a petting zoo. The event
offers areal boost to the 8,000 gardeners
who attend this annual event.

The Neighborhood Rehabilitators

The stewards of the urban land
movement include not only those
groups interested in preserving gardens
and parks, but also groups interested in
preserving entire neighborhoods. The
emergence of block associations and
Community Planning Boards that were
concerned about the deteriorating
condition of New York City
neighborhoods closely paralleled the
greening movement during the 1970’s.
When the municipality failed to develop
a constructive program to revitalize the
City’s deteriorating communities, many
neighborhoods adopted a series of
self-help projects. Housing rehabil-
itation, litter campaigns, street tree
plantings, and anti-crime alerts fostered
a growing sense of pride in the de-
cayed areas where the long-term resi-
dents had neither the resources nor the
inclination to move.

These rehabilitation efforts contrasted
sharply with the private developers and
the City, who viewed rehabilitation in a
totally different way. Especially in
Manhattan, whole sections were
upgraded, forcing the long-time
residents out and encouraging an influx
of people who could afford a much more
expensive type of housing. Old
brownstones were given facelifts and
tenement buildings were torn down to
make way for luxury condominiums and










important to support these smaller
spaces that mean so much to community
residents.”” He began by providing
money from his own foundation, but his
enthusiasm soon led to the involvement
of his family through the Louis and Anne
Abrons Foundation. Since 1978, the
Abrons have contributed generously to
the Council’s greening program.

Over $2.6 million annually is now
being provided by foundations,
corporations and banks to the technical
assistance and community groups who
are working to esablish gardens and
parks throughout the City. “This
well-being of New York City
communities is our well-being,”
explains Ken Kowald of Con Edison,
“That is why we are interested in
funding the gardening projects that
improve the neighborhoods.” ““We
make people realize that not all big
companies are bull-headed,”” says
Fraser Seitel at Chase Manhattan Bank,
which has contributed over $185,000 to
the Neighborhood Open Space
Coalition’s Summer Youth Program that
helps clean up the vacant lots. Seitel
.thinks that more city-based corporations
should get involved in rejuvenating
sections of New York through the
community gardens and parks. Brooklyn
Union Gas and Morgan Guaranty Trust
are among those who have.

Another is the Vincent Astor
Foundation which has funded a variety
of open space projects, from large park
projects to the community gardens.
Linda Gillies, the Foundation’s Director,
explains, ““We find it particularly
rewarding to see what small amounts of
money can accomplish in these
community spaces, like the Jefferson

Market Community Garden and the
Ruppert Green Community Garden.” In
the 1960’s the Astor Foundation funded
many of the vest-pocket parks, the small
vacant lots that were converted to green
spaces under the Lindsay
Administration. Only Paley Park in
midtown Manhattan still exists today.
The reason that the grants are generously
given now to the community gardens is
because, unlike the vest-pocket parks,
they have a strong constituency
supporting them and a large amount of
community backing. ““Community
gardens are a great vehicle for both
community involvement and improved
aesthetics,” Gillies comments.

The J.M. Kaplan Fund, founded in
1945 by Jacob M. Kaplan and
committed to the public interest of New
York, is yet another funding source for
the different groups aiming to beautify
New York City’s parks and gardens.
““We have worked with street tree
groups, committees organized to set up
street malls, and efforts to preserve
parks,”” says Suzanne Davis, Admin-
istrative Director of the Fund. She
adds that the trend towards community
gardens has been particularly exciting
because it involves so many people
working in little ways.

While Astor and Kaplan are the two
major foundation donors, the list of
potential sources of funds is long enough
to keep any grant writer occupied. Both
Ford and Rockefeller Foundations have
contributed to open space development,
as well as other philanthropic groups
like Taconic, Scherman, Jessie Smith
Noyes, Charles H. Revson, and Robert
Sterling Clark. The New York
Foundation, New York Community
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leased to the local communities for one
dollar a year. Even so, if there is an
interested buyer for the garden property,
the City may simply refuse to renew the
GreenThumb lease.

““Just because someone wants to buy
the property, that doesn’t necessarily
mean that the garden will be
bulldozed,” says Antonellis. While the
City is interested in selling off the
property, there are ways of helping out
the truly excellent groups who have put
a lot of work into their garden site. One
new provision is a long-term leasing
program which allows the group to lease
the site for five to ten years. If the garden
is on property that is assessed at a value
of $5,000, the group would pay $120 a
year for their lease. If it is assessed at
$10,000, they would pay $240. The
maximum rent would be $360 a year
plus the cost of liability insurance.
Although it represents a large financial
investment for the gardening group, it
does guarantee them the property for
longer than one growing season. In
cases where the community
organization is experiencing financial
hardship, the City has instituted a policy
of forgiving 50 percent of the year’s rent
in return for volunteer labor. However, if
the property is assessed at more than
$20,000, the garden is not eligible for a
long-term lease. Thus, many of the
Manhattan gardens will be excluded
from protection by long-term leases.

“I worked very hard for the five and
ten year leases,” explains Ken Davies,
Director of the Department of General
Services GreenThumb program. ““The
main purpose of the lease is to give
people more protection for something
thatthey have worked very hard for. The

lease officially recognizes that this site
has been a success, that this group
appears to be aviable group, and that we
would like to give them a chance to
prove that they can maintain the site
over the long run.”

GreenThumb can also let the groups
know if there is an interested buyer for
the garden site, thereby giving them first
notice that they can bid on the property
at public auction. Ken Davies remarks,
““We routinely pull property that may
end up on an auction list. A few
thousand dollars in the City’s coffer,
compared to a good community facility,
would not be a good trade off.”

Even so, the neighborhoods lost
approximately 131,000 square feet,
or ten percent, of their community
gardens/parks to development in
Manhattan alone during 1980-83, and
as this trend continues, the neigh-
borhoods are faced with an additional
loss of 140,625 square feet in 1984-85."°

““We have never sold a site which we
strongly believed should remain as a
community garden. There were two sites
that were minimally developed and
poorly maintained that were auctioned
off. There have been a number of sites
which marked the boundaries for new
industrial parks which also went off for
auction,”” says Davies.

Ken explains that many of the other
threatened or lost gardens were on
private property and urban renewal sites
which are administered by the
Department of Housing Preservation
and Development and had been
intended for housing before the gardens
ever went in. He feels that, ““although
possession is nine-tenths of the law,
these gardens were not raised on
















garden; it is a work of art. That the
garden sits on real estate which is
designated for housing is insignificant
compared with the value of his garden
art.

Despite the international acclaim for
Purple’s Garden of Eden, the City eyes
Adam Purple as simply a squatter — and
he is. He has never bothered to obtain
the requisite GreenThumb one dollar a
year lease that would make his
gardening efforts legal. Now that the
City wants to build low-income and
artist housing on his site, Adam will be
forced to leave. Arguing, “the City wants
to destroy the people’s turf,” Purple
proclaims, ““It is the people versus
City Hall.”

But even in situations where there is a
legal lease, the City is taking back the
land which the people have cultivated.
“’People have invested lots of money,
time, and talent in Ruppert Green. Why
take it away? We have lots of buildings
that need remodeling or replacing. Why
not do something about them? Please
save our garden, Ruppert Green,”” writes
Cora Gist, a member of the threatened
community garden in Yorkville, a
community on Manhattan’s Upper East
Side. The garden, which has produced
about 320 bushels of fresh vegetables
each year for over 70 local residents
for more than a decade, is now slated
to become a luxury high rise condo-
minium and federally funded housing
for the elderly.

Cora adds in her letter about Ruppert
Green, “All of us cannot afford an
evening on the town. So we gather our
family and friends on a hot summer
evening, prepare a picnic and go to
the garden. There among the vegetables

and beautiful flowers we enjoy a
wonderful evening. Are you going
to deprive us of this?”’

Civitas, one of the more active local
groups engaged in neighborhood
preservation on the Upper East Side, has
allied itself with the Ruppert Green
Community Gardeners and filed a suit to
block the development. Originally,
extra density had been added to the
three blocks of towering buildings south
of the garden, because the garden block
was to be developed as a one-story
school. When the school was no longer
needed, the City decided to develop the
block for high-rise housing, claiming
that a fourth block of high-rise
apartments would not have any negative
impacts on the neighborhood. Civitas
and the Ruppert Green Community
Gardeners disagree.

Shelly Stiles, President of the Ruppert
Green Community Garden, explains
that the community group was started
before the network of technical
assistance groups began. Before the City
began Operation GreenThumb in 1978,
the group had obtained a five dollar a
month lease from the Department of
Real Property. They later borrowed tools
from the Council on the Environment’s
Plant-A-Lot program, and received plant
materials and fencing from different
technical assistance groups. “They
made us feel like we belonged,” Stiles
explains. That is, until now, when the
$10 million price tag placed on the
garden renders the lease meaningless
and puts an end to their gardening
efforts.

Across town from the Ruppert Green
Garden, on West 89th Street, the West
Side Community Garden could have




become another casualty of the City’s
current redevelopment attempts. The
one and a half acre garden site is now
filled with an outdoor amphitheater,
rock garden, and individual plots of soil
that have been carefully cultivated for
the last eight years by about one
hundred neighborhood families.

A housing development firm has
recently won a bid on the West Side
Community Gardening site, considering
it an ideal location to construct a large
12-story apartment building and twenty
4 to 5-story townhouses. What the
community would like to see, however,
is a housing plan that would reserve
some space for their garden.

““We don’t want the developer to lose
even one unit of housing,”” says Tony
Pearson, President of the neighborhood
group. ““All we want is for him to change
the configuration of the buildings so that
we will be able to retain at least some of
the garden space.”

What sounds like a simple request
became complicated because officials
of the City’s Department of Housing
Preservation and Development were
threatening to block a compromise
between the developer and the
community. They didn’t want to set a
precedent for the community gardening
groups that are struggling to preserve
their parcels of urban agriculture on
other urban renewal sites around the
City. Working with the Trust for Public
Land the gardeners are now in the final
stages of negotiation with the developer
for an 18,000 square foot garden.

Since community gardeners have
realized how vulnerable their gardens
and parks are, their creative energy has
surged, as it did years ago when they first

decided to do something with the vacant
lots in their neighborhoods. Where
alternatives are available, they are being
taken. The members of La Guardia
Corners Garden spent one year moving
their garden two blocks to a new site
with a GreenThumb lease. Their first
garden is now a ten-story housing
development. The Garden People will
be gardening on 7,000 square feet of
garage roof on West 97th Street by the
end of the year. The Baltic Street Garden
has just been integrated into a new
housing development in Brooklyn.
The most innovative approach to date
is the Clinton Community Garden'’s
current effort to raise the funds to buy
their garden at City auction. Working
with the Green Guerillas, the Trust for
Public Land, and the Housing
Conservation Coordinators, they have
just begun a campaign to entice people
to “buy an inch of New York”. By
nominally selling square inches of the
garden for five dollars each, they hope to
generate enough money to buy the
garden and establish an endowment for
maintenance. Having designed
postcards with pictures of the garden in
the spring of 1984, they inaugurated the
fund-raising effort with a festive
campaign. Their Public Celebrity
Committee includes such supporters as
Pete Seeger, Mary Travers, Kevin Kline,
Ronnie Gilbert, Daryl Hall, and John
Oates. Mayor Koch, presiding at the
ceremony, which marked the beginning
of the campaign, bought the firstinch. In
his remarks Mayor Koch noted that
“there is still room for neighbor-
hood-owned facilities and this is such
a facility, you would have to be a real
monster to lay a finger on this [garden].”




Footnotes

10- Tom Fox, ““Towards the Creation of a New
York City Open Space Task Force.” Neigh-
borhood Open Space Coalition, New York,
1982.

11- Project inventory 1983, The Trust for Public
Land, New York City































Let Your Voices
Be Heard

When the Neighborhood Open
Space Coalition (NOSC) heard that
community gardens and parks were
being shortchanged in the City’s
proposed budget for 1982, they decided
that something dramatic had to be done.
Although other City departments were
being asked to take a 12 percent cut in
funding, the City was proposing to
reduce the allocation for its open space
greening programs by 74 percent. The
new budget would have eliminated the
City’s Operation GreenThumb Program
as well as the Interim Site Improvement
and Cleaning and Greening Programs of
the Department of Housing,
Preservation and Development. This
amounted to a $1.35 million reduction
in funding for greening programs.
Although the Coalition agreed that these
City programs had been relatively
ineffective, they felt that drastic cutbacks
would hamper future efforts by the
communities to take control of vacant
land in their neighborhoods.Operation
Green Thumb had just been re-staffed
by experienced professionals and there
were alternatives to the other two
programs.

The Coalition brought together
several member groups to devise an
alternative program to the City’s
proposed cuts. They presented the
option to the City Planning Department,
as elected and appointed officials were
deluged by letters and phone calls. The
groups asked three of the Borough
Presidents to put $300,000 each into
their discretionary budgets to fund an
alternative program.

Just as agreement for the $900,000
seemed assured, the night before the
Board of Estimate hearings, the City
Planning Department and the Deputy
Mayor’s Office put pressure on the
Borough Presidents to drop their
requests. Brooklyn dropped it.
Manhattan dropped it. But Stanley
Simon, the Borough President of
the Bronx, didn’t give in. He knew
the reputation of the Bronx Frontier
Development Corporation, one of the
Coalition member organizations
involved in developing the alternative,
and trusted that they would run a
good program.

