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Allie Comet
Environmental Analysis — Senior Thesis

Introduction
The Claremont Foodshed: A Historical Analysis

On the southeast corner of the Pomona College eaimgmall community farm and lush
oasis is nestled in the suburban jungle of Clargn@alifornia. ‘The Farm’ is a two-acre food
forest that produces a wide variety of annual vagetcrops, fruits, and perennial herbs and berries
in a landscape otherwise covered largely in asgmaltlawn. The Inland Empire of California,
which Claremont straddles the border of, has ahhsemi-arid climate, filled largely with housing
developments, freeways and often, a good deal ofjskVhile Claremont has found a little more
space to breathe life into the landscape, the Fammains a unique space in the town and is where |
have found myself most at home during my four yéare.

From my experiences on the Farm and in the clagssiudying environmental analysis , |
have developed a great interest in sustainabledoddarming. While many refer to the Claremont
Colleges as existing within a bubble from the algsworld, | feel that in my four years | have come
to intimately know the land and community of Clawe) often best through my efforts to engage
in activities related to food and agriculture. Veaome to know Claremont through my hands in
the soil and fresh picked food in my stomach, thfooonversations at farmer’s markets and seed
swaps, while turning compost piles.

The failures of the modern food system, destrediivthe natural environment and
inadequate in providing the world’s population wsthfficient food or nutrition, posed against a
great variety of emerging alternatives, has ledors&udy and engage in local, grassroots efforts to

create new (and remember old) ways of feeding tugseln this project, | focus on the



development of the Claremont area and the roleftioat and agriculture have played in its history.
Additionally, 1 discuss the current situation ahd tocal food system alternatives that are emerging
Throughout this introduction | aim to outline timajor issues and concepts that have
motivated the project, all of which have first onigted from experiences farming, cooking, and
organizing around food and agriculture issuesrésg@nting the focus of my research, | also
highlight some of the literature that has inspiteahd given a powerful voice to the alternativedo
movement. The articulation and discussion of theenment is essential to achieving its goals and

the authors and works mentioned below do so wittiqudar clarity and originality.

We all need to eat. To eat well and with full kdeslge of the story of our food is at once a
privilege, a choice, and a basic human right tHatheuld have, though many are denied.
Moreover, as author Michael Pollan has aptly prethishe way we eat constitutes our most basic
and profound engagement with the natural world (Ohenivores Dilemma). Food offers just one
pathway for rethinking our communities, our relaghip to the environment, and the structure of
global society as a whole. | focus on food becdsse the implementation of food system
alternatives based in local economies as a paatigudignificant way in which very tangible and
powerful changes can be made.

In the article ‘Coming Into the Foodshed’, whicWill discuss in detail later in the
introduction, Jack Kloppenburg, Jr., John Hendiacksand G.W. Stevenson offer reasoning for
focusing on food systems issues. This describelsmaly of my own motivations for studying
food and agriculture issues and engaging in th&wbforming alternatives to the global food
system.

Ultimately, what sustainability requires of uskange in global society as a whole. We

need the recovery and reconstitution of commurgtyegally, not simply in relation to

food... To begin the global task to which we areemhlwe need some particular place to
begin, some patrticular place to stand, some péatiglace in which to initiate small,
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reformist changes that we can only hope may somd&eeome radically transformative.
We start with food. Given the centrality of foodaar lives and its capacity to connect us
materially and spiritually to each other and to ¢laeth, we believe that it is a good place to
start (Kloppenburg et al. 1996).

The Modern Food System

In the United States, the food on our plates reageted an average of 1500 miles, changing
hands at least half a dozen times along the wdgpgénburg et al. 1996) Throughout every
season, supermarket shelves are stocked with peddum across the country and around the
world. Despite appearances that our national fapply is abundant, secure, and affordable, the
global food system has separated us from the taues about how our food is produced,
processed, and transported. En route from seedl®, the foods we eat often cause great
destruction to natural ecosystems and human contiestnWhile advocates of industrial
agriculture see such a method of food producticth@agpath towards a more stable food supply for
present and future populations, the destructiontths resulted in fact poses grave threats to the
long-term security of our food supply.

| hope here to highlight some of the most serhadlenges the global industrial food
system presents us with. This list is by no meamsprehensive, but covers many of the issues that
are most urgent and cry out for mediation.

The industrial agriculture that supports our gldbad system is largely dependent on crop
monocultures, fossil fuels, chemical fertilizerslaprays, abundant water, and migrant laborers
who work for low wages in poor conditions. Thesegasses have significant impacts on the quality
of air, water, and soil, and rates of biodiversitiie use of heavy machinery on fields, chemical
fertilizers, and over-tilling of the fields stripe land of its fertility through soil compaction,
erosion, and topsoil loss. The National Water Quativentory has reported that agricultural non-

point source pollution is the leading source ofavabntamination in surveyed rivers and lakes and
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a major contributor to ocean contamination (USDA®QO Additionally, most large- scale industrial
farms are supported by the labor of migrant workeéhe typically bear the greatest burdens of
industrial agriculture, as they live in areas whitkeewater and air are contaminated by pesticides.

In every step of food production and transpodustrial agriculture consumes great
amounts of fossil fuel. We now know that our fogdtem plays a major role in global warming, an
issue that Michael Pollan has explained with gfanbting the sheer inefficiency of industrial food
production:

After cars, the food system uses more fossllthen any other sector of the economy —
19 percent. And while the experts disagree abauexact amount, the way we feed
ourselves contributes more greenhouse gases &rttesphere than anything else we do —
as much as 37 percent, according to one study. @eerfiarmers clear land for crops and
till the soil, large quantities of carbon are reled into the air. But the 20th-century
industrialization of agriculture has increaseddheunt of greenhouse gases emitted by the
food system by an order of magnitude; chemicalilifagts (made from natural gas),
pesticides (made from petroleum), farm machinerydenn food processing and packaging
and transportation have together transformed @&sy#tat in 1940 produced 2.3 calories of
food energy for every calorie of fossil-fuel energysed into one that now takes 10
calories of fossil-fuel energy to produce a sirgiorie of modern supermarket food.
(Pollan 2008)

Over thirty percent of the best quality farmlandhe US has irretrievably been lost to
development and as much as 70% of the remainimgepiarmland is directly threatened by urban
and suburban sprawl (Community System AssessniaritP35, there was a peak of 6.8 million
farms in the United States. This number has detldramatically since then, though we have seen
a slight increase in farms in the last few yeardaly there are about 2.2 millions farms nationwide
(USDA 2007).

Economic and social challenges also plague time $&ctor. Many U.S. Farmers,
particularly those with small farms, find that matrkorces have squeezed them to a point where it
is difficult to make a living producing food. Theeaage net cash income per farm is $33,827,

though a majority of small farms receive net incerfag below that amount. In fact, only 1 million

farms nationwide (about half) show positive nethcasome from farm operations and thus all



other farms depend on non-farm income to cover &xpenses. About 65% of farmers now hold
some off-farm job (USDA 2007). The recently reEh2007 Census of Agriculture documents
many of the trends in food production that we seklay. While the results show some figures that
are disheartening, there are many that offer hdparly 300,000 new farms have begun operation
since the last Census of Agriculture in 2002. Téescis summary notes that “compared to all farms
nationwide, these new farms tend to have more sified production, fewer acres, lower sales and
younger operators.” The demographics of farm opesdtave also become more diverse during this
time, with a particularly significant increase @& for women farm operators (USDA 2007).

However, while the census shows an increase ifi &mas, it also shows an increase in
very large farms. Concentration in agriculture imeseased in the last five years, with fewer farms
producing more of the total U.S. agricultural gao#idditionally, while the age of farmers on new
farms is decreasing, the average age of farmei@adly is rising and is now at 57.1, up from 55.3
in 2002. This information is discouraging becausey/Varge farms and aging farmers have proven
to be two particularly significant barriers to tlenvigoration of a sustainable and thriving
agriculture in the United States. The entire Cemepserts on many more aspects of agriculture in
the nation, though statistics on organic agriceltwill not be released until December 2009.

The food system is experiencing issues of scaasityell. With the state of the economy in
2009 many Americans are finding it hard to get yaad prices rise and food banks find it harder
to meet the growing needs. In 2008 demand at fandtacross the country increased by 30
percent from the previous year and many food baake reported the last few years as their
busiest on record (NY Times articles, From Handtwtdow-To). In the United States we are also
seeing increased rates of diabetes, heart disgaske, and cancer, all of which are chronic

illnesses linked to diet (Pollan 2008).



Finally, we are perhaps more separate from outt fban we have ever been. Most of us
know very little about what we eat. All the time s&e increasing numbers of people eating out or
ordering in, fewer people cooking, and little kneddgie about how to grow or prepare food.
(Vileisis 2008). In the end, this disconnect atlblasic level of the individual eater is what has

allowed the industrial food system to continue mspite of everything.

Emergent Alternatives — Defining the Foodshed

In response to the myriad of difficult environmansocial, and cultural challenges we face
in the modern food system, individuals and comnesivorld-wide have begun to respond with
both conceptual and concrete alternatives, oftsedban the concept of the local economy. In the
United States there has been enormous growth ilashelecade in farmer’'s markets, food
cooperatives, and Community-Supported Agricult@8A) programs (Vileisis 2008) There is a
greater consciousness among farmers and consulikeratzout the advantages of sustainable
agriculture and the benefits of consuming locajaoic foods. Collectively, these efforts are
helping to create locally or regionally based fegdtems where a large percentage of participants
are actively involved. In these smaller systemssoarers, producers, and the land are “linked by
the bonds of community as well as economy.” (Klopgpeg et al. 1996)

The concept of a “foodshed” is one alternative tizes emerged within the discourse on
rebuilding our food system. A foodshed is simitathie concept of a watershed, which defines an
area of land where all of the ground and surfacemgrain to the same larger body of water,
typically a river or stream. John Wesley Powelb@m@pher and early champion of the watershed,
defined the term in 1869 as:

...that area of land, a bounded hydrologic systeithimvwhich all living things are

inextricably linked by their common water course avhere, as humans settled simple
logic demanded they become part of the community.



Correspondingly, a foodshed is a geographic draesupplies food to a particular
population. While the foodshed is related to othesre well-known concepts within the alternative
food movement such as food miles or the 100-mi¢, dhe foodshed binds humans, the landscape,
and food in a particularly thoughtful way that effe@reat potential for the creation of a sustaimabl

alternative. W.P.Hedden may have first coined émsntin 1929 in his book, How Great Cities are

Fed In his definition of the term foodshed, Heddehkremvledged that our food system had already
begun to ignore limits or processes that were ddfioy nature.
By analogy, we may conceive of the flow of foodifstio consuming markets as
determined by foodsheds. The barriers which deflotirops into one river basin rather
than into another are natural land elevations, evtié barriers which guide and control
movements of foodstuffs are more often economin fiteysical. (Hedden 1929)
Since 1929, the term foodshed has evolved to affeamework for thinking about where
our food is coming from, and how it is getting &euln his article ‘Urban Foodsheds’, published in
October of 1991, Arthur Getz posed these questtog with the hope that the term could be used
to conceptualize how local and regional food sugpistems work. Getz saw the foodshed as an
appealing and useful idea because, similarly ta#mhed, “it suggests the concept of a need to
protect the source” (Getz 1992).
As the term watershed allows us to conceive ok8sentiality of water in an area of land
for the survival of everything within it, conceigrof foodsheds allows us to recognize the
importance of a food supply within a specific arlae term watershed has long been championed
for its utility “as an organizing framework for thght and action directed to understanding and
implementing respectful and appropriate human aatéwn with particular pieces of land”
(Kloppenburg et al. 1996). Similarly, a foodshedgests the need to protect the land and resources

in that area to provide food for the populationhwitit and support the local ecology. Additionally,

there is a need to understand the processes #aethe foodshed and the condition and stability o



its processes in order to adequately protect ahdreae it. Given the complexity and enormity of
the modern food system, Getz contends that:

Our most rudimentary map of a foodshed might ctiverglobe, or resemble an octopus

with long tentacles extending out from a large arbapermarket to remote tropical
plantations, vast Midwestern grain acreage, andd@aia’s irrigated valleys of fruits and
vegetables (Getz 1992).

The article ‘Coming In To the Foodshed’, publisied 996 by Jack Kloppenburg, Jr., John
Hendrickson and G.W. Stevenson at the Universitydconsin-Madison, offers a clear and
thoughtful description of the term foodshed, ustras a framework for imaging alternatives that
are based in local ecology and local culture (Keagpurg et al. 1996). Kloppenburg et al. present
the “global foodshed” that Getz offers as an oxyenginsisting that foodsheds are “socially,
economically, ethically, and physically embeddeganticular places.” While they have no fixed or
determinate boundaries, proximity is a fundameptiaiciple of the foodshed. bcal foodshed is
offered as an alternative to the global food system

The authors also make reference to Hedden'’s tiefinof the foodshed, asserting that a
foodshed ought to and can be shaped by ecolagmcbdultural or economic boundaries, not just
one or the other; that rivers of foodstuffs willestm into a particular area, mediated by forces of

both “natural and social geography.”

In her bookKitchen Literacy author Ann Vileisis looks to history to understdrow we lost

knowledge of where our food comes from and thel lfuzad systems that allowed for such a deep
understanding of our food in the past (Vileisis 0GBhe begins by considering the foodshed of an
eighteenth century American woman in Maine, MaBladard. Vileisis’s description of Martha’s
foodshed, focusing on a meal of lamb, sting beand bread, is useful in helping us to understand
the highly visual component of the term.

[A foodshed] refers to the area of land from whicbd is drawn. | like to envision

foodsheds from a maplike aerial perspective: thehkn sits at the center and shaded lobes
reach out across hills and swales of the landsimapecompass the areas that supply a



meal’s ingredients. In the case of this meal, g lote would reach to Mr. Porter’s farm
ten miles to the west; a small lobe would reachltamodred feet south to the garden patch
by the brook; and a lobe for bread would reaclnéortorthwest where the Ballards’ corn
and wheat fields yielded their grains. (VileisigaL5)

Throughout ‘Coming Into the Foodshed’, Kloppenbeat@l. add new meaning to the term
in a variety of ways. Here | will consider threeykbemes they elaborate on that are particularly
original and useful. Firstly, the authors extend3®iz’'s notion of protection that a foodshed calls
for. A significant problem within the global foogistem is that of “ethical distancing” or the
ignorance of negative impacts. A large percentdgeople who consume food in the United States
do not know the land where their food was produmetthe people who produced it, nor are they
directly or apparently affected by negative impaxdtproducing that food. With distancing, the
quality of human or ecological health is largelgoged.

