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Preface
It is a pleasure to present you with this report of the 2010 Science, Engineering &
Technology (SET) Services Program. The report is designed to provide the Delaware
General Assembly and the citizens of the State with an overview of the efficiency and
environmental benefits associated local food systems.
The Center for Energy and Environmental Policy received valuable assistance in preparing
this report from many individuals from various state and local governments, as well as nonprofit organizations. In the acknowledgements section of this report, we have provided a
complete listing. We would like to express our special appreciation to all those who
contributed their knowledge and expertise to this project.
We hope that this report will be useful to you in your discussions and deliberations relating
to both water and energy policies in the State of Delaware.

Dr. John Byrne
Director and
Distinguished Professor of
Energy and Climate Policy
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Growing Interest in Local Food Systems
The U.S. food system is a substantial sector in the U.S. economy, and one that is essential for the
health and well being of its citizens. Recently, issues of food security and safety as well as a
variety of health and economic concerns have turned public attention to the development of
alternative food production and distribution systems. An expanding international agricultural
market, developments in transportation and agricultural technologies, and innovations in food
processing and retail have all contributed to the development of a modern global agriculture and
food system. Today, food products, even highly perishable ones such as fruits and vegetables,
can be distributed to consumer markets across great geographical distances from their original
points of production. This has contributed to significant growth of the agricultural sector as a
whole, but especially in the area of food processing and retailing. Global food retail sales are
approximately $4 trillion annually. In 2008, the U.S. processed food industry exported food
products valuing a total of $48 billion (U.S. Department of Agriculture [USDA], 2009).
As the U.S. food and agriculture system has expanded internationally, there have been
corresponding changes for both the structure and size of U.S. farms. According to the USDA,
there was a significant drop in the number of farms between 1935 and 1974, with some
stabilization since then. At the same time, farm acreage on a per farm basis increased
substantially. Overall, total farmland remained relatively stable throughout the last century.
This trend has implications for food production families and communities. In the U.S., the
number of farming-dependent counties dramatically decreased over the last 50 years, and even
where rural population losses stabilized, new “rural residents tend to be metro-area commuters
and retirees” (Archer et al., 2008, p. 273). Moreover, the average age of farm operators has been
steadily increasing to about 55.3 in 2002 and approximately 26 percent are over the age of 65
(Archer, et al., 2008, p. 273). These trends point to a general consolidation and specialization of
farm operations — fewer farms are producing fewer commodities while increasing overall
production. This consolidation and specialization of farm operations has also resulted in
changing demographic characteristics of farmers and shifts in rural community composition.
The shift to processed foods has had a profound effect on American eating habits. Dairy
products have decreased as a share of the American diet. More and more, people are eating
outside the home. In 2001, away-from-home meals and snacks were nearly half of total food
consumption (47 percent), up from 40 percent in 1981. According to the USDA, we are
consuming approximately 500 more calories per day than our American counterparts in the
recent past. The average daily caloric intake has increased about 25 percent between 1970 and
2000: 9.5 percent from grains (mainly refined grain products); 9.0 percent from fats and oils: 4.7
percent from added sugars, and 1.5 from fruits and vegetables (USDA, Economic Research
Service [ERS], 2010).
Other issues related to food systems are those of food security and safety. In 2009, 16 percent of
households in the U.S. were food insecure at least some time during the year. The USDA
estimates that improved diets could prevent $48 billion (in 1995 dollars) in medical costs and
lost productivity resulting from disability, and $28 billion in the value of premature deaths
1

(Nord, 2009). In addition, there are issues of food safety due to the rising number of food recalls
and holds. It is in this context — globalizing food and agriculture markets, rural community
transitions, food safety, and food security — that local foods initiatives have emerged. New
“agrifood” initiatives (AFIs) are efforts to create alternative food systems that promote greater
environmental sustainability, increased economic viability at all stages of food production, and
more equitable distribution of healthy foods. The concept and practice of implementing AFIs
has gained popularity over the last several decades. The trends toward global food markets and
increased centralization of food production and retailing have resulted in what many see as a
decreased personal and community connection with food. Thus, local food systems are part of a
larger societal trend that encompasses a variety of efforts to create alternative agricultural
systems.
Research Summary
This report provides a review and assessment of local food systems and their applicability to the
State of Delaware. A summary of local foods research is presented in this report along three
general categories: energy and environment; economics; and health and equity. Agriculture and
food systems are both dependent upon, and have direct impacts on, environmental quality.
Among the most prominent environmental issues are those of biodiversity, water sustainability,
soil sustainability, and climate change (Duram and Oberholtzer, 2010, p. 100). Research on the
potential for local foods systems to provide environmental benefits have yielded some important
results. Research on public health matters has also investigated and monitored the social and
health impacts of food systems. Because the agriculture sector utilizes a range of inputs
including fertilizers, pesticides, antibiotics for livestock, and genetically modified organisms
(American Public Health Association [APHA], 2007), it is important to conduct assessments of
potential health effects on the human population. In economic terms, a principal benefit
associated with local food is the retention and circulation of food dollars in the local community.
According to the USDA, farmers receive 19 percent of every dollar spent on food by American
consumers, down from 41 percent in 1950. The rest of that food dollar is spent on off-farm costs
including marketing, processing, wholesaling, distribution, and retailing.
The research team conducted: a review of federal, state, and local policies and programs related
to local food systems; a review of studies conducted by governmental agencies and research
institutions; and interviews with professionals in the field.
A number of state level best practice models were identified by the research team:
• California is home to a variety of non-profit organizations working on food policy and has
the highest number of local Food Policy Councils (FPCs) in the U.S. The State has developed
numerous food programs, and the cities of Oakland, San Francisco, and Los Angeles are
undertaking policy initiatives in support of local food systems.
• Illinois recently took significant steps to promote local food systems by passing legislation
and establishing an Illinois Local and Organic Food and Farm Task Force. In addition, Illinois
has implemented a variety of local foods support programs including a local labeling program
and Farm to School programs.
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• Maryland has implemented a number of successful policies and programs supporting local
food systems including: legislation authorizing local governments to provide a five-year property
tax credit for land used for urban agricultural purposes; participation of all of its public school
systems in the Farm to School program in partnership with 30 different farms; and a Hospitals
for a Healthy Environment program.
• Michigan has a set of laws known as the Michigan Farm to School Bill Package; a state level
Food Policy Council (FPC); and a state food labeling program.
• New Jersey has laws supporting direct sales, marketing, and agricultural tourism for local
food systems, as well as state labeling programs for its produce and horticultural products.
• New York established itself as a national leader in support of local food systems via laws
that: support low-income access to local foods; facilitate the transportation and distribution of
local foods; farm to school programs; and the New York State Council on Food Policy.
• Oregon developed a unique community-based approach to supporting its local foods system
including: farm-to-institution programs; a Farm to School program; a state level Food Policy
Council; and a pilot a farm-to-preschool program serving over 3,000 children and families in
need in 12 Oregon counties.
• Pennsylvania laws that support local food include: grants to support farmers markets, a
State’s Food Purchasing Program; a state food labeling program; the Healthy Farms and Healthy
Schools Act; and the Pennsylvania Fresh Food Financing Initiative designed to assist food retail
businesses establish and retain supermarkets that offer fresh food in underserved neighborhoods.
The research team conducted a stakeholder survey and a set of interviews to assess the current
state of local food system operations in the State of Delaware. A total of 61 individuals
participated in the survey. Respondents included farmers and growers, restaurants, retailers, and
institutional stakeholders such as hospitals and schools. Findings suggest that further research on
the opportunities for promoting and implementing local foods systems in the region are
important and that local food systems can provide economic opportunities for Delaware farmers.
Delaware’s population growth and rich history of fresh food production presents a growing
market opportunity for small produce growers. Based on the data, the research team developed a
set of policy recommendations:
• Public Awareness, Marketing, and Education
There is opportunity for the State of Delaware to enhance public awareness of the
benefits of locally produced foods through marketing and education including promoting
Delaware’s Grown with Care program. Stakeholder participation is an essential
component of public awareness and education programs as well as broader local food
planning efforts. ,. Key stakeholders include consumers, farmers, distributors, food
retailers and those who have not historically participated in healthy food practices.
• State Food Policy Council
Creation of a State Food Policy Council to facilitate state level planning and program
implementation would provide a mechanism for stakeholder representation and
coordination. Findings from the surveys and interviews indicate that stakeholders
support such a mechanism in Delaware. States have implemented FPCs with great
success could be used as models for designing FPCs for Delaware.
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• Promotion of Local Food Procurement/Farm to Institution
Institutional sourcing of local food can be an effective mechanism for supporting local
food system systems. On the supply side, bulk purchasing supports shorter supply chains
and on the demand side, institutions have access to fresher produce. Farm to School is
one example of a program that has already taken root in the Delaware. Other institutions
could include hospitals, colleges, hospitals, and government agencies. The State could
assess the feasibility of legislation such as that enacted in Illinois and other states to
promote state facility purchases of local foods.
• Farm to School Program.
Successful Farm to School programs in other states and localities indicate there are
important health benefits for children. All school districts in Delaware participate in the
program and continued support for the program provides, as Governor Markell stated,
“economic benefit to Delaware farmers, Delaware’s agricultural industry and Delaware’s
economy” (CapeGazette.com, 2010).
• Farmers’ Markets
The popularity of farmers’ markets continues to grow across the country provide an
important outlet for the sale of locally produced foods. The Delaware Department of
Agriculture (DDA) provides vendor information on farmers’ markets throughout the state
and continued State support for farmers’ markets could provide local economic and
health benefits.
• Local Foods Distribution
A key challenge for local food producers, particularly small operations, is the availability
of distribution systems. Lower volume, accessibility, and seasonality are often cited as
barriers for small farm operators. Further investigation into potential approaches such as
cooperatives and financing mechanisms such as those implemented in the State of New
York deserves further attention.
• Federal FMNP and SFMNP
While the Farmers’ Market Nutrition Program (FMNP) and Senior Farmers’ Market
Nutrition Program (SFMNP) require the state to be responsible for a portion of the
administrative costs, these programs are worthy of further consideration.
• Foodshed Analysis
Further research regarding the local food system potential for State of Delaware and the
surrounding region could yield important information for legislators and policy makers.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
“Local foods” is an emergent initiative that is geared toward creating geographically localized
food markets and is gaining popularity in communities across the nation. Federal, state, and
local policies and programs are also being developed to support local food systems. While
advocates may differ in the specific implementation strategies used, there is general consensus
that the overall long-term goal is to optimize environmental, economic and health benefits
through geographically scaling food production and distribution to a more localized spatial level.
This report provides a review of local food system research and practice with a baseline
assessment of the local food system potential for the State of Delaware.
1.1

Background

The U.S. food and agricultural systems have undergone significant change in the last century. In
1900, approximately 40 percent of the workforce was in agriculture, compared to about 1.9
percent in 2000 (Dimitri, et al., 2009, p. 3). An expanding international agricultural market,
developments in transportation and agricultural technologies, and innovations in food processing
and retail have all contributed to the development of a modern global agriculture and food
system. Today, food products, even highly perishable ones such as fruits and vegetables, can be
distributed to consumer markets across great geographical distances from their original points of
production. This has contributed to significant growth of the agricultural sector as a whole, but
especially in the area of food processing and retailing. Worldwide, between 1981 and 2000,
processed food exports grew an average of six percent per year, while primary product markets
grew at a rate of three percent per year. The highest growth was in processed foods such as
cereals, fruits, vegetables, and tropical beverages (Food and Agriculture Organization, 2004).
In the U.S., farm produce constitutes one percent of the economy for a total value of $297 billion
(USDA, National Agricultural Statistics Service [NASS], 2007). While a small proportion of the
economy, it is nonetheless significant in real terms. Major crops are expected to yield $118.4
billion for the 2010 to 2011 growing season (McFerron, et al., 2010). Moreover, these figures do
not include food retail and processing, which when combined with the agriculture and food
sectors, represents a major presence in the U.S. economy.
Farms have become more specialized, trending towards monoculture, commodity production. In
1900, the average farm produced five different commodities; by 2002, this figure had declined to
an average of just over one commodity per farm (Dimitri, et al., 2009). Correspondingly, a
tendency toward consolidation and integration of the agricultural and food retail sectors has also
been evident. In 1998, the top four seed firms produced 67 percent of corn seed, 46 percent of
soybean seed, and over 96 percent of cotton seed in the U.S. In 2004, the top five food retailers
represented 46 percent of retail food sales in 2004 (Archer et al., 2008, p. 273) and top fifteen
companies account for more than 30 percent of global supermarket sales (USDA, NASS, 2007).
Only a few commodities dominated the of total value (almost $300 billion) of U.S. agricultural
products sold in 2007: 26 percent from grains and oilseeds, 21 percent from cattle, 12 percent
from poultry and eggs,11 percent from milk, and 6 percent from fruits and nuts (USDA, 2007).
Geographically, 50 percent of the total value of agricultural products comes from nine states:

5

California, Texas, Iowa, Nebraska, Kansas, Illinois, Minnesota, North Carolina, and Wisconsin
(USDA, NASS, 2007).
Global food retail sales are approximately $4 trillion annually (USDA, 2009). In 2008, $48
billion of food products was exported by the U.S. processed food industry. Six countries
accounted for 61.5 percent of U.S. processed food exports: Canada (22 percent), Mexico (16
percent), Japan (9percent), China (7.5 percent), South Korea (4 percent), and Russia (3 percent).
In addition to being an exporter, the U.S. is also a significant importer of food commodities —
having imported a total value of nearly $40 billion in food products in 2008 (U.S. Department of
Commerce, 2008). U.S. food suppliers and retailers import food from around the world, often
modifying products through processing and packaging to tailor products to different consumer
markets. This is particularly true of large multinational corporations, which have expanded their
market presence in developing countries (USDA, 2009). More than one-third of the world’s top
50 food and beverage processing firms are headquartered in the U.S.
As the U.S. food and agriculture system has expanded internationally, there have been
corresponding changes for both the structure and size of U.S. farms. According to the Census of
Agriculture, a farm is defined as any place from which there is $1,000 or more of agricultural
products (crops and livestock) in a given year. This definition has been in place since August
1975, by joint agreement between the USDA, the Office of Management and Budget, and the
U.S. Census Bureau (Sommer, et al., 1998, p. 4). The official definition of “family farm” used
by the USDA ERS includes “any farm where the majority of the business is owned by the
operator and individuals related to the operator by blood or marriage, including relatives who do
not reside in the operator’s household” (Hoppe and Banker, 2010, p. 2). Non-family farms are
those where the operator and relatives do not own a majority of the business. Some examples of
non-family farms include those operated by publicly held corporations, those owned by three
unrelated business partners, or those operated by a hired manager for a family of absentee
owners (Hoppe and Banker, 2010).
According to the USDA, there was a significant drop in the number of farms between 1935 and
1974, with some stabilization since then. At the same time, farm acreage on a per farm basis
increased substantially. Overall, total farmland remained relatively stable throughout the last
century as shown in Figure 1. This trend toward fewer, but larger farms has implications for
rural communities. In the U.S., the number of farming-dependent counties dramatically
decreased over the last 50 years and even where rural population losses have stabilized, new
“rural residents tend to be metro-area commuters and retirees” (Archer, et al., 2008, p. 273).
Moreover, the average age of farm operators has been steadily increasing to about 55.3 in 2002,
and approximately 26 percent are over the age of 65 (Archer, et al., 2008, p. 273). These trends
point to a general consolidation and specialization of farm operations — fewer farms are
producing fewer commodities while increasing overall production. This consolidation and
specialization of farm operations has also resulted in changing demographic characteristics of
farmers and shifts in rural community composition.
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Figure 1. Farms, Land in Farms, and Average Acres per Farm, 1850-2007

Source: Hoppe and Banker, 2010

These statistics illustrate the structural complexities of the U.S. and global agriculture and food
systems. Both the number and share of sales of small commercial farms is on the decline.
However, the total number of U.S. farms in operation (approximately 2 million) was virtually
unchanged between 1991 and 2007. This is in part due to the fact that “non-commercial farms,”
that is, those farms with income below $10,000 per year increased from two-fifths to over half of
all farms in the U.S. Still, despite their increase in numbers, the share of production of noncommercial farms remained the same at approximately 1 percent of total farm production. On
the opposite end of the scale, those farms with gross cash income of $500,000 and above, have
doubled in number as well as increasing their share of production from 3 percent in 1991 to 5
percent in 2007 (Hoppe and Banker, 2010). This shows that there are two parallel trends in food
production. On the one hand, there is a tendency toward economic consolidation and
centralization. On the other hand, there is also a growing number of very small-scale food
producers.
1.2

Food System Structure

It is important to note that the agriculture sector and the food system sector are not synonymous,
as not all crop production is for food. In fact, agriculture encompasses a wide range of activities.
As Wood notes, “agriculture has become integrated into a variety of industrial sectors —
pharmaceuticals, energy production, chemicals, etc. — resulting in new challenges and
opportunities” (p. 19). Reasons for the diversification of the agriculture sector are many. More
recently, recognition of the costs and environmental impacts of carbon-based fossil fuels has
catalyzed massive investments in the biofuels and biobased industrial materials industries. This
new demand has implications for the global system of food production. According to World
Bank President Robert Zoellick, soaring food prices in 2008 were in part, a direct result of the
competing market demand for ethanol and other biofuels (2008). This food-versus-fuel debate
emerged because both food and biofuels are dependent on the same resources for production:
land, water, and energy (Pimentel, 2009).
7

Despite competing demands for agricultural products, food production in the U.S. is constantly
increasing. In 2000, the aggregate food supply provided about 3,800 calories per person per day,
500 calories above the 1970 level and 800 calories above the record low in 1957 and 1958.
Figure 2 illustrates this historic trend. Estimated total food expenditures for all food consumed
in the U.S. was $1.8 trillion in 2009 with food purchased for home consumption accounting for
51.4 percent, or about $607 billion, of this total (USDA, 2002).
Figure 2. Per Capita Calories From the U.S. Food Supply

Rounded to the nearest hundred; not calculated for years before 1970
Source: USDA, 2000.

The shift to processed foods has had a profound effect on American eating habits. Dairy
products have decreased as a share of the American diet. More and more, people are eating
outside the home. In 2001, away-from-home meals and snacks were nearly half of total food
consumption (47 percent), up from 40 percent in 1981. According to the USDA, we are
consuming approximately 500 more calories per day than our American counterparts in the
recent past. The average daily caloric intake has increased about 25 percent between 1970 and
2000: 9.5 percent from grains (mainly refined grain products); 9.0 percent from fats and oils: 4.7
percent from added sugars, and 1.5 from fruits and vegetables (USDA, Economic Research
Service [ERS], 2010).
As shown in Table 1, another U.S. trend is that the share of income devoted to food budgets has
been steadily declining. In 1930, one-fourth of family disposable income was spent on food. By
1950 this figure had dropped to 20 percent and in 2009 it had declined to 9.5 percent. In 2009,
U.S. food expenditures by individuals and families for food-at-home reached $605.4 billion and
another $429.2 billion for prepared food away from home for a total of $1,034.6 billion in food
expenditures (USDA, ERS, 2010).
Research indicates that the changing food system has implications for the overall health of
American individuals. One study found that death rates in the U.S., due to dietary and lifestyle
factors, exceed other developed countries. The average U.S. diet is too high in calories, fat,
saturated fat, cholesterol (Frazao, 1996) Obesity, hypertension, high blood glucose, high lowdensity lipoprotein levels, and other dietary risk factors are responsible for approximately
8

914,000 deaths every year. Four of the ten leading causes of death could be influenced by diet.
The attendant health costs of diet related diseases are considerable. For example, treatment of
diabetes is estimated to cost $100 billion annually and is projected to increase to $334 billion by
2034 (Huang, et al., 2009).
Table 1. Food Expenditures, 1930-2009
Consumer Food Expenditures

Year

Total
Food
Expenditures

Percent of
Total
Expenditures
to Total
Disposable
Income

1930
1940
1950
1960
1970
1980
1990
2000
2009

18.1
15.9
43.3
64
110.6
264.4
449.8
661.1
1034.6

24.2
20.7
20.6
17.5
13.9
13.2
11.1
9.9
9.5

At Home1

Percent
Home Food
Expenditures
to Total
Disposable
Income

Billion dollars
15.8
13.5
35.7
51.5
78.2
180.1
276.2
390.2
605.4

21.2
13.5
35.7
14.1
10.3
9.0
7.0
5.8
5.5

Away
from
Home2

Percent
Away from
Home2
Expenditures
to Total
Disposable
Income

2.3
2.4
7.6
12.6
32.4
84.3
173.6
270.9
429.2

3.1
3.1
3.6
3.4
3.6
4.2
4.1
4.0
3.9

1

Includes food purchased primarily at retail food outlets including purchases with food stamps and WIC vouchers;
food produced and consumed on farms; but excludes government-donated foods
2
Includes food purchased at restaurants, fast-food outlets, and other public eating places, and food served in
institutions, such as hospitals, schools, and rest homes, but excludes food paid for by government and business such
as donated foods to schools, meals in prisons, and other institutions and expense-account meals.
Source: USDA, ERS, 2010, June 11.

Other issues related to food systems are those of food security and food safety. The USDA
refers to food security as the condition in which all household members have access to enough
food at all times for an active and healthy life. Thus, a food secure household should have
readily available nutritionally adequate and safe foods and an “assured ability to acquire
acceptable foods in socially acceptable ways (that is, without resorting to emergency food
supplies, scavenging, stealing, or other coping strategies)” (USDA, ERS, 2009a; see also
Andersen, 1990). On the other end of the spectrum, food insecurity exists when there “is limited
or uncertain availability of nutritionally adequate and safe foods or limited or uncertain ability to
acquire these foods in socially acceptable ways” (USDA, ERS, 2009a). In 2009, 16 percent of
households in the U.S. were food insecure at least some time during the year. While this figure
hasn’t changed since 2008, it still represents the highest recorded rate of food insecurity since
1995, when the first national food security survey was conducted (Nord, 2009). The USDA’s
ERS estimates that improved diets could prevent $48 billion (in 1995 dollars) in medical costs
and lost productivity resulting from disability, and $28 billion in the value of premature deaths
(Nord, 2009).
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In terms of food safety, recent high profile problems have highlighted the risks associated with
food production and distribution. According to the USDA’s Food and Nutrition Service, in 2008
and 2009, food recalls or holds due to safety issues included: 3,752 cases of spaghetti sauce from
three states; 212,000 pounds of peanut butter from 16 states, 9 tribal organizations, the District of
Columbia, and Puerto Rico; 7,200 cases of frozen blueberries from five states (although these
were found not pose a health threat); 14,000 cases of various varieties of canned beans from 8
states; and 51,000,000 pounds of ground beef and ground beef products from 46 states and the
District of Columbia, of which 18,000,000 pounds were returned or destroyed by the vendor
(USDA, 2009; ). Concerns about food safety led to a new law, the FDA Food Safety
Modernization Act, signed by President Obama on January 4, 2011. The intent of the law is to
increase inspections, establish stricter food standards and provide the Federal Drug
Administration with greater authority to implement food recalls.
In summary, food production is a multi-stage system with important health and economic
implications. Stages of the food supply chain include:
•
•
•

Agriculture. Primary production includes farming or growing crops, raising livestock
and fisheries;
Manufacturing. This includes processing primary or fresh products into canned,
packages, or frozen foods;
Research and development. The food sector conducts substantial research in various
stages of food technology from bio-engineering to packaging;
Inputs. The agricultural input sector includes fertilizers, farm machinery and seeds;
Marketing. This includes packaging, advertising, and distribution (wholesale and retail).

•
•
•
A variety of public and private sector activities, including a regulatory system, are in place in
order to ensure food safety and quality. The U.S. Department of Commerce cites the food
industry as one of the largest manufacturing sectors in the U.S., accounting for more than 10
percent of all manufacturing shipments. Over the last 15 years, the processed food industry
showed steady growth with the exception of a slight decline in 2006. Still, the value of food
shipments in that year was $538 billion, an increase of 27 percent over the 1997 figure of $422
billion. The U.S. Department of Commerce report also identifies the most salient issues
affecting the industry as one of rising commodity prices, concerns over food safety, higher
energy costs, and environmental sustainability (2008). The conventional food supply chain, for
the U.S. and word, is illustrated in Figure 3.
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Figure 3. Stages of Food System Production and Distribution

Source: C.J.M. Ondersteijn. 2004.

It is in this context — globalizing food and agriculture markets, rural community transitions, and
food safety and food security — that local foods initiatives have emerged.
1.3

What are Local Food Systems?

“A review of the policy and research literature reveals that the definition of local can have
multiple meanings when referring to food systems (Allen, et al., 2003). Some definitions have
strict mileage limits for the distance between food production and consumption (e.g., within 100
miles), while other definitions have more generalized regional scales. According to the National
Agriculture Library, the concept of local food is generally understood as “a collaborative effort
to integrate agriculture production with food distribution to enhance the economic,
environmental, and social well-being of a particular place” (2007). This incorporates the “idea
of regional provisioning through a selective and voluntary regional closure that links production
and consumption around particular sites” (Allen, et al., 2003, p. 63; see also Kloppenburg, et al.,
1996).
Research has shown that consumers, farmers, and businesses have varying definitions of what
constitutes local. The most important factor is obviously geography or distance from production
to consumption. Still, consumer perceptions vary depending on individual preferences, local
culture, and demography (Martinez, et al., 2010). For example, dense and heavily populated
regions often have ideas of local foods that differ from remote and more dispersed areas. Results
from a survey of producers in King County, Washington (a large metropolitan area) showed that
66 percent of those surveyed defined local as their own or surrounding counties (Martinez, 2010
p. 3; see also Ibery and Maye, 2006). Yet, only 20 percent of producers in a rural and
agricultural based county agreed with that definition. In addition, there is often a confluence of
other factors that are considered as important attributes or benefits of local foods by advocates.
These include use of sustainable production and distribution practices, fair farm labor practices,
animal welfare considerations, production scale, and shorter supply chains (Martinez et al.,
2010).
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The 2008 Food, Conservation, and Energy Act, known as the Farm Bill, has a specific section
related to local or regionally produced agricultural products. In Section 6015, the Act defines
locally or regionally produced food products as those “raised, produced, and distributed in the
locality or region in which the final product is marketed, so that the total distance that the
product is transported is less than 400 miles from the origin of the product; or the State in which
the product is produced” (Martinez, et al., 2010). The Act also establishes a loan and loan
guarantee programs for enterprises that process, distribute, aggregate, store, and market locally
or regionally produced food products.
In an USDA comprehensive review of local food systems entitled Local Food Systems:
Concepts, Impacts, and Issues, a local foods market typology was created (Martinez, et al.,
2010). Two types of local food markets were defined: direct-to-consumer and direct sales.
Direct-to-consumer food supply chains are those in which “transactions are conducted directly
between farmers and consumers” (Martinez, 2010, p. 5). Venues for marketing direct-toconsumer foods include famers’ markets, community supported agriculture (CSAs), farm stands,
and “pick your own” establishments. Direct sales are markets characterized by transactions
between farmers and restaurants, retail stores, and institutions such as governmental entities,
hospitals, and schools (Martinez, et al., 2010 p. 5). There are also intermediaries, such as
distributors or buying clubs, which allow for the purchase of bulk quantities of local foods at
wholesale prices. In other words, the goal of local foods systems is to scale the supply chain
geographically, and to reduce intermediary stages of distribution existent in large-scale food
production systems. A local foods system seeks to shorten the geographic distance between
production and consumers, and correspondingly shorten the supply chain by reducing
intermediaries.
1.4