Carrying shovels, hoes, and rakes,
community gardeners joined with the
Park Council’s “Friends of the Parks”
groups at the hearings the next day to
speak on behalf of the greening
programs and against the reduction in
the Parks Department budget. One of
the members of the Board of Estimate
turned to another and said, ““We're
giving them more police, more firemen,
and all of these people are here talking
about parks! What's going on?”’

As a result of their actions, $750,000
was restored to the City’s budget for
open space work, which included
the continuation of the $350,000 De-
partment of General Services Green-
Thumb, and a $400,000 Bronx Land
Reclamation Project. As a result of
this coordinated effort, there are now 78
acres of grass and wildflowers on the
former rubble of the South Bronx, and
the staff of Operation GreenThumb has
had the chance to demonstrate the value
of their restructured program. There was
also a subsequent increase of $20
million in the Parks Department budget.

Underneath its hard exterior, there is a




political core in the middle of the Big
Apple. To reach that core takes strong,
well-organized, and well-orchestrated
action. The Neighborhood Open Space
-Coalition was formed in 1980 to make
sure that the vast network of community
gardeners could reach that core and
effect policy changes that would benefit
the greening movement and enhance
the quality of life for all New Yorkers.

How It Came About

The idea of a coalition was first
vocalized during a meeting on April 25,
1980, at the City University Graduate
Center. The meeting was called to
critique the first study of New York City’s
greening phenomenon, The Making of
Neighborhood Open Spaces. Lisa
Cashdan, one of the study’s authors,
recalls, ““We saw the open space
movement as very dynamic. Our study,
therefore, was ‘action’ research, which
meant that we reported our research
findings as we discovered them.” And
the meeting itself turned into an example
of action research, attended by 30 key
representatives from community groups,
technical assistance organizations,
design firms, foundations, and
government agencies to discuss
candidly the past, present and future of
the community open space movement.

Cashdan, along with co-authors Mark
Francis and Lynn Paxton, presented their
research study to stimulate discussion
on the critical issues and policy options
in developing more effective commu-
nity-initiated open spaces. Cash-
dan remembers, ““We came up with

some recommendations which the
group supported and endorsed. One of
the strongest was that a coalition be
formed. We started a series of planning
meetings to define more fully what this
coalition could be.”””? It took about six
months of working informally with a
small number of the participants from
the April meeting to define what the
coalition would do and what its
structure would be.

Although many of the various pro-
fessionals involved in the communi-
ty garden and park system agreed
that it was important to coordi-
nate the existing resources, there
seemed to be no one with the time and
energy to get the project off the ground.
““We realized that for a coalition to really
work, we needed a strong staff person
and, most importantly, the funds to
cover the expenses of starting a new
organization,” explains Cashdan. ““Out
of this mass confusion, one of the
participants, Tom Fox, agreed to be the
Executive Director and do the
fundraising.”” A six member steering
committee would provide guidance for
the coalition and Lisa Cashdan, whose
pioneering research was the catalyst for
the coalition’s development, was
elected Chairman.

The first task was to prepare a paper
presenting the new coalition’s purpose.
Entitled ““Why the Neighborhood Open
Space Coalition,”” the paper described
the problems facing open space
resources, including the recognition that
the movement towards community
developed parks and gardens had been
“rapid and uncontrolled.”” Another |
issue stressed in the report was that open
space was still not perceived by







250 copies, the Coalition was given
permission from HPD to reprint the
manual, and received funding from
Citibank and Gulf & Western
Corporation to print an additional one
thousand copies. One copy was
distributed to each of the garden
coordinators around the City. The
remaining copies were offered for sale at
five dollars each to offset the printing
costs not covered by the grants.
Another financial institution that has
supported the greening movement
through the Coalition is the Chase
Manhattan Bank. For over three years
the bank has given $185,000 to sponsor
a Summer Youth Program that each year
provides jobs for the unemployed and
offers extra help to the different greening
organizations that always need more
able bodies. During the summer of
1982, for example, 57 high school
students worked 16 weeks for 17
different Coalition member organi-
zations, helping them to accomplish
their goals of neighborhood open
space greening and park revitalization.
In a given day, student workers could
be found performing street tree
maintenance in Lower Manhattan for
the Environmental Action Coalition;
doing erosion control work in a City park
with the Inwood Heights Parks Alliance;
building nature trails and assisting
naturalists with environmental
education programs at the Alley Pond
Environmental Center and Gateway
National Recreation Area; laying a slate
patio foracommunity garden in Harlem
for the Council on the Environment; or
building fences, planting beds, and
pruning and watering flowers and
vegetables in any number of community

gardens and parks throughout the five
boroughs.

Fraser Seitel, Director of Public
Relations for Chase Manhattan Bank,
says, “‘The success of our summer youth
program has meant beautiful
neighborhoods, less unemployment,
and Chase Manhattan Bank has gotten
some good recognition for its efforts.
Hopefully more companies will begin to
appreciate the benefits of having nicer
surroundings and more of them will
get involved in cleaning up the City’s
vacant lots.”

“Our 1982 summer youth
employment program was given a
tremendous boost by the five young
workers sponsored by the Neighbor-
hood Open Space Coalition. As you
know, our Federal program was cut out
entirely and the City program was vastly
curtailed and without this assistance our
work would have suffered,”” writes Ruth
Anderberg, Director for Programs at
Bronx River Restoration.

"I prefer to work with dirt. It makes me
feel like I'm really doing something, and
gives me afeeling of accomplishment. It
also makes the neighborhood look
better,” acknowledges Ron Regan, one
of the summer interns working with the
Housing Conservation Coordinators.

NOSC has created a partnership
among the private sector, the
government and the people. But one of
its most important achievements is
simply thatitexists. Itis a phone number
that people can call, a friend on Reade
Street for all of the gardeners city-wide.
As Lisa Cashdan explains, ““Three years
ago when we took a look at the
greening movement, it was frag-
mented and suspicious. Now there




is communication and less duplication
of services.”

Strength in Numbers

With a dues-paying membership of 80
organizations and 58 individuals, The
Neighborhood Open Space Coalition
has begun to confront the Goliath force
of the City and the real estate
developers, not as an opponent but as
a co-worker.

A threatened garden on West 96th
Street and Broadway was saved when
the Coalition helped to facilitate
meetings among the Trust for Public
Land and the Green Guerillas (two
Coalition members), the local
Community Board, the community
gardening group, and the developer,
Arthur Zeckendorf. The result of the
negotiations is a 7,000 square foot
garden with three feet of topsoil and a
$75,000 maintenance endowment. This
community open space, now called The
Lotus Garden, is located on the garage
roof of The Columbia Condominium,
where it sets an important precedent for
the inclusion of community gardens and
parks in new housing developments
throughout the City. Following that
precedent, a new development
displacing the West Side Community
Garden on Columbus Avenue will soon
contain 18,000 square feet of land
designated as a community park, with
$125,000 of construction funding being
supplied by the developer, Jerome
Kretchmer.

““A lot has to be said for the Coalition’s
effort to retain the garden on its original

site in the community,”” says Arthur
Zeckendorf, who built/the Columbia
Condominium. ““They came to meetings
and developed a workable plan. The
garden wouldn’t have happened
without them.”

The Network

A principal function of the Coalition is
as a network of information for its
member organizations. There are a
significant number of important
projects, events, research, and crises
that are of interest to the various
members. The membership meetings
held three times a year are lively, and
well-attended by a diverse group of
people who exchange constructive
ideas and formulate plans for the future.
The minutes from the meetings then
serve as a newsletter to the other
members who could not attend.

The Coalition has also been
successful in reaching the broader
public with a community newsletter in
the form of computer graphics and a text
on up-coming greening events on
Manhattan’s Cable Channel 10. The
New York University Alternative Media
Center contacted NOSC in 1981 to help
develop their pioneer cable show, Apple
Bytes, which now provides information
to 120,000 viewers in lower Manhattan.
The Coalition submits news of special
events or projects. Edited and illustrated,
the news appears during a five minute
segment about open space that airs ten
times a week. Involvement in the Apple
Bytes show led the Coalition directly
into another computer age networking
project, The Apple Computer Network,










universities and to professional
organizations on a city, regional, and
national level have helped planners,
landscape architects, horticulturists, and
public policy makers understand the
complexity and benefits of this new
component of the urban system.

The more prominent the Coalition
and its members become, the more they
are able to influence the City’s policies
and programs. The Bronx Land
Reclamation Program, for example,
which was introduced as an alternative
to an unsuccessful City program, came
into being through the political leverage
of the Bronx Frontier Development
Corporation with the support of NOSC.
The Coalition’s presence at Board of
Estimate, City Planning Commission,
and Community Board hearings has
been important in presenting open
space development and maintenance as
vital concerns which the City should
address.

In 1983 the Department of City
Planning proposed new zoning that
eliminated the incentives for developers
to include open space in new
commercial and residential buildings.
The Coalition agreed that the plazas
which resulted from the existing zoning
regulations were not serving the needs of
the local community, the general public,
or the occupants of the buildings. NOSC
argued, however, that the need for
public space was growing as new
development increased the density of
the three Manhattan neighborhoods that
would be affected by the new zoning
proposal.

The Coalition then held its first forum
entitled ‘‘Residential Rezoning: Is There
A Place for Open Space,”’ to explore the

issue further. Thirty-five participants,
including community leaders,
government officials, planning and
design professionals, and open space
advocates, discussed the problems and
possible solutions involved in efforts to
provide open space in proposed
rezoning resolutions. A NOSC Zoning
Committee was then formed and a
Coalition resolution was presented to
the affected Community Boards. Two of
the three Boards agreed with the
Coalition’s position and requested that
the Department of City Planning prepare
a new study that looks at alternative
ways to use zoning to create open space.
The Coalition’s Zoning Committee is
now working with the Department of
City Planning to explore new zoning
regulations for the creation of open
space in New York’s more densely
populated neighborhoods.

The greatest advocacy role the
Coalition has played to date is as the
creator of a Neighborhood Open Space
Task Force position paper. By the time it
was sent to Mayor Edward |. Koch, the
paper had been reviewed and endorsed
by 20 people, including representatives
of the City’s Departments of Real
Property and Housing Preservation and
Development, as well as the City
Planning Commission. The position
paper led directly to the creation of a
public/private New York City Open
Space Task Force, whose members have
been appointed by the Mayor. This 12
member group has proposed a two year
research effort to identify future open
space policy and program options for
New York City. If successful, the Task
Force could finally give some official
credibility and recognition to the










a fascinating experience to work for the
City and also to be privy and party to
decisions on the part of the private
sector, many of whom view the City as
the adversary,”” explains Ken. /I am not
sure that if I wasn’t on the board of
NOSC | would know, or feel, or
understand how people in the Coalition
are feeling about what is happening.”
Defending his position as a City official,
he explains the difficulty of, “being
given the responsibility for City
properties and City interests as opposed
to only having to advocate on behalf of
the community. | have to take the
community projects that work and
balance their interests against the City’s
need for housing and revenue.”

Like Lys McLaughlin, Ken also had
some initial reservations as to whether
NOSC was really needed. He explains
that, ““The Coalition actually came into
being without knowing quite what it was
goingto be doing. And those of us on the
board have gone through some soul
seaching sessions as to what our goal
really is. At this point | am very thankful
that NOSC has come into being and |
think that particularly the formation of
the Mayor’s Open Space Task Force,
and certainly with the inventory, NOSC
has furthered the cause of open space in
New York City.”

Reaching Out

The Coalition’s ability to influence
political change extends beyond the
City level to the broader arena of
decision-makers at the State Legislature.
The 1982 election of Mario Cuomo as
Governor of New York State offered
opportunities to the variety of groups

working on community gardening,
urban greening and direct marketing
projects throughout the state. It was
NOSC, however, that gathered those
people together to address the new
Governor and to let him know how he
could further their cause.

People like Barry Benepe, Director of
GreenMarket; Paul Winkeller, Director
of Capital District Community Gardens,
Inc.; and Bob Lewis, of the New York
State Department of Agriculture and
Markets, drafted a letter with other
members of the Coalition which
outlined to the Governor the importance
of the programs that they represented.
The letter said, ““In these difficult
economic times we are proud that
programs like ours cost the State and
local governments very little while
providing an essential service which
enhances people’s lives and moves us
toward more self-reliance.” Set forth in
the letter were 19 suggestions for
changes in current State policies and
programs which would have a strong
beneficial impact on urban areas around
the State.

A statewide ““Community Gardening
Campaign” was proposed which would
advertise the availability of public land
to grow food, similar to the cooperative
gardening effort that occurred during the
Depression, World War | and World
War Il. After correspondence with the
Governor’s office, the Coalition’s
director met with the Commissioner of
the Department of Agriculture and
Markets to discuss the suggestion
further. Commissioner Joseph Gerace
agreed to appoint a special assistant to
work on urban food production and
distribution issues.

The Coalition has also played a




catalytic role in having New York City’s
five boroughs designated as a Soil and
Water Conservation District. For the last
ten years one City agency or another has
blocked the efforts of local
environmental groups, leaving the City
with the only counties in New York State
not benefiting from the expertise of the
Soil Conservation Service. Realizing
there was support in the new State
administration, NOSC joined with the
City Council President’s office, the
Citizens Union, and other concerned
organizations, to revive the effort. A new
bill supporting the designation is being
introduced in the State Assembly by
Assemblywoman Rhoda Jacobs
(D-Brooklyn) who is the Chair of the
Sub-Committee on Food, Farm and
Nutrition Policy. Although there is still
some resistance in the Department of
City Planning, the momentum is
growing and the designation is much
closer to reality.

