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Research Priorities

e Consumer valuation and behavior
— Strategic pricing and market access
« Economic and environmental benefits from
local and reinvented food systems
— New Ecosystem agency
— Rural development and Be Local efforts

» Effective business strategies and target
markets for values-based supply chains



Complementary Efforts

* Relationship between local and organic or
other food certification programs

 The role of direct markets and market
access In local food system development

* Food safety and nutritional aspects of
more localized production/consumption

e Building farmers, entrepreneurship and
vocational training for producers



Research Programs
New or Recently Focused

NRI/AFRI
— Economic Viability of Small & Mid-sized Farms
— Markets and Trade, Rural Development

Community Food Projects

Value Added Producer Grants
Farmers Market Promotion Program
Federal State Marketing Improvement
SARE and WCRME regional grants







Funding of this research project by USDA/CSREES NRI grants #2005-
55618-15634 and 2008-35400-18693 are gratefully acknowledged.
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“You may not feel any healthier right away,
but you'll definitely feel more smug.”










Fresh Produce Direct from Producer

Share of Premium attributable to:

Minimizing Economic
food support for
miles/energy agriculture and
dependency the community
21% 30%

Relationship
with land and
environmental
benefits from
local farms
22%

Relationships
with perceived
produce quality
and safety

27%



Fresh Produce production practices
Share of Premium attributable to:

Relationship
with perceived
nutritional
et o benefits
local farmers 2%
36%
Support
Qrgilitnlc | Relationship
agrlc(:ju ure’s with perceived
pro u_ctlon food safety
practices benefits
16%

22%



Why Buy Local?
Share of Local Price Premium Attributed to Motivations to Buy Direct
Mupto10% M 10-24% W 25-49% M 50-100%

Minimizing food miles/Energy dependency

Relationship of Land/Environmental Benefits from
Farms

Perceived safety and quality

Support ag and local economy

Support for ag and local economy seems most importa nt.
Food miles does not seem to be driving locavores.
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Produced in my state. -__--

. . ]
Produced in United States. B Consider
. Local
Produced in Canada. B Consider
Produced in Mexico. Regional
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Farmers Food Co-

Markets, 8.7%_  ©Ps, 0.5%

Convenience
Stores, 0.3%

Direct, 2.3%

Specialty
Stores, 1.7%

Health /
Natural
Foods, 4.1%

Supermarket,
82.5%



Specialty

Direct from
Food Supermarket
Producers & 907 14.3%
8.9% i =70

Food Coops
2.6%
Health/Natur
al Food Store
20.6%
Farmers nv/Corner
Market Store
37.1% 11.3%



Sample Choice Set

Apple 1 Apple 2
$2.69/1b $3.49/1b
Product of Chile Locallgrown

>l

| will buy this apple. | will buy thiapple. Neither
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Certified Certified Carbon Locally

Organic  Fair Trade Footprint Grown Tulgerist
Gala Apples  Mean 0.14 0.17 -2.85 0.16 -0.67
Median 0.07 0.19 -3.04 0.14 -0.63
St. Dev. 0.40 0.18 1.82 0.25 0.72
Maximum 1.52 0.60 2.25 0.85 0.72
Minimum -1.13 -0.26 -8.95 -0.46 -2.27
N 527 527 527 527 527
Red Round  Mean 0.29 0.13 -0.37 0.17 -0.56
Tomatoes  Median 0.28 0.14 -0.33 0.15 -0.55
St. Dev. 0.29 0.21 0.34 0.37 0.44
Maximum 1.21 0.68 0.40 1.19 0.51
Minimum -0.66 -0.35 -1.42 -0.84 -2.01

N 554 554 554 554 554







Changes in Perceptions of Food
System Partners after 2008 Food
Safety Events
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Summary Statistics for the 2006
S ua[IM.Qlymary Statistics for the Demographic Vaables (n = 1549

Variable Name Description (Coding) Mean Standard Deviation
Age In years 51.07 14.70
Gender 1 if female, O if male 0.74 0.44
Weekly Grocery 1 =< $50, 2.36 1.01

Expenditures 2 = $50 - $99
3 =$100 - $149
4 = $150 - $199
5 =%$200 - $299
6 = $300 or more

Market Size 1 = Under 100,000 3.03 1.08
(persons) 2 = 100,000 - 499,999

3 =500,000 - 1,999,999

4 = 2,000,000 and over

Household 1 = < Under $30,000 2.49 1.17
Income 2 = $30,000 - $49,999

3 =$50,000 - $74,999

4 = $75,000 and Over

Race 1 if Caucasian, O if otherwise 0.90 0.30
Spanish Origin 1 if Spanish Origin, 0 if otherwise 08. 0.16
Household Size  Actual number in household, range 7 members 2.41 1.34
Life Stage 1 if single, no children, 0 otherwise 0.26 0.44

1 if couple, no children, 0 otherwise 0.40 0.49

1 if couple, at least one child in househ 0.32 0.47
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Current
Label Name Status
Certified Organic Exists
What does it mean?
International
Certified Fair Trade EX'StS.
: Domestic
What does it mean?
Under

consideration

Carbon Footprint

Carbon emission level (grams of carbon
emissions per pound of product)

Larger number meansmore damages$o
the environment

Under
consideration

What does it mean?