A New Word —Locavore

The growing attention to the role local food systems can play in achieving the larger goal of
sustainable development has resulted in the creation of a new term, locavore. Patterned on the
concepts of carnivore and omnivore, the term locavore refers to a person whose diet consists
only, or principally, of locally-grown or produced food. Locavore was selected as the Oxford
dictionary word of the year in 2007.
1.5

Foodshed Analysis

A useful analytic tool to assess the food supply potential of a given local region is foodshed
analysis. The concept of the foodshed analysis was first applied in the early part of the twentieth
century to trace the flow of food from producer to consumer (Hedden, 1929; Peters et al, 2008b).
It was developed when a railroad strike threatened New York City’s food access in the 1920s.
The situation alerted city planners and policy makers that the activities associated with the food
production and distribution system, while supplying a basic human need, were largely unknown.
In this case, a large city with the population of 8 million was facing a crisis as a result of the
fundamental lack of knowledge and understanding about the food system. Foodshed analysis
was thus developed to provide an assessment of the food distribution system for greater
integration into city planning. More recently, the concept has been resurrected to evaluate how
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food systems can potentially be scaled down to more localized spheres of activity (Getz, 1991)
and how this might help to reduce social and environmental risks. Thus, foodshed analysis refers
to the study of the actual, or potential, sources of food from its origin as agricultural commodities
on a farm to its destination as food wherever it is consumed (Peters et al., 2008a, p. 2). The
concept is analogous to that of a watershed (Peters et al., 2008a; 2008b) and is intended to
identify the barriers and opportunities that affect the flow of locally-produced food.
Studies mapping potential local and regional foodsheds are being implemented across the
country, providing data on the feasibility of local foods systems. A recent foodshed analysis of
New York utilized data on soil and land cover, agricultural suitability, population figures, and
per capita food requirements to evaluate the potential for the state to meet its food needs.
Findings suggest that with the exception of New York City, “most population centers could meet
all, or nearly all, of their food needs within the State” (Peters, 2008a, p. 79).
1.6

Agri-Food Initiatives

“Agri-food initiatives” (AFIs) are efforts to create alternative food systems that promote
environmental sustainability, increased economic viability at all stages of food production, and
more equitable distribution of healthy foods. The concept, and practice, of implementing AFIs
has gained popularity over the last several decades.
The local food “movement” is part of a larger societal trend that encompasses a variety of efforts
to create alternative agricultural systems in response to a perceived decrease in personal and
community connections to food. These efforts range in scope, from efforts to specifically
promote organic foods or sustainable agriculture generally, to urban community gardening and
the “slow foods” movement. A number of local, state, and national policy initiatives have been
implemented to support further development of these alternatives. While there is some overlap,
there are differences within these alternative initiatives and they are not all completely congruous
in their goals and objectives. This report focuses specifically on local food systems and the
potential for development of a localized food system as an AFI in the State of Delaware.

13

14

2.0 POTENTIAL OF LOCAL FOOD SYSTEMS
The research team for this report conducted a review of the research literature on agriculture and
food systems and the potential role of local food systems in sustainable development. A
summary of the research is presented below in three general categories: energy and environment,
economics, and public health and access to healthy food.
2.1

Energy and Environment

According to the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, cultivated agricultural systems cover about
25 percent of the Earth’s surface (2005). The global harvest of food crops is expected to grow
by 70 to 85 percent in the next 50 years, with a corresponding increase in water usage of 30 to 85
percent (Archer, et al., 2008, p. 273). A human activity that has a direct impact on 25% of the
world’s surface is bound to have some adverse impact on environmental quality. Intensive
agriculture, meaning physically manipulated enhanced agriculture production to increase
productivity, has been correlated with important environment and ecosystem challenges (Ongley,
1996). Among the more prominent environmental issues associated with agriculture and food
systems are those of biodiversity, water sustainability, soil sustainability, energy use, and climate
change (Duram and Oberholtzer, 2010, p. 100).
2.1.1 Challenges
Monoculture agriculture, a growing practice worldwide, requires the wide-scale use of pesticides
and herbicides (Bengtsson et al., 2005; Tilman et al., 2002). The steadily increasing use of
pesticides and chemical fertilizers over time can affect the environment in a number of ways.
These impacts include: non-target species population declines; changes in the chemical
composition of soil; and dead zones in waterways due to chemical runoff. Moreover, pesticide
drift can result in deposits of pesticides in unanticipated areas with unanticipated impacts.
In the U.S., irrigated agriculture accounts for 80 percent of consumptive water and in some
Western states this figure rises to 90 percent. While only 16 percent of all U.S. cropland is
irrigated, this amounts to almost half the value of all crops (Duram and Oberholtzer, 2010, p.
101). The relationship between water sustainability and agriculture continues to be a significant
area of research. Among the impacts noted for agriculture are: increases in consumptive water
usage; sediment loading of waterways; excessive nutrient (nitrogen and phosphorus) effluents
with impacts such as algal blooming; pesticide contamination; and increased salinity. Combined,
these can have profound effects on aquatic ecosystems (Varghese, 2009).
The prospect of climate change has significant implications for future food system viability and
the role of climate change in food security and sustainability has become an important topic in
climate change research. While agriculture is a greenhouse-emitting sector, agricultural activity
may also sequester carbon. The Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy suggests that, “it is at
this intersection – as a current GHG [greenhouse gas] contributor but with carbon sink potential
– that agriculture has entered the climate policy stage, and where the debate over agriculture’s
role in GHG reductions has grown most heated” (Olmstead, 2009, p. 1). The U.S., one of the
world’s largest GHG emitters, has identified agriculture and forestry-related sequestration as
ways to reduce overall GHG emissions accounting. Moreover, there is a growing national effort
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to support biofuels as one potential solution to the carbon-centric U.S. energy system. The result
has been a focus in climate change research on assessing the role of agriculture as both an energy
producer and as a food producer.
In recent years, the tension between agriculture-as-emitter and agriculture-as-mitigator was made
evident. The spike in food prices in 2006 has been attributed to the competing uses of corn for
food, feed, and energy. Prominent researchers suggested that while biofuels have the potential of
displacing carbon-based fossil fuels, the indirect effects on land use change must also be
assessed (Brown, 2007). Studies have indicated that the conversion of land through
deforestation to biofuel crops can result in net increases in carbon emissions (Peters, 2008a, p.
4). In the U.S., the agricultural sector is responsible for 7 percent of total U.S. GHG according to
the 2010 U.S. Greenhouse Gas Inventory. While this seems relatively small when compared to
other sectors, the figure does not include use of fossil fuels for machinery and other operations,
which are counted in the energy and/or transportation sector. Moreover, the main agricultural
GHGs are methane (CH4) and nitrous oxide (N2O) that have global warming potentials of 21
and 310 times the warming potential of carbon dioxide (U.S. EPA, “Methane”; “Nitrous
Oxide”).
Figure 4. U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions by Economic Sector, 2007
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6%
7%

Electric Power Industry
34%

Transportation
Industry
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Residential

19%

U.S. territories

28%

Source: U.S. EPA, 2009

According to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), global average
atmospheric concentrations of methane have increased by 30 percent over the last 25 years, and
nitrous oxide has also been steadily increasing (IPCC, 2007) Livestock releases or “enteric
fermentation” and manure management represent about 36 percent of total U.S. methane
emissions. Agricultural soil management activities such as fertilizer application and other
cropping practices were the largest source of N2O, accounting for about 72 percent of total U.S.
emissions. See Figures 5 and 6 (U.S. EPA, 2007).
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Figure 5. U.S. Methane Emissions by Sector, 2007
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Figure 6. U.S. Nitrous Oxide Emissions by Sector 2007
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In addition to these direct emissions, agriculture also contributed to carbon dioxide (CO2)
emissions through the use of fossil fuels in the transportation sector (e.g., use of farm equipment
and transportation of crops), industry sector (e.g., manufacturing of fertilizers), and electric
power industry sector (e.g., electricity for irrigation).
The food sector uses between 12 and 20 percent of the total U.S. energy budget (Duram and
Obreholtzer, 2009, p. 99). The distribution, by food products, is shown in Figure 7.
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Figure 7. Greenhouse Gases Emitted by Food Source
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2.1.2 Potential Benefits of Local Foods Systems
Research on the potential for local foods systems to provide environmental benefits have yielded
some important results. Local food systems that use less packaging than the conventional food
system may lengthen the lifetimes of landfills. One study found that food packaging and food
waste accounts for roughly one-third of U.S. landfill waste (Halweil, 2002). Studies also suggest
that conventional food systems use 4 to 17 times more petroleum and emit 5 to 17 times more
carbon emissions than local food systems (Pirog, 2001; DeWeerdt, 2009b). This is due to a
number of factors including the significant use of refrigeration and packaging by conventional
food systems (Halweil, 2002b), as well as the transport distance from production to consumption.
Numerous studies have attempted to demonstrate the energy and resource use due to the
transport of food by calculating “food miles.” The term “food miles” is the distance food travels
from where it is grown to where it is purchased or consumed. Estimates of food miles range
from 1346 food miles for an average U.S. food product to an average of 1496 miles for fresh
produce in the U.S. (Brown and Pitz, 1969; Kloppenburg, et al., 1996; Pirog, 2001, 2005).
Analyses of agricultural and food system sustainability using the “food miles” concept by itself
are inadequate and should include other factors. For example, the impact of the farming
practices can be seen in an Oak Ridge National Laboratory (2009) study that analyzed 96 percent
of U.S. cropland production between 1990 and 2004, and found that reduced tillage practices
resulted in a net reduction of 8.8 million tons of carbon. This study suggests that a local crop
using conventional tillage practices could have higher CO2 emissions than a no-till crop with a
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longer transport distance. Another study indicated that free range lamb production in New
Zealand, despite being shipped 11,000 miles to its destination in Europe, resulted in 1,520
pounds of carbon emissions, while corn fed lamb raised in Britain produced 6,280 pounds of
carbon (McWilliams, 2007).
2.2. Public Health and Access to Nutritious Food
Another important area of research is the social impact of agricultural and food systems, as well
as the role of diet on public health.
2.2.1 Challenges
There has been considerable research investigating potential public health impacts related to
agriculture because the agriculture sector utilizes a range of inputs including fertilizers,
pesticides, antibiotics for livestock, and genetically modified organisms (APHA, 2007). A
growing area of study is in bio monitoring — the measurement of toxic chemicals in the human
body. Such studies conducted in the U.S. and around the world are providing data on the
impacts of the pesticide load on human health. This research includes a focus on agricultural
workers and agricultural communities due to the possible health impacts from misuse and unsafe
pesticide and fertilizer practices (Kansas Rural Center, 2010). Other research is focused on
human exposure to antibiotics and the possible effects of resistant bacteria to consumers and
workers (Osman and Wallinga, 2009). For food systems, the health implication of food additives
and artificial flavors is another area of research (APHA, 2007).
Access to nutritious food, especially for marginalized and vulnerable populations, continues to
be an important public health and social justice issue in the U.S. (Stringer, 2009). For example,
the lack of access to fresh fruits and vegetables for one such population, low-income families in
urban communities, has been a recognized problem that many cities have tried to address and led
to the coining of another new term — “food deserts.” Food deserts are neighborhoods with few
or no supermarkets, no fresh produce markets, and few, if any stores, carrying nutritious foods.
Low-income, underserved communities suffer from increased rates of diet-based health
conditions such as obesity, diabetes, and hypertension as a result of inadequate nutritional intake
(New York City Department of Health & Hygiene, 2009). Low-income families often do not
have access to transportation to shop in higher quality food/grocery stores that may be located in
nearby communities. Hendrickson, et al., (2004) found that due to the lack of reliable
transportation, “low-income urban residents in two Minneapolis neighborhoods shopped in
grocery stores where small selection and poor quality was coupled with expensive prices,”
limiting their ability to obtain a diverse selection of quality food options (p. 381). Zenk, et al.,
(2006) found that low-income communities had much more access to liquor stores than
businesses carrying quality fresh produce, when compared to middle-income communities of a
similar racial makeup. Eliminating food deserts has become a policy priority because of the
long-term health issues associated with inadequate diet and food insecurity (Parker-Pope, 2008;
DeWeerdt, 2009a).
According to the USDA, between 2006 and 2008, the prevalence of low food security in the U.S.
averaged 9.4 percent and households with very low food security was 3.7 percent (Nord et al.,
2009). Other research shows that only 33 percent of adults are eating the USDA recommended
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fruit intake and only 27 percent are eating the USDA recommended vegetable intake.
Adolescents in grades 9 to 12 are showing even lower rates of meeting USDA dietary guidelines,
32 percent and 13 percent respectively. In addition, less than 20 percent of middle and high
schools cafeterias offer fruit and non-fried vegetables as competitive foods (Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention, 2009).
According to a Delaware comprehensive study of hunger, approximately 241,600 people receive
emergency food annually from the Food Bank of Delaware (FBD). About 44 percent of
households served by the FBD have children under 18, six percent have children between the
ages of 1 and 5, and six percent are elderly. Moreover, the study showed that 21 percent of
households served by the FBD have at least one household member in poor health (Mabli, et al.,
2009, p. 3).
2.2.2 Potential Benefits of Local Foods Systems
Farmers’ markets and community-supported agriculture can be accessible local sources of
quality fresh foods for underserved communities. These local food outlets also help to build
public understanding about food and its production, and promote healthy eating and cooking.
These venues often offer consumers education about locally and seasonally appropriate produce
and recipes. In addition, local food systems facilitate development of community networks that
bring together residents, public sector agencies, and non-profit groups to work toward healthy
food solutions (Pothukuchi, 2003; Treuhaft et al., 2009). Over the last two years, the economic
crisis has created awareness of the need for the U.S. to re-localize and diversify many aspects of
the nation’s economy. Moreover, bolstering local food production and policies have been shown
to contribute to local, regional, and national economic growth.
2.3