The Coalition has also become an
active member of the American
Community Gardening Association
(ACGA), and the executive director
serves as the Vice President of their
Board of Directors. This professional
organization includes the leaders and
organizers of community gardening
programs in cities across the country.
Through their association with ACGA
the Coalition has received information
on a wide variety of programs that
provide ideas for the member organ-
izations. The Coalition has also pro-
vided information on the innovative pro-
grams its members are involved in.
Several articles on the work of New York
City gardeners have appeared in ACGA’s
Journal of Community Gardening.

Guidance From
The Field

The core of the Neighborhood Open
Space Coalition remains the people on
the street. Without their physical work
converting the vacant areas to gardens
and parks, there would be no
community spaces to protect. Without
the strong feelings of unity that the work
in the gardens produces, there would be
no coalition.

The Coalition provides a central focus
to the greening movement and is a friend
to the people who are struggling to
maintain what they have through hard
work and limited resources. When
women soccer players had nowhere to
practice, the Coalition helped them
obtain access to the athletic fields in the
Asphalt Green. When the Bronx River
Restoration Project wound up with more
telephone poles than they could use, the
Coalition helped distribute them by
spreading the word to other garden
groups throughout the City that needed
the poles for their gardens.

Through the information provided by
the Coalition, its diverse members are
able to speak out on behalf of the
threatened gardens. Barry Benepe, for
instance, as the President of the Fine Arts
Federation of New York could write a
letter to the President of City Club of
New York and ask, ““We who are
concerned with the quality of New York
ask, what are the Mayor’s priorities?
Why is community open space
destroyed to provide income while
major tax concessions and Urban
Development Assistance Grants are
provided to large corporations, real






















viewed explained that their
involvement in the community
garden/park movement was motivated
by a need for recreation. ““Some people
like jogging; I like gardening,”” Vincent
Scamerdello from Staten Island told
Nick Shorr, another one of the field
interns. Another gardener remarked “‘If
you wake up in bed with a bad feeling,
you work in the garden and the feeling
goes away.”” Angelo Gerrone from
Brooklyn simply stated, “’I just wanted
something to do on the weekends.”

Deficient park and recreational
facilities, especially in lower-income
areas, has always been a common
complaint in New York City. In 1932,
only 14,827 acres or 7.28 percent of the
five boroughs had been set aside for the
recreation of its citizens, a percentage
smaller than that committed to
recreation in any of the other 10 largest
cities in the world or America. Robert
Moses, Commissioner of Parks during
New York City’s developmental phases,
built 255 playgrounds in New York City
duringthe 1930’s. Only one of these was
built in Harlem.'®

August Hecksher was Commissioner
of Parks during the period directly
preceding the community garden/park
movement in the late 1960’s. In
response to his own term as Parks
Commissioner, Hecksher states, “‘l think
it is fair to say of the Lindsay years that
we were not primarily interested in that
aspect of the small park, namely the
flowers and gardens.”” Hecksher
explains that under Mayor John Lindsay
funds were expended to develop
Scandanavian style ““adventure
playgrounds,” which were often more of
a sculptor’s flight of fancy than useable

play equipment for a child. Hecksher
continues, ““John thought that we could
really beautify and improve the
neighborhoods, and the poorer people
often didn’t understand what we were
doing. On the East Side of Central Park,
an adventure playground was very
much appreciated. But if you tried the
same approach in the poorer areas, the
mothers would resent it very much. They
thought we were deliberately trying to
hurt their children.”

“Look at a map of the City,”” says
Jeanette Bamford, the executive director
of the Parks Council of New York.
“There are a lot of neighborhoods - and
poor ones - where the green spaces are
missing.”’

Community gardens present a viable
alternative. The Coalition found that the
average community garden costs $5 a
square foot, compared to the $50 a
square foot the City now spends
developing a park. The reason
community facilities are less expensive
is that they stress the use of plant
material, recycling, community
construction, and community
maintenance. Because of a very limited
maintenance force, City facilities stress
structural development that is vandal
resistant and costly. As a result of the
fiscal crisis when the number of full-time
employees dwindled in the Department
of Parks and Recreation, fewer work
crews are available to keep the
parklands free from litter, vandalism,
graffitti, and decay.

Having demonstrated their ability to
develop and maintain their own
recreational spaces, community efforts
should be promoted and supported by
the City as the least expensive course the



















Strengthening the
Partnership

The people of New York City have
assumed an active role as the stewards of
the community gardens and parks. They
are the creators and the laborers. They
envision how rubble-filled spaces can
be cleared and planted, and then they do
it. Owner of 75 percent of the vacant
land that has been transformed into
green spaces, the City has proven to be
an important partner in the greening
movement. Defining the City’s attitude
about the future of these gardens and
parks and the extent of its contribution,
however, is very difficult.

Early in the greening movement the
City’s policies and programs regarding
community involvement in the parks
system were rigid. August Hecksher,
who served as Parks Commissioner from
1966-71, recalls, “One of the times | got
the maddest as Commissioner of Parks
was when | got a report that these
community people were planting
flowers without having gotten a permit.
The park maintenance men were tearing
up the flowers, and | was so furious. It
seemed to me the very image of
bureaucracy.”

Hecksher explains further that the
tradition of the Parks Department at that
time was to have an official permit for
everything. ““You couldn’t go out and
develop, or plant, or change, orimprove
anything. | don’t think you were able to
take a photograph in the park without
getting a permit.”” During August
Hecksher's term as Park’s
Commissioner, under Mayor Lindsay’s
administration, the Department of Parks
and Recreation drew up new rules

which, among other things, allowed
men for the first time to take their shirts
off in the park; yet even with the
loosening of the parks regulations, the
community’s involvement in the City’s
parks system was not immediately
encouraged.

The Community Development Block
Grants that began to flow in from
Washington in the 1970’s, opened up
new possibilities. The City’s Department
of Housing, Preservation and
Development (HPD), which has
jurisdiction over residential City-owned
properties, initially used some of the
federal Community Development
funding to provide people in the local
neighborhoods with access to vacant
lots under their jurisdiction. Much of
that vacant land had been abandoned,
but was intentionally cleared to
construct new housing for low and
moderate-income residents.
Community people were allowed to
create parks and gardens on some urban
renewal sites which were slated for
housng, but where the financing for the
actual housing projects was years away.
While waiting for the construction
money, HPD developed under its
Interim Site Improvement Program 96
“interim’” garden sites from 1976 to
1982, at a cost of $3.6 million."”

The problem was that the sites were
designed by HPD and built by the HPD
contractors, not by the communities. As
aresult, a large number of the “interim”’
gardens were quickly abandoned or
vandalized. In the same way that
Lindsay’s vest pocket parks did not really
involve the neighborhood people,
HPD’s “interim”’ sites oftened failed to
create workable community projects.




Adding to the problems of design and
construction was the Agency’s attitude
that the community is responsible for
maintaining the site. Without tools,
technical assistance or a proprietary
interest in a site, that was designed and
built by someone else, there was very
little chance that this would happen.

Four years later after a City report
showed the program had serious
problems and the Interim Site
Improvement Program was eliminated.
HPD contracted the Coalition and its
members to develop a maintenance
manual and provide some technical
assistance to those sites where
community residents were still involved.
A Site Improvement Program was
designed and more quality facilities
have been developed in conjunction
with housing, cultural, and educational
organizations that have the ability to
maintain them. Operation
GreenThumb, which originally began as
a leasing agency, offering very little
technical or material assistance, was
restaffed with qualified professionals
and redirected to work with
communities and provide quality
technical and material resources. With
an increased budget, it has become the
most effective City program working
with local communities.

The City has finally begun to
understand that it is better to work with
community people rather than just do
things for them. This attitude is helping
to foster greater participation from the
communities. The process of
participation is not simple but it holds
many benefits for the City. Ken Davies,
Operation Green Thumb's director,
explains, “If we can get the community

people out and give them a sense of
power, and the ability to fight back, do
something positive, they often go from
the gardening effort into much larger
community development activity. The
community gardening movement has
been the germ of much larger things than
just gardening and open space.”

The nonprofit technical assistance
organizations were first to succeed in
working with the neighborhood
residents. City agencies have followed
and begun to integrate the lessons
learned into their operations. The
current success of the community
gardening movement is due to the
growing cooperation between both. The
funds provided by the foundations,
corporations, banks and federal
government serve as the lubricant, while
the community people remain the
driving force, and the muscle.

Too much government involvement
can smother community participation
and too little can starve it. What types of
resources and how much of them are
needed from the government,
community, private sector and nonprofit
institutions? Those are the two most
important questions for the future.

A Question of Balance

In the mid-1970’s the community
gardening movement mushroomed in
California. With Comprehensive
Employment Training Act (CETA)
funding, garden organizers were
hired to help local communities develop
and maintain their gardens, which in
San Francisco numbered over 30. When
the bubble burst, however, with a

























need for open space in the City and to
develop an integrated policy for open
space that combines the resources of the
government, private sector and
community. The private members have
raised three years salary for an
administrative coordinator. The Task
Force has also received $115,000 in
Community Development funding for a
three-pronged work program from the
City government.

The first part of the program will be an
open space needs assessment for New
York City neighborhoods, including
criteria and standards on how much is
needed. The second, a cost-benefit
analysis of open space provisions, will
attempt to quantify some of the
qualitative benefits of open space and
compare these with the revenue lost by
setting spaces aside. The third study will
review all the open space programs in
the City and the resources that are being
allocated for open space development
and management.

A history of open space provision in
New York City as well as an
investigation of open space programs
that are operating in other cities in the
United States and around the world will
complement the three studies. The final
product will be a report offering
recommendations for the future.

The work of the Task Force will be
focused on neighborhoods representing
both ends of the spectrum—high density
neighborhoods, where real estate values
are high and open space is coveted for
development, as well as low-
development pressure areas where
there is a large amount of open space.

“‘Since the Task Force has been in
existence, we have come to regard our

efforts more and more as an opportunity
to really look at the entire issue of open
space provision in New York City, and to
come up with some good long-range
conclusions and recommendations.”
Says Lynda Simmons, President of
Phipps Houses ‘“We should recommend
policies that can hold us for the next ten
to twenty years. | think that everyone
whoisinvolved in the Task Force now is
very pleased that the group has come
into existence. We are committed to
working as hard as we can and as openly
as we can together to try to make it
worthwhile.”

Ken Davies adds, ““The Task Force
will confirm the efforts of the people
throughout the City who have been
building and working and maintaining
these open space sites. After all, this is a
fledging movement which is just starting
to come into its own. Now that the Task
Force is slated to run for three years, it is
going to give these groups three more
years of a track record to see what really
happens.”’

The Neighborhood Open Space
Coalition is hoping that the Task Force’s
needs assessment will show the City that
in some of the high density
neighborhoods, no more buildings
should be constructed. They feel that
many of the City agencies have failed to
perceive the importance of the open
space and too much of the land has
already been sold. The vacant fand with
the highest values, unfortunately, is
located where the population density is
already the highest, in areas like the
Upper West and the Upper East Sides.
By investigating neighborhoods that
have a large amount of open space, the
Neighborhood Open Space Coalition













SITE COUNT

Total Sites
Analyzed Sites

1001
410

Table-1 - Site Count by Borough

Sites Sites Sites Total
Borough Analyzed Surveyed Excluded Sites
Manhattan 103 116 132 248
Bronx 91 94 145 239
Brooklyn 136 139 198 337
Queens 73 85 70 155
Staten Is. 7 9 13 22
Total 410 443 558 1001
Notes land. Since a complete listing of
TOTAL SITES: community managed sites associated

In total, 1001 sites were included in
an initial list of community gardens and
parks in New York City. That number
was derived from two sources:

1. A consolidated file of sites listed by
technical assistance organizations
and City agencies working in open
space development and
management.

2. Sites which were not included in any
of the lists but were discovered in the
field, or cited in newsletters or other
public media while the survey was
being conducted.

SURVEYED SITES:

A total of 443 sites were investigated
in detail by administering a question-
naire to a leader of the com-
munity group, and by taking photos
and rating the quality of the site.
Thirty-three (33) of the 443 sites were
found to be under the jurisdiction of the
Department of Parks, or the Housing
Authority. These represent a small
sample of community gardens and parks
that exist on non-vacant City-owned

with those City agencies was not
available, the 33 were surveyed in an
attempt to get some idea of how those
types of sites operate. The data from
those sites were left out of the following
analyses so the report would focus
specifically on community developed
and managed facilities.

ANALYZED SITES:

410 sites (93% of surveyed sites, or
41% of all sites listed) were analyzed in
detail to produce the bulk of the data
presented in this report. The following
sections refer only to the 410 Analyzed
sites found to be active in the Summer
and Fall of 1982, plus any additional
sites found prior to January 1983. Sites
found between January and March 1984
are covered in the Inventory Update
section.

