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Local Food Systems in Florida:
Consumer Characteristics and Economic Impacts

Executive Summary

Direct and intermediateaharketing of food products tod¢alconsumerén the United States baleveloped
rapidly over the past 10 yeais,response to concerns about food sadety quality and local economic
development, bwever, theeharacteristics of local fooglstems havaot been widely studiedVith support of a
research grant, public mail survey was conducted with a random sample of 7,500 househdhdsstate of
Floridato documentocal food purchasing patterasd economic impactand attitudes toward local fosd
Usable survey responses were received fro@Qlrgspondents, representing afercent response rate.
Surveyrespondents wergredominantly fenale,middle agedmiddleincome, andvell educaed compared tdhe
overall Florida populatiofFigure ES1)Survey sample data were weightebsedn location (county), age,
education and income factdsaccount for differences in sampling intensithe value oflocal food purchases

reportedby survey respondentsasexpanded to estimatketotal annualvalue forall Floridahouseholds

Figure ES1. Summary ofsurvey respondent demographic characteristics compared to the Florida
population
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Theweightedshare of respondents who reported purchdsicey food or through local market channels

included52.8 percentatretail grocery store$l.7per cent at far mer 6 s mmawvdstet s, r
( i c k 0) ol percenframaCansmunity Supported Agriculture (CSA) organizasoh3 percent
purchasinglirectly from producers by special arrangement in advarm7.9 percent at restaurants or other

food service establishmen(Sigure ES2)Respondentseportel s hoppi ng at rbaasidngandss mar
on a weekly basis (16%), twice weekly (.5%), every other week (8.3%)onthly (206%) or atother or

irregular intervals17.3%), and the remainder dild%ot know or gave

Figure ES2. Summary of participation in local food marketing channelsn Florida

Restaurants
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Farmer's markets, roadside stands, U-

. 61.7%
pick

Retail grocery stores 52.8%
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Although there is no standard accepted geograplecf i ni t i doods,dhie mdst comomarl definition

reported by survey respondemts swithin a radius of 100 miles tiomed , ¢ h o &9erceriathodgha

substantial number chose the merpang/e definitorso f A wi t hi n t he 3%)oraverwithh f FI or
the southeast U.S. region (3.9%hillemany chose the more restrictive def
(146%) or Awithin my4% (FigureEB3).y or town (11.

Figure ES3. Areain whi ch f oods ar e cepantedibydsarveg rdspdndentdireFlofida o c al 0
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Values represent weighted percentages of survey respondents for largest area chosen.

The totalvalue of all foods purchaseshnuallyin 2011-12 throughlocal market channels Floridawas

estimated at&314billion, including $6.079billion from grocery stores, 38130 | | i on fr om ,f ar mer
roadside stands andick operations$320million from restaurants and food service812 million by specia
arrangement with producemand $.1.4 million from CSAorganizationgFigure ES4) The total value of local

food purchaseaveraged $114 per household annuallfhe total value of local foods purchased fehaitne

consumption through retail stores, f&am 6 s maadsklestaisds,-pick, special arrangemerdnd CSAs but

excluding restaurantamounted t&7.995billion, and btal directto-consumer purchases of local food

(excluding restaurants and retail styreere valued at$916 lillion. The total valueof all foods purchased for

athome consumption, including ndéocal foods purchased atad stores, was estimated at $80billion.

Local foods representét.1 percent of total food purchases fehame consumption, and Dgercent ototal

food purchases at retail stor@$iese values are much higher than has been reported in the literature, and suggest
that local food systems in Florida are better developed than most other areas of the United States, perhaps due to
the favorable yearound growing conditions.

Figure ES4. Summary of foods purchased through local market channels in Florida in 20112

Local food at restaurants $320

Special arrangement with
$91
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Community Supported Agriculture $11

(CsA)

Farmer's markets, U-pick, roadside

stands $1,813

b $6,079

Local foods at retail

i i i
S0 $2,000 $4,000 $6,000 $8,000

Million Dollars

Values represent weighted and expanded purchases reported by survey respondents.
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For local foods purchased from all sourge2012 the largest food category was vegetahlakiedat $1.699
billion, representin@0.4 percent of the total, followedoselyby fruits ($1.574 billion 18.9%), fish($686
million (M), 8.3%), beef ($641M, 7.7%), poultry ($569M, 6.8%), beveragesuch as juices, beer or wine
($541M, 6.5%), prepared foodsuch as breads, pastries, jamngellies ($530M, 6.5%), dairy($489M, 5.9%),
honey($43M, 5.3%), pork, lamb and other meats3@M, 4.7%), eggg$372M, 4.5%), nuts($315M, 3.8%),
and other miscellaneous foo#66M, 0.8%) (Figure ES5)

Figure ES5. Summary of types of foods purchased through local market channels in Florida in 2011