In stark contrast, a local foodshed compels aarsite knowledge of the production and
transport of food. While the authors recognize thiatcal foodshed will not be entirely self-
sufficient, suggesting the ability to be isolated gupply all of its needs, they advocate for self-
reliance, which implies a reduction of dependentethber places, but does not deny the desirability
or need for external trade relationships. This pnake self-reliance provides for the sort of source
protection that Getz mentions.

A community which depends upon its human neighbweghboring lands, and native

species to supply the majority of its needs mustiemthat the social and natural resources
it utilizes to supply those needs remains heakhgonsequence of proximate self-reliance
is that social welfare, soil and water conservaterd energy efficiency become issues of
immediate practical concern ...In the foodshed, ctite responsibility for stewardship of

people and of the land becomes a necessity rdtheran optional virtue. (Kloppenburg et
al. 1996)

A second significant theme that the authors dscighe role of nature and the landscape
within the foodshed. As a local foodshed necesstptotection of local resources, it also requires
an understanding of local ecology, which wouldddesh “not as an obstacle to be overcome but as

a measure of limits to be respected.” A foodshedtrha based on that local ecology. Nature must



be viewed as teacher — as a part of the commuastgn exemplar of the possible, and as an
almanac of potential models for human conduct -rasdlents are compelled to pay close attention
to details such as climate and season, nativeslant soil quality.

Including the natural landscape in the foodshewequently allows humans to form a
deeper relationship to the ecology of the placefiorts to protect the land and local resources,
residents will also come to know the ecology of pkece and their connection to the locality and
notions of responsibility can become more profoand layered.

A final important theme that Kloppenburg et abkaliss is the value of the foodshed in
providing a frame for analysis as well as thoulttile foodshed is a rich and evocative metaphor,
the authors identify the practicality of the terndahe “bridge from thinking to doing” as its most
attractive attribute. The foodshed is both a ptacasualize alternatives as well as organize ard p
those alternatives into place. In practice, theléb®d can act as a framework or loose set of b®rder
for the creation of community food practices suslicad cooperatives, community gardens, or
community-supported agriculture programs.

While the focus of a foodshed is to provide lcmadl healthy food to its residents, the
reaches of the concept are much broader. Takenvasla, local foodsheds are empowering to
those who participate in them and work to promatiei®s of community, comprehension
transparency, local security, and ecological heatithknowledge. Foodsheds necessitate
community participation and interactions, as neayslgrow each others vegetables, preserve each
others fruits, and bake each other bread. Ultipali®ing and eating within a foodshed allows for

the possibility of human life and the environmembe enhanced by human action. [tightening]
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Foodshed Analysis

Kloppenburg et al. discuss various types of foedséinalysis as mediums through which to
visualize and create successful foodsheds. Theykate as the main goals of such analysis an
effort to focus on people and communities, solgicather than problems, and the local or regional
rather than national or international. Foodshedyarsashould work to address the fact that farmers,
consumers, and local communities are not simplymgbut powerful agents capable of resistance
and regeneration. Thus, foodshed analysis shoutll tsadentify and celebrate the successful and
emergent alternatives to the global food systenme@aly this will identify actions that are carried
out on a small scale by specific communities. Ikkimathese alternatives known, individuals all
over can begin to visualize the options that thayehin their communities.

Kloppenburg et al. acknowledge that since the $bed is not a determinate thing, and will
rightly be different in every unique location, fabed analysis will take many different forms. They
also suggest that it is critical to understandglodal food system to engage in meaningful
foodshed analysis and to understand the constitimposes and identify the space it permits for
alternatives. However, the authors maintain thatiéhed analysis should be proactive and solution-
oriented. A central goal is to identify, within pexific community or land area, the amount of food
that is produced or could be produced, how thatl fedlistributed, and the mechanisms and values

by which all of that is made possible.

A Historical Foodshed Analysis

In this project, | have chosen to undertake awmigprt of foodshed analysis. The following
chapters present an historical foodshed analysidasEmont, California, with the intention of more
fully understanding the path we took to reach tleelenn food system that exists here today. | will

describe and analyze the food that was gatheredetiwr produced in or nearby Claremont and the
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human communities that engaged in and were shapttbe practices. While history as written is
never a complete depiction of history as livedavétried to use a wide variety of sources to paint
more accurate picture of the past. The informati@mtained in the project has mainly come from
secondary sources, including history anthologias plesent the voices of many authors, and a
great collection of primary source documents inSpecial Collections of the Claremont Colleges
Library.

The history as | tell it is broken up into thrdepters, the first beginning with a discussion
of the Native Gabrielino who first lived on the thrThe Gabrielino subsisted directly off the land
using a variety of hunting and gathering strategithiough modifications to the landscape were
made, the Gabrielino were intently aware that thay a duty to respect and care for the natural
world that cared for them. The character of thedfghed differs most from the Claremont we know
today but may offer the most insight into this lacape the relationship to food people might have
on it.

In the second chapter | tell the story of the $gamissionaries in California and the set of
social and agricultural practices they brought whigam that would forever alter land use patterns
and food production in California. The Gabrielinond was rapidly and drastically altered by
Mission San Gabriel, the focus of this chapter,oiilay about 25 miles from present-day
Claremont and was a particularly productive missiat greatly influenced the region.

The third chapter leads us out of the missionggeaind into the American period, through
the development of the town of Claremont beginminthe end of the focentury. The chapter
focuses on the homestead practices of the eatlgrsetind the growth and decline of the citrus
industry, the backbone of the Claremont and SontBatifornia economies for the first half 0g™20

century.
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| hope that the stories and experiences of thelpagho lived here in the past will be as

interesting and inspiring to the reader as theyehsmen to me. In Kitchen Litergcyileisis

elaborates on the role that history can play iche®y us about our modern food system.
In an age when farms and factories of food prodacsieem impossibly remote from our
dinner plates, history can sharpen our outlook Witlperspectives and ironies, and remind
us of the opportunity for change. (Vileisis, pg) 11

In the final chapter, | will consider the thre@fisheds together and the lessons that they can
offer us. The three different time periods reveaktically different methods for producing food on
the landscape in and around Claremont. Howeveryrmoammon themes related to food and
production are interwoven throughout the historg Awill shed light on these throughout this final
discussion. In particular, | hope to illuminate thaltitude of ways in which this landscape has
been edible. In doing so, | aim to reveal possilitlernatives to the way we eat and interact wiéh th
landscape today. By focusing on historical foodsh&gk can begin to envision how we might
create a contemporary local foodshed in Claremont.

The story of Claremont offers insight into the mgethat communities have to create their
own food systems, and the ability they have to nthken locally based and healthy for residents
and the environment. Ultimately, though we use ldnsiscape in a much different way than the
Gabrieleno, Spanish Missionaries, early Claremetiless or citrus growers, we live in the same
location and have the same fundamental needs. Odem food system has proven to be an
unsustainable and destructive way to meet thosgsn€rir predecessors can offer us wisdom on
better ways to do so.

A main goal in all of this is to allow the readersee food as more powerful than many
normally think of it — as something personal, padit, and ecological — and to understand that food
systems (the ways in which we produce, transpod,cmnsume food) have the power to shape the

landscape, communities, and human lifestyles ifopred and critical ways. In comparing three
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radically different eras of food, | also hope torystify some of the stereotypes and imposed
hierarchies that exist around food and food prddact

All of this work has allowed me, and hopefully Mallow the reader, to come to know the

landscape, culture, and story of this place @it better, and to do so through food. In thalfin
chapter | will also discuss the food system in @taont today and the potential that exists for
creating a local foodshed, in order to presentrimédgion that will be immediately applicable and an
image of where we stand in the present. My asseréiod my inspiration in doing this research, is
that we already have the historical inheritancerangdh in place in the present to work towards the
goal of a local foodshed. The question is whetherod such a local system is valued and if we will
choose to promote it. Wendell Berry, farmer andhaytwrites of this predicament:

Such a [local] economy is technically possibleréhcan be no doubt of that; we have the
necessary methods and equipment. The capacityfeni@ accommodate, and even to
cooperate in, such an economy is also undoubtaledtave the necessary historical
examples from many parts of the world. The sungwin remembered Indian agricultures
of North America are instructive; so are surviviagite American traditional practices such
as those of the Amish. And proven new ways are ©gnmto use. This is not, from nature's
point of view, a pipe dream. What is doubtableatdeast unproven, is the capacity of
modern humans to choose, make, and maintain suebaromy. The urgent point is that...

[i]t won't happen if a lot of people--consumers g@ndducers, city people and country

people, conservationists and land users--dontiogether deliberately to make it happen
(Berry 2002).
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Chapter 1
Native Gardeners of Southern California:
Gabrielino Subsistence Practices

The fall months in Southern California arrive wéth abundance of acorns hanging heavy
from large oak trees and scattered across the #awth In the fall of 2008 the acorns sit largely
unutilized, crushed under car wheels and footitradiaten only by worms, squirrels and other small
animals. In past centuries when this land was giecuby its native inhabitants, the acorns served
as a vital food source, so much so that they saanifly helped to define Native American culture
and subsistence patterns for the inland commurofi@uthern California and many other parts of
the state.

Throughout the study of California prehistoryews on the hunter-gatherer lifestyle have
varied greatly. In the present day, it is most camiy held true that hunter-gatherers, or foragers,
maintained clever, highly effective adaptationghi@r ecosystems and were more intimately
connected to the natural world than most citizémaadern, industrialized states (Raab and Jones
2004). Foraging often exists at the bottom of adnehy with agriculture, or as a primitive starting
point of the evolution towards civilization. Howeyéhis chapter offers evidence of the ingenuity
and sustainability of foraging in California ane tbareful landscape management involved in these
practices. In order to understand and find valudénsubsistence patterns of the Native populations
that once lived in Southern California, | hope how foraging as highly successful in its own right,
measured in terms of sustainable use of and culideptations to host ecosystems (Raab and Jones
2004).

Although the date of the earliest local occupabgrNative Americans remains uncertain,
settlement of California may have begun as eartha®nd of the last ice age around 12,000 to

13,000 years ago. According to historian William@éavley, the native group known as the
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Gabrielino was likely present in Southern Califarbly 6,000 B.C. This group, also commonly
referred to as the Tongva, is indigenous to mogregent-day Los Angeles and Orange counties as
well as the Southern Channel Islands including S@mente, Santa Catalina, and San Nicolas
(McCawley 1996).

The great traverses of the San Gabriel and SameB#ino mountains helped define the
borders of the Gabrielino territory (figures wik Included). The mainland territory of the
Gabrielino covered an area greater than 1,500 squées and consisted of a lengthy coastal plain
and several broad inland valleys, including the Gabriel Valley where present-day Claremont
lies. This area is also known as the Los AngelesrB&laremont is located at the base of the San
Gabriel Mountains at the northwestern edge of Logeles County.

A great diversity of natural resources was avéglab the Gabrielino in large part due to the
hospitable climate and wide range of habitats otibzones existing within their territory. Souther
California exhibits classic Mediterranean-climataditions, characterized by mild, wet winters and
dry summers. The region also contains a diverseg@phy of coastline, plains, deserts, foothills,
and mountains that has resulted from a dynamicoggéohistory. In the formation of this landscape
a wide variety of rock types have been exposedghwim turn have produced a wide variety of soil
conditions. The Mediterranean climate combined whik varied topography, diversity of soils, and
dynamic fire cycles has produced a plant divetiy exceeds that of any other part of California
or the continental United States (Rundell 2005).

By 3,000 B.C., a sophisticated food economy hadvend in the areas around present-day
Claremont, which included both the gathering ohpfaods and hunting (McCawley 1996). This is
characteristic of the Gabrielino, who lived a hurgatherer lifestyle and also engaged in extensive
trade between island and mainland communities dsas@eighboring groups. The Gabrielino

economy was rooted in an abundance of natural reseand the careful management of food
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resources. While these inland groups lacked reguegss to marine foods, an important source of
nutrition for island and coastal Gabrielino comntigsi, they had available to them a wide variety
of edible plants and land mammals.

Inland Gabrielino communities usually occupiednp@nent geographical territories or usage
areas that probably averaged about thirty squdesnitach community maintained a primary
settlement within its territory as well as a vayiet hunting and gathering areas, ritual sites, and
other special use locations (McCawley 1996). It s@®mon to find these settlements in areas
where two or more biotic zones intersected, locatiat provided a great abundance and diversity
of natural resources and thus higher levels of faxlrity.

The discussion of native subsistence patternsisnchapter will focus on the likely
techniques of the Gabrielino who may have livedrimround Claremont, to establish the ways in
which this landscape rendered edible for its natibabitants. Although many of the accounts of
Gabrielino subsistence patterns come from the expjorers and settlers of Southern California,
this chapter is meant to explore, based on arcbgga@ndhistorical accounts, the hunter-gatherer
strategies likely used by the Gabrielino beforeahival of Europeans in the f&entury, a
presence that greatly impacted Native Americarucalland subsistence. As we reconsider our
present-day food system in the same location cestlater, studies of the Gabrielino offer a view
into a radically different system of food resouncanagement as their food practices played a large

role in determining their use of and relationsluipite land.
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A Subsistence Culture Rooted in Geography and Landspe

Claremont is located in the foothills of the Saab@el Mountains, around an intersection of
three distinct biotic zones including coastal ssgeib, chaparral, and oak woodland. The chaparral
zones within or near the Claremont area are mé&nigd in the foothills and upper canyons and are
made up of dense, evergreen shrubbery (Rundell)2068 main food resources available in this
zone included deer and scrub oak, whose acornsasestimed when more desirable varieties of
oak were not producingcrub oaksare in fact deeply rooted shrubs usually rangiognfthree to
twelve feet in height, producing acorns similatai@er oaks, though often smaller in size and less
consistently.