EXCLUDED SITES:

Of the 558 Excluded sites, 367 (or
66% of the total) were found to be

“Inactive’”’. The ““Undeveloped”’ sites




Table-2 — Excluded Sites by Borough

Inactive Sites Unsurveyed No Total
Borough Undevipd. Abandoned Lost Total Parks Contact Excluded
Manhattan 30 39 9 78 41 13 132
Bronx 53 38 6 97 28 20 145
Brooklyn 83 61 15 159 7 32 198
Queens 17 10 1 28 19 23 70
Staten Is. 2 3 0 5 0 8 13
Total 185 151 31 367 95 96 558

showed limited community activity. At
best, those sites were cleared of debris in
preparation for an active use. The
““Abandoned’’ sites showed no recent
community activity, but were still vacant
lots that had the potential to be
developed into productive open spaces.
““Lost”’ sites are those that could no
longer be considered potential open
spaces. Of the 31 “/Lost”’ sites, 11 were
turned into parking lots, 4 were built
upon, 4 were sold to owners forbidding
community activity on the lot, and 12
were abandoned for a variety of other
reasons (one because of toxic wastes
found in the soil, another because an
adjacent building fell on the site).
““Unsurveyed Parks’’ represent a
portion of a larger number of sites that
are located in mapped City parkland or
Housing Authority projects. Those sites
were not surveyed because a complete
listing was not available at the time of
the survey. According to the Department
of Parks and Recreation there are
approximately 296 “‘Friends of the
Parks’’ groups that work to maintain the
City’s parks. The Housing Authority has
stated that there are hundreds of
resident-maintained open spaces
associated with public housing projects.
Only 128 of these types of sites (33 of

which were surveyed but not analyzed)
were found in the original site lists.
The 96 ““No Contact” sites were not
included because a responsible party
could not be found after several attempts
were made to survey the site. It is
assumed that those sites were no longer
active as community maintained or
operated open spaces. In a few cases it
was apparent, after visiting the site that
the plants there were perennials growing
wild without anyone attending to them.

Observations
There are a number of reasons why so

many of the 1001 sites that make up the

initial lists were found to be inactive.

1. Many of the groups that requested
assistance never actually got a site
started. The number of undeveloped
facilities (185) represents 50.5% of
the inactive sites.

2. Many groups that do manage to get
their sites started find out quickly how
difficult it is to maintain a project and
keep the group organized. The
number of abandoned sites (151)
represents 41% of the inactive sites.

3. Once a garden is developed and used,
it usually stays active. The number of
lost sites (31) is only:8.5% of the total
inactive sites.







Figure-2
SITE LOCATIONS IN
MANHATTAN

1° =2 MILES

MANHATTAN

Except for the financial district (CB-1)
there is a fairly even distribution in the
borough. There is a high concentration
of sites in the Lower East Side (CB-3) and
Central and East Harlem (CB-10 and
CB-11).

BRONX

There is a heavy concentration of sites
in four of the six community boards that
make up the ““South Bronx’’ (CB’s 1-6).
These neighborhoods include Mott
Haven (CB-1), Aldus Green /Hunts Point
(CB-2), Morissania (CB-3), and
Tremont/Bronx Park South (CB-6).

Figure-3
SITE LOCATIONS IN
BRONX

1" =2 MILES







JFK AIRPORT

Figure-5

SITE LOCATIONS IN
QUEENS

1" =2 MILES

QUEENS

There is a fairly good distribution of
sites in the borough with a few areas of
concentration. Sunnyside Gardens/
Woodside (CB-2) and Corona (CB-3),
have a large number of sites as does the
southeast part of the borough which
includes Saint Albans and Jamaica.




STATEN ISLAND

The few community gardens and
parks that exist in Staten Island are
located primarily in the northern half of]

the borough.

Observations

There seems to be a strong correlation
between the overall distribution of the
sites and communities that have
experienced social or physical and
economic disruptions since the 1960’s.
This is probably due to the fact that the
City has reduced many ordinary services
such as sanitation, and parks and
recreation funding in those areas. This
was especially true during the fiscal
crisis. Other programs such as the
Department of Housing Preservation
and Development’s Interim and
Permanent Site Improvement programs,
and the Department of General Service’s
GreenThumb program were substituted.

Figure-6
SITE LOCATIONS IN
STATEN ISLAND

1" =2 MILES

The community gardens and parks
movement is a self-help phenomenon
dependent on community involvement,
technical and material assistance from
nonprofit organizations and City
agencies. Many of these neighborhoods
containing these community gardens
and parks are low-income areas that
have high unemployment rates.
Residents, therefore, have a little more
time and a greater motivation to become
involved in these activities. Many
private nonprofit and other programs
(Cornell Cooperative Extension, for
example) have chosen to focus their
attention in neighborhoods where the
need is the greatest.







PROJECT TYPE Reporting Sites 410
Percent Sample 100

Table-4 — Number of Sites by Project Tvpe

Vacant-Lot ~ Vacant-Lot Housing Institutional Rooftop School Yard Street/Block

Borough Total Sites Garden Park Complex  Garden/Park Garden Garden/Park Improvement
Manh. 103 66 15 8 4 4 1 5
Bronx 91 52 24 6 2 2 3 2
Bklyn 136 112 17 1 3 — — 3
Queens 73 30 9 < 16 2 2 10
Stat. Is. 7 1 2 S 3 — 1 —
Total 410 261 67 19 28 8 7 20
Notes Street/Block Improvement — Greening
GLOSSARY OF PROJECT TYPES _of paved and unpaved areas along
Vacant-Lot Garden — Vegetable and /or streets and adjacent to buildings
flower garden developed on vacant (plazas and malls).
property. In many cases a particular site may fit
Vacant-Lot Park — Multi-purpose open into more than one project type cate-
space facility on vacant property. gory. An example would be an orna-
These sites most likely include a mental garden on the roof of a pri-
garden area along with other land vately owned housing facility for the
V88 sinch AL balfialde dnd Blind (such a garden exists in Midtown
playgrounds. Manhattan and the plants are meant to
Housing Complex — Improvement of be touched, smelled and tasted by the
courtyards, lawns and other open residents). In such a case, the site was
space associated with non-public classified in only one of three possible
housing developments. categories: as a rooftop garden.

Institutional Garden /Park — Garden or

park developed in association with Observations

special facilities such as botanic The Vacant-Lot project types are the
gardens, health clinics, homes for most common simply because there is
the elderly, and psychiatric such a large stock of vacant land in New
Cantors: York City. That there are more Vacant-

Rooftop Garden — Garden on exposed Lot Gardens then Parks is partly due
roof of a building. to the fact that plant material is less

sehoal Vaid GardeniPaik — Carden 6 expensive than recreational equipment.
Park used as a creative play or Together, the two types of Vacant-Lot
learning facility for a school or project types represent 80% of all sites
daycare center. analyzed.










LAND USE Sites Reporting 406
Percent Sample 99.02
Table-7 — Number of Sites by Land Use
i 2, % . ¥ 2
55 55 %z w» &3 &8 3 § <= _ 2 -
3 ©°F S £g £ X g = S E § = a8
Borough 28 26 .igg 288 & 3 3 £ 8 3 & % £
Manh. 81 76 61 52 28 12 15 4 8 12 31 mia] 2 2
Bronx 62 59 51 42 8 21 9. 9 6. 3 1T 4 — 1
Bklyn. 101 109 73 44 22 12 11 (YR 7 SR 7 -1 2 —
Queens 56 36 43 13 4 3 14 5 1 1T — — 1
Stat. Is. 6 2 3 2= 2 - 2 — — — 3 — —
Total 306 282 231 153 62 50 49 26 32 21 11 9 5 4
Notes while providing immediate

Most of the sites contain more than
one land use type. Due to the informal
design of the various types of projects,
and limited staff time in the field, it was
impossible to calculate the amount of
acreage set aside for each of the
individual land use categories. The
term “‘Structure’’ refers to a tool shed,
sculpture, arbor, or other built form.
Observations

The most common land use is the
Flower Garden. Citywide, 75% of all
sites have flower or ornamental garden
plots. The Vegetable Garden is the
second most common land use,
occuring on 69% of all sites. The third
most popular use, occuring on 56% of
all sites is land planted with trees and
shrubs. The fact that plant material is so
common seems to indicate that
community residents want local
facilities where they can interact with
and manipulate natural systems for
personal or community benefit. Flower
gardens, vegetable gardens, trees and
shrubs make a neighborhood look better

environmental, educational, and
economic benefits. Growing plantsisan
activity that community residents can be
directly involved with. The plant
material also requires less initial capital
investment, and more time for
maintenance. Indeed, in many
low-income neighborhoods where
these gardens are developed, money is
scarce, and free time is abundant.

Ofthe 14 types of land uses surveyed,
only three are not generally found in
New York City parks. These are:
vegetable gardens, barbecue areas, and
greenhouses. This points to the fact that
community residents are developing
park-like facilities in their neigh-
borhoods. As mentioned in the site
distribution observations, this is
probably due to municipal disin-
vestment in the existing City park
system in many of these neighborhoods.
It also suggests that the existing City
parks inventory is not adequately
meeting the needs of those
communities.




Responses to the question — ““Why is
your group developing this garden or
park?”’ resulted in the following
‘motivation categories:

GLOSSARY OF MOTIVATIONS

Sanitation — to clean up or beautify the
neighborhood, and to discourage
dumping in vacant lots.

Recreation — to enjoy gardening, or
working and playing outdoors.

Education — to teach children and
adults about nature, how food is
grown, and that neighborhood
cooperation can accomplish
something worthwhile.

Social — to meet with neighbors and
friends, to provide a place for
special cultural events, and to
discourage antisocial behavior.

Economic — to save money by growing
food, to reduce the expense of
travelling to a distant recreation
area and to keep up property
values.

MOTIVATIONS Sites Reporting 334
Percent Sample 81
Table-8 — Number of Sites by Motivation
g 5 £ ¢ - RO S B
g8 z < g 2 g £ 5 g 2
Borough 58 = & = & & z o b3 o)
Manh. 86 61 33 27 33 19 15 12 3 9
Bronx 74 53 31 24 22 11 16 14 1 7
Bklyn. 112 87 35 29 21 35 25 10 3 5
Queens 61 42 20 14 9 9 5 7 1 7
Stat. |. 1 — — — - 1 — — — —
Total 334 243 119 94 85 75 61 43 8 28
Notes Nutrition — to obtain better, more

wholesome food, and to contribute
to those in the neighborhood who
don’t have enough to eat.

Organization —to rally area residents to
accomplish other community
objectives. The site acts as a
meeting ground and develops
greater community spirit.

Memorial — to commemorate a
community leader, public
personality, or group of
individuals.

Other — Any mention that does not fit
into the above categories (physical
or mental therapy, art/culture,
safety for children, nature,
conservation, and prayer).

Observations
There is a surprising similarity in the
groups’ responses in the different
boroughs. The exception is Staten Island
where only one of the seven groups
responded to this particular question.
The most frequent motivation







ACTIVE PARTICIPANTS Sites Reporting
Percent Sample

364 Reported Number 9,343
89 Estimated Total Number 10,462

Table-9
Total Sites Reported Average NR NR Estimated Percent
Borough Sites Reporting Number Number Sites Number Number Citywide
(M (R) (R) (Rav) (NR) (E)

Manhattan 103 97 2,662 27.44 6 165 2,827 27.02
Bronx 91 73 1,381 18.92 18 341 1,722 16.46
Brooklyn 136 122 2,522 20.67 14 289 2,811 26.87
Queens 73 66 2,299 34.83 7 244 2,543 24.31
Staten Is. 7 6 479 79.83 1 80 559 5.34
Total 410 364 9,343 25.67 46 1119 10,462 100.00
Notes Observations

The term ““Active Participants’’ refers
to the number of individuals closely
involved in the seasonal or continual
maintenance of the open space site.
Some groups have more accurate means
of counting the number of active
participants than others do. The smaller
groups knew exactly how many people
were involved. For larger groups, the
number reported was often a rough
estimate calculated at the time that the
survey was given. That number was
sometimes derived by counting the
people who pay dues to use the site, or
by counting the number of individuals
who maintain vegetable plots.
Whenever a range of active participants
was given, the lower number was used
to keep all calculations conservative.
The figures do not include those people
who may participate on a less than
active basis.

The term “/NR’”’ refers to those groups
that did not report the number of active
participants involved with their site.

Table-9 illustrates the distribution of
active participants by borough. The
number of participants represents .13%
of the total Citywide population based
on 1980 Census figures. Notice that the
greatest percentage of participants are in
Manhattan which is the most densely
populated of all the boroughs (96
persons/acre of community
gardens/parks). Active participants in
Manhattan represent .18% of the
borough’s total population, the highest
percentage of any borough in the City.

Figure-8 shows the number of active
participants Citywide by Community
Board.







SPONSORSHIP

Sites Reporting 410
Percent Sample 100

Table-10 — Number of Sites by Type of Sponsoring Organization

Total Civic Private School/  Religious Unaffiliated Health  Private  Public

Borough Sites  Association Nonprofit Youth Group Institution ~ Group Institution Business Agency  Other
Manh. 103 49 35 7 3 5 2 —- 1 1
Bronx 91 38 26 6 11 1 2 5 1 1
Bklyn. 136 93 20 4 5 6 3 1 2 2
Queens 73 48 9 5 4 S 3 3 1 —
Stat. Is. 7 1 5 1 — — — e — -
Total 410 229 95 23 23 12 10 9 5 4
Notes claim sponsorship for a single site. The

GLOSSARY OF SPONSOR TYPES

Civic Association — Block Associations,
tenant groups and social clubs.

Private Nonprofit Organization — Any
nonprofit organization other than
those mentioned above. Includes
universities, technical assistance
organizations, daycare centers,
special interest groups, etc.

School /Youth Group — Organization
sponsoring activities for children or
teenagers.

Religious Institution — Group
associated with a religious
congregation.

Unaffiliated Group — Non-organized
group of individuals.