Million Dollars
S0 $400 $800 $1,200 $1,600 $2,000
Fruits I I I $1,574
Vegetables i : : : 51,699
Nuts | $314
Beef | : $641
Poultry | $569
Fish | 5 5686
Pork, lamb, other meats i $394
Eggs | $372
Dairy | 5489
Honey | $439
Beverages | $541
Prepared foods | $530
Miscellaneous other foods | 566 i

Regionally within the state of Florida, the largest value of local food purchasedwhe major urban areas of
Orlando (®.611 billion andMiami-Ft. Lauderdale (&357 billior), followed by TampeSt. Petersburg ($143
billion), SarasotdBradenton ($28M), Jacksonville (643M), Pensacola ($267M¥zainesville (265M),
Tallahassee @8M) and Panama City (8M) (Figure ES6)The highest value of local foods purchased as a
share of total food purchases foihaime consumption was in the Tallahassee a®a%s, followed by
Gainesville (261%), Orlando (2.8%) and MiamiFort Lauderdale (28%).

Figure ES6. Summary of local food purchases in Florida regions in 204112

Tampa-St. Petershurg Sl,l-ﬂ,?3
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The total ecoamic impacs oflocally produced food purchasesFloridawereestimated using a regional
economic modellMPLAN). The total value of local food purchases through ditectonsumer market channels
(farmer 6s mar k e tpisk, CSA and spscialcaeangermeatwithsgrowelsjeassigned directly
to farmor food manufacturingroducer sectors, while local fa@gurchased at retail stonesremargined(split)
between producergetailerswholesalersand truckiransportatioriirms, and,and purchases from restaurants
weresplit between producerfyod serviceswholesalersandtransportationThe producer mgins were
considered as new final demand to the region, by displacement of competitive international and domestic
imports, and therefore subject to direct, indirect and induced multiplier effects, hovmevestailer and food
service sectogrossmarginsweretreated as regional economic contributions subject only to direct multiplier
effects.The total economic impacts local foodpurchase Florida for2011:12 were estimated 483,625
fulltime and partime jobs, $.46 billion in labor incomgemployee wages, salaries and benef@s).47 billion

in value addedontribution toGross State Product1$20 billion in industry output or revenugand $851

million in indirect business taxes to local, state and federal governmaptessed in A3 dollars (TabldS1).

Table ES1. Summary of total economic impacts of local food purchases in Florida in 26012

Labor Value Indi.rect

Impact Type Emglg%/gent Income Added ('z:ﬂtg)u t B#;T:SSS
(M$) (M$) (M$)

Producer Margimirect Effect 55,656 $1,182  $2,270 $5,511 $14
-Indirect Effect 23,423 $775 $1,213 $2,662 $75
-Induced Effect 66,854 $3,213  $5,178 $8,286 $407

-Total Effect 145,933 $5,170 $8,661 $16,459 $496

Retailer Margin Direct Effect 34,045 $1,189  $1,672 $2,496 $338
Restaurant Margin Direct Effect 3,648 $96 $138 $245 $18
Total All Industries 183,625 $6.455 $10,470 $19,200 $851

Values in millions 203 dollars, and employment in fulltime and p#rhe jobs.
Estimates reflect total multiplier effects for producer margin, and direct effects only for retailer and restaurant margins.

The attribute®f local food systemthatwere indicated byespondentasfiver y i mportant 0 wer e
(90.%) , Af ood2%) af eatnydo A(A%E,r i ftalolno WeB%py fMpood@MpE¢urity
Apesti c97eg ,f fMadéf @), (Areduced transportationo (24. 7%
producero (13.8%) (Figure ES7).

The factorghat were regarded as potentidilyw e r y Ifar lotal foodrsystems by at least 20 percent of

wei ghted respondenh%) uwdrvea iflhaibg hl iptryi coerd I(i3mi t ed sel e
(265%),Ainot knowi ng whether foodiAifarmendy machét adayab
i nc onv elP%randseasofia®vailability only certain times of ye§20.3%) Figure ES8).

Statistical analysis of the survey data revealed that several demographic variables were significantly related
(p<0.05, F test) to the total value of local food purchases, including respondent age, gender, household income,

educational attainemt, number of persons in the household, and the two factor interactionshufusgdold

iX



income, ageeducational attainment, and household incomber of persons in household. Demographic

factors that weraot significant were Florida region, type of dliing (single family vs. multifamily), and type of
residential area (large city, small city, town, rural). In addition, respondent ratings of the importance of some
attributes of local food were significant predictors of local food purchasing behadidr,indi ng A Pest i ci
and AHaving a relationship to producerso, while the
| ocal food pur cha sorlimged seleatian of fothhf@dsaniydueabed | A Ngt knowi ng
foods are truly |l ocal as | abeledo, #AHI gh (FigureEs89., and

Figure ES7. Summary of important attributes for local food systems in Florida

Having relationship to producer
Reduced transportation

Shelf life

Price

Pesticide-free

Organic certified

Food security

Food safety

Nutrition

Freshness

B Not Important . . . . .