Sage scrub may be the most prominent or widespriedid zone in the present-day
Claremont area, composed of low drought-decidubusbs and cacti. While chaparral zones tend
to average about four to eight feet in height,tyipécal height of shrubs in sage scrub zones ig onl
three to four feet. Additionally, drought-deciduqalants lose their leaves during the summer
months at the onset of drought conditions, comptryathaparral shrubs that keep their leaves
virtually all year round (Rundell 2005). The majood resources offered by the coastal sage scrub
zone included a variety of edible seeds, leaves frait, prickly pear cactus, and small mammals
(McCawley 1996).

The third major biotic zone found around the at&laremont is the oak woodland. This
includes mostly closed-canopy woodlands of evergoeks, allowing relatively little plant growth
beneath the canopy. However, it is also commomtbdak woodlands merged with mixed
chaparral that grow mainly in light gaps of the@ay In supplying the Gabrielino communities
with acorns, a major staple of their diet, thistisiaone may have been valued as the most
important. It was also likely the most seasonafigdibiotic zone, due to the fact that acorns only

mature during the fall months of the year.
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Gabrielino communities that lived in or around ghiesent-day Claremont area may have
also gone farther up into the San Gabriel Mounttansheir food supply. Here they might have
foundacorns, pifion nuts, and sagess well as deer and smaller mammals. It is likiefi these
communities hunted and gathered in the lower camgoiming spring and summer, moving into the
higher elevations in the summer and fall to haraestns (McCawley 1996). Differences in the
three main biotic zones emphasize the importandedihg permanent settlements near a variety
of biotic zones. Different zones were used morerothan others depending on the season and the

three zones together provided a large and genetefigndable variety of food resources.

The Acorn Economy

A large part of what allowed the Gabrielino to mally manipulate their environment and
subsist in permanent settlements without the deweémt of agriculture was the wide availability of
wild edible animal and plant foods, particularlypats. The landscape of the Los Angeles basin was
able to provide enough food to effectively substitagriculture. The abundance of food resources is
revealed by the fact that Native California was endensely populated than any area of equal size
in North America (Anderson et. al 1998).

In the Owens Valley area and along the lower GalorRiver, there is growing evidence
that Native Americans may have practiced irrigatgdculture, similarly to many other groups in
North America who engaged in farming practices (tHap 2001). Nonetheless, in California the
majority of groups were likely hunter-gathererstttiagaged in “acorn agriculture” (Raab and Jones
2004). The long, dry summers may have precludedubeessful introduction of crops such as corn
so that the abundant seasonal acorn crop senefitdag substitute (Johnston 1962). It is also
thought that knowledge of the tannin leaching psecaeecessary to make the acorns edible, may

have spread so rapidly through California due &ortécessity of rendering the acorns edible in the
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absence of agricultural development (Gifford 19%1)nost locations in California where native
populations relied on acorns, it appears that Weeage annual production of acorns exceeded
subsistence demands (Basgall 2004).

The Gabrielino offer a particularly exceptionaseatudy of hunter-gatherer societies due to
their use of acorns as a primary food source. Tgtrout the Gabrielino territory, and most of
prehistoric California, there existed a strong elation between oak productivity and population
density (Basgall 2004). It is believed that up &if lof the Gabrielino diet may have consisted of
this staple (2). While the acorn is seasonallylat#e in great abundance, it contains high levéls o
tannins which when eaten raw, make the acornshiiter. The tannins are removed through a
leaching process, and though it is unknown whenhghocess first came into practice, it is cleat tha
it caused the use of acorns to spread rapidly.ughanany different leaching practices may have
been used, the Gabrielino are thought to have asesket leacher to remove the tannins from
pulverized acorns (Gifford 1951).

Due to their seasonality and storability, acourectioned similarly to cultivated crops in
many ways. Whole communities would participateamnviests during the fall months. Men would
climb into the oak trees and shake them while woarehchildren collected the acorns from the
ground. Acorns were easily stored within dwellimgtsi or outdoors in large, raised baskets. With
protection from moisture and pests, the acornsdcbalstored for long periods of time and would
be processed and consumed throughout the yeanuggthlabor input for the harvesting and
processing of acorns is not well measured and ats@ue scattered, it is likely that this was ayver
labor-intensive process and the busiest time of&fae for the Gabrielino (Basgall 2004).

The nutritional content of the acorn is high, thbuhere is some level of variance across
different species of oak, fifteen of which are pr@sn California. In general, compared with wheat

and barley, acorns are superior in fats, compaitahltarbohydrates, and inferior in protein. Due to
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the high fat content, acorns are superior to mshg in terms of total number of calories (Basgall

2004).

Additional Edibles — Wild Plant and Animal Species

While acorns remain the most prominent plant foothe Gabrielino diet, other foods
factored significantly in providing additional niilon. Edible plant foods formed another major
component of the Gabrielino diet. These includedés, shoots, roots and bulbs, fruits seeds, and
nuts. It is unknown how many plant species theri@habo used for consumption but the number
was likely as high as 200 (McCawley 1996). A mortessive list is included in Figure 1 below but
discussed here are some of the most widely usedguattant plant foods among the inland
communities. The wide range of foods that the Gdibo chose to include in their diet aided them a
great deal.

The root of the wild hyacinth may have been thestmadely used plant. Other important
plant foods may have included chia, tender shdoslo sages, pifion nuts, milkweed, wild oats,
clover, and wild sunflower seeds. Although thareome debate about the use of agave, mesquite,
and yucca among the Gabrielino, these plants arenam in the area and served as food resources
for neighboring groups and were likely used by@&adbrielino (McCawley 1996, Johnston 1962).
Additionally, among the words in the Gabrielinodgaage that have been documented are multiple
terms for different yucca plants, suggesting threportance (3).

The Gabrielino used wild fruits in a variety of yga One important fruit was the Islay or the
hollyleaf cherry, which was generally harvestedgdiand then ground into meal. A similar process
was also used for pits of wild plums. Native fruitesre more useful in this respect than for their
pulp, which was often very sour and dry (Johnst@®2). The dry climate did not encourage the

growth of berries, but some varieties of curramd gooseberries could be found close to water
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sources (Nyerges 1997). The fruit of the prickdapcactus, after being carefully harvested with
tongs and removing the spines, was consumed wi{dehnston 1962).

Other staples of the Gabrielino diet included alimeat and a wide range of edible seeds
and plants. Food responsibilities were generalljdéd on the basis of sex and age, with men
carrying out most of the fishing and hunting andwea gathering plants, roots, seeds, and nuts. It
is thought that women almost exclusively were iargle of the processing of acorns and the
management of acorn storage (Jackson 2004). Childrd elders would sometimes help the
women in everyday gathering and in particular hetlppering acorn harvest periods (McCawley
1996).

Gabrielino men were practical and skilled huntirss. likely that every small and large
animal that roamed the plains and foothills wastédior trapped, perhaps excepting the bear and a
few other animals that were considered taboo tewme for spiritual and other reasons (Johnston
1962). Large animals such as deer or coyote wareetwsing a bow and arrow. A variety of
methods were used to capture smaller game and biglisding deadfalls, snares, traps, nets,
slings, and throwing clubs. Some burrowing aninsalsh as rats were smoked from their nests and
then clubbed and rabbits were often driven intgdarets using fire. Deadfalls, which probably
involved some sort of trap causing a stone to ctslprey, were commonly used for squirrels and
other rodents (McCawley 1996).

Insects were also an important part of the Gahoaliet and often served as a quick form of
subsistence for men and women on hunting and gathexpeditions. Insects common in the
Gabrielino diet may have included locusts, graspkop white grubs, termite, maggots, and the
larvae of yellow jackets, bees, wasps, ants, aptldse Insects were usually eaten raw (McCawley

1996).
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Although marine foods played a large role in tiet df some Gabrielino communities, it
was a less significant food resource for inland wamities who did not have consistent access to
the ocean. Coastal and island communities in cosgarhad at their supply a wide selection of
food resources including many varieties of tuna,lsess, rock fish, sardines, halibut, shellfisla, an
larger sea animals such as sharks and sea otfeWlt{e the Gabrielino communities around
present-day Claremont probably did not often engad@ishing activities, ample trade with coastal
and island communities as well as neighboring afimerican groups supplied them with marine

food resources to add to their diet.

Food Security: Regional Trade Networks in Native Chfornia

The Gabirielino culture and economy were also lyigejpendent on trade and ritual
exchange between coastal and island communitiegveihaheighboring groups. The Gabrielino
homeland lay at the center of an extensive netwbtkade associations through which many
foodstuffs and other material goods were exchangetie within and among Native American
groups helped to distribute food resources moralgypromoted population growth, and reduced
the occurrence of food shortages.

Within the Gabrielino territory, there was extemsirade between mainland and island
communities. The communities of the interior vadléy particular relied on coastal and island
communities to provide them with marine food resesrin the winter and spring months when
their supply of plant foods was less abundant. &mesnths may have been very hard for the
Gabrielino and they were very dependent on tradieigtime for a variety in subsistence (Basgall
2004). The inland communities may have in turn gled plant foods or other manufactured goods.

Trade likely played a significant role in the edistiment of permanent settlements with less
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reliable food supplies. Trade also helped the @&bd form strong relationships with neighboring
groups. This was true particularly with the Chumttsthe north (McCawley 1996).

Trade was extremely important to the Gabrielinlessstence strategy because it meant that
they were not always completely dependent on theirediate natural environment for food
resources. In the case of inclement weather odébat, trade provided the Gabrielino with an
important source of food security. Additionallyhilped bring diversity to their diet and form
relationships with people outside of their permadrsettlement. It is thought that were generally a
happy, peaceful, and democratic people that wereften overworked though capable of
prolonged, directed effort whenever necessary agaturing acorn harvests. Although hunter-
gather groups in California engaged in some feombst of their energy was put into subsistence.
(Hundley 2001) The combination of abundant natteaburces and strong, mutually beneficial
trade relationships are thought to have playedgeleole in making this characterization possible

(Johnston 1962).

Sustainability of Native Foodways

The Native Californians were not simpftyCalifornia; theywereCalifornia. They
were an integral and essential agent in the creafi@a balance of land, vegetation, and
animal life... By listening to the land’s daily rhytts, scheduling activities according to
its seasonal cycles, and always adjusting to Galgcs continually changing
environment, Native Americans transformed theitustdrom newcomer to native and
in doing so transformed the land and lifeforms ad.\California was not “wild”...
Using nature sustainably, Indians inhabited thatdhe ground between wilderness and
the domesticated garden. (Anderson 1998)

The Gabirielino lifestyle was rooted in the effeetand sustainable utilization of available
food resources. Acorns were harvested carefullyssto avoid damaging the oak trees that provided
their main staple (Hundley 2001). One common pecadtiat was used to increase the yield of a

number of wild plant foods was the burning of laageas of grassland. Many important plants in
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the Gabrielino diet such as chia, clover, and segesses and bulbs thrive in fields that had been
previously burned (McCawley 1996). This practicenicked the natural fire cycles that sweep
through Southern California, effectively precludihg intermittent fires that devastate large areas
of California today (Anderson et al 1998).

In all means of tending the land, the Gabrielirarked in ways that generally mimicked
nature — similar to changes caused by floods,,fgepher activity, or tree windfalls. While
deliberate burning was the major management tad t shape the landscape of Southern
California, a host of other horticultural method&eeding, pruning, sowing, selective harvesting,
and tilling — were likely used by the Gabrielinofluencing the landscape in more subtle but
profound dimensions (Anderson et al 1998). Sintdamodern day farms or orchards, gathering
sites were subjected to the same competitors, iyansacts, diseases, and weeds. Human
management of these sites kept competitors in caedlstimulated qualities, such as ideal
conditions for certain edible plant species, thaterculturally valued (Anderson et al 1998).

Gathering sites often had very old usage and places in which, by coming to know
them, understanding — of the landscape, ecologycammunity history - slowly accumulated
through the lifetime of individuals and throughgetnerations.

Gathering in a place where your grandmother, ggestdmother, and great-great
grandmother had gone before showed deep respdtiefotd ways and was a poignant
commentary on the sustainability of human harvgpiractices. Knowledge of the
natural history of places grew out of watching thptaces for hours, days, years,
lifetimes and generations. A gatherer, hunterjsirerman carries the inherited memory
of an ancient, organic, incalculably valuable bofiknowledge that was passed down,
added to, and then passed again through many gensraf elders. (Anderson et al
2000: 18)

The Gabrielino and other Native Americans through@alifornia successfully and

skillfully gathered plants at various sites in threispective territories without depleting species

populations to points of extinction. M. Kat Andemstistorian of native California and plant
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ecologist, describes the sustainability of thesarigues with clarity (Anderson et al 1998,
Anderson Before the Wilderness).

Plants were gathered with regard to at least aiables: season, frequency,
appropriate tool, pattern, scale, intensity. lintdawere gathered to often, or at an
inappropriate season, or at an extreme intensityout sparing individual plants, the
population could easily be extinguished, even \dth levels of technology. For
example, natives gathered edible mushrooms whitglmareful not to disturb the soill
mycelia in order to ensure future production; bagkehrubs were pruned in the late
fall or winter during the dormant period, when saisturbance is least detrimental to
the plants’ vital processes (Anderson et al 1993: 3

At times, however, the intense intervention nomhuo processes resulted in depletion of
important resources, particularly larger animalgttie time 18 century, many of the larger hunted
animals were constrained spatially and demografiiog the subsistence requirements of the
native dwellers. While large game animals survitkdy did so as marginal components of the
landscape and human diet (Hackel 2005). Howevdikeutihe disruptive consequences that were to
come in the colonial period, these depletions wetsgreatly erosive to overall environmental
health and the resource base remained largelyt iftiackel 2005, Anderson Before the
Wilderness)

An analysis of the Gabrielino culture shows thatlocal environment and food resources
profoundly shaped many of their values and belidfsny annual ceremonies and celebrations
significant to community welfare and harmony wereused on the changes in the seasons or
harvest periods (McCawley 1996). In his discussibtine Gabrielino culture, Miller (1991) wrote
that “environment as a cultural factor should nreolverlooked. Climate, geography, flora, fauna,
and available water all directly relate to the wawhich the Gabrielino lived and the manner in
which they believed... a mild climate and relativalyundant food supply supported unity and
permanence of cultural patterns and values.” (2)

Specific practices and behaviors also reveal fopral concern for proper management of

food resources. In general, two overarching tetiatsdictated Native America resource use were
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“do not waste resources” and “do not hoard resair@nderson et al 1998). Throughout
Gabrielino oral traditions greediness, gluttonyd &od hoarding are all depicted as reprehensible
traits. A portion of food from each day’'s huntinggathering was deposited in a communal reserve
in addition to being placed in individual familysexves. Various rituals and high levels of self-
discipline were employed by men during hunts tauemsuccess and they were widely discouraged
from eating during a hunt or even partaking in wthaty had killed upon return. This component of
hunting may have stemmed from an idea that “whoatepf his own game hurt his hunting
abilities” (McCawley 1996), though it also probabilgiped to establish a culture that discouraged
those traits of greediness and gluttony and engegraespect for food resources.