Health Institution — Group associated
with a hospital or clinic.

Private Business — For-profit
commercial institution or
association.

Public Agency — City, State, or Federal
agency.

The term ““Sponsoring Organization”’
refers to the most active organization
associated with a particular site. In
several cases, more than one group may

one that exercises the most
responsibility for maintaining the
cohesiveness of individuals who use the
site, either by holding meetings,
organizing resources, or obtaining a
lease for the user group, is considered
here to be the sponsor.

Respondents often selected more than
one category to identify the primary
sponsor. The most distinguishing
characteristic of the sponsoring or-
ganization determines its classifi-
cation. For example, a site spon-
sored by a Girl-Scout troop was
identified as a School /Youth Group,
even though it may also be thought a
Civic Association, or a Nonprofit
Organization.

Since so many groups consider their
sponsors to be both Civic Associations,
and Nonprofit Organizations, the two
categories are combined for purposes of
analysis into a Civic/Nonprofit
category. The remaining seven sponsor
types comprise the ““Other’’ category.

Observations
Citywide, the Civic/Nonprofit




























INITIAL CAPITAL (IC)
Reporting Sites
Percent Sample

264
64

Reported Total $4,264,236
Estimated Total $6,709,810

Table-17 - Initial Capital (IC)

Total Reported Reported Average NR NR Estimated

Sites Sites Cost Cost Sites Cost Cost
Borough M (R) (Rv) (Rav) (NR) (E)
Manhattan 103 64 1,157,142 18,080 39 705,120 1,862,262
Bronx 91 54 1,314,365 24,340 37 900,580 2,214,945
Brooklyn 136 89 1,166,644 13,108 47 616,076 1,782,720
Queens 73 51 451,225 8,848 22 194,656 645,881
Staten Is. 7 6 174,860 29,142 1 29,142 204,002
Total 410 264 4,264,236 16,152 146 2,445,574 6,709,810
Notes

Initial Capital costs include all
one-time expenses applied to the
original development of the site. These
expenses include the clearing of the site,
providing a fence, plant materials,
lumber for raised beds and benches,
tables, signs, technical assistance, etc.

Of all cost data, the figures for sites

developed by the Department of

Housing Preservation and Develop-

ment’s Interim Site Improve-

ment program, and the Depart-

ment of General Service’s Green-

Thumb program are the most accurate.
Table-18 analyzes Costs of the HPD

Interim Site Improvement Program.

Table-18 — HPD Interim Site Improvement Program Costs

Site

Initial Percent Acres Percent Avg. Cost  Avg. Cost

Classification Sites Capital Total Area Per Site Per Acre
Active Sites 62 2,677,636 76 31.81 58 43,188 84,176
Inactive Sites 24 515,553 15 14.08 26 21,481 36,616
Lost Sites 2 42,490 1 0.62 1 21,245 68,532
Unsurveyed Sites 11 287,197 8 7.99 15 26,109 35,945
Total 99 3,522,876 100 54.50 100 35,585 64,640

A standard formula was used to
estimate the IC for sites leased through
the DGS GreenThumb Program.® Those
estimates were based upon a rating
given to each site by the GreenThumb
staff, and on actual site reconaissance to
assess the degree of physical

development.

Most of the sites that GreenThumb
rated 1" were not included in the
inventory, but were counted as
““Excluded” sites in the ““Undeveloped”’
category.



















GRAND TOTAL (GT)

Reporting Sites 368 Reported Total 23,969,610
Percent Sample 90 Estimated Total 33,545,264
Table-24 — Grand Total (GT)

Reported Reported Reported Estimated Estimated Estimated
Borough IC ™ GT IC ™ GT
Manhattan 1,157,142 3,269,565 4,426,707 1,862,262 4,406,043 6,268,305
Bronx 1,314,365 1,758,637 3,073,002 2,214,945 3,015,557 5,230,502
Brooklyn 11,166,644 4,124,914 5,291,558 1,782,720 5,583,318 7,366,038
Queens 451,225 9,463,820 9,915,045 645,881 12,281,894 12,927,775
Staten ls. 174,860 1,088,438 1,263,298 204,002 1,548,642 1,752,644
Total 4,264,236 19,705,374 23,969,610 6,709,810 26,835,454 33,545,264
Notes

The figures in Table-24 represent the
sum total of all cost data reported
including the ““time factored’” estimates
which attempt to account for costs
throughout the life of the sites. Only
35% of the sites reported complete cost
data. The 90% sample refers to those
sites that reported at least one of the
analyzed types of cost data. Therefore,
the remaining 10% of the sites do not
contribute to the GTC at all.

The Grand Total cost (GT) is
calculated by adding the Initial Capital
(IC) reported by 264 sites, and the Total
Maintenance Cost (TMC) reported by
338 sites (153 of which reported either
Annual Capital (AC) or Annual Sweat
Equity (ASE), but not both). The
estimated GTC is the sum of the
estimated ICC and the estimated TMC.

Observations

Sweat equity, or the labor of local
community residents, represents 75% of
the Grand Total cost of the community
gardens and parks.




SITE RATING ANALYSIS

Reporting Sites 218
Percent Sample 53

Table-25 — Site Rating Analysis

Plant Quality Physical Structure Cleanliness
Borough 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5
Manh. 7 11 27 19 10 2 20 25 14 13 Z 27 30 9
Bronx 5 14 14 11 4 1 12 17 12 4 2 4 22 20 2
Bklyn. 1 15, 3% 25 & 3 21 37 14 4 9 40 24 5
Queens — 4 6 3 2 3 4 2 1 2Z — — 4 9 2
Total 13 44 80 58 21 9 60 81 41 23 4 20 93 83 18
Participation Access

Borough 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Manh. 8 15 23 15 13 3 15 26 20 10

Bronx 4 14 23 8 1 — 8 22 14 6

Bklyn. 6 15 38 16 4 6 21 34 16 2

Queens — 2 12 1 — T 2 8 3 1

Total 18 46 96 40 18 10 46 90 53 19

Table-26 — Number of Sites Rated by

Borough
Manhattan 74
Bronx 50
Brooklyn 79
Queens 15
Staten Island 0
Total 218

Notes

A qualitative rating system was
designed and used to examine five types
of site characteristics. Each of the
characteristics was rated on a scale of 1
to 5, where 5 represents the highest level

of quality. The rating determinations

were left up to the surveyer’s subjective

opinions based upon the following
standard descriptions:
® Plant Quality (Condition of plant

materials)

1. Desolate or weedy

2. Sparse plantings between weeds
and rubble

3. Partially planted, some weeds

4. Fully planted, healthy garden

5. Showcase garden, diversity of

species

® Physical Structure (Condition and
amount of physical development)

1. Unimproved lot

2. Slightimprovements, site cleared of

debris

3. Some functional development; soil
cover, fencing, grading, plots layed

out










Sample Project Profile
One

The Dome Project
Upper West Side, Manhattan

The Dome Project initially began in
1976 one block east of the existing site.
In 1978 the garden /park was moved to
its current location. The new 10,000
square-foot City-owned vacant lot was
leased for $1.00 per year until 1981 by a
youth organization called the Dome
Project. Since 1981 the site has been
without a leasing arrangement because
the City wants to put the land up for
auction.

There has been much public pressure
to retain the site as an open space, and
negotiations are underway to transfer
control of the site to the Board of
Education.

Over the years the site was developed
with the assistance of the Council on the
Environment’s Plant-A-Lot program. The
estimated value of materials, awards,
workshops, and staff-time provided by
the Council amounts to $25,000. The
Dome Project raised at least $1,500
towards the initial project cost. The

COSTS ANALYSIS
Initial Capital (IC)

Annual Capital cost is approximately
$200 which is provided by awards
granted by the Citizen’s Committee, and
by fees charged for horticultural
workshops offered by Cornell Coop-
erative Extension and the Horticul-
tural Society. Manure was donated by
the Clairmont Stables which is a few
blocks away.

Approximately 90 hours of labor per
week was provided by two summer
youth programs; The Neighborhood
Open Space Coalition’s youth program
funded by Chase Manhattan Bank, and
the Summer Youth Program funded by
the New York City Youth Board. Six to
ten adults are regularly involved in
maintaining the site. Each school year
more than 1000 children from local
schools come to the site to learn about
gardening.

A geodesic dome greenhouse is
located in the middle of the site and is
surrounded by a lawn. In the back are
benches and picnic tables. Vegetable
and flower plots are layed out along the
site’s edges. The motivations for
developing the site were: education,
sanitation and organization. The site
was rated 45444,

$26,500

Annual Capital (AC)

% 200

Annual Sweat Equity (ASE)

7,236

Annual Maintenance (AM)

7,436

Age of Site

5 years

Total Annual Capital (TAC)
Total Sweat Equity (TSE)

1,000
36,180

Total Maintenance (TM)

37,180 37,180

Grand TOTAL (GT) -

$63,680







Sample Project Profile
Three

Sumpter Street Garden
Bedford Stuyvesant, Brooklyn

In 1979, the Sumpter Street Block
Association obtained a one year lease
for a 7,500 square foot vacant lot from
the DGS GreenThumb program. The
group turned the trash-filled site into a
garden covered by rows of a wide
variety of vegetables.

While the GreenThumb program can
provide the materials needed to develop
a successful community garden, the
Sumpter Street Block Association
preferred to be self-sufficient.
GreenThumb reports that they did

COSTS ANALYSIS
Initial Capital (IC)

deliver 24 cubic yards of soil valued at
$384.

The group recycled scrap wood from
the site and nearby lots to build a low
picket fence with a gate that is never
locked. Seeds, tools, fertilizer, and other
materials were donated by residents of
the block. Three Block Association
members have been working an average
of 12 hours per week, and they often
spend a whole day at a time with their
families in one of the two sites they
maintain. No more than $50 is spent
each year for supplies.

The garden feeds three large families,.
and the surplus is given away to children
in the neighborhood who come to play
and help out in the garden. The
motivations reported for developing the
site were: recreation, education, and
nutrition. The site was rated 32335.

$ 1,384

Annual Capital (AC)

$ 50

Annual Sweat Equity (ASE)

2,894

Annual Maintenance (AM)

2,944

Age of Site

Total Annual Capital (TAC)

4 years
200

Total Sweat Equity (TSE)

Total Maintenance (TM)

11,576

11,776 11,776

Grand Total (GT)

$13,160




Sample Project Profile
Four

12th Street Preschool Playground
Windsor Terrace, Brooklyn

The playground was builtin 1980 on a
4,350 square foot City owned vacant lot
across the street from the 12th Street
Preschool. The site was designed,
funded and constructed by the
Department of Housing Preservation
and Development’s Permanent Site
Improvement Program.

The initial cost of development was
$36,000. Neither HPD or the agency

COSTS ANALYSIS
Initial Capital (IC)

that sponsors the school, the Human
Resources Agency for Child
Development, have made provisions to
maintain the site. The school’s janitor
spends ten hours per week maintaining
the playground. Approximately $200
from community. donations has been
spent each year to replace stolen or
vandalized equipment.

More than 100 children use the
playground, some of whom are not
students of the school, but live in the
neighborhood. The motivations
reported for maintaining the site are:
sanitation, recreation, education, and
social. The site was rated 23432. Ithas a
serious drainage problem; water
collects beneath the play equipment.

$36,000

Annual Capital (AC)

$ 200

804

Annual Sweat Equity (ASE)
Annual Maintenance (AM)

1,004

Age of Site _

3 years

Total Annual Capital (TAC)

600

Total Sweat Equity (TSE)

2,412

Total Maintenance (TM)
Grand Total (GT)

3,012 3,012




Sample Project Profile
Five

Queens Botanical Senior Garden
Flushing, Queens

The Queens Botanical Garden set
aside an area adjacent to its grounds in
1974 for senior citizens to grow their
own vegetables. The 65,340 sq. ft. (1.5
acres) landfill site is owned by New York
City and has been vacant since it was
part of the site of the 1964 World’s Fair.

The garden is divided into 62 private
garden plots (each 6’ x 15’) and several
large community plots where the seniors
grow corn, squash and apple trees.
There are three lawns and a sitting area
covered by a pavilion.

COSTS ANALYSIS
Initial Capital (IC)

The Initial Capital was provided by
grants from the New York State Council
on the Arts, and the Natural Heritage
Trust. Annual Capital is provided by an
annual grant of $3,000 plus other
one-time grants. In 1982 the garden
received $100 from the Citizen’s
Committee’s Mollie Parnis Dress-Up
Your Neighborhood Contest.

There are 73 members who pay
annual dues of $10 each. All members
work at least nine hours per week. Other
assistance including workshops is
provided by the Cornell Cooperative
Extension, and the Queens Botanical
Garden’s staff.

The motivations associated with the
Senior Garden are: sanitation,
recreation, nutrition, and social. The site
was rated 44453.

$ 6,000

Annual Capital (AC)
Annual Sweat Equity (ASE)

$ 8,000
54,270

Annual Maintenance (AM)

62,270

Age of Site

9 years

Total Annual Capital (TAC)

72,000

Total Sweat Equity (TSE)

488,430

Total Maintenance (TM)

560,430 560,430

Grand Total (GT)

$566,430




Sample Project Profile
Six

Serpentine Arts and Nature Commons
Serpentine Ridge, Staten Island

Homeowners within the Serpentine
Ridge area and along its perimeter
formed an organization in 1978 to save
11 acres of hilly, ecologically fragile
landscape. Their goal was to protect the
area and keep it open for passive
recreational uses. In 1981 the group
incorporated, and with the technical
assistance of the Trust for Public Land,
and other organizations, they formed the
Serpentine Arts and Nature Commons
Land Trust.

