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KNOW YOUR FOOD

A Launched September 2009
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viable local and regional food systems atichulate new
economic opportunities
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force with representatives from every USDA agendych
meets every 2veeks.Designed to:
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KYF2 Regional Food Hub Subcommittee

A The Food Hub Subcommittee includes representation from
the following agencies:

- Agricultural Marketing Servickead agency
- Rural Development

- Food and Nutrition Service

- National Institute of Food and Agriculture
- Economic Research Service

- Agricultural Research Service

A Coordinating efforts with other Federal agencies

A Establishment of Food Hub Tactical Team to accomplish the
work plan tasks



KYF2 Food Hub Subcommittee

TWO MAJOR DELIVERABLES BY SEPTEMBER 2011

1) Create Regional Food Hubs Resource Guide
A An inventory and profile of existing food hubs

A A synthesis of lessons learned, challenges, opportunities, emerging
best practices for the development of food hubs

A ldentification of existing and potential resources (i.e., grants, loans,
technical assistance) that can be used to support food hub
development

2) Develop a prioritized list of existing USDA funding streams
that could be used to target regional food hub
development.



Regional Food Hub Definitions

Definitions vary from narrow market efficiency functions to
those related to visions of building a more sustainable food

system

Working Definition*

A centrally located facility with a business management
structure facilitating the aggregation, storage, processing,
distribution, and/or marketing of locally/regionally produced

food products.

*USDA is working with its partners to refine this definition. This is NOT an official USDA definitiot



Core Components of Food Hub

1) Agdregation/DistributionWholesale

A Drop off point for multiple farmers and a pick up point for distribution firms
and customers that want to busourceidentified local and regional food

2) Active Coordination

A Hub business management team tlaatively coordinates supply chain
logistics, including seeking market for producers, and coordinating efforts
with distributors, processors, and buyers

3) Permanent Facilities

A Provide the space and equipment for food to be stored, lightly processed,A )
LI O1 SR LI fttSGAI SR YR Ll2aarofte SO

Other Possible ServiceBtovide wholesale and retail vending space, offer
space for health and social service programs, community kitchens, community
meetings, etc.



o/ Food Hub Benefits

Regional Food Hubs provide an integrated approach
with many potential benefits, including:

A Expanded market opportunities for agricultural
producers

A Job creation in rural and urban areas

A Increased access of fresh healthy foods for
consumers, with strong potentials to reach
underserved areas and food deserts



A Non-profit driven models:Alba Organics (CA), Intervale Center (VT),

Growers Collaborative (CA), Red Tomato (MA), Appalachian Sustainable
5S@St 2LIYSYyd o0x! 00X

A Producer/Entrepreneur driven modelssrasshopper (KY), Good

Natured Family Farms (KS), Tuscarora Organic Growers (PA), New North Florida
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Adal &0 NRA R émoded(vhblesale/retail markets)central
New York Regional Markéuthority (NY, Eastern Market (Ml), Hunts Point
Wholesale Farmers Market (NY&anta Monica Farmers Markéat/ ! 0 X
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The Regional Food Hub Collaboration

Partners include:

A Wallace Center atvinrockinternational,co-lead

A USDA Agricultural Marketing Service;ead

A National Good Food Network

A National Association of Produce Market Managers
A Project for Public Spaces
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The Regional Food Hub Collaboration
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First phase of collaboration:
A Identify existing food hubs
A Develop a greater understanding of the scope and

scale of food hub operations, and their challenges and
opportunities for growth, by:

U Carrying out focus groups with industry stakeholder groups

U0/ 2y RdzOUOAY 3T |y 2ytAYyS &adz2NWSeée ¢
markets, and

U Carrying out phone interviews with a survey ssample of
food hubs and public markets.



Findings: NAPMM Philadelphia Meeting I

Z Nov. 3, 201@

A Members of the Food Hub Collaboration teaonducted a
stakeholder focus group with approximately 30 membes$
the National Association of Produce Market Managers
(NAPMM) on November 3, 2010

A Obijective:Tounderstand what food hulelated activities
these markets are currently engaged in and the
opportunities and challenges they see for operating as food

hubs.



Findings: NAPMM Philadelphia Meeting I

Z Nov. 3, 201@

Markets are involved in a wide range of activities, including:
A Finding new markets for producers
A Product processing/storage
A Community services
A Education programs
A Quality control
A Marketing/certification andmore

Services are implemented by:
A Market Managers
A Tenants farmers, wholesalers, and vakadded producers

A Market Partners social service agencies, nprofit organizations,
government agencies, health care groups, and community groups




Findings: NAPMM Philadelphia Meeting I

Z Nov. 3, 201@

Several opportunities and related challenges/needs were identified
when discussing wholesale markets emerging role in foodrel#ted
activities.

The most prominent opportunities included:
0! AT AT S GLIzE AO0E YIENJSGA F2N Ay
regional and local food products
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players in creating more robust regional food systems
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neighborhoods of need



Findings: NAPMM Philadelphia Meeting I

Z Nov. 3, 201@

Opportunity
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regional and locdbod products

Challenges
A Insufficientinfrastructure

A Skepticism that buyers will not want to pay a higher price for local or
regionalproduct

A Concern among producers that wholesale markets have a reputation
for not providing a faiprice

A Concern that wholesale markets would be unable to offer a sufficient
yearround supply of regional and local offerings due to seasonality
constraints

A Lack of access of small farmers to aggregation and distribution
channels



Findings: NAPMM Philadelphia Meeting I

Z Nov. 3, 201@

Opportunity
0! AT AT S GLIHzE AO0E YIFENJSGTa F2N AY
regional and locdbod products

Needs

A Closed loading docks, additional storage space, and temperature
control systems