The concept of unity in Gabrielino culture maynsties part from a unity in subsistence
techniques, an idea that A.L. Kroeber discusséssichapter on food patternsThe California
Indians: A Source BoolKroeber claims that for the most part, the pcadiof California Native
American groups were distinguished by patiencephkaity, and a “crude adaptability”; that with
some modification, each process could be succégstillzed on some other group of foods. Few
subsistence techniques called for an individuahwigh skill levels or extensive experience for
successful application (Kroeber 1951). The unityhalse subsistence techniques due to the general
accessibility and abundance of food resources ragg helped the Gabrielino to form a clear
relationship with their natural world and encouraganity of values based in care for the
environment and food resources.

The everyday engagement in obtaining, managing)pagparing subsistence produced a
Gabrielino culture with abundant knowledge and ¢areheir natural environment and food
resources. Although trade allowed some independeasetheir immediate natural environment,
there was a great sensitivity to the delicate ladann nature and an understanding of the

importance of creating harmonious relationshipfweture. As the Gabrielino built permanent
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settlements and hunted or gathered food, a deppaefor nature allowed them to make conscious,
undisruptive manipulations of the land. Native Aroan groups in California widely recognized
that adverse interference with ecosystem relatipssthreatened their own existence as well as the

natural world on which they depended and of whigytwere an integral part.” (Hundley 2001: 4).
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Chapter 2
The Spanish and Mexican Periods:
Ecological and Cultural Change and the Intensifiation of Food Production

Long before European colonization, the Gabrielind other Native American groups of
California had begun to shape the natural worlthéir advantage through burning, pruning,
weeding, and seed dispersal. While many suggestit@aboriginal environment was pristine or
fully wild, the landscape had in fact been modifimdhuman influence for centuries largely to
obtain adequate subsistence from the native flodsf@una species. The impacts, however, were
much smaller in scale and shorter in term thartréresformation that resulted from the land-use
practices of the first European settlers.

In September of 1542 the expedition of Juan Ro@zgCabrillo landed in what is today San
Diego Bay and marked the first date of Europeartazann Alta California. The California natives
responded with mixed reactions; many were initialbgtile or fearful of the explorers, but after
some time welcomed them (Simmons 1998). Other egtioups, such as the Chumash, who
resided north of the Gabrielino territory, were ipurately interested in trade. Many Native
Americans would, centuries later, again view theopaan settlers with hostility in response to their
drastic manipulations of the environment and otkpressive behaviors. It was not until over two
centuries later in 1769 that the Spanish camellpdattle in the land then know as Alta California
spanning the distance from present day San Die§amoFrancisco (map of Alta California to be
included, Fig 1 — pg 51 in Hackel 2005).

Departing strongly from the Native American viefwnature in prehistoric California, the
Spanish held the view that nature should be higbhtrolled and existed to serve humanity;
“among the most persistent of [their] attitudes he] conviction that nature — rivers and streams,

woodlands, minerals, soils, deserts, animal anolt file in all their complexity — constituted a
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divine gift to be subdued and exploited in the naih@&od and civilization” (Hundley 2001:28).

The forceful manipulations of the land, water, sstiesce techniques, and controlling views toward
the environment during the Spanish and Mexicaroperin California, lasting from 1769 until

1846, had far reaching and long lasting impactsdhastill felt today. In particular, the colonial
agricultural legacy would strongly influence théue of agricultural and hydrologic endeavors in
California and drastically alter the landscape emlture of the region. Although only a small
portion of California was modified by colonial aguitural practices when it officially gained its
statehood in 1850, a process had begun that wdtindately and permanently modify enormous

portions of the state (Preston 1998).

The Mission Institution

The Spanish occupation of California from 17691ur823 took the form of three main
institutions — the mission, the presidio, and thelgo. Socially, the missions served primarily as
religious sites for the conversion of Native Amans to the Catholic religion, whereas the presidio
and pueblo were military and civilian communitiesspectively. Throughout Alta California a
chain of twenty-one Franciscan missions, four phiesi and three pueblos was established. All of
Alta California was then divided into four presidafistricts, each of which contained between five
and eight settlements. The first Mission was eghbt at San Diego in 1769 and the founding of
Mission San Gabriel followed soon after in 177% ithfluence of which extended into much of the
present-day Los Angeles Basin, including the toafmSlaremont and Pomona and the City of Los
Angeles. Mission San Gabriel was included in thelsern-most presidial district, which was
known as San Diego (Costello et al. 1989).

The presence of water and arable land determieetbtation of most of the Spanish

settlements. The depiction by Missionary FranciBatbu, reporting on an exploration of the land in
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the Gabrielino territory, helped to prompt the fdung of Mission San Gabriel, which was later to
become one of the most productive missions in 8défornia. He described the area as having
“good streams of water”, “fertile land”, “cottonwds, willows, and other trees, thickets of
blackberries, and innumerable wild grape vines’ritley 2001:34).

The physical layout of most missions was similaluding a central courtyard, living
quarters, a church and cemetery, as well as agrialiland, livestock grazing areas and complex
irrigation systems to bring water to the missidfig € — to include drawing of typical mission
layout, from Castillo et al. 1989 pg 312). Althéupe Spanish settlers sought out sites that were
close to water sources, the implementation of agctesl/stems of dams, ditches, flumes, and
reservoirs marked a shift departure from the Nafweerican relationship to water. Whereas Native
Americans went to the water, as they needed itSgranish brought water to their settlements for
agricultural fields, extensive and decorative gasjenission residences, and industrial activity
areas such as potter’s shops and gristmills (Qost&B9). The Spanish were highly dependent on
these waterworks to sustain their systems of algui@iand livestock, all of which was dependent
on native workers. In beginning this change frodigenous food systems and water use, the
Spanish initiated a hydraulic revolution that ukit@y, more than any other agency, would

transform the natural world in California (Prest$98).

The Development of Agriculture

In the first years of Spanish settlement soldigettlers, and padres depended mainly on
supplies imported from Mexico, including foodstusisch as rice, beans, wheat, biscuits, ham,
sugar, corn, wine, and brandy (Hackel 1998). Howeae shipments were largely unreliable and
colonists often waited long amounts of time fompshio appear or found that the ships arrived with

spoiled provisions. Thus, during the first few yeaf settlement the Spanish experienced regular
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shortages of food and often relied on food reseo¥dscal Native Americans for survival (Hackel
1998). It was clear early on that the Spanish woeleld to supply much of their food themselves,
particularly if they wanted to attract new natieenuits.

The Spanish colonists had come to California Withseeds and tools — hoes, plows, picks,
and shovels - needed to transform the land anddtiee people on it (Hackel 2005). The mission
fathers recognized early on that converting natieeSatholicism required a steady food supply.
Father Junipero Serra of Mission San Carlos, wrogeletter to another Mission father on the
mission’s progress: “With regard to crops nothimgrthyy of the name has as yet been achieved...
as regards spiritual matters, much could have beeomplished if only there were something to
eat” (Hackel 2005). The Spanish aimed to use faoa means of attracting Natives to Catholicism
and simultaneously detaching them from indigen@egesy and customs.

In these first few years of trails the Spanishkedrhard worked to articulate the structure of
the Alta California economy and the missions beigaeamerge as productive agricultural
enterprises. While the missions originally workedsabsistence-based operations, later in the
Spanish occupation they would emerge as the baekbbtine Alta California economy. In 1774
seeds of wheat, corn, and other grains and vegsta@re sown at Mission San Gabriel and three
other missions, all of which yielded abundant haty@nd gave the colonies their first taste at self
sufficiency (Hackel 1998).

The Spanish colonists brought with them a tastéhi® domesticated crops of the Old World
and values that encouraged control of the envirotiaggriculture at the missions, and later in the
pueblos, transplanted many traditional SpanishsctofCalifornia such as the orange, lemon, fig,
date, olive trees, grape vines, and staple craggshtd been grown in other parts of the pre-colonia
Southwest such as corn, wheat, barley, and beaie (003). In many ways, the Missions served

as testing grounds for crops that have since playathl role in California agriculture. In the
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territory that Mission San Gabriel occupied, citassl grapes have since played a huge role in the
landscape and economy of the area. One of thestatlirus groves was planted at Mission San
Gabiriel, setting the stage for the citricultureustty that would soon dominate the landscape in the
late 19" and early 28 centuries.

By 1805, nineteen missions cultivated crops aedctillective harvests of wheat, corn,
barley, and beans totaled almost 60,000 fariegrckel 1998). The agricultural productivity okth
missions increased over time, experiencing neaB@-#old increase in aggregate mission
productivity during three decades. The increasedess in productivity was in large part due to the
increase in Indian laborers. This is where therggtetion of the religious influence and
environmental impact of the missions is most céeat perhaps most disastrous. As the missions
became more established with time, the number gbimge Indians (Indians who had recently been
converted to Catholicism) grew as well, numberiegnty 20,000 by 1805 (Hackel 1998). With
these large and stable populations the missions alde to fully establish their agricultural and
irrigation systems, run almost entirely by Indiabdrers. Ironically, and tragically the Spanishever
completely dependent on these laborers to carryheutrge-scale land-use changes that essentially
destroyed the native landscape and lifeways. Ome&panish forms of agriculture proved viable,
the native subsistence methods quickly becamecteasnon and more difficult to practice.

The Pueblos of Alta California were initially elsished to reduce military dependence on
the missions and initially were directed almosireht towards providing the presidio populations
with agricultural foodstuffs. Three pueblos wertablshed between 1777 and 1797, including Los
Angeles, established in 1781. As was the casesimibksions, Indian laborers did much of the
agricultural work. Although the agricultural pradion statistics for Los Angeles are scarce, it is

clear that at times the pueblo produced impressmveunts of corn and often contributed to the

11 fanega = 1.575 bushels, about 101.5 Ibs of 6pB82.4 Ibs of wheat.
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prevention of food shortfalls. By the mid 1830sslangeles could count roughly 170 farms,
orchards, gardens, and vineyards. Throughout thadslle period and into the American era
starting in 1846, Los Angeles retained its agrimalk roots and remained largely a town of farmers
(Robinson 1959).

Encouraging these efforts at self-sufficiency lteACalifornia was the Spanish crown,
which, in the late 18c., worked to reduce the expense of the oversep#e by ensuring that
colonists could feed, clothe, and protect themselvigh a minimum of royal support. By 1778,
most of the Missions harvested enough agricultfio@dstuffs to supply their own needs and
although annual production at individual missiongtuated, exchange of surpluses between
missions alleviated local shortfalls in food (Halck898).

Thus, although the forms and means of subsisteno@onial Alta California differed
drastically from those of Native California, duethe lack of reliable shipments from other areas
and the apparent abundance of fertile land thelptpno relied similarly on the local landscape for
subsistence. Like the Native Californians, who échdith coastal or island communities as well as
neighboring tribes, the mission populations alseireed foodstuffs and gained security in their
food supply from farther, regional sources in thsecof food shortages. For the settlers of Alta
California, the various missions, pueblos, andigies up and down the coast provided security to
one another in the case of food shortfalls. In Way, the economy at the time was still based

largely in local and regional development.

Changing Methods of Subsistence:
Cultural and Nutritional Impacts on Native Populations

As the Native populations of California shiftedrfr food collecting to food production,

their daily work routines were drastically alter&iudies of different living societies have shown
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that the amount of work varies greatly with modewbsistence. Foragers commonly require more
land and accumulate smaller food surpluses, bytragjuire modest input of hours to obtain
sufficient food. Food producers or agriculturaliststhe other hand, use smaller amounts of land
more intensively to yield larger surpluses. Howeteey pay a tremendous price in increased labor
hours spent in food production. Additionally, as tthange from the native diet shows, the
abundance of foods in this surplus may be baseddet that is low in variety and is not
nutritionally balanced (Hoover 1989).

While the Gabrielino and other Native Californiaasv the intrinsic problems of
manipulating the environment in such a forceful vaaythe Spanish colonists were doing, they also
found it increasingly more difficult to lead théiaditional lifestyles. Although the Gabrielino are
thought to have continued some traditional substetractices during the mission period, steady
expansion of agricultural land and the increadeséstock throughout Alta California, as well as
the active suppression of prescribed burning, nexttithe traditional Gabrielino lifestyle almost
impossible and for many it became imperative tokwall time for the settlers (Hackel 1998).

Evidence of open ground fires and traditional djrig instruments in Native American
dwellings within the missions shows some contiraratif the cooking traditions that were carried
out before European contact. Additionally, neophgtians are thought to have engaged in trade
with natives living outside the mission, crucialthe survival of both groups, the former living@n
drastically changed diet and the later findingtheead encroached upon by mission expansion.
Trade was also significant in maintaining social @somonic bonds between Indians at and
beyond the missions (Hackel 1995). However, thedfithe Native Americans at missions
continued changed drastically and as time wentraduglly fewer native foods, such as those
described in the previous chapter, were consum#tkanissions (Costello 1989). While Native

Americans living outside the missions may have iooetd a traditional diet for longer, it is likely
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that most of them gradually adopted the foods ef3panish as it became more difficult to forage
for native foods. Additionally, as the environmenttinued to change, Indians’ numbers declined,
largely from disease, and customs were alteredrade connections between natives within and
outside the missions were disrupted and disolvedjreting an important source of supplemental
resources to both areas (Hackel 1995, Walker 1989).