COSTS ANALYSIS
Initial Capital (IC)

Over the last five years the group has
been comprised of 30 to 60 dues-paying
members ($4 /year). The five officers of
the group each devote at least six hours
per week (30 hours) to raise funds and
work towards establishing the land trust.

Approximately $20,000 was raised
from foundation grants to pay for the
planning and design of the project. The
group was also supported by the Staten
Island Council on the Arts, the Mud Lane

‘Preservation Society, and the local

Community Board. The Trust for Public
Land provided pro-bono technical
assistance including approximately 150
hours of negotiation and 40 to 50 hours
of legal services. The group spends
about $6,000 per year for real estate tax,
insurance and supples.

$30,000

Annual Capital (AC)

$ 6,000

Annual Sweat Equity (ASE)

2,412

Annual Maintenance (AM)

~ 8,412

Age of Site
Total Annual Capital (TAC)

5 years
30,000

Total Sweat Equity (TSE)
Total Maintenance (TM)

12,060

42,060 42,060

Grand Total (GT)

$72,060













Where, the estimated total value (F)
equals the total reported value (Rv), plus
the per site reported average value (Rav)
multiplied by the number of sites not
reporting data (NR).

Unless stated otherwise, the average
values are calculated for each of the
Boroughs individually.

In most instances, the figures have
been calculated using values that have
been rounded off to the nearest whole
number.

Data Processing

The Oneonta Laboratory for
Computer Graphics and Spatial Analysis
at the State University of New York
College at Oneonta provided in-kind
services to computerize the field data
and do some preliminary analysis. A
coding process was developed to distill
the information recorded on the
questionnaires onto a form that could be
sent to Oneonta for computerization.
Paul R. Bauman, Chairman of SUNY
Oneonta’s Geography Department and
his assistant, Thomas G. Smith,
‘developed the software for the analysis
of the raw data. The data was analyzed
for sixteen different types of information
including: total site area, number of sites
for each project type, land ownership,
sponsorship, land use, motivation, and
number of participants, and average
hours worked per week.

During the time that the data was
being analyzed by Oneonta’s Computer
Lab, the Neighborhood Open Space
Coalition was awarded four Apple 11+
computer systems to develop an open
space telecommunications network

among its member organizations. The
community open space inventory was to
become one of the shared data-bases of
that network.

The data was re-entered into the
Coalition’s Apple Computer files so that
it could be updated and manipulated
in-house. The data-base was updated to
January 1, 1983 and a set of data
printouts were generated using Visicorp
software packages. Once the data was
tabulated, the statistical information
could be extracted. The statistics were
analyzed with the help of the Visicalc
and the PFS-Graph computer programs.




Inventory Update

At the time of this writing, a complete
update of the Community Open Space
Inventory for 1983 was not yet available.
However, data gathered up until January
of 1984 reveals useful information
relating to:

1. The rate at which data changes

2. The accuracy of the initial
inventory for 1982

3. General trends in the community
open space movement between
1982 and 1983

Three methods were used in gathering
data for the update:

1. Feedback from technical
assistance organizations that used
the 1982 inventory data;

2. Follow-up on missing or
questionable data by checking
with field contacts and/or records
of technical assistance
organizations;

3. Review of updated site lists
provided by technical assistance
organizations that provided aid to
new sites developed in 1983.

In exchange for data reports and
mailing lists generated by the initial
inventory, seven technical assistance
groups reported changes and
inacuracies thatthey found through their
work in the field. In the course of one
year, data for 64 sites had to be changed
(16% of total sites). The most common
alterations were in the names and
addresses of site contacts and sponsors.
That amount of change reflects the
transience of people involved in
community gardening.

During the period covered in this
update, six sites were lost and had to be

dropped from the inventory. Four of
those sites, totalling just over one acre,
were lost due to the sale of the property
for housing development. Three of those
four sites were City owned, and the
fourth was on Federal property. The
other two sites, totalling one-fifth of an
acre, were abandoned by the
community groups that developed
them. One had been heavily
vandalized, and the other had lost its
group leader.

SITES LOST

Borough Sites Sq. Ft. Participants
MANHATTAN 1 21,000 85
BRONX 3 20,208 7
BROOKLYN 2 14,160 27
TOTAL 6 55368 119

Due to limited resources available to
conduct an update, only two areas of the
City were examined in detail: the South
Bronx and Bushwick in Brooklyn. Using
data generated by the 1982 inventory,
the Bronx Frontier Development
Corporation did a follow-up survey for
the South Bronx including Community
Boards 1 through 6. The Bushwick
follow-up was conducted by the
Coalition as part of its work with the
New York City Open Space Task Force.
Citywide, 44 new sites have been
identified and surveyed. 36 of those sites
(82%) were found in the two areas
mentioned above.

Of the 44 additional sites, 16 of them
existed at the time the 1982 inventory
was conducted, but were overlooked.
Those sites were missed mainly because
they did not appear on any of the
original site lists provided by the




technical assistance organizations. Ten
of the overlooked sites were found in the
South Bronx, and none were found in
Bushwick. Thus, the level of survey
completeness was 87% for the South
Bronx, and 100% for Bushwick.

The remaining 28 additional sites
were developed in 1983 after the initial
survey was conducted. Because only
two areas were examined in detail, we
assume that many more new sites may
have been developed since the 1982
inventory. 19 of the 28 new sites found
are located in the South Bronx, and 7 are
in Bushwick. The other two sites are in
Queens and Staten Island.

ADDITIONS TO INVENTORY

Missed New  Total Total Total
Area Sites Sites Sites Sq. Ft. Participants

South Bronx 10 19 29 258,747 490
Bushwick 0 7 7 21,655 149
Other 6 2 8 266,067 189

Total 16 28 44 546,469 828

When taking into account the loss of
three sites in the South Bronx, the overall
rate of growth for 1983 is slightly higher
than 25%. That figure is double that of
the previous year when only eight sites
became active. With seven new sites in
Bushwick, the growth rate is nearly 60%
for 1983, compared to a zero growth
rate in 1982. It is the opinion of
professionals in the open space field that
the citywide number of community
open spaces is increasing,.

1983 UPDATE SUMMARY

Sites Acres Participants
Additions 44 12.55 828
Deletions 6 127 119

Total Increase 38 11.28 709
1982 Total 410 143.35 10,462

New Total 448 154.63 11,171
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Technical Assistance
Organizations In
New York City

ALLEY POND ENVIRONMENTAL CENTER
228-06 North Blvd.

Douglaston, NY 11363

229-4000

An environmental education facility located on
600 acres of New York City parkland with forests,
kettleponds, salt and fresh water marshes.
Calender of events published quarterly.

BRONX FRONTIER DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
1080 Leggett Avenue

Bronx, NY 10474

542-4640

Operates a large-scale composting operation
producing ZooDoo, provides material and
technical assistance to community greening
projects in the South Bronx, operates the
Chuckwagon,a mobile nutrition education
program.

BROOKLYN BOTANICAL GARDEN
1000 Washington Avenue
Brooklyn, NY 11225

622-4433

A public garden on 50 acres which includes a
children’s garden that has been operating for 70
years. Provides technical assistance and
workshops for Brooklyn residents interested in
revitalization and beautification. Publishes a
series of handbooks, many of which are included
in the gardening bibliography. Maintains a
sizable botanic library. Calender of events
published quarterly.

CITIZENS” COMMITTEE OF NEW YORK CITY
3 West 29th Street

New York,NY 10001

684-6767

Supports and assists community self-help
organizations through publications, conferences,
block organizing and small-grant programs.
Newsletter — Citizen’s Report (bi-annual)

CORNELL COOPERATIVE EXTENSION
NYC Gardening Program

15 East 26th Street

New York, NY 10010

340-2900

Provides horticultural advice and technical
assistance to urban gardeners throughout the
City. Specializes in educational programs for
planning gardens and provides trouble-shooting
and site visits for on-going site maintenance.
Newsletter — Gotham Gardener (monthly)

COUNCIL ON THE ENVIRONMENT
51 Chambers Street

New York, NY 10007

566-0990

Provides material and technical assistance to
community groups’ open space greening
projects. Publishes a series of fact sheets on
community gardening and park development and
maintenance. An extensive resource library
where many of the books listed in the gardening
bibliography can be found.Newsletter — NYC
Environmental Bulletin (bi-monthly)

ENVIRONMENTAL ACTION COALITION
417 Lafayette Street

New York, NY 10003

677-1601

Disseminates factual information and
implements projects in environmental education
aimed at citizen involvement. Primary focus is
street trees and recycling. Newsletter —
Eco-News (occasional)

GATEWAY NAT’L RECREATION AREA
Floyd Bennett Field

Headquarters Building #69
Brook?yn, NY 11234

338-3338

A 26,000 acre National Recreation Area with
beaches, historic sites, and visitor centers
providing the public with a wide assortment of
summer programs, workshops, and special
events. Calender of events published bi-annually.

THE GREEN GUERILLAS
417 Lafayette Street
New York, NY 10003
674-8124

An action oriented volunteer greening
organization which provides technical assistance
and materials to any public greening project.
Maintains several demonstration garden sites
throughout the City. Publishes a series of fact
sheets on urban greening. Newsletter — Green
Guerilla Report (quarterly)

GREENTHUMB — NYC DEPT. OF GENERAL
SERVICES

49 Chambers Street

New York, NY 10007

233-2926

Provides long and short-term leases for
community garden and park development on
vacant City-owned property. Assists in building
and maintaining neighborhood sponsored
community gardens and parks on these lots.
Operates a low-cost, large scale land reclamation
program. Newsletter — DGS GreenThumb
(quarterly)




HORTICULTURAL SOCIETY OF NEW YORK
128 West 58th Street

New York, NY 10019

757-0915

An 84 year old organization dedicated to
increasing the knowledge and love of horticulture
through tﬁe collection and dissemination of
information about the culture and care of plants.
Maintains an extensive horticultural library.
Newsletter — Horticultural Society of New York
(bi-monthly)

HOUSING CONSERVATION COORDINATORS

777 10th Avenue

New York, NY 10019

541-5996

A community based housing organization deal-
ing primarily with tenant-landlord problems pro-
viding legal clinic, food-coop, and home mainte-
nance classes. Also provides technical assistance
to neighborhood greening projects, sponsors
neighborhood Summer Youth Program, and
works with high school youths. Newspaper —
Clinton Community Press (monthly)

MAGNOLIA TREE EARTH CENTER
677 Lafayette Street

Brooklyn, NY 11216
387-2116

Environmental education agency sponsoring a
wide variety of urban environmental education
and community improvement programs, a
resource library, and technical assistance for
neighborhood greening projects. Major emphasis
is street trees.

NEW YORK BOTANICAL GARDEN
Southern Blvd.

Bronx, NY 10458

220-8700

A 250 acre site in North Central Bronx with a 40

acre virgin forest and the home of Enid A. Haupt
Conservatory. International Center for science,

education, and horticulture concerning the plant
world.Calander of events published monthly.

PARKS COUNCIL

457 Madison Avenue
New York, NY 10002
838-9410

An organization which provides technical
information and materials for community groups
interested in planting, recreation, and spruce-up
projects in their neighborhood parks. Newsletter
— The Parks Council (monthly)

QUEENS BOTANICAL GARDEN
43-50 Main Street

Flushing, NY 11355
886-3800

A public garden on 38 acres, including a rose
garden, woodland garden, demonstration

ackyard gardens and more. Offers plant
information services, group tours, workshops for
adults and children, a resource library of
gardening books. Education Department open
9-4:30 M-F. Newsletter — Queens Botanical
Garden (bi-monthly)

NYC STREET TREE CONSORTIUM
3 West 29th Street 6th FIl.
New York, NY 10001
679-4481

Offers courses in street tree maintenance,
provides street tree matching funds, and technical
and education programs for the maintenance and
care of street trees. Publishes fact sheets on tree
care and maintenance. Newsletter — Citizen
Pruner (quarterly)

TRUST FOR PUBLIC LAND

254 West 31st Street

New York, NY 10001

563-5959

A land-conservation organization providing
assistance for community-based organizations to
acquire, control, and protect property in their
neighborhoods. Newsletter — NYC Land Project
— Information Exchange (quarterly)

WAVE HILL

249th Street and Independence Ave.
Bronx, NY 10471

549-2055

Public garden on 28 acres overlooking the
Hudson River, offering a unique site for art
exhibitions, indoor /outdoor concerts and nature
studies. Greenhouse and garden walks every
Sunday at 2:15. Free on weekdays. Calender of
events published quarterly.




New York City’s
Community Gardens
1983

MANHATTAN
118TH ST. BLOCK ASSOC.
305 W. 118th St.

118TH ST. BLOCK ASSOC.
NWC 118th St. & 8th Ave.

127TH ST. TENANTS ASSOC.
140-142 W. 127th St.

135TH ST. BLOCK ASSOC.
308-310 W. 135th St.

135TH ST. BLOCK ASSOC.
303 W. 135th St.

368 E. 8TH ST. GARDENING GROUP
372 E. Eighth St.

452 W. 50TH ST. TENANTS ASSOC.
448 to 452 W. 50th St.

455 W. 35TH ST. TENANTS ASSOC.
455 W. 35th St.

534 W. 46TH ST. TENANTS ASSOC.
534 W. 46th St.

6TH ST. BLOCK COMMUNITY CENTER
624 E. Sixth St.