® Moderately Important 0% 20% 20% 60% 30% 100%
H Very Important

Weighted Percent of Respondents

Figure ES8. Summary of factors limiting purchases of local foodén Florida

Lacking storage capacity or refrig. for guantity
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Lacking transportation to market locations
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Time required for preparation of raw foods
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Figure ES9. Summary of regression model effects for annual purchases of local foods in Florida

F test value
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Survey Group
Age*
Gender*
Household Income*
Educational Attainment*
Region
Dwelling Type
Number Persons In Household*
Type Of Residential Area
Age X Household Income*
Age X Educational Attainment*®
Age X Gender
Household Income X Number Persons In...
Household Income X Dwelling Type
Dwelling Type X Type Of Residential Area
Area Considered Local
Attributes Freshness
Attributes Nutrition
Attributes Food Safety
Attributes Food Security
Attributes Organic
Attributes Pesticide Free*
Attributes Price
Attributes Shelf Life
Attributes Reduced Transportation
Attributes Relationship To Producer*
Factors Limiting Unavailability
Factors Limiting Seasonality
Factors Limiting Not Knowing If Truly Local As...
Factors Limiting High Price®
Factors Limiting Farmers Markets Inconvenient
Factors Limiting Congestion At Markets
Factors Limiting Time To Prepare
Factors Limiting Lacking Knowledge To...
Factors Limiting Lacking Transportation To...
Factors Limiting Lacking Storage For Volume...

Statistically significanfactors(p<0.05, F tes} in modelare indicated by an asterisk.

Weightedaveragedcal food purchasgser householdresummarized ifFigure ES10. &rchases were highe

for respondents 18 to 24 yedmsage tharfor thoseagel 85 or overPurchases were higher famhaleghanfor
males although not statistically significaritocal food purchasesvere also greater for households with two or
three to five persons thdor singleperson householdSurprisingly,averagdocal food purchases per household
were not consistently related to annual household income or educational attainment, fadtaxethaen
identified in previous researchAlthough there were apparent differences in across levelsedfidg type,

Florida region, and type of residential area, these differences were not statistically sigifichet. research

should examine lot¢&ood purchases in relation to demographic factors and consumer attitudes.

Implications of the study findings for food policy are briefly discus®esbults for a special sample of survey
respondents in a 1€unty region of nortltentral Florida are praded in a companion report.
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Figure ES10. Summary of mean annual purchases of local foods in Florida by demographic factor level

Mean Annual Local Food Purchases
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Local Food Systems in Florida:
Consumer Characteristics and Economic Impacts

Introduction

Demand for locally produced food is rapidly growing in the United States, due to concernsustaingability,
nutrition, food safety and security, farmland retention, and economic develofffigents 1 and 2). There is no
standard definition of il ocal o food, but a commonly
where it isconsumedLocal food systems consist of a variety of disgetonsumer market channels, including
far mer 6 s ma stdndssefFharvastmaodi & ideek 0 0 prElCommunity Supported
Agriculture (CSA)buying clubs In addition, locdly produced food may be distributed through traditional
intermediated market channels suchieggonalfood wholesales, retail grocery stores, consurmvned
cooperativestestaurantsandinstitutional ood service establishmen&ome potential benefits of lakcand
direct food marketing that have been suggested include:

A Reduced marketing costsrough less reliance on brokergholesalersnd traditional retailers
Enhanced sustainability: reduced transportation costs and carbon footprint
Enhanced freshneasidnutrition
Reduced spoilagaendincreased shelf life
Consumers may have relationship to producer
Enhanced food safety/traceability/accountability

To To Do Io Io D>

Enhanced food security

A Supports local economic development, job creatimdpusiness retention

Based ortheU.S. Department of Agricultuée sgricultural Resource Management Survey in 28@&ewere

107,200 farms in the United States engaged in diteatonsumenr intermediated marketing dédcal food

productswith avalue of$4.8 billionthat year(Low and Vogel, 2011)The authors concluded that ehalf to

two-thirds of these locdbod sales occurred through intermediate channels. Earlier government data collection
efforts on locally produced food sales focupeicharily on direct farmefto-consumer ales.Local and direct

food marketing has experienced strong growth in the Diréctto-consumer saldsaveincreagdsince 1992

(Figure 1. In 2007, directo-consumer food sales represented 0.4 percent of total agricultural product sales, and
0.21 perent of total ahome food consumption the U.S(Martinez etal 2010).The number of f arr
markets in the U.S. increased from less than 2,000 in 1994 to over 7,000 in 2011 (Figure 2). The number of
farm-to-school food programs in the U.S. increaBed only 2 in 1996 to over 2,000 in 2009 (National Farm to
School Network). There were over 1,400 Community Supported Agriculture operations in the U.S. in 2010
(National Center for Appropriate Technologyhe largest food commodities marketed direatlpdnsumers

were fruits and nuts ($344 million), vegetables and melons ($335 million), beef ($141 million) and other animal
products ($236 million).Nte thatdirectto-consumer saledoes not include intermediated sales to grocery stores,

wholesalers, reatirants, etc.