Stephen Hackel, author and historian, writes esttety of the impacts of the mission
system on native Californians. While the followiggote refers specifically to Mission San Carlos
in the Monterey region, similar events occurreduatbMission San Gabriel and all of Alta
California.

Just as European diseases radiated from Spanigrsensettlement into remote Indian
villages in the years after 1770, so too did emnnental degradation, as Spanish livestock
invaded and then exhausted ecological niches faathe farther from the mission and
presidio. Into this disturbed environment came st lodweeds and plants that the
Europeans had inadvertently brought with them. &l@isl World plants had shown
themselves adept at coexisting alongside Europesaing animals elsewhere. They were
hardier than native grasses and bushes and maeee soidry, compacted soul, and, as a
result, they succeeded many indigenous food sourd¢8y 1800], nearly all the Indians [ ]
labored for their primary subsistence in missi@hdis, not the surrounding countryside. The
awful, if accidental, genius of Spanish colonizatio California, then, was not just in
creating a subsistence crisis among Indian comnegrtitrough introduced diseases, plants,
and animals; it was in offering what appeared ta selution in the form of food Indians
raised at the mission (Hackel 2005: 71 — 72).

For those Native Americans living at the missiahe diverse array of foods previously
consumed in the native diet was replaced by momat®diets mainly consisting of agricultural
staples such as wheat, corn, and beans. Other iiodids mission diet included beef, mutton, pig,
and vegetables and fruits when in season (Walk&®)19Marine resources factored little into the
mission diet and thus the change in diet for inleachmunities may have been less drastic than

coastal communities who had previously includedimearesources as a primary form of

subsistence.
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Although Native Americans under the mission sysgemerally received adequate amounts

of food, the nutritional quality and diversity whighly inferior to their traditional diets. Meals

often had high carbohydrate contents but were i@gefticn high-quality proteins, Vitamins A and C,
and Riboflavin, which plays a key role in energytabelism. Supplementing these diets with wild
food became more difficult as agricultural prodantivas made more efficient and widespread,
covering more of the land that was previously fedgAs well, neophyte Indians who lived in the
missions were gradually restricted from going aubiint and gather food. More and more Native
Americans began to work in their own vegetable gasdhat were given to them by the missions

(Hoover 1989).

Ushering in the Mexican Period and the Private Rano:

Increased Livestock and Grazing Lands

In addition to cultivating agricultural lands, tNessions contained vast lands for livestock
grazing. The first livestock were brought overldrain Baja California to serve as transport and
sustenance for settlers of Alta California but glyianultiplied and reached enormous populations.
By the 1770s most missions had some populatioivedtock. While only 204 cattle arrived with
the initial group from Baja California, by the 1&4their population numbered in the hundreds of
thousands. Mission San Gabriel on its own had geeearranches for raising cattle and horses and
fifteen ranches for sheep, goats, and pigs. Whesepited with grasslands containing vast amounts
of food, the horses, cattle, and sheet multiplagzidly and dispersed widely throughout the Alta

California (Hackel 2005).

In the 1821 Mexico gained independence from Spalmsexqquently gaining full power over

Alta California. The number of livestock and lars/oted to grazing increased drastically
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throughout the Mexican period until 1846. The moiss were secularized in 1833 and in doing so,
the great land holdings of the Spanish were ugifabs and patterns of land use and ownership
rapidly changed. Through the Colonization Act o24&nd the Secularization Act of 1833, the
Mexican government created mechanisms through wgriehate individuals could for the first time
obtain title to land in California (Costello et &B89) Prime mission lands were opened up for
pasturage and settlement. In doing so the Mexiogergment ushered in an enormous transfer of
the principal economic resources in the regiomd |divestock, and laborers — from the
missionaries to the settlers.

A significant change that took place during thexiMan period, promoting great changes in
land use, was the dispersal of Spain’s restrictieecantile policies. Although import and export
taxes remained high, California was opened upreida trade. In the process of opening itself up
to the rest of the world, and no longer focusimg@y on local development, great and rapid
economic transformation began in California (Had@98). As food could now be imported from
elsewhere, land use could be rapidly shifted tosgakture for livestock and land uses.

The privatization of land holdings in Californiacurred at a rapid, “dizzying” pace (Hackel
1998). By 1840 the private rancho had replacedhrtisgion as the dominant economic and social
institution in California, and by the end of the kitean period about 10% of present-day California
land had passed into private hands. This timerakdked a dramatic shift away from the
agricultural roots of the missions as livestockdretp replace food crops (Costello 1989). Although
rancho communities sometimes included fields, ad$iaand vineyards on their lands, they were
devoted primarily to cattle raising and the tratibide and tallow, an industry in California that
would also experience a boom period during thigtim

Rancho boundaries in Mexican California were lbpdefined by landmarks such as a

hilltop, streambed, or clump of cacti (Rolle 2008Ithough the boundaries of the estates were
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rather vague, Claremont was included in the tegricd Rancho San José, the development of
which will be discussed further in the followingagter.

The transfer of lands to private hands duringMlexican period perhaps offered a final
blow to the Native American populations, who haderevziewed the land as something to be
bought and sold but a part of the natural worldeautilized and cared for. Many Native
Californians perceived the entire process of tramsétion in Alta California as an assault on the
landscape and their spiritual well being. They wgaerally appalled by the massive
environmental upheavals caused by agriculture igedtbck grazing in this period, in addition to

the hunting, mining, and logging that took placeni®ons 1998).

The Environmental Impacts of New World Species

The new species of domestic livestock and cropedaced from the Old World
inadvertently brought with them pathogens, pestd,raimerous invasive species. The combination
of great numbers of livestock and intensive agtizel made for rapid environmental change in Alta
California, particularly among the native plant comnities. This change had a large impact on
subsistence strategies as it displaced many afdhee species that the native populations had
relied on for food. Environmental change was atsteberated as Native Americans became less
influential in managing environments due to acaaltion into mission life and large decreases in
population, mainly due to death from disease anckasingly unsanitary conditions (Preston 1998).

Changes in the flora of Alta California were brbtigbout mainly by overgrazing of the
large numbers of livestock and the introductiomlggn plant species (West 1989). The invasive
species brought by the Spanish had evolved ovegeloperiods of time in more extreme
Mediterranean climates and thus were already stotéarive in Alta California. Additionally, the

majority of the invasive species had evolved miyuaith domestic livestock in a pastoral setting
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such as the one created in Alta California. Theggfthese plants proved to be more adaptive than
many of the indigenous species that dominatedathesicape prior to colonization. The spread of
agriculture in general also led to the definingoime flora and fauna as “weeds” and “pests”,
respectively. Certain native species that were geea as a useful part of the ecosystem, and may
have made up part of the native diet, were now eteas threats to crops and livelihoods (Preston
1998).

The most significant changes appear to have tpleae in the grasslands, where alien
species now account for 50 — 90% of the plant cOwst 1989). While the composition of
Southern California’s grasslands prior to colon@ais not well documented, it is postulated that
the vegetation consisted mainly of perennial bugretsses, with needle grasses being dominant.
After colonization, species of Old World annualsisas mustard, wild oats, ripgut, and filaree
quickly became dominant (Preston 1998). It is alsar that the practice of burning the grasses that
the Gabrielino and other groups carried out plays@ynificant role in the composition and
distribution of grassland formations. During theaBigsh and Mexican periods, burning was
essentially prohibited, further altering the larafse and accelerating the influence of invasive
species (Anderson et al. 2000)

Although the ecology of the grasslands was impghgtere significantly than any other
biotic zone in Alta California, there were subtlé brofound alterations in nearly every California
habitat after the arrival of the Spanish. In hiscdssion of environmental change in colonial
California, William Preston (1998: 273-27d)tes the deep impact of the weakening relationship
between humans and the environment.

[T]hese [environmental] changes were determineckerby the destruction of Indian

lifeways than the appearance of aggressive forgigaies. The weakening of the natives’
function as keystone species, because of murdsraske, and relocation, was the catalyst
for most habitat modification functions. The diveraosaic of landscapes that had been

structured and maintained by native practices,@ajpethe use of fire, slowly and
progressively adjusted to the Indians’ removal fittwa ecological equation. In general,
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each major habitat responded by becoming more umiiio pattern and by losing some of
the human-induced diversity.

The diverse landscape of the Gabrielino inlandroomity around Claremont, straddling
three distinct biotic zones, was likely alteregsuth a way. From the changes inflicted during the
Spanish and Mexican periods, it becomes even clbare the subsistence practices of the
Gabrielino played an indispensable role in fosgehiralth and diversity in the Southern California

landscape.

The Legacy of the Spanish and Mexican Periods

What may stand out most about the Spanish anddde>jeriods in California is the speed
at which change occurred. In less than a centusgceety of hunter-gatherers who over a period of
thousands of years had holistically modified ammav} adapted to their natural environment was
transformed into one of food producers who dralyiedtered the landscape with agricultural
fields, livestock, and complex systems of irrigaoThe colonization of California would
drastically impact the ecology of the region, shigaintly altering patterns of vegetation, as wsll a
the subsistence techniques and diet of the Natierians.

Perhaps more significant was the change in cudinceinfluence of European views towards
the environment, causing the relationship betwesndns and nature in California to move from
one of coexistence and respect to one of detachamehtontrol. This colonial legacy seems to have
proven resilient and lived on through thé"#hd 28' centuries and into the present day, situating
our relationships with the environment as onesosigr and creating erosive, mono-cultural food

systems that further enforce that mindset.

41



Chapter 3
The Town of Claremont:
The Transformation and Distancing of Food Produabn

The lands under control of Mission San Gabrieéaged into the Pomona Valley, including
the area of present day Claremont. However, noneasatlid not settle the area until April of 1837.
Soon after the missions were secularized and tieeviaas privatized, Ygnacio Palomares and
Ricardo Vejar, both originating from Mexico, wenmagted judicial possession of the land by the
Governor of California in 1837. The land holdingsAkaown as Rancho San José. Palomares and
Vejar quickly moved onto the land, bringing witleth their families and livestock. They built
homes and for planted corn, potatoes, beans, guepeby small streams that ran across the
landscape (Robinson 1939). Before this time thesimmsfathers had claimed jurisdiction over the
area and often grazed sheep and cattle in theyvdlis likely that Gabrielino settlements dotted
the land, composed mainly of those natives whoflegidcontrol of the missionaries (Wheeler
1983). The land still looked much the same wawd for the past centuries when only the
Gabrielino lived in the valley.

The first house established in Claremont was abaduilding that the Mission fathers used
as an experimental station for crops and livestdble Ranchos remained primarily livestock
operations, though over time began to incorporaigerfood crops (Robinson 1939). Over the next
century, the valley would quickly transform intdemdscape similar to the one that we know today.
In the process, a great variety of food crops, met@servation and irrigation strategies,
agricultural cooperative models, and pioneer andréq values would work to shape the
landscape, food system, and Claremont communiti. fifhe period and the foodshed that evolved
throughout it may offer us the most insight intoavtve have inherited in our culture and on our

land.
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The American Period Begins:
Pioneer Settlers, Pomona College, and Experiments Agriculture

In 1853 at the age of nine, W.T. “Tooch” Martimoato California from Texas with his
mother and father (Citizens 1954). In 1842 at agkteen Tooch filed claim for 156 acres of land
in what is today the northwest section of Clarembigtis considered the first American pioneer
settler of the Claremont area. At the time Toock @alale to live and subsist in a way that
resembled, in many respects, the lifestyle of tabriglino. He hunted deer, foxes, raccoons,

skunks, wildcats, mountain lions, and quail anct keyes for sage honey (Citizens 1954).

W.T. “Tooch” Matrtin on his front porch
Claremont Colleges Digital Library:
http://ccdl.libraries.claremont.edu/u?/chc,274

At the time Tooch arrived in Claremont he is thiouig have found “forty-five brush huts
and two hundred Indians” living at the southeashepof Indian Hill mesa. Some natives may have
remained in those dwellings as late as 1883 wheydhe reported to have all dispersed from the
area, likely discouraged by the increasing Amerattiers, or suffered deaths from declining food
sources and disease (Robinson 1939). This effetimeval of the Gabrielino from their native
lands throughout the Spanish, Mexican, and Amenu&Eaiods, tied directly to declining food

sources and increasing difficulty of practicingimatsubsistence practices, is a complex and terribl
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story that | have only briefly touched on, similarthe dislocation experienced at the this time by
Native Americans all over the country.

With the gold rush of the late 1840s and the iaseel spirit to move westward, more
Americans arrived in California and buy up largeoamts of rancho lands. Throughout the 1840s
and 1850s, as populations increased and new sdtitiked for work, grapes became the dominant
agricultural product. However, farmers soon reaitteat they could not compete with French wines
so grapes went out and deciduous crops came imgydarly peaches (Wheeler 1983). The story of
Stuart Wheeler, who would as an adult become asciancher and mayor of Claremont, parallels
the story of food and the development of agriceliarthe Pomona Valley.

“The planting of the Washington Navel in the 18793 8880s was preceded by the

pastoral era, the raising of grain, then grapafgjsieciduous growing (prunes, apricots,
peaches, and walnuts), olive growing, and finailjus growing... My earliest recollection
as a child was sitting on a peach box and watcimpgnother and father pick deciduous” —
Stewart Wheeler (Wheeler 1983).

From the period of 1875 to 1890 olives also gaimexninence as an important agricultural
crop. Reverend Loop, owner of a large tract of leativeen Claremont and Pomona, had made
three different trips to Italy, getting cuttingsdifferent olives and bringing them back to the
Pomona Valley. For a short time, the Valley bec#imeeolive center of the United States. However,
as with the earlier attempts to produce wine, fasmeund that they could not compete for prices
with Italian oil and the groves of olives begardiminish (Wheeler 1983). By 1890 the olive crop
had largely deciduous crops were also decliningu€ibegan to gain prominence as the dominant
agricultural crop.

As the Santa Fe Railroad Company had completethtinead from San Bernardino to Los
Angeles in 1887 and a stop in Claremont (which effisially named at this time) lay right along

the line, the town was then opened up for greaitiesnent. The railroad also provided growers

with a source of secure transportation to send tmeps to markets near and far (Wright 2007). Just
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as the citrus industry was beginning in the valeegmaller sort of food production was also stgrtin
as more families began to move in, largely duéénew college. Pomona College was founded in
1888 in “Ayer Cottage”, a small building locatedtire adjacent town of Pomona. The first
principal, Edwin Norton, and the rest of the foursdleoped to build a larger, more beautiful
building but the Southern California economy wa$¥ad at the time that donations for the college
dried up. The college was offered a never used hotee paper town of Claremont and decided to
make use of the offer “temporarily.” The Collegesnedmost entirely self-sufficient in these early
years.