96, 97 & PARK MALL TASK FORCE
Bet 96, 97 Sts. & Park Ave.

9TH ST. COMMUNITY GARDEN
Ninth St. at Ave., C
ASSOCIATED BLIND INC.

135 W. 23rd St.

ASSOCIATED BLIND INC.
135 W. 23rd St.

BEDFORD DOWNING GARDENERS
19 Bedford St.

BLOCK ASSOC. OF HOLY REDEEMER
Third St. Bet Aves. A & B

BRADHURST AVE. BLOCK ASSOC.
NEC Bradhurst & W. 152 St.

BRADHURST AVE. BLOCK ASSOC.
SWC 8th Ave. & W. 152nd St.

CHARAS
SWC E. Ninth St.

CHILDREN'S STOREFRONT INC.
49 E. 129th St.

CLINTON COMMUNITY GARDEN
W. 48th St. Bet 9th & 10th Aves.

COLONIAL PARK COMMUNITY ASSOC.
8th Ave. N/O 148th St.

COLONIAL PARK COMMUNITY ASSOC.
8th Ave. Bet 148 & 149 Sts.

COMMITTEE FOR ASPHALT GREEN
Bet 90, 91, York & E. End Ave.

CONCERNED CITIZENS OF E. 13TH ST.
Thirteenth St. Bet 2nd & 3rd Aves.

CREATIVE LEARNING COMMUNITY
23 E. 104th St.

CROTONA JEFFERSON COMMUNITY ASSOC.
1381 Crotona Ave. at Boston & Jefferson

DEVELOPMENT HOUSING COMMUNITY
RENEWAL

NWC Island Rd. to Coler Hospital

DOME PROJECT INC.

84 St. Bet Amsterdam & Columbus Aves.

DUNWELL PLAZA SENIORS
1920 Amsterdam Ave. Courtyard

DYCKMAN BUILDING 7 TENANT PATROL
3784 10th Ave. Bet 202nd & 203rd Sts.

EAST HARLEM YOUTH RESOURCE CENTER
105 E. 103rd St.

EAST 117TH ST. BLOCK ASSOC.

221 E. 117th St.

EAST 188TH ST. NEIGHBORS
5 E. 188th St.

EAST MIDTOWN COMMUNITY COUNCIL
332 E. 29th St.

EAST RIVER NORTH RENEWAL INC.
427 E. 117th St. Bet 1st & 2nd Aves.

EDGECOMB AVE. BLOCK ASSOC.
Edgecomb Ave. & W. 142nd St.

EDUCATIONAL ALLIANCE

197 E. Broadway

EL GALLO CLUB

SEC E. 118th St. & Lexington Ave.
EL JARDIN DEL PARAISO

Fourth St. Bet Aves. C & D

EL MUSEO DEL BARRIO GANA DEVPT.
220 E. 124th ST.

EL SOL BRILLANTE

521 E. Twelfth St.

EL SOL BRILLANTE

535 E. 12th St.

ELDRIDGE ST. BLOCK ASSOC.
SWC Eldridge & Stanton Sts.
ELEVENTH ST. BLOCK ASSOC.
422 E. Eleventh St.

FIFTH ST. BLOCK ASSOC.

E. Fifth St. Bet 1st & 2nd Aves.
FIREMANS MEMORIAL GARDEN
360 E. Eighth St.

FORSYTH COOPERATIVE ASSOC.
156 Forsyth St.

FREDERICK DOUGLAS BLOCK ASSOC.
SEC 2902 8th Ave. & W. 154th St.

FREDERICK DOUGLAS COMMUNITY
GARDEN

ES 8th Ave Bet 136th & 137th Sts.
GIRL SCOUT TROOP 3200

Sherman Ave. & Isham St.

GRAND COALITION OF SENIORS INC.
80 Pitt St. at Rivington St.

GREEN GUERILLAS INC.
Corner of Bowery & Houston St.




HAMILTON MADISON DAYCARE CENTER
Catherine & Monroe Sts.

HAMILTON TERRACE BLOCK ASSOC.
144th St. Bet Hamilton & Convent

HARLEM REHABILITATION CENTER
165 W. 129th St.

HARLEM TEAMS ASSOC.
121 W. 139th St.

HENRY ST. SETTLEMENT
265-267 Henry St.

HOPE COMMUNITY INC.
1651 Lexington Ave.

HOUSING CONSERVATION COORDINATORS
513 W. 46th St. Bet 10th & 11th Aves.

HOUSING CONSERVATION COORDINATORS
505 W. 52nd St.

HOUSING CONSERVATION COORDINATORS
763 Tenth Ave.

IGLESIA PENTECOSTAL
174 Suffolk St.

INNER CITY LIGHT
SWC Stanton & Eldridge Sts.

INTERMEDIATE SCHOOL 195
Courtyard of 625 W. 133rd St.

INWOOD HEIGHTS PARK ALLIANCE
Broadway Bet Isham & 207th Sts.

JARDIN DEL PUEBLO

111th St. & Amsterdam Ave.
JEFFERSON MARKET AREA INC.
Greenwich Bet W. 10th St. & 6th Ave.

KENKELEBA HOUSE
218 E. Second St.

KIWANIS CLUB OF HARLEM
WS Madison Ave. Bet 117th & 118th Sts.

LA GUARDIA COMMUNITY GARDENS
NEC La Guardia Pl. & Bleeker St.

LA GUARDIA MEMORIAL HOUSE
307 E. 116th St.

LITTLE ITALY RESTORATION ASSOC.
182 Mulberry St. Bet Kenmare & Broome Sts.

LOS AMIGOS DEL BLOQUE

1600 Lexington Ave. Bet 101st & 102nd Sts.
LOWER SEAMAN AREA ASSOC.

SWC 204th St. & Seaman Ave.

MADISON SQUARE BOYS CLUB

NEC 2nd Ave. & 29th St.

MANHATTAN MEDICAL GROUP

1865 Amsterdam Ave.

MANHATTAN PSYCHIATRIC CENTER
Wards Island

MANHATTAN VALLEY DEVELOPMENT CORP.
Manhattan Ave. Bet 104th & 105th Sts.

MANHATTAN VALLEY DEVELOPMENT CORP.
109th St. & Manhattan Ave.

MEDICAL SOCIAL WORK DIV./DSS
Charles H. Gay Center

METRO NORTH ASSOC.

ES 2nd Ave. Bet 100th & 101st Sts.
NATIONAL CONSERVATION RECYCLING
CORPS

Lexington Ave. Bet 28th & 29th Sts.
NERVE

107-111 E. 102nd St.

PARK EAST HIGH SCHOOL
240-250 E. 110th St.

PARQUE DE TRANQUILIDAD
706 E. 5 St. Bet Aves. C & D

PROJECT GREEN HOPE
334-336 E. 120 St. Bet 1st & 2nd Aves.

ROOSEVELT ISLAND RESIDENTS ASSOC.
WS Main Across From Garage

RUPPERT GREEN INC.

Bet 93rd, 94th Sts., 2nd & 3 Aves.

SALEM COMMUNITY COUNCIL

7th Ave. Bet 129th & 130th Sts.
SEVENTH ST. BLOCK ASSOC.

223 E. 7th St. Bet Aves. B & C

SHERIDAN SQUARE TRIANGLE ASSOC.
Bet Barrow St., 7th Ave. & 4th St.

SIXTH ST. BLOCK ASSOC.
530 E. Sixth St.

STRIVERS INC.

511 W. 157th St.

THE GARDEN COUNCIL
103 W. 82nd St.

THIRTEENTH ST. BLOCK ASSOC.
520 E. Thirteenth St.

TIDY COMMITY OF CONVENT AVE.
41 Convent Ave.

TRINITY LUTHERAN CHURCH

Corner of Ninth St. & Ave. B

W. 132 ST. BLOCK ASSOC.

127 W. 132nd St.

WASHINGTON HEIGHTS/INWOOD
COALITION

SEC 187th St. & Broadway

WASHINTON MARKET COMMUNITY PARK
Greenwich, Chambers, Duane, & West Sts.
W. 148TH ST. BLOCK ASSOC.

W. 148th St. Bet Convent & St. Nicholas Aves.
W. 34TH ST. BLOCK ASSOC.

458 W. 34th St.

WEST HARLEM COMMUNITY
ORGANIZATION

228 W. 116th St. Bet 7th & 8th Aves.
WEST SIDE COMMUNITY GARDEN

WS Columbus Ave. Bet 88th and 89th Sts.

BRONX

1050 HOE AVE. GARDEN CLUB
1038-45 Hoe Ave.

1096 TENANTS & COMMUNITY ASSOC.
1121 West Farms Rd. & 1110 Hoe Ave.




1961 MAPES AVE. TENANTS ASSOC.
1970 Mapes Ave.

232RD ST./E. BARNES BLOCK ASSOC.
Behind 817 Bussing Ave.

789 TENANTS ASSOC.

MNS 791 E. 166th St. Bet Tinton & Union
ALEXANDER BURGER SCHOOL, P.S. 139
NWC Brook Ave. & 140th St.
ASSUMPTION /ST. ANTHONY SOCIETY
3184-86 Villa Ave.

BANANA KELLY COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT
ASSOC.

Beck St. Bet Tiffany St. & Intervale Ave.

BARRETTO ST. BLOCK ASSOC.
650 Barretto St.

BATHGATE TENANTS & BLOCK ASSOC.
Washington & Bathgate Bet 181st & 182nd Sts.

BECK ST. BLOCK ASSOC.
661 Beck St. Bet Leggett & St. Johns Aves.

BEDFORD MOSHOLU COMMUNITY ASSOC.
2984 Bainbridge Ave. & 201st St.

BEECH OAK NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOC.
362 Beekman & 352 St. Marys Ave.
BEECH OAK NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOC.
603 Oak Terrace

BELMONT LITTLE FARMERS
2483 Belmont Ave.

BRONX BORICUAS SPORTS LEAGUE
SEC Fox & 169th Sts.

BRONX COMMUNITY BOARD 2
Manida St. Bet Lafayette & Spofford Aves.
BRONX HEIGHTS NEIGHBORHOOD
COMMUNITY CORP.

Nelson Ave. off 174th St. N/O President
BRONX HEIGHTS NEIGHBORHOOD
COMMUNITY CORP.

1599 Mccombs Rd.

BRONX HEIGHTS NEIGHBORHOOD COMM.
CORP.

1660-62 Nelson Ave at 174th

BRONX RIVER RESTORATION

SWC 180th St. & Devoe Ave.

BRONX RIVER RESTORATION

177th St. & Bronx St.

BRONXWOOD UNITED BLOCK ASSOC.
Bronxwood Ave. Bet 220 & 221 Sts.
BUILDING 16 GARDEN CLUB

600 Baychester Ave.

BUILDING 22A GARDEN CLUB

100-9 Coop City Blvd.

CALDWELL AVE. BLOCK ASSOC.

1056 Caldwell Ave.

CEDAR AVE. BLOCK ASSOC.

Front of University Park Ford at 179th St.
CLINTON AVE. BLOCK ASSOC.

Bet Clinton & Prospect & 176th St.

COA HOUSING CORP.
460 E. 184 St. Bet Park & Washington

COMMUNITY RESOURCE GROUP
360-62 E. 151 St.

CONCERNED CITIZENS OF E. 174TH ST.
NWC 174th St. & Longfellow Ave.

CONCERNED FEW GARDEN CLUB
309-15 E. 165 St.

CONCERNED GARDENERS LAFONTAINE
SWC Arthur Ave. & 178th St.
COOPERATORS COUNCIL FOR ACTION
120 Benchley PI., Bldg 24

CROTONA COMMUNITY COALITION

E. 180th St. Bet Prospect & Mapes Aves.

CROTONA COMMUNITY COALITION
Clinton Ave. & 182nd St.

CS 134 COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT
ORGANIZATION

1311 NWC Bristow & Freeman Sts.
DAVIDSON AVE./190TH ST. BLOCK ASSOC.
Davidson Ave. & 190th St.

DEBRON CIVIC ASSOC.

1060 Cauldwell Ave.

E. 156TH ST. BLOCK ASSOC.

MWS 753 Forest Ave. Bet 156th & 158th Sts.

E. 221 CARLISLE PL. BLOCK ASSOC.
SWC Carlisle Place & E. 211st St.

EAST BRONX NAACP DAYCARE

Roof of 113 Colgate Ave.

EL BALCON ALEGRE

SEC 352 Will Ave. & 142 St.

EL BATEY BORRINCANO

499 E. 159th St. & Brook Ave.
FORDHAM LUTHERN CHURCH

2432 Walton Ave.
FORDHAM-BEDFORD HOUSING CORP.
26-20 Briggs

FORT APACHE GARDEN

1094-1100 Simpson St. Bet Westchester Ave. &
169th St.

FORT APACHE YOUTH CENTER

1105 Fox St.

GLIE FARMS

1835 Bathgate Ave.

GLIE FARMS

NWC Third Ave. & 174th St.

GLIE FARMS

WS Crotona Bet 178th & 179th Sts.
GUIDING LIGHT FOR TRUTH CHURCH
830 Anthony Ave.

HOE AVE. DEVELOPMENT FUND

956 Hoe Ave.

HOE AVE GARDEN CLUB

1001 Hoe Ave. & Aldus

HOPE OF ISRAEL SENIOR CENTER
838 Gerard Ave. Bet 177th & 158th Sts.
JACKSON AVE. BLOCK ASSOC.