Economics

Research on local food systems is only beginning to provide quality evaluations of its economic
potential and impact. A principal economic benefit associated with local food is the retention
and circulation of food dollars in the local community. According to the USDA, farmers receive
19 percent of every dollar spent on food by American consumers, down from 41 percent in 1950.
The rest of that food dollar, as shown in Figure 8, is spent on off-farm costs including marketing,
processing, wholesaling, distribution, and retailing.
Figure 7. Distribution of Revenue, per Food Dollar
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One study found that for approximately every $15 spent on local foods, another $37 dollars was
generated in the local economy compared to $21 dollars generated for the local economy by $15
spent on non-local foods in a supermarket (Halweil, 2002). The Illinois Local and Organic Food
and Farm Task Force has identified the local foods economy as an important economic
revitalization tool. According to its findings, 4 percent of the $48 billion spent annually on food
in Illinois is produced locally, and thus, the Task Force has outlined a program to achieve 20
percent consumption of local foods at state-funded facilities, and 10 percent local foods of total
food consumption in Illinois (2009, p. 3).
In southeastern Minnesota, an increase in local food purchases was found to help lower regional
farmers’ dependency on federal subsidies. If residents in the region purchased 15 percent of
their food from local sources, the need for federal subsidies to farmers would be substantially
reduced (DeWeerdt, 2009, p. 20). Research in Iowa found that $139.9 million in new economic
output and more than 2,000 jobs would result from a quarter of its citizens purchasing produce
from in-state farmers (Swenson, 2009). Another study conducted in the Central Puget Sound
region in Washington found that if consumers spent 20 percent of their food dollars at local
businesses such as famers markets, a potential extra billion dollars would be injected every year
into the region’s economy (DeWeerdt, 2009, p. 20). In Vermont, then-Governor Jim Douglas
stated that, “if Vermonters shifted just 10 percent of their food spending to buying local we could
add about $130 million to the Vermont economy” (State of Vermont, 2006).
One readily available indicator of the local food economy is direct agriculture sales. This
includes buying options such as harvesting your own foods, community supported agriculture
(CSAs), farmers’ markets, and farm stands. Table 3 shows the growth in direct marketing sales
of produce in the U.S. between 2002 and 2007. On average, direct marketing sales in the U.S.
grew 49 percent. However, direct marketing represents less than half of one percent of the total
sales of agricultural products. States, which experienced the most rapid growth in direct
marketing, were Oklahoma (209 percent) and Oregon (163 percent). As a percentage of the
total, direct sales are largest in Rhode Island (9.5 percent), Massachusetts (8.6 percent) and New
Hampshire (8 percent). In Delaware, direct marketing grew 23 percent in the period between
2002 and 2007, and represents 0.32 percent of all agriculture product sales.
Another economic indicator is the volume of sales from farmer’s markets. The USDA conducts
a comprehensive survey of farmers’ market managers and results from the 2006 survey showed a
43 percent increase in the number of farmers markets over the previous year, from 2,863 to
4,093. Total farmers’ market sales in 2005 averaged about $245,000. This figure was higher in
the Mid-Atlantic region ($306,000) with average per capita vendor sales of $7,108 (Ragland et
al., 2009). In 2009, there were 5,240 farmers’ markets in 3,141 counties, parishes, and boroughs
in the U.S. Approximately one-third of counties had no farmers’ markets, while large urban
counties had the highest numbers of farmers’ markets (Kaufman, 2009).
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Table 2. Direct Sales of U.S. Produce

State
Oklahoma
Oregon
Vermont
Alaska
Louisiana
Connecticut
Virginia
Rhode Island
New Mexico
Maryland
North Carolina
Maine
South Dakota
Michigan
New Jersey
Florida
West Virginia
New
Hampshire
South Carolina
Minnesota
Texas
Wisconsin
Nebraska
Georgia
Ohio

Percent
growth
in direct
sales
2002-2007
209 %
163 %
139 %
103 %
87 %
74 %
72 %
70 %
70 %
69 %
69 %
64 %
63 %
58 %
57 %
57 %
55 %

Direct/
Total sales
2007
0.20 %
1.29 %
3.39 %
2.95 %
0.35 %
5.39 %
0.99 %
9.55 %
0.51 %
1.16 %
0.28 %
2.98 %
0.09 %
1.02 %
3.05 %
0.25 %
1.20 %

54 %
53 %
52 %
51 %
50 %
47 %
47 %
46 %

8.05 %
0.54 %
0.26 %
0.18 %
0.48 %
0.04 %
0.18 %
0.77 %

State
Utah
Kentucky
Arkansas
Missouri
California
Iowa
Pennsylvania
Illinois
Montana
North Dakota
Tennessee
Massachusetts
Arizona
Idaho
Colorado
New York
Mississippi
Wyoming
Washington
Indiana
Delaware
Hawaii
Alabama
Kansas
Nevada

Source: USDA, NASS, 2007
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Percent
growth in
direct sales
2002-2007
45 %
45 %
44 %
43 %
42 %
42 %
41 %
41 %
40 %
38 %
37 %
34 %
34 %
33 %
30 %
30 %
29 %

Direct/
Total sales
2007
0.71 %
0.31 %
0.11 %
0.28 %
0.48 %
0.08 %
1.31 %
0.19 %
0.23 %
0.04 %
0.59 %
8.59 %
0.16 %
0.14 %
0.37 %
1.75 %
0.20 %

27 %
25 %
24 %
23 %
22 %
4%
3%
-33 %

0.26 %
0.64 %
0.27 %
0.32 %
1.69 %
0.19 %
0.06 %
0.21 %

3.0 SURVEY OF LOCAL FOODS PROGRAMS
The research team conducted a review of programs, networks, and initiatives that operate at the
national and state level. This was accomplished through a comprehensive review of studies
conducted on local food systems by governmental agencies, research institutions, and was
supplemented by interviews with professionals in the field. The results of this review are
presented in this section.
3.1

National Programs and Initiatives

3.1.1 Healthy Food Financing Initiative
The purpose of this $400 million joint Initiative (USDA, U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services [DHHS], and the Treasury Department) is to improve access to nutritious foods in
underserved communities. The Initiative will support and leverage actions to increase the
number of supermarkets and to improve access to quality fresh foods in areas identified as food
deserts. It includes a New Markets Tax Credit to help community development financial
institutions to leverage healthy foods investment from the private sector. There is also a
competitive grants provision geared to “support projects that finance grocery stores, farmers
markets, and other sources of fresh nutritious food” (DHHS, 2010).
3.1.2 Farmers’ Market Nutrition Program
The Farmers’ Market Nutrition Program (FMNP) is a supplemental program to the Women,
Infants and Children (WIC) program. The FMNP provides food coupons worth $10 to $30, to
WIC participants each year to purchase foods at farmers’ markets is. In addition, FMNP also
provides nutrition education on how to select, store, and prepare fresh fruits and vegetables.
FMNP currently operates in 45 state agencies. In 2008, over 16,000 farmers were authorized to
accept FMNP coupons (USDA, 2009c).
3.1.3 Senior Farmers’ Market Nutrition Program
The Senior Farmer’ Market Nutrition Program (SFMNP) provides grants to states to support
low-income seniors. It is similar to the WIC program and provides supplemental assistance to
seniors for food purchases from farmers’ markets and community supported agriculture. Seniors
receive coupons to spend at these venues. The SFMNP operates in 49 states. Congress has
authorized $20.6 million in funding for the SFMNP through 2012 (USDA, 2009b).
3.1.4 Farm to School
The National Farm to School Network is a collaborative project of the Center for Food and
Justice , a division of the Urban and Environmental Policy Institute at Occidental College and the
Community Food Security Coalition. Farm to School is a nationwide program that helps teach
children about food and connects farmers with schools. There are eight regional agencies and a
national staff that provide free training, and technical assistance in networking and marketing.
The National Farm to School Network supports state and national policy efforts for developing
regulations and legislation in support of farm to school programs. It operates over 2,000
programs in 40 states (National Farm to School Network [NFSN] website).
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3.1.5 Buy Fresh Buy Local
Food Routes, a non-profit organization based in Pennsylvania, first developed the Buy Fresh Buy
Local Initiative. This Initiative facilitates development of resources for local foods systems
through a variety of strategies including technical assistance and outreach. Numerous local and
state chapters have been established across the U.S. (Pennsylvania Buy Fresh Buy Local
website). Examples of local chapters’ success stories include:
•

•
•

3.2

In Iowa, twenty three institutional buyers, including hospitals, retirement homes,
restaurants, grocers, and colleges have doubled local food purchases. Together, these
institutions spent approximately $465,000 on locally produced fruits, vegetables, meats,
dairy and baked goods.
In Kansas City, there has been a 36 percent increase in local food sales for the Good
Natured Family Farmers Cooperative since 2004.
In Alabama, 204 billboards displaying the Buy Fresh Buy Local logo reached an average
daily viewing of 1,043,000 people (Buy Fresh Buy Local website).
State Programs and Initiatives

3.2.1 Food Policy Councils
State and local Food Policy Councils (FPCs) are advisory bodies generally composed of
representatives from stakeholder sectors in the private, public and non-profit sectors. FPCs
provide a venue for citizen participation and policy coordination. Identified benefits include:
“mapping and publicizing local food resources; creating new transit routes to connect
underserved areas with full-service grocery stores; persuading government agencies to purchase
from local farmers; and organizing community gardens and farmers' markets” (North American
Food Policy Council website). Currently, there are almost 50 FPCs in the United States.
3.2.2 Farm to Institution
There are various programs across the country that support different farm to institution programs.
Institutions include: colleges, universities, schools, correctional facilities, and hospitals. These
programs also help institutions to incorporate local food into their dining services through
technical and networking assistance.
3.2.3 Labeling Programs
Numerous food labeling programs currently exist at the state and local levels. There have also
been unsuccessful attempts to include labeling rules into the U.S. Farm Bill. Several states have
adopted their own labeling laws. For example, Florida state law allows for the Produced in
Florida label. Other states have similar initiatives including Michigan, South Dakota,
Minnesota, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania.
Deceptive advertising in the labeling of local foods, foods labeled local that are actually
produced in areas as far as Latin America and Europe, has spurred state efforts to prohibit such
practices. For example, Vermont implemented a law in 2008 that limits "local" and "locally
grown" labels to only food and other goods that originate in Vermont or within 30 miles of
where they are being sold. Place-of-origin labels allow consumers to choose food that originates
from their area and to directly support local producers. Labeling programs also inform
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consumers about the economic, environmental, health, and social benefits of buying locally
(Institute for Self-Reliance website, Locally Grown Labeling). State departments of agriculture
generally administer labeling programs.
3.3

Research and Technical Assistance Organizations

A number of research and technical assistance organizations have emerged over the last several
years to provide local foods policy and program training and assessments. These range from
academic programs to non-profit think tanks with the express mission of promoting sustainable
agriculture and/or local foods systems. Among the most active are the following:
•

•

•

•
•
•

•

The Drake University Agricultural Law Center supports education and research on food
and agriculture including: marketing and finance; biotechnology; international trade; tax
planning; soil and water conservation; land use and environmental issues; food safety;
and federal farm programs.
The Institute of Agriculture and Trade Policy works at the intersection of policy and
practice to ensure fair and sustainable food, farm and trade systems. It provides research
and advocacy on a variety of topics related to food policy including climate change,
health, and environmental impacts. The Institute also examines trade and governance,
rural communities, and forestry issues.
The National Sustainable Agriculture Information Service, funded by the USDA’s Rural
Business-Cooperative Service, provides information and other technical assistance to
farmers, ranchers, cooperative extension agents, educators, and others involved in
sustainable agriculture in the U.S.
The Organic Farming Research Foundation conducts research related to organic
farming. The Foundation disseminates research results to farmers as well as educates the
public about organic foods.
The Farm Foundation provides information on agriculture, food systems, and rural
regions. Their work focuses on energy and environmental issues, trade policy, food
systems, food quality and safety, and rural community development.
The Food Marketing Policy Center conducts research on food and agricultural marketing
and related policy questions. The Center provides information on food production and
marketing systems. The research agenda includes work in marketing, food safety,
agriculture cooperatives, and industrial organization.
The Agriculture and Public Health Gateway provides research and dissemination on food
policy related to public health and agriculture, environment and agriculture, crop
production, sustainable agriculture, industrial food animal production, food safety, and
labeling. The website has links to events, listservs, glossaries, and newsletters related to
agriculture and public health.
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4.0 BEST PRACTICE MODELS
This section provides an overview of food policies and programs from eight states. These states
represent best practice models for the promotion of local food systems based on an extensive
review of the research literature including governmental studies, peer reviewed journals, and
stakeholder interviews.
4.1

California

The State of California has developed a number of food policies and programs. At this time,
California has the highest number of local FPCs in operation. These include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Berkeley Food Policy Council
California Food and Justice Coalition
Contra Costa Food and Nutrition Policy Consortium
Get Fit Fresno County
LA Food and Justice Network
Marin Food Policy Council
Oakland Food Policy Council
Pasadena Food Policy Council
Sacramento Hunger Commission
San Bernardino City Food Policy Council
San Francisco Food Systems Council
Santa Barbara Food System Network
Santa Cruz Food System Network
Sonoma County Food Matters
West Contra Costa County Food Security Council
Stanislaus Nutrition and Fitness Council