The new college had to be fed and groceries walgeavailable in Pomona, but the

new college wanted to be self-sufficient so landgardens was prepared. A barn and

stable for the college’s horses and students’ lsdrad to be built. Cows, hogs, and

chickens were purchases or solicited as gifts (W2p07).

Morton Beckner, a professor of philosophy during tounding years commented that “the
College was in many ways like a large farm” (Wrigb07). The farm life was so much a part of
the College that one early professor even suggdiséédhe Pomona College seal should feature a
cow. In the early days of Claremont the professaich had to know how to take care of the family
horse and cow as well as how to teach. Bales ofdleag occasionally distributed among faculty
members for their horses and cows in partial payroktheir salaries. E.C. Norton, a member of
the original faculty, commented that,

If our college seal had been fitly chosemyould not have been such asitis —a
conventional shield with rosy-fingered dawn snegkip behind it. Rather should it

have had a great boulder with a cow rampant, rogestake attached, and instead of the
rising sun, a lean professor with a milk pail appegon the horizon (Citizens 1954).
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Professor milking a cow in the early
days of Claremont

Claremont Colleges Digital Library:
http://ccdl.libraries.claremont.edu/u?/chc,275

The residential area of early Claremont consiktegely of families that were connected to
Pomona College. In these early years the residdaonesoned largely as homesteads, supporting
most of their own subsistence needs. Foodstuffthfoearly settlers were generally produced on a
small scale and often within individual homes ottet College. Given this, early settlers generally
ate in tune with the seasons and had a profoundrstashding of the work that went into producing
their own food.

Francis Rice Norton was one early Claremonterpager woman in the new town. “Our
place grows more interesting to us all the time laihdhk it is going to be very pretty,” she notied
a letter to her family back east. “We have aboutiadred orange trees and fifty deciduous trees of
different kinds and plenty of room about the holssdlowers, shrubs, lawn, etc.” The Norton
family also had a little Jersey heifer that waslkmig splendidly” and they were able to produce

abundant butter, cottage cheese, custards andngsddith lots of milk to spare.
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The Flora Smith House, Claremont 1902

Boynton Pheto

Heme af Flova

The Flora Smith House, Claremont 1902Home of Miss Flora Smith and her mother on theheast
corner of Second Street and College Avenue. A wostamds on the porch while another woman stands in
the garden watching a flock of chickens. Clarent@oiteges Digital Library.

The Development and Growth of the Citrus Industry

By the early 1900s, most of the non-residentiar€hont area was set out in orange, lemon,
and grapefruit groves (Wright 1980). The transfaramafrom the lands that the Gabrielino had
occupied just a half-century earlier was drastioc&the Mission fathers had only used the land as
an experimental station it had not yet changedfsgntly from the landscape of pre-European
contact. However, the sage scrub and oak woodlahilats that were largely intact were quickly
replaced with highly controlled monocultures ofwast. Citrus was the chief industry in Claremont
during these formative years of the community (\Wriy980). The citrus industry developed in

conjunction with the town of Claremont and growftiree new town was largely dependent on this
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crop. During the Great Depression in the 1920scitnes industry would allow the town to hang on

and provide hope for residents.

Sixth St. in Claremont, 1893
Houses and citrus

Claremont Colleges Digital Library
http://ccdl.libraries.claremont.edu/u?/
chc,65

Oranges were first brought to Southern Califobydhe Franciscan padres from Mexico
and groves were first planted around Mission Saori@kin the late 1700s (Wheeler 1983). It is
likely that the first commercial planting of orarsge Southern CA occurred in 1861. Mr. Van
Leuven, who farmed part of the historic Rancho Bamardino, planted a few seedling oranges,
and a year later in 1862 he planted four full acfesrange seedlings. The Palomares family
developed the first grove in the Pomona Valley amé¢ho San José around 1865 (Wright 1980).
Although it was recognized that citrus thrivedhirstclimate, early oranges were of poor quality and
not significantly improved until 1873. The storytafs improvement, and the consequent explosion
of the citrus industry in Southern California, asdbest told by Mr. Wheeler:

In 1873 Mrs. Elizabeth Tibbets of Riversidea®ed from her friend, William

Saunders in the Agricultural Department of our goweent in Washington, two

orange trees. Cuttings had previously been seiashington by Rev. F. Scheider, a

Presbyterian minister in Bahia, Brazil. These agtliproduced the Bahia Navel.

They were propagated in Washington and two weretedvirs. Tibbets. In the late
1870s they bore their first fruit. It soon becamalent that this fruit was far superior
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to anything that had been planted to date. The W&te Nursery of Riverside

started a large-scale nursery planting of thesehildgson Navels, and in 1883

introduced them in quantity. From then on the Wagtun Navel spread fast and

became the predominant fruit planted in our Sanriég¥alley” (Wheeler 1983).

In time, over a million trees were developed byding from the stock of these two imports
(Wright 1980). One of the original trees is stilbging nearby in Riverside County. The
development of the crop was quite rapid and by 1888r one million citrus trees were growing in
Southern California. Less than a decade laterasisnated that over 12,000 acres were devoted to
orange culture in the six southern counties andnithgstry was worth over $2,000,000 (Wright
1980).

In a series of oral history interviews with citmanchers in 1962, conducted by Caroline
Beatty and Spencer Olin of Claremont Graduate Usitye it was posed that there are three major
reasons for the success of the citrus industrigerPlomona Valley: an abundance of water, soil
suited to citrus, and freedom from frosts. Wheelaborated on these claims, stating that the soil
was ideal — a deep, sandy loam, good for navelsl-ttaat although the water levels had gone down
with time, in the early days there was an abundaheeter in most of the Valley. A lot of the
water came from Mt. Baldy and most landowners hgsen wells. However, the wells quickly
dried up when large amounts of water were divefidedtrigation of citrus groves. After 1890 all
new plantings had cement pipelines bringing waie¢hé trees. Wheeler commented that although

some of the land was very rocky, particularly ab@@emont and Upland, that this was ideal

lemon country (Wheeler 1983).
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Aerial view of Claremont and
Mt. Baldy, 1941
Showing extensive citrus groves

Claremont Colleges Digital Library
htto://ccdl.libraries.claremont.edu/u?/chc

Even with mostly ideal conditions growers stildh@any concerns. In particular, they
worried about controlling pests, protecting thepsrérom the occasional serious frosts, and
ensuring their water supply for irrigation. Somelod major pests that threatened the citrus were
red scale, black scale, cottony cushion scalewdmt flies. Scales are small parasitic insects tha

feed on plant juices, taking vital sugars from pkent. They also excrete a "honeydew” substance
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that can cause the growth of a fungus known ag/soold. If infestation is severe, scales can cause
tree death. Growers needed ways to respond to thesss.
Spraying started way back. In the early daygs soap and water, because we

had black scale and that would stop them. We didghit with soap and water. Then

we began to use emulsions which were not pure énand had a little bit too much

unsulphenated residue in it. We also used smudge with soap but that sometime

burned our trees badly. It was just a case of éxyatation. In this the

Experimental Station has been invaluable to us @énel983).

Growers in Claremont welcomed a spay method dlimgipests in about 1920. As the
industry evolved throughout this first half of tbentury, improved insecticides and sprayers were
constantly developed (Wright 1980). As Wheeler nogr@d, the Agricultural Extension Service of
the United States Department of Agriculture (USIMgyed a large role in supplying new
mechanical inventions, fertilizers and insecticides

Although the climate was usually ideal for citpreduction, there were certain years when
the crop froze and in extremely cold weather thedrcould be damaged. Hard frosts seemed to run
in cycles and would often hit every ten to tweheags. Beginning in the mid-1920s frost warnings
were broadcast on the local radio stations, keepauple constantly informed about the climate.
The broadcasting would continue until mid-centutyew it topped in response to a declining citrus
industry. In order to protect the trees from frastl warm the orchards growers used smudge pots
which burn oil and allow heat and smoke to escaplevearm the orchard. These models were later
banned and replaced with “orchard heaters” whictewery similar. Although the smudge pots
were effective at protecting the fruits, they oftefded more pollution to the air than is now added
by smog. Early residents recall heavy, black smahlyver the entire Pomona Valley during the
frost season (Wright 1980). Wheeler recalls inii26 freeze, when the oranges froze solid at
night:

The smoke hung over the valley until noon tdhe oranges thaw out slowly

without letting the sun hit the fruit, and in tivedy we saved our fruit. Now, as more
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people have moved into the valley who do not Ike $moke, for which | can’t
blame them, we re having to change to smokeledsrise@Vheeler 1983).

Wheeler noted that he himself had devised a mathpdessurizing their house so that the
dirty air would not enter. Citrus growers also expented with using straw to protect from frost as

well as wind machines, though these were most@feewhen used with smudge pots.

Snow-Covered Citrus Groves in Claremont, ¢ 1919-1%2
Claremont Colleges Digital Library, http://ccdlddries.claremont.edu/u?/chc,55

Growers also worried about ensuring a reliableobupf water for their crops. In the 1800s
large artesian springs and year-round streamdletiled through Claremont. A reliable stream
flowed past the Indian Hill mesa, which is now witthe Rancho Santa Ana Botanic Gardens, and
there were springs where Memorial Park is locaddght 1980). The land around Pilgrim Place
was known asa Cienaga(the bog) and was all marshland full of nettled bads of cattails,

teeming with thousands of birds (Citizens 1954}inme, the wells dug to supply citrus irrigation
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lowered the ground water level and the marshlamidsgnings dried up. In Claremont and the
Pomona Valley, as throughout all of the arid westtates, first usage established water rights and
thus early growers were given preference to aviailafater.

Early on, growers and other settlers recognizatldmatural trap of the alluvium at the
mouth of the San Antonio Canyon would be an effectheans to capture winter rain and stream
flow to be stored in the underground basin for semuse. In the early 1900s the Los Angeles
County Flood Contol District paid Himon N. Piercewwork on developing an effective system for
water storage and conservation. Working alone wishovel in the rocky waste deposited at the
mouth of the San Antonio Canyon, Pierce lay owdrges of shallow streambeds to serve as
spreading grounds for the canyon’s floodwaters gWiriL980). [picture]

The theory was that if the wild flow could be dite=l into several beds and

then divided among many smaller ditches, it woaepsdown through the deep

porous gravel into the great natural undergroursinbaf the foothills. Floodwaters

that had always been lost in runoff though the @lgewash’ in the eastern part of

Claremont would thus be saved for use during thg biry season. (Citizens 1954).

This pioneer effort in water conservation provedé extremely successful. The method
was conceived of by local citrus growers and welhers. To put the method into practice they
formed the Pomona Valley Protective AssociationAPYin 1909, which emerged as one of the
first cooperative water conservation areas in thentry. Collectively, they purchased 600 acres at
the base of the canyon (Wright 1980, Citizens 195H¢ PVAP still exists today and owns and
operates approximately 1,000 acres of land in Logefes County and San Bernardino County.
Modern diversion equipment and elaborated ditchiage been added to the process but the basic
principles still stand and the method has spreadraf the United States and to several other
countries.

As the citrus industry began to develop in andiadoClaremont packing houses also sprung

up in the area, bringing new employees and cregiogfor local residents. Citrus growers also
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began to organize in attempts to gain greatertgrafid more efficiency in packing and shipping
the fruits. Peter J. Dreher had planted the firahge trees in Claremont proper in 1888, just leefor
Pomona College moved into the Hotel. Dreher’s sitias selling well but by 1882, even with the
phenomenal growth in the size of the industry, gnehreturns were often nothing but freight bills
due to the high cost of packing and shipping thé {right 1980).

In response, Dreher and other growers in Clarerfoonted the Southern California Fruit
Exchange. Their united action gradually broughageprofits as well as increased standardization.
To build a reputation for quality, all of the orasgfrom various ranches were graded and sold
according to grade. In its first season in 1893a®ociation shipped 21 carloads of oranges with
substantial returns to all members. The first distipment was sent all the way to Europe and one
box reached Queen Victoria in time for her birth@ag893. The oranges were 39 days in transit
(Wright 1980). The exchange soon included grovd3mona, Riverside, and San Dimas, in Los
Angeles County, as well as groves in Ventura Caunty

By 1905 the group represented almost 50% of tHéo@da citrus industry and renamed
itself the California Fruit Growers Exchange. IrD8%he group would again rename itself as
Sunkist, the name it retains today as a large qatige owned and operated by California and
Arizona citrus growers. Sunkist is now the oldestttually operating citrus cooperative in
America and the largest marketing cooperative @nwtbrld’s fruit and vegetable industry (Sunkist
website).

This Pomona Valley citrus industry, while fuel@dpart by the ideal citrus climate and
ingenuity of Claremont growers, was largely supgeitty the workers in the fields and packing
houses. Workers were mostly men of Chinese and ddaxiescent, though women also
participated in smaller numbers and more oftetnéngacking houses. In the early days almost all

of the hired help in the citrus groves consiste@binese laborers. Chinese laborers also raised
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their own small vegetable gardens in Claremontherformer marshland area, which provided
fertile, loamy soil for vegetable production. Prodwas consumed for subsistence and sold to local
grove families. The Chinese laborers lived in srhalises in Claremont until about 1915 when the
allocation and expense of water made the gardensxjeensive to run (Wright 1980). Wheeler
noted, “the Chinese helped pick our fruit until ab®917, when we turned to Mexican labor”
(Wheeler 1983)

In 1913 workers were paid 30 cents an hour aneh#s@er box picked. The average worker
picked around 60 boxes a day. Workers were sutgeniany of the poor conditions experienced at
large farms and factories in the early'2@ntury, though work became more regulated oweti
including better hours and fairer wages (Clarenastory). The influx of workers led to the
formation of barrios, or small worker neighborhocai®und Claremont. Some of the barrio
residents also worked for Pomona College or coastm groups in the area. The East Batrrio,
located just east of Mills Ave., was one close camity of Mexican and Mexican-American
families. The East Barrio was relatively stablarirthe 1920s until 1973, but since then has been
largely obliterated by new development.