A Space and equipment for processing, packing, and packpopdgct

A Consumer data showing willingness of consumers to pay a premium
for local/regionalproduct

A Producer and market manager education and training on season
extensiontechniques

A Education and support for producers to meet wholesalers packaging
requirements and the demands bfiyers



2/ Findings: NAPMM Philadelphia Meeting I
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Opportunity
0! AT AT S GLIHzE AO0E YIFENJSGTa F2N AY
regional andocal food products

Needs continued
A GAP certification assistance for producers to meet this growing
requirement

A Subaggregation points for farmers to better access the aggregation
points and distributiorchannels



| Findings: NAPMM Philadelphia Meeting I
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Opportunity

U Raise visibility of and rehabilitate the imagiet LJdzo f A O é&skey I N.
playersin creatingmore robust regional foodystems

Challenges
A Lack of awareness among consumers and producers of the value
markets can play in linking local producers to market opportunities

A Markets do not have the branding, marketing, or tracking systems in
place to market or quantify locally/regionally identifiedoduct



Findings: NAPMM Philadelphia Meeting I

Z Nov. 3, 201@

Opportunity

U Raise visibility of and rehabilitate the imagiet LJdzo f A O é&skey I N.
playersin creatingmore robust regional foogystems

Needs

A Sociabnd economic impact assessments of markets to attract
financialsupport

A Improved communications and messaging across the supply chain
about what wholesale markets have aéfer

A Systems to market, track, and verify lopabduct
A Training for tenants for better marketing pfoduct

A ]Icncaeased product offerings such as fresh cut produce and packaged
oods



Findings: NAPMM Philadelphia Meeting
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Opportunity
0! AT AT S aLWzot AO¢é YINJSGa a || ¢
neighborhoods oheed

Challenges
A Lack ofunding

A Creating infrastructure that is appropriate for theighborhood

A Concern over higher price of local product and how to price in
disadvantagemarkets



Findings: NAPMM Philadelphia Meeting I
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Opportunity
0! AT AT S aLWzot AO¢é YINJSGa a || ¢
neighborhoods of need

Needs
A A retail component for marketshat are currently strictliywholesale

A Providing a mobile market component to reach areas with low access
as an alternative to creating additional stationamfrastructure

A Stakeholder involvement including government and neighborhood
support

A Delivery and distribution systems so that producers can reach
wholesale, food service and retail store markets in areas of low access



Food Hub Survey

A Online survey was sent to 72 food
Kdzoa |yR oc & LJzc
January 2011. |

A Surveys completed by Feb. 7 wer(
Included in analysis. :

A 45 food hubs completed the surv
(63% response rate).

AHp G LIzt A O¢ Yl
survey (69% response rate).

* Thispresentation of preliminary findings subject to revision as further analysic@mnpleted



Gt dzof A O¢é al NJ|
A Online survey was sentto 36 | &
GLidzot AOE Y NJ S

A Surveys completed by Feb. 7
were included in analysis.
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the survey (69% response rate).

* Thispresentation of preliminary findings subject to revision as further analysic@npleted
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Survey
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(Outdoor) (5) 20%

(8) 32% /

Wholesale
/Retall
(7) 28%

(5) 20%




91+yrs
(7)28%

51-90 yrs
~ (5) 2000

"12-29yrs
(0)0%



2 Maturity by Market Type I

Wholesale Retall Retall
Wholesale / Retall /[Indoor /Outdoor Total

<5
6-11 yrs

30-50 yrs

51-90 yrs

>01




2 Legal Status I

Partnership

C—Cor -

(1)4%

City/State Non-profit

Agency (14) 5640
(8) 320



Legal Status by Market Type I

Wholesale Retall Retall
Wholesale / Retall / Indoor / Outdoor Total

Non-Profit

Partnership




77, Legal Status by Market Maturity I

6-11yrs 3050yrs 51-90 yrs >01

12% 24% 4% 0% 16% 56

0% 0% 8% 12% 12% 32%

0% 0% 0% 4% 0% 4%

Partners 0% 0% 4% 4% 0% 8%
Total 12% 24% 16% 20% 28Y% 100%

A The government agencies are running these more mature markets

A Nonprofits have long lasting presence and are the preferred legal
status of emerging markets

A The period that enterprise and partnerships emerged mark
changing economic trends of the U.S. food systems from public to
private ownership
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Producers Services & Activities

M Managers i Tenants wui Partners
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Environmental Services I

M Managers i Tenants LI Partners
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Market Income

TENANT RENTS OTHER INCOME

A Flat fee A Merchandise
A Percent sales A Parking
A Gate Fees

A Special Events

A Service Fees (e.g.
packaging)



o Market Size* I

Wholesale Wholesale Retall Retall
/ Retall /Indoor / Outdoor

92-300 60- 150 29-175

Tenants 15-35
(ex. crafts)

Indoor 175,000 3,800- 10,000-
(sq 1) 500,000 200,000 78,000

Outdoor

(# stalls) 83-400 4 - 80

A Retail/Outdoor: Space sometimes described using city blocks
as unit.

*Variableresponses, rough approximation



=17 Vendor Income I

Wholesale Wholesale Retall Retall
/ Retall /Indoor /Outdoor

Unknown

Estimated
Known

A Strategies:
U Annual application
U At market: weekly or monthly
U Wholesale: report packages sold, calculate market price
U Estimate: Customer & vendor surveys

A Range$185,000¢ $100,000,000



Funding by Legal Status

Tenant Local State Federa Org. Ind.
Rents Grants D2 2D 2 € D 2 @DonationsDonations Other

Non-Profit /9% 36% 43% 36% 57%

100% 25% 25% 38% 0% 0% 13% 25%

100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 50%

100% 52% 28% 36% 20% 32% 36% 28%




Wholesale Wholesale/Retail Retall