Yolo County Food Policy Council (North American Food Policy Council website)
In addition, California is home to a variety of non-profit local food organizations. One example
is the Community Alliance with Family Farmers (CAFF), a member organization with local
chapters across the state that promotes local food policies on a statewide level. Founded in 1978,
the organization advocates for “family-scale agriculture that cares for the land and promotes
social justice” (CAFF website). CAFF has developed a Buy Fresh Buy Local campaign to
increase the marketing capacity of local farms and to provide new local outlets of family farm
produce. In addition, it sponsors the California Growers Collaborative, a program that
aggregates fruits and vegetables from family farmers that are too small to work with traditional
distributors. The Collaborative markets the local produce to public and private grade schools,
colleges, hospitals, and corporate cafeterias in the South Coast, Sacramento Valley, Fresno, and
Central Coast regions (CAFF, California Growers). Due to CAFF and other organizations,
California has been able to implement a number of very effective local foods programs across
the state including 72 Farm-to-School programs involving a total of 411 schools from 20 districts
(NFSN, California Profile).
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There are also several local level initiatives in California. For example, in 2006, the Oakland
City Council, Life Enrichment Committee unanimously passed a resolution authorizing, “the
Mayor’s Office of Sustainability to develop an Oakland Food Policy and Plan for thirty percent
local area food production, by undertaking an initial food system assessment study” (Mayor’s
Office of Sustainability, Oakland Food System Assessment). One of the Assessment’s
recommendations was to develop a Department of Food to advocate for local food and business
development. Increasing food access in underserved areas was also cited as a priority (Unger
and Wooten, 2006).
In July 2009, the Mayor of San Francisco issued Executive Order 09-03, entitled “Healthy and
Sustainable Food for San Francisco”. The Order declared that “access to safe, nutritious, and
culturally acceptable food is a basic human right and is essential to both human health and
ecological sustainability” (Office of the Mayor [OM], 2009, p. 1). Additionally, the Order stated
that sustainable food systems should “ensure nutritious food for all people, shorten the distance
between food consumers and producers, protect workers’ health and welfare, minimize
environment impacts, and strengthen connections between urban and rural communities” (OM,
2009, p. 1). Several guidelines were enumerated, including that whenever possible city
resources will be used to purchase and promote regionally produced and sustainably-certified
food. A FPC with representatives from city and county agencies, private stakeholder groups, and
non-profit organizations was established to guide planning and coordination.
In 2010, the Los Angeles Food Policy Task Force produced a comprehensive assessment of the
city’s food system, with policy and program recommendations. The assessment noted that
agricultural production within a 200-mile radius of Los Angeles totaled $12.6 billion, most of
which was produced for national and international markets. The Task Force identified six
priority areas: (1) promote a good food economy; (2) build a market for good food; (3) eliminate
hunger in Los Angeles; (4) ensure equal access to good food in underserved communities; (5)
grow good food in our neighborhoods; and (6) inspire and mobilize good food champions. The
Task Force further recommended building a “Regional Food Hub” to support small and midsized growers, vendors and distributors, with a focus on creating green jobs and supporting
entrepreneurship (Los Angeles Food Policy Task Force, 2010).
4.2

Illinois

The State of Illinois took significant steps to promote local food systems by enacting the Local
Food, Farms, and Jobs Act (Public Act 096-0579) in August 2009. This legislation stemmed
from a 2009 report by the Illinois Local and Organic Food and Farm Task Force, which was
charged with developing policy recommendations for the legislature (2009). The Act set forth
the following goals:
•

•

All state facilities, including universities, correctional facilities, and mental health and
developmental disability facilities, shall purchase at least 20 percent of food from within
the State of Illinois by 2020. These facilities shall track and report progress beginning in
2011.
Facilities that are supported partially or wholly by state dollars (schools, hospitals, child
care, etc.) shall purchase at least 10 percent of their food locally by 2020.
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•
•

Food contracts for state facilities shall be awarded to local providers if the price
differential is no more than 10 percent higher than other conventional purchasing
agreements.
Increase total consumer purchases of local food to 10 percent by 2020.

The Act also created the Local Food, Farms, and Jobs Council to: facilitate the growth of an
Illinois-based local farm and food product economy; revitalize rural and urban communities;
promote healthy eating with access to fresh foods; create jobs; ensure a readily available supply
of safe food in an emergency event; and support economic growth through making local farm or
food products available to all Illinois citizens (Illinois General Assembly, 2009).In addition to
this landmark legislation, Illinois has implemented a variety of local foods support programs
including a local labeling program, the FNMP and SFMNP, and Farm to School programs.
4.3

Maryland

According to National Farm to School Network, the State of Maryland’s Jane Lawton Farm to
School Program is the most successful statewide Farm to School program. All of the State’s
public school systems participate in the Program and more than 30 different farms support the
Program (NFSN, Maryland Profile). Maryland law also allows schools to pay 5 percent above
the lowest bid for local food grown in Maryland (Md. Code Ann. State Finance and Procurement
§ 14-407). A new Maryland law (Md. Code Ann. Tax Property § 9-253) authorizes local
governments to provide a five-year property tax credit for land used for urban agricultural
purposes.
The City of Baltimore’s FPC (the Food Policy Task Force) serves as a platform for development
of programs and policies related to local foods in Maryland’s largest city. The following
strategies are the Task Force’s ten top priority actions are detailed in its 2009 report:
1. Expand and Promote Farmers’ Markets
2. Expand and Promote Community Supported Agriculture
3. Support Continued Research on Food Deserts and Collaboration with Policymakers
4. Support a Central Kitchen Model for the Baltimore City Public School System
5. Support for Community Gardens and Urban Agriculture
6. Expand Supermarket Home Delivery Program
7. Improve the Food Environment around Schools and Recreation Centers
8. Support Street Vending of Healthy Foods
9. Create Healthy Food Zoning Requirements or Incentives
10. Develop a targeted marketing campaign to encourage Healthy Eating among all
Baltimoreans (City of Baltimore, 2009)
In May 2010, the City of Baltimore became one of the few cities with “food czar,” officially
known as a Food Policy Director. The Director, funded by several foundations focused on
public health issues, is charged with implementing the recommendations and strategies of the
Task Force. The Virtual Supermarket Project was one of the first programs implemented by the
Director (Cohn, M., May 11, 2010)
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An initiative in Maryland, Hospitals for a Healthy Environment (H2E) is a technical assistance
network that promotes environmental sustainability in health care, including serving locally
grown foods in hospitals or other health care facilities. Co-sponsored by the Maryland Hospital
Association, the Maryland Department of the Environment, the Maryland Nurses Association,
the University of Maryland School of Nursing, and Health Care Without Harm, H2E has
participation from 60 healthcare facilities (Maryland H2E, 2009). H2E programs include
establishing neighborhood food stands near WIC clinics, Farm to Cafeteria programs, and local
food deliveries to health care facilities. Over 16 hospitals/health care centers in Maryland have
signed onto H2E’s healthy food pledge (Maryland H2E, 2008; 2009).
4.4

Michigan

The State of Michigan has a set of laws that support the State’s Farm to School programs
(Michigan Compiled Laws: Public Acts 231; 315; 344; and 343). The laws require the Michigan
Department of Education and Michigan Department of Agriculture (MDA) to educate food
service directors in local food purchasing and staff a Farm to School liaison in the MDA to
facilitate cross agency cooperation. Additionally, the laws ease restrictions on competitive bids
for food purchases. Public Act 231 also provides tax incentives for food retailers in low income
and rural communities that offer healthy food options, including local fresh foods.
The Michigan FPC is composed of 21 members and was established via Executive Order in
2005. In 2006, the Michigan FPC released a comprehensive report with 20 recommen-dations
with several focusing on supporting local food systems (Michigan FPC, 2006). According to its
Executive Director, the FPC has provided a successful forum for stakeholder discussions and
collaboration. There is currently an effort to create regional and local councils, and one of the
first of these is has been established in Detroit. Other goals of the FPC include increasing fresh
food access to underserved communities through the Michigan Neighborhood Food Movers
Program, enhancing Farm to School Programs, and creating local procurement programs.
Michigan has also implemented a state labeling program called “Select Michigan”. To be
eligible, produce is required to be 100 percent produced in Michigan. Growers who meet this
eligibility requirement can utilize a Select Michigan logo in their marketing. The program has
resulted in a significant increase in the purchase of local produce. For example, Michigan
asparagus sales increased 20 percentage points between 2002 and 2005. Moreover, the program
is estimated to have been responsible for nearly 700 jobs with a 111 percent increase in sales of
local products during its first year. Recent program evaluations show continuous annual
increases in local agricultural sales, ranging from 5 to 20 percent. The program also educates
consumers on the benefits of local foods and promotes the expansion of local product availability
throughout the state, specifically targeting underserved areas. The creation of community
gardens is also part of the program (Select Michigan, 2009). However, according to the
Executive Director of the Michigan FPC, funding is a continuing issue that may jeopardize the
future of this program.
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4.5

New Jersey

The State of New Jersey’s produce labeling program, “Jersey Fresh,” has been in existence since
1983 (N.J.S.A. 4:10-18, 4:10-19.1). The intent of the program is to provide marketing and
development assistance to the agricultural sector. In 2004, the New Jersey Department of
Agriculture (NJDA) began a new marketing strategy to promote the sale of horticultural products
under the “Jersey Grown” label, similar to the successful Jersey Fresh program. New Jersey has
enacted several laws that support the Jersey Fresh label including the promotion and sale of
Jersey Fresh products at service areas along certain toll roads (N.J.S.A. 27:23-48, 27:25A). The
NJDA also has community outreach programs such as the Youth Farmstand Program, which
teaches high school students about agriculture and provides them with experiential education
through participating in local foods activities. In addition, New Jersey participates in the Buy
Fresh Buy Local Program, FNMP and SFMNP programs, and has a highly successful Farm to
School program.
4.6

New York

Enacted in 2002, New York State farm to school legislation facilitates school procurement of
New York farm products and charges the Department of Education, and the Department of
Agriculture and Markets (NYDAM) with working together to facilitate the purchase of New
York farm products by schools, universities, and other educational institutions. The legislation
also formalized the establishment of a New York Harvest for New York Kids Week to promote
New York farm products (NFSN, New York Profile).
Established via an Executive Order by Governor David A. Paterson’s in 2007, the New York
State Council on Food Policy (NYS CFP) is comprised of representatives from agriculture,
industry, public health, and government. The NYS CFP is responsible for making
recommendations to the NYDAM and the Governor on funding and program priorities. Its
mission is to ensure a coordinated and comprehensive inter-agency approach to state food policy
and is responsible for issuing an annual report to the Governor (NYS CFP, 2009). The NYS
CFP also supports community and school-based food security, direct marketing, and networking
with the ultimate goal of improving local food production and distribution.
New York also has a successful Buy Fresh Buy Local program coordinated by the New York
Sustainable Agriculture Working Group (NYSAWG, 2010). In addition to the statewide
program, a regional program sponsored by the Watershed Agricultural Council has been
established. This program is called “Pure Catskills” and its purpose is to “support the farmers
that care for the land surrounding New York City's reservoirs” (Pure Catskills, 2009) and to
achieve the larger goal of helping to preserve clean drinking water for New York City. Support
for this project comes from W.K. Kellogg Foundation, Catskill Mountain Foundation, and the
New York City Department of Environmental Protection (Buy Pure Catskills website).
To support low-income families’ access to healthier foods, the State allows for the use of
Electronic Benefits Transfer Cards (EBT) for the FMNP at farmers’ markets in New York City.
Through the Health Bucks program, families can receive additional vouchers at farmers’ markets
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— for every $5 spent with the EBT card, an additional $2 in Health Bucks is provided (New
York City Council, 2009).
4.7

Oregon

Oregon has developed a unique community-based approach to supporting its local foods system.
The State has established several farm-to-institution programs including a Farm to School
program and an initiative that connects farmers with correctional facilities. Working closely
with the Multnomah County Sustainability Initiative and the City of Portland in 2004, the
Oregon FPC initiated a pilot project that encouraged county correctional facilities to purchase
and track local produce purchases. This resulted in approximately $57,000 (between 35 and 55
percent of the total) in purchases from local farms in Oregon and southwest Washington (City of
Portland, 2006). Because of the success of the pilot project, the Multnomah County Sheriff’s
Office has since developed sustainability criteria and requirements in food service contracts to
track local purchases of fresh produce, frozen produce, and dairy and eggs.
In 2008, , the non-profit organization, Ecotrust, piloted one of the first farm-to-preschool
programs in the country in partnership with the Oregon Child Development Coalition (OCDC).
The OCDC is an early childhood care and education network in Oregon annually serving over
3,000 children and families in need in 12 counties. The Farm to Childcare program creates
networks between childcare facilities and local food producers and processors (Ecotrust
website)).
4.8