Until World War | these groves were mostly smalid holdings, of 10 acres and smaller.
Until the 1920s agriculture in the Pomona Vallepsisted largely of small citrus groves and
subsistence farms. Before 1920 most families adgbditrus trees and often some other crops in
their yards to provide food for their families (\yhit 1980) After World War | the citrus industry
was truly considered big business and prices af Vagre rising, leading to larger concentrations of
land and an increase of groves that were ten ac&arger.

While the pioneer efforts in water conservationev&@gnificant in allowing the growers to
initially succeed, the whole picture changed wheninglers came in during the early 1940s.

Growers were then able to easily put water direwsthgre the trees were and would water from four
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to eight hours every ten days (Wright 1980). Imgaurigation methods in combination with the
success of the industry caused it to boom and &y} 840s it had evolved into a multi-million dollar

business for the Pomona Valley.

A Brief Return to Agrarian Roots

By the 1940s, as the citrus industry and the @lare Colleges had experienced consistent
growth, the character of residential life in Clamrhhad changed, resembling less of an agrarian
community. However, like other small towns acrdsscountry, Claremont residents participated in
the Victory Garden movement during WWII (Clarembistory). Civilians planted victory gardens,
also sometimes referred to as war gardens or fagidegs for defense, at residences during WWI
and WWII to contribute to the war effort and redtice pressure on the public food supply.
Victory gardens provided a tangible and importaayor Americans on the home front to help
during the war and it is thought that the combia#drts may have provided up to 40% of the
nations food supply at the time (citation?). Thearty of these gardens were planted in front yards
and back yards at private residences, though eaglents also worked to included their
campuses. Students at Scripps College joined $reffifort and planted vegetables in a garden on the

northern part of the Scripps campus.
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Photos from “Cutting Garden” at
Scripps College notes speculate that it
was likely a victory garden, circa 1944-
1945

Claremont Colleges Digital Library
http://ccdl.libraries.claremont.edu/u?/ccp,4565




Decline of the Citrus Industry and Suburbanizationof Claremont

The peak years of the citrus industry in Clarenvoaite the mid to late 1940s. By the
beginning of the 1950s, however, the post-war hbbom, increased property taxes, and
residential encroachment offered incentives to nmemeg growers to sell their land for housing
developments (Wright 1980). The changes in landnese swift and dramatic. By the 1960s,
Claremont was considered part of the growing LogeMas Metropolitan area and it began to host a
commuter population, a shift that also brought wtiihcreased use of the automobile and a
significant increase in smog in the Valley. Citgrswers in the valley found that in addition to
higher property costs and suburban encroachmegtt l&vels of pollution made it more difficult to
raise a successful crop with increased smog redubgir yield by as much as 75 percent or more
(Wheeler 1983).

By the late 1970s agriculture had virtually disaged from the Claremont area. One of the
last groves to remain was run by an original griaweily, the Naftels, who grew lemons until the
early 1970s at which point most of the land was $ot development. In the Natural Environment
Element of the Claremont General Plan, written eyMf 1978, the City summarized its role and
goals as steward of all lands within its jurisdati “intending to take an active role in the
management of its natural resources for the beokfite greater community” (City of Claremont
1978). As part of the plan the City identified freservation of open space as a conservation goal
and a public need. Within the category of open splae city identified three types of open space:
for preservation of public resources, for the malgrotection of resources, and for outdoor
recreation. In describing land needed for the madagotection of resources the Plan states:

Land needed for the managed production of reseunctéude prime agricultural lands and

lands for mineral production. Prime agriculturaida are those lands used regularly for
extensive cultivation and are found to be moseslgt, based upon a soils analysis. Prime
agricultural lands have soils which are nearly legteep, and moderate to fine texture with

a high natural fertility... The current tax structundich places values according to the
“highest” use, encourages the conversion of prigrealtural land to residential and other

58



uses. Citrus, once a prime agricultural industrhmvalley, has all but disappeared due to

urbanization, taxation, and air quality impactse Tlaremont area has little agricultural

land now remaining (City of Claremont 1978).

This trend of farmland conversion to urban and s uses continued throughout all of

Los Angeles County in the years to follow. To coitgle matters, Claremont, like the majority of
cities in California, also happens to be locatedapnof some of the county’s (and state’s) most
productive farmland, generally in valleys and oastal plains such as the Los Angeles Basin. From
1984 to 2006, over 18,000 acres of farmland watsihdls.A. County, mostly to urban land uses

(American Farmland Trust 2007). In California, abhtwo-thirds of all land urbanized from 1990

to 2004, about 327,000 acres, was agricultural (&maderican Farmland Trust 2007).
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Chapter 5
Foodshed Analysis Through A Historical Lens

In 2009, we live and eat with the entire histofyCtaremont — as the foraging grounds of the
Gabrielino, the experimental lands of Mission Sab&l, the cattle ranch of Mexican families, the
small city propped up by a citrus industry — hogglirs up from beneath. In attempting to answer the
guestion ‘How did we get here?’ a deep and comgiery of this landscape and the people who
lived on it has been told. Each moment in time rsffasight into the ways we produce and consume
food today and guidance for other ways we mighbskdo do so.

In this final chapter | discuss the major lessepamnight take from the history narrated
above, with particular consideration for how a mamrefound understanding of that history can help
us to dismantle the present food system and ceestistainable foodshed in Claremont today. The
three chapters provide different keys to understanthe story, different lenses through which to
view the present and future. The Gabrielino carraif the most wisdom about how to eat and
produce food in a conscious and sustainable waymissionaries present us with a heavy legacy to
be unraveled and scrutinized; the American settliatscitrus ranchers reveal important advice for
preserving agricultural land and increasing smedlkes production of food in our backyards.

What is most significant and relevant about treteges when viewed together is that they
all took place on the same ground we stand on tod&yaremont, each building off the one before
it. The asphalt under our feet may be relatively bat the ground beneath it is the same one that
has been here for centuries and the soil speaksrdwords if we listen to it. In listening, we
acknowledge the debts of knowledge and interpmtatie owe to previous generations and
approach the present with relevant and distincstjores and concerns.

With a clearer past against which to gauge theéetoporary situation, | hope to articulate

options for the present food system that build ughashistorical foundation. While | generally
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advocate for a renewed foodshed - a local commum@ised food system that is abundant in organic
foods - | do not mean to reduce the food systeantihas we face to simple dichotomies of local
vs. global or organic vs. conventional. Notionstsas “benevolent local” and “hegemonic global”
are often romantic and clearly simplify many of thgger issues (Goldstein 2009). The gulf
between producers and consumers in the modernsfggtdm is surely not a neat, easily bridgeable
and the global connections that have been establisher time are deeply complex. Working to
create a sustainable foodshed requires the ackdgeseent that the global food system has forever
intertwined us with the rest of the world and oacidions, whether seemingly beneficial or not,
have far reaching consequences. Thus, all efior@aremont must involve working with other
communities in the region and the larger global mumity to create more sustainable and just
relationships around food. A large part of thigalves learning to play the role of producer and
consumer at the same time, an issue | will retorater in the chapter.

In the discourse and practice of creating sustdenfmod systems, other significant issues
have been simplified, particularly the politicsrate, class, and gender (Goldstein 2009).
Furthermore, there is no easy model that can higristo adequately address all of these issues,
as every community is unique and every eater wilepdifferent concerns, as food is a deeply
personal medium through which change can occur.

Yet if we stop and slow down, two important pointght be made about the complexity of
food system issues. Firstly, that all of these modeod dilemmas have deep historical roots. It did
not happen all of sudden that certain communitiek hdequate food, that health problems linked
to diet are widespread, or that the natural enwiremt is negatively impacted from agricultural
runoff and greenhouse gases. A specific set ofsrbaought us here. Knowing that path is essential
to knowing the present and we must know the prasecitange it. A historical lens allows us to

approach the task of recreating the food systeaifiasher light and with increased clarity.
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Secondly, that change will take a long time big tnly essential that we start somewhere
and we start now. The fact that all communitiesuanigue ultimately requires us to start small, on
the ground, and with abundant knowledge of theegpiaavhich we seek to make change. These
points and the work | have presented throughostehtire project do not make the task of food
system reform any easier, but perhaps offer soesrel options for how to begin this work we are
called to.

Ultimately, the goal is foall communities to experience greater levels of famereignty —
the ability to define their systems of food andi@gture, and increased food security — the
obtainment of a safe, culturally appropriate, iamially adequate food supply produced in a
sustainable way. For Claremont, | propose thafiteeplace to start is with increased localization
of food production as the foundation for a thriviegdshed. With this in mind, | have worked

through the past to offer forward thinking and higtally attuned options for doing so.

Native Wisdom

It is easy to romanticize the lifestyles of theb@ealino and other Native American groups,
as | admittedly may have done in parts of the Grsipter. However, in gaining insights from native
subsistence practices | have tried to take a aliind reasoned look. The Gabrielino, while thought
to have lived contentedly and with generally adégé@od supplies, still faced many hardships
during the time before European contact (McCawlEgpd shortfalls sometimes occurred and there
may have been times during the year when commaniteze overworked in foraging for
foodstuffs. Still, I principally take away valualdevice from their foodways. The overall
sustainability of their practices, exhibited byitigreservation and enhancement of the ecosystem

for both human use and intrinsic value, offers mamgless lessons.
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Nature as teacher factored significantly into@sabrielino worldview, a mindset that we are
severely in lack of today. In carefully choosingtleenent sites near various eco-zones and
sufficient water, the Gabrielino acted with resgectnature’s parameters. The diversity of food
sources available in the various eco-zones provédeidh level of food security. The Gabrielino
also deliberately modified the landscape to enh#rfoe their use, yet still maintained the overall
integrity of the ecosystem. While the Gabrielindambed the bulk of their subsistence from the
landscape they lived on, they also made sure tradood supplies from other areas in the case of
food shortfalls and to add diversity to their dietall of these choices, the Gabrielino succelsful
provided themselves with a varied and nutritiousdfeupply.

In applying this wisdom to the present with thalgaf developing a local foodshed, we
must begin by looking to nature again. We must ctoriatimately know the climate, native
vegetation, and wildlife indigenous to this are&hAugh much of Claremont is highly developed,
we are lucky to still be extremely close to wildess areas and the San Gabriel Mountains, which
have maintained much of their pristine nature. Wistnalso observe the areas we hope to modify
for food production, find as much information wenabout how they have been used, and watch
carefully how they change over time and resportbtoan intervention. In focusing on this area,
we are also compelled to be realistic about whadi$tuffs should still be obtained from elsewhere
and thus the relationships that are most critwah&intain and improve.

When the Gabirielino lived here the populationh&f Claremont area and all of Los Angeles
County was significantly smaller than it is nowillSit is important to note that at the time of 6w
American contact California was more densely paedlighan any area of equal size in North
America, north of central Mexico (Anderson et &98&). Even with a relatively large population for
the time, the Gabrielino practiced careful land me@agement to create a landscape that produced

enough food for subsistence. In the present, wepaditipate in the same type of land use
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management by preserving agricultural land surroygn@laremont or converting previously
developed land back to land suitable for food pobidun.

Many of the native wild edibles that the Gabrielgubsisted on can still be found in the
Claremont area today, especially farther up infola¢hills. In a recent presentation given at Pomona
College by Jan Timbrook, ethnobotanist and histoofathe native Chumash group, she spoke of
this availability present to us today. Timbrook reded us that while some of these native edible
species can still be found, their populations agricantly reduced from the time the Gabrielino
lived here and leaving them in their natural steather than consuming them, is critical for
maintaining species populations and conservatidnaafiversity (for more on native ethnobotany
see Timbrook 2007). While Timbrook makes an impar{aint, there are still lots of options for
consumption of and education from wild edible specA host of wild edibles that are not native to
the area, usually plants that we know as weedsy ground Claremont (even right in our
backyards and sidewalk cracks!) and be consumedsitficient research. This information is
available in a variety of wild edible guides (Nyesgothers | will list). In planning for local food
production, coming to know and observe the natdible species also allows us to gain a better
understanding of the types of native edible plgndésv best in local conditions.

A final significant feature of the Gabrielino sigisnce strategy was that every member of
the community participated in the foodways in sananner by helping to hunt, gather, fish, create
ideal environments for desired foods (by burnirgldnd, scattering seed, or through other
modifications), or prepare foods. This communatipigsation in which everyone played a vital role
in creating a secure food supply is essentialdocaessful foodshed at any time in history. Today,
it is especially clear that a local foodshed wadnigblve all community members taking a more

active role in the food system, beyond that of comsrs - the most common role we all play today.
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In creating a community of active agents, “the picitbn and consumption of food could be the

basis for the reinvigoration of familial, communignd civic culture” (Kloppenburg et al996)

The Legacy of Colonial California

The story of the Spanish and Mexican periods ilf@aia during the 18 and 14 centuries
helps us most to understand the larger structuréslecisions that have determined many
components of our food system today — from the wayise land to the specific foods we eat.
Although today our methods of food production aadsumption differ in many ways from this
time, it remains the basic foundation for the modeod system. In implementing large-scale
intensive agriculture and cattle ranching, theveasiubsistence patterns and lifeways of the
Gabrielino were ultimately rendered impossiblertstg upon a path of domination that our food
system has since followed. In combination withelelogical change and diversity loss that this
system brought, particularly the rapid eliminatafrsignificant numbers of native plants, we see
that the foundations of our modern food systenr@oéed in a destructive past.

With recognition that our food system is failiraglly, articulating the history of the large-
scale, industrial components of that system asulgste throughout time helps us to pose strong
arguments against them. Namely, that they haveistently created unjust and unsustainable
conditions for humanity and the natural world. Wetimturies of history to support our claims
against the modern food system, and this partidutee period as a clear and important example of
its harmful nature, we can return to the alterreafood movement with a more profound and

focused argument and vision.
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The American Period

From 1887, when the railroad first ran though &aont, until the middle of the 20
century the landscape of the Pomona Valley wasezhalmost entirely by food production. From
the backyard farms of pioneer settler to the extenstrus groves that blanketed the alluvial plain
coming off the San Gabriel Mountains, the landscage certainly edible. It was also highly
profitable during that time and after growers elss@led a cooperative marketing structure they
were able to make substantial returns on theiofisiee land.