NS 757 Jackson Ave. & 156th St.

PUTNAM COMMUNITY GARDEN
NWC Putnam Ave. West & W. 238th St.
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GATES AVE. COMMUNITY GROUP
1295-1297 Gates Ave.

GOOD CHEER WEIRFIELD
509-511 Central Ave.

GOODWIN PL. BLOCK ASSOC.
10 Goodwin Pl.

GRAND AVE. BLOCK ASSOC.
155-7 Gates & Grand Aves.

GREEN OAK CITIZENS CLUB
68 Dupont St.

GREEN POINT MULTI-SERVICE
164-66 West St.

GREENE BLOCK ASSOC.

978 Greene Ave.
GREENE/FRANKLIN /CLASSON BLOCK ASSOC.

305-309 Greene Ave.

HANCOCK L & T ASSOC.
392 Hancock St.

HANCOCK ST. BLOCK ASSOC.
509-511 Central Ave.

HANCOCK ST. BLOCK ASSOC.
548 Central Ave.

HANCOCK COMMUNITY BLOCK ASSOC.
240 Reid Ave.

HANCOCK T & T BLOCK ASSOC.
322-324 Hancock St.

HAPPY HOUR GARDEN

Lorimer St. W/O Marcy Ave.
HARRISON AVE. BLOCK ASSOC.
115 Harrison Ave.

HARRISON AVE. BLOCK ASSOC.
154 Lynch St.

HERKIMER GARDEN ASSOC.
1101 Herkimer St.

HERKING ALAGANTIC BLOCK ASSOC.
393 Herkimer St.

HOPKINSON COMMUNITY HELPERS
43 Hopkinson Ave.

HOPKINSON R & L BLOCK ASSOC.
802 Hopkinson & Riverdale Aves.
HOYT ST. ASSOC.

SWC Hoyt St. & Atlantic Ave.

HUMBOLT ST. NORTH BLOCK ASSOC.
SEC Humbolt St. & Norman Ave.
KINGSBORO PSYCHIATRIC CENTER
681 Clarkson Ave. Beh Bldg. 6
LAFAYETTE 900 BLOCK ASSOC.

927 Lafayette Ave. W/O Stuyvesant Ave.
LAFAYETTE IMPROVEMENT ASSOC.
729 Fulton Ave.

LINCOLN BERKELEY BLOCK ASSOC.
20 Berkeley Pl. Bet 5th & 6th Aves.
LINDEN BUSHWICK BLOCK ASSOC.
Behind 1325 Broadway & Linden St.

LINWOOD ST. BLOCK ASSOC.
551 Linwood St.

£A

LONG ISLAND COLLEGE HOSPITAL
Amity St. Bet Henry St. & Clifton PI.

MADISON ST. COMMUNITY GARDEN
174 Madison St. W/O Nostrand Ave.
MAGNOLIA TREE EARTH CENTER

Marcy Ave. Bet Lafayette Ave. & Clifton St.
MARCY GARDENS ASSOC.

386-388 Marcy St.

MARION ST. BLOCK ASSOC.

Marion St. Bet. Saratoga & Howard Aves.
MARION ST. PARK BLOCK ASSOC.
380-390 Marion St.

MARION ST. BLOCK ASSOC.

Bet Hopkinson Ave., Marion St., Rockaway Ave.,
& Chauncey St.

MIDWOOD GARDENERS
1292 E. 10th St.

MONROE ST. BLOCK ASSOC. T & T
367-369 Monroe St.

MURIEL LANGSOM CHILD CARE CENTER
2001 Oriental Blvd.

NORTH ELLIOT BLOCK ASSOC.

SEC North Elliot Pl. & Flushing Ave.

NORTHSIDE COMM. DEVLPT COUNCIL
599 Driggs Ave.

NORTHSIDE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
COUNCIL

N. 3rd St. Bet Berry St. & Bedford Ave.
NOSTRAND AVE. BLOCK ASSOC.

NWC Albemarle Rd. & Nostrand Ave.

NUES NINOS DAYCARE CENTER

390-392 S. 4th St.

OCEAN HILL COALITION

Bergen St. Bet Saratoga & Hopkinson Aves.

OUR LADY OF MERCY CHURCH
SWC Mother Gaston & Riverdale Aves.

OUR LADY OF PEACE NEIGHBORHOOD
IMPROVEMENT
SEC Carroll St. & Denton PI. Bet 3rd & 4th Aves.

OUR LADY OF PRESENTATION CHURCH
1661 St. Marks Ave.

PALMER & GOODWIN BLOCK ASSOC.
479 Christopher Ave.

PALMETTO COMMUNITY CENTER

74 Palmetto St.

PALMETTO ST. BLOCK ASSOC.
80 Palmetto St.

PARK AVE. BLOCK ASSOC.
514 Park Ave.

PENTACOSTAL CHURCH
166 Knickerbocker Ave.

POPLAR ST. GARDENERS
NEC Hicks & Poplar Sts.

PRATT AREA COMMUNITY COUNCIL
Dekalb & Hall Sts.

PRATT AREA COMMUNITY COUNCIL
Gates, Green & Washington Aves.







CAMBRIA HEIGHTS CIVIC ASSOC.
NEC 227th St. & Linden Blvd.

CENTRAL FAR ROCKAWAY BLOCK ASSOC.
N/O 657 Grassmere Terr.

CONCERNED PARENTS OF JAMAICA
143-04 101st Ave.

CORONA CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH
SEC 103rd St. & 34th Ave.

CORONA TAXPAYERS ASSOC.
SEC 101st St. & Lewis Ave.

CORONA TAXPAYERS ASSOC.
NEC Lewis Ave. & 101 St.

CREEDMORE PSYCHIATRIC CENTER
80-45 Winchester Bldg. 21

DOWN TO EARTH BEAUTIFIERS
Kissena Blvd., Main St. & 41st Rd.

FRIENDLY BLOCK ASSOC. OF SPRINGFIELD
Back of 144-35 168th St.

FRIENDSHIP CIVIC
174th Pl. & 126th Ave.

GOOD NEIGHBOR BLOCK ASSOC.
3513 108th St. Bet 35th & 36th Aves.

GOOD NEIGH BLOCK ASSOC.
37th Ave. & 111th St.

GREATER JAMAICA DEVELOPMENT CORP.
Jamaica Ave., Parsons Blvd., 160th St.

GREATER RIDGEWOOD HISTORICAL
SEC Flushing & Onderdonck Aves.

HAMILTON COURT PROPERTY OWNERS
ASSOC.
Bet Skillman & 39th Aves., 45th & 46th Sts.

HOLLIS BEAUTIFICATION COMMITTEE
SEC 99th Ave. & Farmers Blvd.

HOLLIS BEAUTIFICATION COMMITTEE
NEC 202nd St. & Hollis Ave.

HOLLIS BEAUTIFICATION COMMITTEE
SEC 196th St. & Hollis Ave.

HOLLIS PARK TERRACE BLOCK ASSOC.
SWC Wood St. & Galway Ave.

HOLLIS WOOD CARE CENTER
195-44 Woodhull Ave.

HYLICK GARDENING GROUP
26-16 96th St.

IVANHOE PARK CIVIC ASSOC.
88 Otto Rd. Bet 65th & 69th Sts.

JACKSON HTS. CHILDREN CENTER
Bet 78th St., 41st Ave. & Broadway

JEFFERSON CT. PROPERTY OWNERS ASSOC.
BET Skillman & 39 Aves., 48th & 45th Sts.

JOHN BOWNE HIGH SCHOOL
63-25 Main St.

LINCOLN COURT PROPERTY OWNERS
ASSOC.
BET Barnett & Skillman Aves., 44th & 45th Sts.

MADISON COURT NORTH PROPERTY
OWNERS ASSOC.
BET 43rd & 44th Sts., Skillman & Barnett Aves.

MADISON SOUTH COURT ASSOC.
Skillman Ave. BET 43rd & 44th Sts.

MALCOLM X DAY CARE CENTER
Northern Blvd. & 112th St.

MARGERT COMMUNITY CORP.
Beach 38th St. & Rockaway Blvd.

MCINTOSH NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOC.
100th & Mcintosh Sts.

MKLV ASSOC.

Mayville St., Murdoch & 113th Aves.
NEPONSIT HOME FOR THE AGED
149-25 Rockaway Beach Blvd.
NEWTON CIVIC ASSOC.

86-01 Broadway (Library)

PS 219

144-39 Gravett Yard

QUEENS BOTANICAL GARDEN
Queens Botanical Garden at Crommelin St.
QUEENS BOTANICAL GARDEN

Dahlia Ave. & Crommelin St.

QUEENS DAY TREATMENT CENTER
Across from 87-80 Merrick Blvd.

QUEENS DAY TREATMENT CENTER
Across from 80-75 Hillside Ave.

QUEENS MANOR HOME FOR ADULTS
153-90 Rockaway Blvd.

ROCHDALE URBAN GARDENERS INC.
Baisley Blvd., 137th Ave., New York Blvd.
ROCHDALE URBAN GARDENERS INC.
Baisley Blvd. at 137th Ave.

ROOSEVELT COURT ASSOC.

BET 39th Ave., 47th & 48th Sts.

ROY WILKINS SENIOR CITIZENS GARDEN
119th Ave. & Merrick Blvd.

SANFORD ARMS TENANTS ASSOC.
149-07 Sanford Ave.

SOUTHERN QUEENS PARK ASSOC.
Southern Queens Park

SPRINGFIELD GARDENS FLOWER CLUB
128th Ave. BET 174th Pl. & 176th St.

ST. ALBANS LOCAL DEVELOPMENT CORP.
188-22 Linden Blvd.

ST. CALIMUS CHURCH/DAYTON TOWER
102 to 105 Shorefront Parkway

STEINWAY REFORMED CHURCH

Ditmars Blvd. & 41st St.

SUNNYSIDE GARDENS COMMUNITY ASSOC.
48-21 39th Ave.

TRIANGLE TOWNHOUSE BLOCK ASSOC.
BET 59th & 60th Sts. at 34th Ave.

UTOPIA JEWISH CENTER

64-41 Utopia Parkway

WOODSIDE ON THE MOVE
33-24 60th St.













NEW YORK

CITY OF ALBANY COMM. GARDENS PROGRAM
Patricia Marsolais

City Hall - 3rd Fl.

Albany, NY. 12207

518-462-8721

BRONX FRONTIER DEVP. CORP.
Kim Schwab

1080 Leggett Ave.

Bronx, NY. 10474
212-542-4640

NEW YORK BOTANICAL GARDEN
John Reed

Southern Blvd.

Bronx, NY. 10458
212-220-8728

NYC DEPT. OF GENERAL SERVICES
Operation Green Thumb

Ken Davies

49 Chambers St. Rm. 1020
New York, NY. 10007
212-233-2926

THE GREEN GUERILLAS INC.
Tessa Huxley

417 Lafayette St.

New York, NY. 10003
212-674-8124

BROOKLYN BOTANIC GARDEN
Cindy Olson

1000 Washington Ave.
Brooklyn, NY. 11225
212-622-4433

N.E. WESTCHESTER SPECIAL REC. INC.
Deborah Rozelle

63 Bradhurst Ave.

Hawthorne, NY. 10532
914-347-4409

ITHACA COMMUNITY GARDENS
Project Growing Hope

Kristina Elmstrom

101 N. Geneva Street

Ithaca, NY. 14850
607-272-3040

CORNELL COOP. EXTENSION
Urban Gardening Program
Charles Mazza

15 East 26th Street

New York, NY. 10006
212-587-9730

COUNCIL ON THE ENVIRONMENT
Liz Christy

51 Chambers Street Rm. 228
New York, NY. 10007
212-566-0990

NEIGHBORHOOD OPEN SPACE COALITION
Tom Fox

72 Reade St.

New York, NY. 10007

212-513-7555

TRUST FOR PUBLIC LAND INC.
Lisa Cashdan

254 West 31st St.

New York, NY. 10001
212-563-5959

CAPITAL DISTRICT COMMUNITY GARDENS
Paul Winkeller

Box 1296

Troy, NY. 12181

518-274-8685

GARDEN WAY, INC.

J. Madden

102nd Street & 9th Ave.
Troy, NY. 12180
518-235-6010

WHITE PLAINS PARKS & RECREATION
Margaret Carter

White Plains, NY. 10605
914-682-4336

OHIO

CIVIC GARDEN CENTER OF CINCINNATI
Karen Bess

2715 Reading Rd.

Cincinnati, OH. 45206

513-221-0991

GARDEN CENTER OF CLEVELAND
E. McCurdy

11030 East Blvd.

Cleveland, OH. 44106
216-721-1600

OREGON

ASHLAND COMMUNITY GARDENS
John King

289 Palm

Ashland, OR. 97520
503-482-0582

CITY OF BEAVERTON
David Bailey

4950 S.W. Hall Blvd.
Beaverton, OR. 97005
503-644-2191

PENNSYLVANIA
RODALE PRESS INC.
David Widenmyer
33 East Minor St.
Emmaus, PA. 18049
215-967-5171

MORRIS ARBORETUM

Dr. Ann F. Rhoads

9414 Meadowbrook Ave.
Philadelphia, PA. 19118
215-247-5777

PENN STATE URBAN GARDEN
Libby Goldstein

5799 N. Broad Street
Philadelphia, PA. 19141
215-276-5182
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United Block Assoc.

United East 220-221 St. Block Assoc.
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