Pennsylvania

The Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture (PDA) administers a variety of programs with local
food components including: the State’s FMNP and SFMNP, , the State Food Purchasing
Program which provides food for emergency assistance and a required priority for Pennsylvania
food products, the “Pennsylvania Preferred” labeling program, and a grant program to support
farmers markets (PDA website). The PDA also administers Healthy Farms and Healthy Schools
Program which provides grants to schools to nutrition education involving student participation
and direct marketing initiatives for Pennsylvania farmers. This PDA program is based on the
Kindergarten Initiative, a program designed by the Food Trust, which is a Philadelphia based
non-profit organization. The Initiative promotes healthy eating habits from an early age by
teaching young children and their parents about food, farms and nutrition as well as providing
healthy fruit and vegetable snacks grown by local farmers (Food Trust website, “Kindergarten
Initiative”). ,Due to the efforts of a variety of local governmental agencies and community
organizations, e 160 schools in 21 school districts in the state are involved with Farm to School
programs.
The State has also implemented the Pennsylvania Fresh Food Financing Initiative (FFFI), which
is a program designed to establish and retain supermarkets that offer fresh food in underserved
neighborhoods. The program is public-private partnership — the Food Trust, the Trust
Reinvestment Fund (TRF) and the Greater Philadelphia Urban Affairs Coalition work in
partnership with the Pennsylvania Department of Community and Economic Development. The
State appropriated $30 million for FFFI, which leveraged an additional $90 million through
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private sources and TRF’s New Markets Tax Credits allocation for a total of $120 million
available for several financing options for fresh food retailers in underserved areas. The FFFI
offers grants and loans to qualified food retail enterprises for land acquisition financing,
equipment financing, construction, and workforce development. As of June 2010, more than $73
million in loans and $12 million in grants have been approved for projects that are expected to
bring 5,023 jobs and 1.67 million square feet of commercial space underserved neighborhoods
(TRF, 2010).
Another statewide initiative is Pennsylvania’s Buy Fresh Buy Local Program which is one of the
most comprehensive programs in the U.S. and is coordinated by the Pennsylvania Association
for Sustainable Agriculture (Pennsylvania Buy Fresh Buy Local website). On a more local level,
Philadelphia is the first major city to adopt a municipal food charter. . The Philadelphia Food
Charter was established in 2008 to facilitate the development of a sustainable city food and urban
agriculture system. A comprehensive sustainable development plan, “Greenworks Philadelphia”,
was created by Mayor Nutter in 2009 and incorporated the goals of the Food Charter along with
other local foods initiatives. One of the 15 targets of the plan is to “Bring Local Food Within 10
Minutes of 75 Percent of Residents.” Along with other initiatives, Greenworks Philadelphia
proposes to create 59 food-producing gardens, 12 farms and 15 farmers’ markets in Philadelphia
to meet its local good target (City of Philadelphia, 2009).
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5.0 SURVEY OF DELAWARE STAKEHOLDERS
This section provides an overview of key Delaware stakeholders’ views regarding the current
and future status of local food systems. Three methods were used to collect the data: an online
survey; personal interviews; and a document review of relevant research reports.
5.1

Delaware Survey Results

The project team conducted a survey in order to assess the current state of local food system
operations in the State of Delaware. The survey was administered online using the Qualtrics
software program. Participants in the survey sample were identified based on their stakeholder
roles in the Delaware’s food supply chain. A total of 61 individuals participated in the survey.
The online survey was made available between January 1 and February 28, 2010 (See Appendix
A). Respondents included farmers and growers (64 percent), restaurants (8 percent), retailers (4
percent) and institutional stakeholders such as hospitals and schools (10 percent). Summaries of
the responses are provided below.
5.1.1 Farmers and Growers
Delaware farmers and growers constituted 64 percent of total survey respondents. Most
respondents indicated they produced more than one type of food commodity:69 percent of
respondents produced vegetables, 25 percent produced livestock, 22 percent produced poultry,
and 3 percent produced milk and dairy products. 53 percent of respondents indicated they were
also involved in another type of primary production such as flowers, etc.
Many farmers are marketing their products directly. 27 respondents (75 percent) indicated they
sell their products to individual consumers; 16 respondents (44 percent) to a range of direct sales
outlets such as farmers’ markets, CSAs, etc.; 10 respondents (28 percent) to restaurants, and 8
respondents (22 percent) sold their produce to retail stores. 3 growers also sold their product for
national or international markets.
When asked about current barriers or issues to further development of a regional local food
system, respondents focused on both supply and demand side concerns. Two-thirds of
respondents indicated that maintaining a consistent customer base was a significant issue.
Approximately 50 percent of respondents indicated that the inability to provide a regular supply
of product was problematic to customers. Twenty-seven percent of respondents identified an
insufficient market potential for local foods in the Delaware and nearby states. Additional
barriers identified included a lack of capital for expansion and a lack of distributors/distribution
network.
Respondents indicated strong support for policies and programs that promote local food
production. This included support for development and implementation of a local food council;
development of a food distribution system that links local food producers to markets such as the
farm to school initiatives; support for creating direct markets with local restaurants and
institutions; creation of food distributors focused on local foods; expansion of farmers markets;
Delaware labeling; financial incentives to improve access to lower cost capital, insurance, etc.;
and greater public education about the benefits of local, healthy foods. These support
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mechanisms were cited as important because of the competitive marketing and distribution
advantages of large-scale producers. As one farmer stated, “customers are the ones who choose
… some will pay more for a locally grown perceived better product - but until something is done
with the economics, the majority of people cannot afford to spend extra money on food.”
5.1.2 Restaurant Owners
3 out of 5 Delaware restaurant respondents indicated they are aware of local food production. 3
respondents indicated they currently buy products from local growers, and 2 others indicated
they are considering buying local foods. Those who responded that they are currently buying
local products also indicated they believe their customers value food that is locally grown and
they utilize local foods as a marketing tool for their restaurant. Restaurant respondents also
stated they are considering more local food options to their menu. Interest in participating in
education and training on local foods however was mixed. Only 3 respondents indicated they
would be interested in such participation.
A main barrier identified by restaurant stakeholders is the irregularity of supply, price volatility,
and adequate number of local suppliers to meet their needs. No respondents listed food quality
as a barrier. However, a concern cited in the purchasing local products was the need for local
food to meet health standards and regulations. The principle recommendation by restaurant
stakeholders was to develop better marketing information or labeling of local foods in the
Delaware region.
5.1.3 Retailer Stakeholders
4 retailers responded to the survey. All4 indicated they were aware of “buying local” initiatives
and that they currently purchase locally. While these retailers displayed general support for local
food production, they also indicated there are significant barriers. Among the barriers was
uncertainty regarding the number of local food suppliers, adequate volume of local produce for
retail markets, and regular availability of produce. One retailer stated that the most important
factor in determining whether to purchase local products is “getting them in a large enough
volume and packaged for retail.”
5.1.4 Institutional Stakeholders (Hospitals and Schools)
Nearly all the institutional survey respondents indicated knowledge and awareness of buy local
initiatives (9). 4 are currently purchasing local foods and 4 indicated they are considering
purchasing local foods. Of those institutions that currently purchase local foods, the most
common local products are vegetables and fruits. The most common barriers cited by
institutional stakeholders are irregular supply, inadequate volume to meet demand, cost of local
foods, and finding local suppliers. Unlike restaurant stakeholders, institutional respondents
indicated strong interest in participating in local foods training or education programs. They also
showed an interest in collaboratively working with local farmers to facilitate greater institutional
participation. Demonstration of their support is the fact that five of the institutional respondents
stated they would be interested in hosting a farmers’ market. Institutional respondents
specifically cited promotion of Farm to School programs and farmers’ markets as important
mechanisms to support a local foods system. In addition, certification and labeling of
establishments using local foods was recommended.
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5.1.5 Summary
In order to assess how Delawareans perceived the benefits of local foods, survey respondents
were asked to rate the benefits of local foods along the energy and environment, economic, and
equity/health criteria. Equity/health considerations received the most number of top rankings,
followed by economic development and job creation. Other benefits cited by respondents
included community engagement, added viability of small farms, increased food security,
improvements in food quality and variety, better relationships with food producers, and ethical
considerations. Results are shown in Table 3.
Table 3. Survey Response and Ranking of Benefits of Local Foods
Category

Rank
1

2

3

4

5

6

Environment: Environmental conservation

3

8

6

12

3

1

Energy : Energy Saving, decrease transportation needs

3

4

7

10

8

1

Equity/Health : Affordable access to healthy foods

11

11

5

4

1

1

Economy : Job creation and local economic development

9

6

11

5

2

0

There is little importance in supporting local foods

1

0

2

1

8

21

Other

6

4

2

1

11

9

The survey also included an open-ended question asking respondents to identify or recommend
state or local policies that would be useful for promoting a local foods system. A summary of
the responses is below.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The public is confused by the many conflicting voices declaring what is healthy food.
The state could help by promoting food education for adults and children.
Perhaps state institutions could use our tax dollars to purchase local food whenever
possible.
I do not think there needs to be any state policies to promote local food.
Educating the general public when produce is "in season" would be helpful.
I think that farmers are getting tired of state and local policies. We are weary of
regulations and governmental involvement in our businesses.
Schools should mandate the purchase of healthy local food for a certain percent of their
menus.
Make it easier for micro farmers to sell to state agencies and schools
Relax the burdensome nutrient management program.
Expand Farm to School — but it will have to start with cafeteria managers and workers
willing to change their current routine of mainly using pre-sliced, pre-packaged items. It
requires more labor to use unprocessed foods and a change in current cooking practices.
More support on a federal level — small growers cannot compete with larger wholesale
producers.
Consumers are the ones who choose. Some will pay more for a locally grown perceived
better product, but until the economics of food consumption is comprehensively
addressed, many people cannot afford to spend extra money on food.
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
5.2

Programs for local foods in public institutions as much as possible.
A price incentive for local foods into State run feeding programs, i.e., schools, prisons,
state hospitals.
Free directory of farms or gardens ready or willing to produce goods. Education of the
public on the economic, food security and environmental value of local food systems.
Clear definition based mileage as to what is considered "local" food.
Establish a campaign to promote local farmers markets, highlighting the quality and
breadth of Delaware food products.
Establish handling standards and legal sales program for raw dairy products. Delaware
has many families travelling to Pennsylvania for these products.
Clarify labeling (organic, local, natural, etc.).
Better knowledge of what is being grown or available. A system to reach out to the end
users about what is available.
Department of Education and legislators endorsing the use of local foods.
Ag-trader web sites of farmers markets
Delaware Interview Results

The project team conducted interviews with representatives from government agencies and
nonprofit organizations to gain a baseline stakeholder perspective of the current local food
system in Delaware. Interview subjects included representatives from the Delaware Department
of Agriculture (DDA), the University of Delaware Cooperative Extension (DCE), the Fruit and
Vegetable Grower Association of Delaware, the Delaware Organic Food and Farming
Association (DOFFA), the Food Bank of Delaware, the Food Businesses Incubator at Delaware
State University, and the Delaware Center for Horticulture (see Appendix B). This section
summarizes the interview results.
5.2.1 Delaware Definition of “Local” Foods
Overall, there is consensus that a local food system should be defined regionally incorporating
Delaware as well as adjoining geographic areas in Maryland, Pennsylvania, New Jersey and even
Virginia. Because of Delaware’s small geographic size and the reality of regional food markets,
a local food system should be defined beyond state boundaries (Ernest, 2010). On this point
Mike Wellik, current president of DOFFA, emphasized that the geographic distance between the
populated urban centers of Newark and Wilmington make local food distribution problematic for
farmers located in the southern part of the state (2010). He further indicated that, on average, the
market reach of Delaware farms is predominantly within a 50-mile radius. Most Delaware
farmers use farmers markets and grocery stores to sell their produce.
52.2 Local Food Initiatives in Delaware
Interview respondents identified a number of programs and initiatives that support a local food
system currently operating in Delaware. These include:
• The “Local Food Processing Pilot Program” which encourages on-farm or home food
processing for “non-hazardous” foods (non-perishables such as jams, etc.). Recently
there have been efforts to expand this program to include perishable foods, but this still
requires Division of Public Health approval (Fitzgerald, 2010).
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•

•

The “Food Business Incubator Center” or “Kitchen Incubator” at Delaware State
University has been in operation since 2008 and provides low-cost kitchen facilities for
small business entrepreneurs to use for the production of food items for business (FBIC;
Hynson, 2010).
On March 5, 2010, the Departments of Agriculture, Education, and Health and Social
Services signed a Memorandum of Understanding to develop and implement “Farm to
School” Program. A similar initiative is underway with correctional institutions. DDA
Secretary Kee stated that:
[I]n the long-run, 123,000 kids times 180 days per year equals 22 million
meals per year. So, the hope is that enough private sector transactions
will occur so that purchasing local may become commonplace for
schools. We will try to let the market do it (Kee, 2010).