The pioneer settlers of Claremont, primarily fagaind students associated with Pomona
College, subsisted off the land in a way thatilsgdssible for us to do today. Many of the houses
that were built at this time still stand today. Tlgh renovated and surrounded by more of the built
environment, the chicken coops and small gardets plicthe early settlers offer a model for using
the land around houses in Claremont today. Whikag initially difficult for these settlers to olnta
foodstuffs if they did not produce them, they alsok pride in achieving high levels of self-
sufficiency, an attitude we would be prudent to@do some form today.

The large-scale agricultural development that beagaund the same time — grapes, olives,
peaches, and finally citrus — offers many less@well. The citrus industry brought about
significant innovations in social organization aratural resource conservation, two significant
issues we grapple with today in addition to foostegn dilemmas. The Southern California Fruit
Exchange, now Sunkist, created a community of greaad proved extremely successful in
providing higher profits to growers and higher dydruit to consumers. The growth of the citrus
industry also led to the development of a uniqueianovative system of water conservation that is
still in use today. These examples show some ofapacities of local food production to promote

community values and encourage environmental stiskigy. As in the case of water conservation
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in Claremont, engaging with the natural world thgiodood production can allow individuals to
think more critically about natural resource andsmyvation.

Large-scale food production around Claremont iasmated by the 1970s largely because
of changes in the tax structure and zoning law&imgethe land much more profitable and desirable
for suburban development. As we see farmland dsicrgall over the nation, we look to this
example to realize that when placed in an economaidel, food production will usually lose to
housing. Without any protection of agriculturaldain the 1950s and years after, the citrus groves
of Claremont rapidly disappeared, altering us ®ithportance of establishing such restrictions. If
we strive towards the creation of a local foodslaesignificant step will involve setting land aside

for agricultural use and protecting it from devetwmt.

A Food System Redesigned:
Preserving Historical Roots, Sowing New Seeds

Collectively, these three stories offer us histairbacking for arguments against the present
food system and guidance for creating a more swtég alternative. The history also reveals a
pattern ofagency where local people consistently made radicalsameeping changes in the way
they ate and produced (or did not produce) foodil&\thany of these changes had negative
consequences for certain peoples and the enviranaarticularly during the colonial era — the
actions should offer hope for the capacity we haday to make change. We must once again take

agency in our foodways to begin to heal our comtesyand environment.

In 2009, in the State of California, the averagasize is 313 acres and there are a total of

81,033 farms covering the state. Los Angeles Cquh&/most populous county in the state and
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country, is host to 1,734 of those farms, of witlod average size is only 63 acres. A majority of
those farms, over 1,100 of them, are between odenigue acres. The top agricultural items
produced in the county are vegetables (especiattpts and onions), forage crops (hay and grass
feed for livestock), and nursery stock. The couatsp produces grains, dry beans, fruits, tree nuts
and berries, and farmers raise chickens for meheggs, cattle for beef and dairy products, as well
as pigs, sheep, goats, and other animals (USDA)200is diversity is testament to the productive
capabilities of the county. The existence of pritgamall, family farms offers great hope for the
creation of a local foodshed.

In Claremont, a City in the southeast corner ef@ounty, there is little actual food
production occurring today but many local effodssork towards increasing this effort. A
combination of efforts have emerged to create elpairk of home, school, and community
gardens as well as a number of options for purolgdscal and non-local sustainably produced
food.

The Claremont Forum, a community non-profit orgation, has been at the center of many
of the efforts to make local foods available forghase. Their mission, to promote individual and
social well-being through education, the arts, @etiness programs, rightly includes food work
(The Claremont Forum 2009). The Forum supportsral®y Farmer’s Market, which supplies
fruits and vegetables, many of which are orgamamfover a dozen local farmers. Local artisans
also sell handmade soaps, crafts, and clothinfgeatnarket. Recently, the forum also began hosting
a Wednesday Night Green Market, which offers fréstal organic produce, artisan crafts, and
green living information. The Green Market has asterged as a networking space where
individuals in the community who are engaged intanability and food justice efforts gather

together.
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Many supermarkets in Claremont are also begintargjfer more locally produced and
organic options. In particular, a natural food stoalled EcoTerra recently opened in Claremont
and offers a variety of local and organic produce ether organic foods (EcoTerra 2009). The
store also supplies holistic medicine and enviramiadéy sound household items.

The Claremont Colleges have played a large rotkereffort to increase local food
production. In addition to the Organic Farm at Poam@ollege, Scripps College and Pitzer College
also host student-run organic gardens. Pitzer haslditional community garden that is open for
community members to take ownership of plots eaas@n. In total, the three spaces provide close
to four acres of food production within Claremdmcated on the campuses of three top colleges,
these gardens also provide an important and nesmiaxd for agriculture and food education in the
community. The Colleges have recently begun taiohelmore academic classes relating to
sustainable food production, particularly the Faamd Gardens class within the Environmental
Analysis department at Pomona, offered every syg@argester.

The final front of food activism in Claremont ha@me from community members, many of
whom are associated with a group called Food Nuinisa

Claremont Food Not Lawns is a local communityamization dedicated to replacing our

lawns with edible gardens in the name of sustalitvalind self-sufficiency. We hold
monthly meetings, which are both social and edanati Each meeting is a potluck dinner
and a workshop/presentation on gardening relafgdsoWe believe growing our own food
greatly improves our health, reduces our carbotpfod, creates community, and saves
money. We invite you to join us in this beautiftiuggle. — Group Mission Statement
(Claremont Food Not Lawns 2009)

Collectively, the group takes on a few lawns eselison and tears them out, replacing them
with edible food crops. The residents of each harnese lawn is removed then tend the garden
organically and consume the produce. The actisigigficant for these families, particularly by

increasing the sustainability of their food supipjyusing organic methods and eliminating transport

as well as reducing food costs. The action of la@moval also makes a loud and important

69



statement in a neighborhood that otherwise pripaolers its front yards with grass, a water
hungry plant that is certainly not edible or appraig for our climate. In seeing food gardens
instead of lawns, people can begin to visualizeva and more sustainable aesthetic and landscape
for their homes. The front yard becomes a spactta production, sustainable concepts made
tangible, community engagement, and a bold stateatut the impact we can each have on the

environment.

QuickTime™ and a
TIFF (LZW) decompressor
are needed to see this picture.

Before and after shots of a lawn
removal (completed in one day by
Food Not Lawns members)

(Claremont Food Not Lawns 2009)

QuickTime™ and a
TIFF (LZW) decompressor
are needed to see this picture.
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QuickTime™ and a
TIFF (LZW) decompressor
are needed to see this picture.

Food Not Lawns members working on the garden afteremoving the lawn.
(Claremont Food Not Lawns 2009)

By creating a very visible message, the groupbeas particularly successful in sparking an
active dialogue about local food production in €rapnt. The group has been meeting for about a
year now and the founding members - a couple taat lived in Claremont for many years and put
amazing amounts of effort into the group - havensggewth in community interest and support
during that time. The regular workshops also allmmmunity members who cannot or do not wish
to plant gardens at their homes to learn abouiraptement related projects such as home
composting, seed saving or a raw food diet. Onaignsd, 2009, an International Seed Swap Day
of Action, the group hosted a seed swap in Clarémwith a huge turnout of community members.
Those who came were able to exchange seeds @inusity take seeds at no cost, returning to the
way in which seed has traditionally been acquingfBlbmers and gardeners, rather than purchasing
it through seed companies.

Recently, members of the group have also startexjdcultural landscaping firm called

‘Farmscape Gardens’. The firm tends raised-bednicgaops in the yards of homeowners who
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wish to grow local, organic vegetables on theimpgrty but may not have the time or ability to care
for a garden. The homeowners receive the harvelsaldof the other benefits of the garden
(increased sustainability, reduced food costsplaytFarmscape Gardens to have the work done.
Since many Claremont residents already pay lanéssap maintain their property they may not
have to pay any additional costs to switch comaarel put in an edible landscape. They may
even reduce their overall costs given the money Wik save from reduced food costs. The group
states:
[We envision] delicious vegetables grown usingamic methods right in your

backyard, picked when ripe and eaten while bursiiitly flavor. We strive to yield

only healthy and delicious vegetables, to elimimagay of the environmental costs

now standard in industrial agriculture, and to mgf@ving and eating food into

community activities rather than disinterestedai$uof consumption (Farmscape
Gardens 2009, seevw.farmscapegardens.com

In addition to the home gardens popping up alf @&laremont, with and without the help of
the Food Not Lawns group and Farmscape Gardenalsedind ourselves in a City plentiful with
fruit trees. A large percentage of residences loasege or lemon trees. There are also many public
fruit trees on Claremont streets and the collegepteses have a great number of fruit trees, the

harvest of which is free and most likely organiecronimally treated.

The work towards an alternative food system alygadsent in Claremont is exciting and
offers a lot of hope for the future. Returninghe foodshed concept, | advocate for improvement
using the framework of a suburban foodshed andgaidocus on the roles we might play as
producers rather than just consumers. If commun#ynbers work together, each envisioning
themselves playing some role in creating a sudtérend secure food supply for Claremont, the
possibilities are endless. Given that most resideaready have small plots of land and available

water, food production could increase significanBysinesses such as Farmscape Gardens offer

72



the potential for food production even if the lanth@r does not have the time or ability to grow the

food themself.

Contemporary Advice
To work towards establishing a contemporary foedshvith the primary goal of increased
local food production, I identify two main areasaation. Though | only give brief outlines for

achieving each, they will hopefully encourage fartthought and investigation.

1. Increase food production within the City of Claremant: at private residences, public
spaces, and schools.

Cities such as Claremont offer great opportunitieshe creation of a suburban foodshed.
Owen Dell, a landscape architect from Santa Barlzahafornia, has promoted this concept
advocated for a suburban foodshed in his own neidgifdod, suggesting that “we have a wonderful
opportunity to bring food production back homegritly, by cooperating with our own neighbors
to grown our own food on our own land” (Dell 200Bgll offers the idea that each household could
concentrate on growing one or two different cr@pkgess intimidating thought than trying to grow
all of the crops that you would want to includeyour diet, and at harvest time all of the crops
would be shared by all neighbors participating. Thty of Claremont, in the new Sustainable City
Plan, has actually suggested a similar model veisipect to fruit trees, where neighbors would
participate in a “fruit exchange”, allowing themttade the extra harvest from their trees for other
fruit from neighbor’s trees (City of Claremont 2Q@®ustainable City Plan).

This is just one option for increased communityamization and networking around local
food production. The Food Not Lawns group has fedusn group work and educational

workshops, which is another great way to encounadjgiduals to grow their own food. Another
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useful tool might be increased communication ambhgsie gardeners in Claremont and with the
student gardeners at the Colleges through somefsfartum in order to share gardening tips,
community goals, and the local harvest. While onen@unity Garden exists in Claremont,
adjacent to the Pitzer College Garden, an increasemmunity garden space would be extremely
beneficial to this process, allowing community menstto garden next to another, providing
garden space for those who do not have any, aablls$ting the precedent that the City deems
local agriculture a valuable use of public land.i/khere is not a great amount of vacant land in
Claremont, there are a few dispersed parcels thdtl e considered for community garden space.
The key in all of these strategies, and a foundaticoncept in creating a local foodshed, is

working together as a community and providing comityusupport to individuals.

2. Protect and increase the agricultural land around @aremont through farmland
protection programs.

Given the fact that Claremont and much of threcgunding area is largely developed,
achieving a sustainable foodshed will mean pratgdtie agricultural land that already exists
around us. This means that the 1,734 farms alrigadgs Angeles Country, as well as farms in
nearby counties, should be immediately protectechfdevelopment. The most effective way for
doing this is through some form of farmland pratatiprogram.

One effective and feasible type of farmland @ctibn is creating agricultural protection
zoning. This refers to county and municipal zorendinances that support and protect farming by
stabilizing the agricultural land base (Fact ShdetLalifornia this is possible through the
California Land Conservation Act, also known asWi#iamson Act, which creates farmland
security zones. Legislature passed the WilliamsoniA1965 to preserve agricultural and open

space lands by discouraging premature and unnegessaversion to urban uses. The Act creates
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an arrangement whereby private landowners contriictcounties and cities to voluntarily restrict
their land to agricultural and compatible open-gpases. In return, restricted parcels are assessed
for property tax purposes at a rate consistent thighr actual use, rather then potential market
value. The Williamson Act is estimated to save@agdtural landowners from 20 percent to 75
percent in property tax liability each year (Calif@ Department of Conservation 2009).

There are many other options for farmland ptatechat have been successful throughout
the country. Plans that successfully protect agitical land generally include land use policies and
programs in combination with economic developmeats. Land use policies and programs might
include purchase of development rights, transfetevelopment rights, agricultural districts,
zoning, cluster zoning, right-to-farm and tax relEeconomic development tolls include
agritourism, direct marketing, branding of locatiagltural products, value-added processing and
product diversification (American Farmland Trus02 For more information on all of these
options see the Farmland Information Center welfaien.farmlandinfo.org), which is a

clearinghouse for information about farmland protecand stewardship

Other Places to Begin/ Suggestions for Future Reseh
With creativity, there are infinite ways to make tcurrent food system more transparent

and sustainable. | took the path of a historicalysis in order to provide local solutions and
options for the creation of a contemporary foodshBdlow | list a number of other project ideas
that came to me while working on this research.ofthese represent some type of foodshed
analysis:

- Create community maps of public fruit trees, horaglgns, and community gardens

- Create a database of local wild edible plants, whefind them, and how to use them

- Create a community database of gardeners
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- Survey nearby vacant lands that could be usedfad production

- Determine how much agricultural land is located ahét crops are grown within a certain
radius of Claremont — Within 50 miles? Within 100as?

- Research farmland conservation programs that woellgppropriate for this area

- Conduct community interviews about food-relatedaawns and hopes or ideas for the
future

- Analyze other community foodshed reports for idg#stions)

These are just a few options in a long list ofsimsties. Ultimately, the best way to begin

is with your hands in the soil. The best ideas lig@anerge in those moments.
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