•

•

•

•

•

•
•

The Woodbridge School District’s successful farm to school program has grown in
demand since its inception and may be a model for other schools to follow.
The DDA, the Cooperative Extension Programs at the Delaware State University and the
University of Delaware, and the University of Maryland’s Environmental Finance Center
created web portals for local foods and agriculture suppliers. The “Delaware Farm
Market” or DEFoodtrader.org is a virtual farmer’s market that connects buyers and
sellers with local foods. The “Delaware Agriculture Exchange” or DEAgtrader.org is a
free exchange for farmers and others to buy/sell/trade manure, compost, hay, fodder,
fruits and vegetables, equipment, livestock, and more.
DOFFA promotes and supports the growers of small organic and natural grown food in
Delaware. Member farms are typically small and membership is not limited to organic
farms. DOFFA is also involved with consumer outreach and education and helps farmers
secure federal and state grants.
The Food Bank of Delaware supports the distribution of fresh local foods. However, in
practice, because the food bank relies on food donations, there are barriers to a consistent
and adequate supply of local foods. There are examples of cooperative partnerships, such
as the University of Delaware’s Garden for the Community, which is an initiative to grow
produce to support the food bank exclusively Beebe, 2010).
The state has a number of established farmers’ markets (Johnson, 2010). The DDA
promotes Farmers’ Markets and Agricultural Tourism through websites and
promotional maps. In addition to serving as outlets for food produce, some farm markets
also have educational workshops on nutrition or food preparation.
Nemours Health and Prevention Services (NHPS) has implemented several programs and
policies promoting local foods and increasing access to fruits and vegetables through
farmer’s markets and in grocery stores. NHPS also promotes local and healthy foods at
child care centers, schools, and out of school programs. NHPS has toolkits, research, and
evaluations related to healthy foods.
Camp Fresh. Camp Fresh provides an 8-week camp for minority youth and focused on
development/healthy lifestyles program. This includes promoting access to healthy food
in low-income urban areas such as Wilmington.
The DDA Marketing Team supports programs such as “Grown with Care in Delaware”.
the first local labeling program in Delaware.
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5.2.3 Barriers to Local Food Systems in Delaware
The most prevalent issues raised by those interviewed were inconsistency of supply, lack of
distributors tailored to local food suppliers, and inadequate pre-processing facilities. It was cited
that many school kitchens are not equipped for fresh produce, and kitchen staff are often not
trained to prepare fresh food. The price of local foods was cited as another impediment to the
expansion of the local foods market in the region. Farmers cited transportation of food and the
production and marketing costs associated with setting up farmer’s market stands as barriers to
direct marketing of food. For farmers in southern Delaware, the time and cost to transport
produce to urban markets in the northern part of the state is a prohibitive. This barrier was
identified by almost all interviewed, both non-government and government respondents. The
sunk capital in infrastructure for large-scale monoculture/commodity crops inhibits smaller and
more diverse crop production (German, 2010) For example, the existing processing, storage, and
distribution systems and networks for commodity crops are not easily (or at all) adaptable to the
small and diverse crops prevalent in local food systems. Barriers as seemingly simple as getting
local crops to markets or institutional customers such as schools can be a difficult
challenge/barrier for both farmers and customers.
5.2.4 Opportunities for Local Food Systems in Delaware
Interview respondents indicated that further research on the opportunities for promoting and
implementing local foods systems in the region are important. Most respondents agreed that
local food systems can provide economic opportunities for Delaware farmers. However, caution
was also expressed in advancing local food policies that could interfere with competitive food
markets at the regional, national and international level. DDA Secretary Kee explains:
[T]here are very few farmers in Delaware that can make a living selling 100
percent local foods. For Delaware agriculture to be healthy, it needs to be
able to compete and have opportunities in the larger market. Delaware and
the Delmarva Peninsula is a foodshed for the eastern United States. There
are 100 million people within an eight-hour drive. I want farmers to be able
to sell to local school districts and be profitable and I also want them to be
able to compete in the larger market (nationally and internationally) and be
profitable. More local is good, but local has to be done in conjunction with
national tapestry of production technologies, marketing alternatives, and
distribution programs (Kee, 2010).
Some interview respondents pointed out that Delaware has a rich history of fresh food
production. For example, Delaware was a major provider of strawberries and peaches for the
East Coast food markets during parts of the 19th and 20th centuries and that there was potential
for the State to regain at least some of that status. These respondents further contended that
small-scale farmers in Delaware retained the knowledge and ability to grow diverse crops, and
combined with a growing number of direct marketers, there is potential for growth in local food
production. One respondent offered the view that population growth in some Delaware counties
presents a growing opportunity for small produce growers.
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Addressing the food equity was also cited as an opportunity in the development of local food
systems. For example, the proposed reauthorization of the federal Child Nutrition Act includes
language promoting farmers markets. However, respondents also expressed concern that the
benefit of federal programs such as the FMNP and SFMNP is limited for Delaware residents.
Another initiative recommended by respondents included the establishment of a clearly defined
Delaware FPC to help to promote and enhance local food system programs in Delaware.
Respondents further mentioned opportunities to build a local food system infrastructure
including development of grower cooperatives to achieve the critical mass necessary to bring
efficient, timely and adequate quantities of food to consumers. Improved distribution systems
and networks for non-commodity crops and grower cooperatives would be particularly useful for
Farm to Institution, Farm to School, and other direct marketing efforts. Programs that market
local foods such as signage on major highways, buy local campaigns, and technical assistance
and education for small farmers about the options of selling locally were also cited opportunities
to help improve the market for Delaware agricultural products.
Policy recommendations included providing tax credits or other incentives for supermarkets and
food retailers to offer local foods as well as incentives to support a local distribution system.
Financial support for research that assists farmers and agricultural industries in staying
competitive was another recommendation. Respondents recommended that food safety
regulations be scaled to production systems size because of the undue burden these regulations
can cause for small farms and small local food production.. Incentives for the establishment of
farm stands, a more coordinated State planning effort to target the promotion of a local food
system, and implementation of zoning ordinances for agriculture in urban counties were also
offered as policy opportunities.
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6.0 RECOMMENDATIONS
For a number of years, there has been growing concerns about food security, food safety, public
health, and the environmental and economic impacts of the conventional food production and
distribution systems in the U.S. These concerns have turned public attention to the development
of alternative food production and distribution methods. This report provided a review of local
foods initiatives and an analysis of the applicability of such initiatives for Delaware. The
following are policy recommendations based on the research team’s review of best practice
models being implemented in a number of states as well as an analysis of Delaware stakeholder
perspectives:
• Public Awareness, Marketing, and Education
There is opportunity for the State of Delaware to enhance public awareness of the
benefits of locally produced foods through marketing and education including promoting
Delaware’s Grown with Care program. Stakeholder participation is an essential
component of public awareness and education programs as well as broader local food
planning efforts. ,. Key stakeholders include consumers, farmers, distributors, food
retailers and those who have not historically participated in healthy food practices.
• State Food Policy Council
Creation of a State Food Policy Council to facilitate state level planning and program
implementation would provide a mechanism for stakeholder representation and
coordination. Findings from the surveys and interviews indicate that stakeholders
support such a mechanism in Delaware. States have implemented FPCs with great
success could be used as models for designing FPCs for Delaware.
• Promotion of Local Food Procurement/Farm to Institution.
Institutional sourcing of local food can be an effective mechanism for supporting local
food system systems. On the supply side, bulk purchasing supports shorter supply chains
and on the demand side, institutions have access to fresher produce. Farm to School is
one example of a program that has already taken root in the Delaware. Other institutions
could include hospitals, colleges, hospitals, and government agencies. The State could
assess the feasibility of legislation such as that enacted in Illinois and other states to
promote state facility purchases of local foods.
• Farm to School Program.
Successful Farm to School programs in other states and localities indicate there are
important health benefits for children. All school districts in Delaware participate in the
program and continued support for the program provides, as Governor Markell stated,
“economic benefit to Delaware farmers, Delaware’s agricultural industry and Delaware’s
economy” (CapeGazette.com, 2010).
• Farmers’ Markets
The popularity of farmers’ markets continues to grow across the country provide an
important outlet for the sale of locally produced foods. The Delaware Department of
Agriculture (DDA) provides vendor information on farmers’ markets throughout the state
and continued State support for farmers’ markets could provide local economic and
health benefits.
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• Local Foods Distribution
A key challenge for local food producers, particularly small operations, is the availability
of distribution systems. Lower volume, accessibility, and seasonality are often cited as
barriers for small farm operators. Further investigation into potential approaches such as
cooperatives and financing mechanisms such as those implemented in the State of New
York deserves further attention.
• Federal FMNP and SFMNP
While the Farmers’ Market Nutrition Program (FMNP) and Senior Farmers’ Market
Nutrition Program (SFMNP) require the state to be responsible for a portion of the
administrative costs, these programs are worthy of further consideration.
• Foodshed Analysis
Further research regarding the local food system potential for State of Delaware and the
surrounding region could yield important information for legislators and policy makers.
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APPENDIX A: DELAWARE STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEW LIST
Name

Organization/department

Date

Mode

2/4/2010

Phone

2/4/2010
2/16/2010
2/12/2010

Phone
Phone
E-mail

2/24/2010

In
person

2/15/2010

Phone

2/19/2010

Phone

2/23/2010

Phone

3/3/2010

Phone

Non-Governmental Organizations Stakeholders
Emmalea Ernest
Lynne Bennet
Mike Wellik
Audrey Scott
Hynson
Patricia Beebe

Delaware Cooperative Extension, Fruit and
Vegetable Grower Association of Delaware
DOFFA
DOFFA
Food Businesses Incubator at Delaware State
University
Food Bank of Delaware
Government Stakeholders

Gordon Johnson
Carl German
Anne Fitzgerald
Ed Kee

Vegetable and Fruit Extension Specialist
Delaware Cooperative Extension
Crops Marketing Extension Specialist Delaware
Cooperative Extension
Chief of Community Relations Delaware
Department of Agriculture
Secretary, Delaware Department of Agriculture

59

60

APPENDIX B: DELAWARE STAKEHOLDER SURVEY
1. Please select your primary field/occupation.
#

Answer

Response

%

1

Farmer & Grower

39

64%

2

Restaurant

8

13%

3

Retailer

4

7%

4

Institution-Hospital/School

10

16%

Total

61

100%

2. Have you heard of “buying local”?
#

Answer

Response

%

1

Yes

19

100%

2

No

0

0%

Total

19

100%

3. Are you currently using any local foods?
#

Answer

Response

%

2

Yes - We are currently using local foods

11

58%

1

Yes - We would consider, but not currently
taking steps

6

32%

3

No - We are not considering now nor in the
near future using local foods

2

11%

Total

19

100%

Response

%

4. Of the following, what if any, of your purchases are grown or produced locally
(Choose as many that apply)?
#

Answer

1

Milk & dairy products

7

58%

2

Seafood

4

33%

3

Poultry, Meats

2

17%

4

Fruits

6

50%

5

Vegetables

8

67%

6

Other, please specify:
(1) bread (2) mushrooms

3

25%

61

5. If you are using local foods, do you believe that customers/consumers find them more
appealing?
#

Answer

Response

%

1

Yes

8

67%

2

Maybe

2

17%

3

No

2

17%

Total

12

100%

Response

%

6. If you are using local foods, do you advertise this fact?
#

Answer

1

Yes

7

58%

2

No

5

42%

Total

12

100%

7. Which of the following barriers affect your ability to purchase local/regional products (choose
as many that apply)?
#

Answer

Response

%

1

Finding local suppliers

4

31%

2

Irregular supply

9

69%

3

Lack of demand from customers

0

0%

4

Cost

5

38%

5

Quality of product

0

0%

6

Volume of product required

7

54%

8

Lack of interest

0

0%

7

Other, please specify:
(1) ability to deliver to multiple sites
(2) corporate regulations
(3) availability during school year
(4) we are a chain restaurant and must buy from
approved suppliers
(5) many farmers are not set-up to handle
distribution that we need
(6) labor to prepare fresh vegetables and fruits

6

46%

Total Responses

13

62

8. Would you consider supporting or are you already supporting any of the following initiatives to
help you buy your products locally/regionally (choose as many that apply)?
Would
Would
Currently
Total
# Question
Consider
Not
Mean
Supporting
Responses
Supporting
Support
1

Publication of a farmer/grower
directory

4

6

2

12

1.83

2

Local/regional “local foods”
marketing campaign

3

8

2

13

1.92

3

Distribution network (i.e., farm to
school or farm to hospital
programs)

5

6

2

13

1.77

4

Education program for
farmers/growers on local food
policy/programs

3

8

2

13

1.92

6

Local Food Policy Council

1

11

1

13

2.00

5

Other

0

0

1

1

3.00

9. Would you be interested in a training/education program on the benefits of local foods?
#

Answer

Response

%

1

Yes

8

62%

2

No

5

38%

Total

13

100%

10. Would you be interested in a training/education program on how to incorporate local foods
into purchasing programs?
#

Answer

Response

%

1

Yes

9

69%

2

No

4

31%

Total

13

100%

11. How interested are you in working with local farmers?
#

Answer

Response

%

1

Very

9

69%

2

Somewhat

3

23%

3

None

1

8%

Total

13

100%

63

12. What is the most important factor that could help you use locally/regionally-produced
products?
Text Responses: 11
1. Variety of products and availability of products
2. Availability and quantities of fresh fruit and vegetables
3. Cost and availability and delivery
4. A local foods distribution system and campaign
5. Have the ability to supply the products at multiple sites through out the school year
6. Availability of product that meets our demands while meeting corporate regulations & standards.
7. schedules of availability schools operate on 10-month calendar and the window of product availability
is very small
8. Getting them in a large enough volume/ packaged for retail
9. Commitment to supply the volume we need during peak summer season.
10. Year round availability and excellent product flow from farm to business
11. Labor to utilize the fresh products.
13. Which of the following do you grow or produce (choose as many that apply)?
#

Answer

Response

%

1

Milk & Dairy

1

3%

2

Livestock

9

25%

3

Poultry

8

22%

4

Vegetables

25

69%

5

Other: pumpkins, field crops, grains, mail order
seeds & plants, flowers, fruits, soap, yarn, hay,
herbs, berries, eggs, seedlings/plants

19

53%

Total Responses

36

14. To which local/regional customers are you currently selling your products (choose as many
that apply)?
#

Answer

Response

%

1

Individuals

27

75%

2

Institutions (schools, hospitals, etc.)

3

8%

3

Restaurants

10

28%

4

Retail Stores

8

22%

5

None (only sell to national/international markets)

3

8%

6

Other: soup kitchen, grain buyers, CSA, bed and
breakfasts, middle men/brokers, farmers
markets, regional auction, wholesalers, DSU
farmers market, garden centers

16

44%

Total Responses

36
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15. How do you sell to these customers?
#

Answer

Response

%

1

Farm stand

12

43%

2

Farmer’s markets inside DE

13

46%

3

Farmer's markets outside DE

3

11%

4

CSA/buying clubs

7

25%

5

Wholesale

12

43%

6

Other: U-Pick, give away to friends, directly,
auction, direct, word of mouth

9

32%

Total Responses

28

16. If no, would you consider selling your products locally/regionally?
#

Answer

Response

%

1

Yes

2

100%

2

No

0

0%

Total

2

100%

17. Which of the following barriers exist to selling your products locally/regionally (choose as
many that apply)?
#

Answer

Response

%

1

Finding local/regional customers

20

67%

2

Not enough potential revenue from local/regional markets

8

27%

3

Ability to have regular and consistent supply

15

50%

4

Lack of understanding of selling directly to customers

2

7%

6

Lack of interest

4

13%

5

Other, please specify:
(1) products sell into high end market
(2) very small operation
(3) not many barriers if people demand & want local produce
(4) cost to expand, laws
(5) no local granaries
(6) lack of labor in selling to customers that require delivery
(7) our markets have been very accessible

8

27%

Total Responses

30

65

18. Would you consider supporting or are you already supporting any of the following initiatives
to help you sell your products locally/regionally (choose as many that apply)?
Would
Would
Currently
# Question
Consider
Not
Responses
Mean
Supporting
Supporting
Support
1

Publication of a farmer/grower
directory

9

19

2

30

1.77

2

Local/regional “local foods”
marketing campaign

7

20

3

30

1.87

3

Distribution network (i.e. farm to
school or farm to hospital
programs)

6

20

3

29

1.90

4

Education program for
farmers/growers on local food
policy/programs

8

16

3

27

1.81

6

Local Food Policy Council

1

22

2

25

2.04

5

Other, please specify:
(1) form a co-op
(2)online direct
(3)national networking systems

2

2

1

5

1.80

19. What is the most important factor that could help you sell products locally/regionally?
Text Responses: 19
1. Finding local customers
2. A brokerage for small farms to be able to sell to independent restaurants and markets.
3. Consumer awareness
4. We have plenty of help already. It isn't hard to sell products locally. It is the biggest buying trend
agriculture has seen in many years.
5. Assistance with selling to local purchasers at restaurants, institutions, stores
6. Low cost liability insurance, availability of a commercial kitchen where we could add value to farm
products, local vet, local slaughter house
7. The perception of "food safety" pertaining to local products. We have participated in Farm to School
discussions where the perception that local food is less safe than big agri-business continues to prevail.
8. Help finding new buyers that are willing to work with us.
9. Getting policy and economics changed and educating public on value both from a personal health and
environmental health standpoint
10. Dealing with customers during busy times of the growing season
11. Grain processor in area
12. A distribution system that would take the time and financial burden off the farmers
13. More farmer markets
14. Continued promotion about the benefits of locally produced food.
15. I am discontinuing my vegetable business for several reasons: I can't scale up production without
major investment; I am adamantly opposed to the Good Ag Practices requirements to sell produce; I can't
maintain consistent production to fulfill a commitment to customers without significant investment of time
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and physical plant; I can't grow produce and do marketing too; the income from the DSU farmers market
and direct sale to customers doesn't cover expenses. The DSU farmers market has a lot of potential for
vendors and customers; we need to do more to reach a critical mass.
16. Public awareness
17. Advertising and the importance of quality organic products
18. Having a list of places that purchase local produce
19. Exposure to market/customer that is interested in organic/naturally grown/raised products (and can
afford them)
20. Do you promote anything on your menu as “local?”
# Answer

Response

%

1

Yes (please describe): locally raised beef, some seasonal
produce and seafood that make it into our "daily specials"
program

3

60%

2

No

2

40%

Total

5

100%

21. If you are using local foods, would you consider adding more local food options to your
menu?
#

Answer

Response

%

1

Yes

3

100%

2

No

0

0%

Total

3

100%

Response

%

22. Do you promote anything in your store(s) as “local?”
#

Answer

1

Yes, please specify: jellys/eggs/produce/honey

1

100%

2

No

0

0%

Total

1

100%

23. If you are using local foods, do you advertise this fact?
# Answer

Response

%

1

Yes, please describe how: local paper/local displays in
store/ on our web site

1

100%

2

No

0

0%

Total

1

100%
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24. Would you consider/are you considering carrying any local foods in your store(s)?
#

Answer

Response

%

1

Yes - We would consider, but not currently taking steps

0

0%

2

Yes - We are considering, and are currently taking
steps

1

100%

3

No - We are not considering now nor in the near future
using local foods

0

0%

Total

1

100%

25. Are locally grown foods available through your suppliers?
#

Answer

Response

%

1

Yes

0

0%

2

Unsure

0

0%

3

No

1

100%

Total

1

100%

Response

%

26. Have local food producers approached you to sell their products?
#
Answer
1

Yes

1

100%

2

No

0

0%

Total

1

100%

Response

%

27. Have customers requested locally grown products?
#

Answer

1

Yes

1

100%

2

No

0

0%

Total

1

100%

Response

%

28. How interested would your facility be in hosting a farmer’s market?
#

Answer

1

Very

5

38%

2

Somewhat

5

38%

3

Not at all

3

23%

Total

13

100%

Response

%

29. Do you promote any items in your food service operation as “local?”
#

Answer

1

Yes

3

43%

2

No

4

57%

Total

7

100%
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30. Would you consider/are you considering using any local foods in your operation?
#

Answer

Response

%

2

Yes - We are currently taking steps

4

57%

1

Yes - We would consider, but not
currently taking steps

3

43%

3

No - We are not considering now nor
in the near future using local foods

0

0%

Total

7

100%

31. Please describe any state or local policies that you believe could promote further use of local
food.
Text Responses 19
1. The public is confused by the many conflicting voices declaring what is healthy food. The state could
help by promoting food education for adults and children.
2. Perhaps state institutions could use our tax dollars to purchase local food whenever possible. I do not
think there needs to be any state policies made up to promote local food. Educating the general public
when produce is "in season" would be helpful. I think that us farmers are getting tired of state and local
policies. We are weary of regulations and governmental involvement in our businesses.
3. We are currently involved in Farm to School.
4. Schools mandating the purchase of healthy local food for a certain % of their menus
5. Making it easier for micro farmers to sell to state agencies and schools; relax the distant, burdensome
and basically meaningless nutrient management program; get NCC cooperative extension to actually
work with the few producers it has left
6. Farm to School - but it will have to start with cafeteria managers and workers willing to change their
current routine of mainly using pre-sliced, pre-packaged items. It requires more labor to use unprocessed
foods and a change in current cooking practices.
7. More on a federal level, but the small growers cannot compete with larger wholesale producers.
Consumers are the ones who choose, some will pay more for a locally grown perceived better product,
but until something is done with the economics the majority of people cannot afford to spend extra money
on food.
8. DDA's Farmers' Market network Farms to schools program Farms to restaurants
9. Programs for local foods in public institutions as much as possible.
10. A price incentive for local foods into State run feeding programs, i.e., schools, prisons, state hospitals.
11. Would avoid legislating any action toward this effort.
12. Free Magazine or directory of farms or gardens ready or willing to produce goods. Education of the
public on the economic, food security and environmental value of local food systems.
13. Clear definition based mileage as to what is considered "local" food.
14. I would put more marketing into the farmers markets in the State .
15. (1) Establish a campaign to promote local farmers markets, highlighting the quality and breadth of
Delaware food products. (2) Establish handling standards and legal sales program for raw dairy
products. Delaware has many families travelling to Pennsylvania for these products.
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16. Clarify labeling (organic, local, natural, etc)1
17. Better knowledge of what is being grown or available. A system to reach out to the end users about
what is available.
18. Department of Education and legislators endorsing the use of local foods.
19. Ag-trader web sites farmers markets

32. Please describe any other details regarding the previous questions and local food issues that
you feel are important.
Text Responses: 10
1. Perhaps the biggest issue is that there is not enough promotable supply of local produce to satisfy
demand. In order to supply the large supply chain of grocery stores and food terminals, you must have
quite a bit of supply. Much of the local produce is just small amounts that are sold through farm markets
and roadside stands. Many fruits and vegetables are not ideally grown in our region, so they are only
grown in small amounts. Also, the season for local produce can be only a few weeks for most fruits and
vegetables, then the crop moves to a different area of the united states due to seasonal reasons.
2. Educating consumers about what "local" and "in season" actually mean Getting affordable feed
delivery, micro loans/ grants to small farms to do things like add a hoop house, plant fruit trees. Help
farms work together with collections of farm plastics for recycling, getting chicken manure or spent
mushroom soil delivered to small farmers who could use it. Some kind of social network for local farmers
to pool or share equipment and resources. Meaningful classes and workshops for farmers- starting a
vineyard or installing drip irrigation. A made in Delaware store in Newark or Wilmington -or maybe even at
the new rest stop on I-95-that sold handcrafts and farm goods made right here.
3. I feel strongly that knowing where our food comes from is very important and understanding the
process it takes to get food is very important as well. Fewer and fewer people have true farm experience
or background. This is a growing problem and is a part of the larger problem.
4. Schools could be mandated to include a certain amount of local foods DDA could certify restaurants
that use a certain percentage of local food
5. We need to educate more about where food comes from. We need to realize the value of goods at
the peak of the season, to learn that some foods are seasonal, therefore worth a premium for the quality.
Cheaper is almost never better. The cents we save now are paid out long-term by poor health, poor
environmental quality and a poor quality of life for us and future generations. We are addicted to
inexpensive, processed foods that are killing us slowly.
6. Grain farmers have no local market. Peavey essentially has a monopoly of NC County grain.
7. End users need to have products that are readily available in the type of packaging such as "pre-cut
vegetables" throughout the year and the ability to deliver in multiple sites.
8. Removal of bureaucratic restrictions to marketing local foods .
9. I would like to see the DDA work with local growers to help promote the farm to school program.
10. Advertising is inconsistent, not always all-inclusive, and not replaced, as in pamphlets sometimes
found here and there but not resupplied. or/posted/placed to be most noticeable to widest range of
potential customers.
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33. Please rank the most important reasons for supporting local foods. (1=most important, 6=
least important). Click on the topic and drop & drag to rank importance.
# Answer
1
2
3
4
5
6 Responses
1

Environment: Environmental conservation, decrease
pesticide use

3

8

6

12

3

1

33

2

Energy : Energy savings, decrease transportation
needs

3

4

7

10

8

1

33

3

Equity/Health : Affordable access to healthy foods,
education on resources

11

11

5

4

1

1

33

4

Economy : Job creation and keeping local funds

9

6

11

5

2

0

33

5

There is little importance in supporting local foods

1

0

2

1

8

21

33

6

Other, please specify:
(1) Bringing community together
(2) Save small farms to regain food security and
improve food quality
(3) Freshness
(4) Sustainability; eating our own food
(5) Relationship with producers
(6) Keeping farms alive in the area and having a
local access to food
(7) Peace of mind
(8) Ag nutrition education
(9) Community
(10) Education, people on how to feed themselves
(11) Supporting local farmers
(12) Educating consumers on the value of spray-free
vegetables and fruits
(13) Good idea but not for us!
(14) increased variety and nutrition potential
(15) nutrition
(16) Offer students and adults unadulterated foods
that have been grown under proper conditions to
retain nutritional value

6

4

2

1

11

9

33

Total

33

33

33

33

33

33
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APPENDIX C: SUMMARY OF STATE AND LOCAL FOOD PROGRAMS
AND POLICIES
Farmers’
Market
Nutrition
Program
X

Senior
Farmers’
Market
Nutrition
Program
X

Farm
to
School
X

Alaska

X

X

X

Arizona

X

X

X

S

Arkansas

X

X

X

S

X

X

X

X

X

X

L

X

X

X

X

R

X

X

X

S

STATE
Alabama

Buy
Fresh
Buy
Local
X

California

X

Colorado

X
X

Connecticut

X

Food Policy
Council
(State- S
Regional- R
Local-L)

X

X

Delaware

Cooperative
Extension
Support
X

Florida

X

X

X

X

Georgia

X

X

X

X

Hawaii

X (S)

X

Idaho

X

X

R/L

Illinois

X

X

X

X

S/L

Indiana

X

X

X

X

Iowa

X

X

X

X

Kansas

X

X

L

Online
Directory/
Market
X
X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

S

X

X

S/L

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Maine

X

X

X

S

X

X

Maryland

X

X

X

S/L

X

X

Massachusetts

X

X

X

X

X

Michigan

X

X

X

S/L

X

X

X

X

X

L

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Louisiana

Minnesota

X

X

Mississippi
Missouri

X

X

Montana

X

X

Nebraska

X

Nevada

X

X

X

X

X

X

S

X

X

X

S

X

X

X

S

X

X

X

New Mexico
New York

X

North Carolina

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

North Dakota
Ohio

S

X

X

New Hampshire
New Jersey

X

X

X

X

X

Kentucky

Farm to
Institution

X

X

X

X

X

X

S

X

X

S

X

X

X

X

S/L

X

X

X

X

X

X

L

X

X

X

X

X

X

Oklahoma

X

Oregon

X

X

X

X

Pennsylvania

X

X

X

X
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APPENDIX C (continued)

STATE

Buy
Fresh
Buy
Local

Rhode Island
South Carolina

Farmers’
Market
Nutrition
Program
X

Senior
Farmers’
Market
Nutrition
Program
X

Farm
to
School
X

X

X

X

Food Policy
Council
(State- S
Regional- R
Local-L)

X

X

X

Texas

X

X

X

X

Online
Directory/
Market
X

X

X

X

X

S

South Dakota
Tennessee

Cooperative
Extension
Support
X

L

Farm to
Institution

X

X

X

X

X

Utah
X

Vermont

X
X

X

Virginia

X

Washington

X

X

West Virginia

X

X

X

X

Wisconsin

X

X

X

X

L

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
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X

L

X

X

X

X

75

76