Local food systems amaoredeveloped in some parts of the U.S., including New England, the upper Midwest,
Mountain southwesind Pacific coast regisnhowever, they have been less developed in the southern U.S., in
spite of favorable climat conditions for yearound food production and significant production of fruits and
vegetables (Figure 3Rirect-to-consumer sales in Florida in 2007 were reportedly valued at $19.36 million
(UDSA-NASS, U.S. Census of Agriculture).

In examining consumeggarticipation and expenditures on local fodtierehave been numerous intercept

surveys of local food consumers at farmers markets over the yeamslabively fewthat randomly sampled

local food purchasers from the general population. In the largest study of this nature, Smith and Sharp (2008)
conductednterviews withl,500randomly selecte®hio residents about tligourchases dbcally produced

food during 2007 The survey was limited to consumers who had purchased local foods directly from farmers
not grocery stores that carried local fodtlsvasfound that 96 percent @hio respondents had purchased

locally grown foodsduring 2007 and 79 percent did sotleér occasionally or frequently. The medamual

expendituresn local foods in this surveyere $68 per household.

DesSisto et al. (2009) conductedetephone survey @fl2primary shoppers in Chittenden County, Vermiont

the fall of 2007 For all pasible venuesncludinggrocery stores, wholesale clubs, big box stores, general stores,

and farmers markets, 58.5 percent of respondents had purchased ldsalithin the last seven days, witheov

60 percent of respondents kiveg these prchases atrgcery storesyhile only six percent reported purchasing

local foods at farmers markets. Thisultwa s | i kel y due to the time of year
in operation in Vermont. On average, respondents spent $16 on local foods dupnevibus weekncluding

those who did ot purchase any loc&bods whichwould be equivalent to $64 monthly, or $768 annually, if the

week chosen was representative.

Conner et al. (2010) conducted a randdatesvide telephone survay thefall of 2008of 953 Michigan

residents who purchased food for their househ@itkty-one percent of respondents had visited farmers markets

in the last year, averaging fousits in the most recent month, afldequarters of respondents purchased

locally grown fodl in the last yealn a separate article by Ross et al. (2010), it was reported that 55 percent of
respondents from the same survey had purchased | oca

that their expenditures averaged $14.75.

A tota of 703 primary household shoppers from nine ti@srinwestern North Carolinaere interviewed by
telephone in April of 2011 regard) ther food purchase habits (TJH Research and Strategglate availab)e

A majority of consumers (60%) reported ghasing locally grown food weekly when in season, and an
additional 23percentoughtlocal foodmonthly. These included purchases made directly and indirectly from
local producersBy multiplying the averageeported monthly total expenditures all food($339) bythe
reported share of monthly expenditures for local f(i&88%), the averagexpenditure for local foodan be
estimated at $53.81 monthly or $646 annuallysurvey of 282 residents &fenville County Minnesoten 2011
by Pesch (2012eveded that 4Qpercent of respondenhad purchased local foodSatmers market22had

purchased abadside standsind 18 purchasatirectly from a farm during the previous year. It is notable that

2



49 percent of Renville respondents had also obtaireadi food fromafamiyor f ri endés gar den,
percent from hunting and fishinddedian per person spending on local food at farmers markets and local farms
was estimated at $6.25 and $2.57 per wesdpectively or $325 an®107 annuallyTheaverage household size

of survey respondents was 2.31, so equivalent weekly amounts per household were $14.44 pad88ed3
respectivelypr $751 and $308 annuali@®ne caveat is that Renville cannot be considered typical because nearly
70 percenbf respondents reported raising at least one type of food for their own consumption, although the

amounts were small.

The economic impacts of local food systems have been assessed in a fewlsiadideod production and

marketing is generally more labmtensive thawonventionalarge scale production ameholesale marketing.

Fruit and vegetable farms with local food sales employed significantly more persons than farms without local

food sales: 13 vs. 3 fulltime equivalent persons per milionddllaasl e s, respect i staedyof ( O6H
152 farmerdéds markets in |l owa showed that these marKk
million in personal income (Otto, 2010).studyo f f a r me in&\est Wirgimakoent thatheygenerated

an increase of $1.1 million in gross output and 82 jobs, net of reductions in volume for traditiomatddecs

(Hughes et a2008) In a study of the potential impact of locally sourced fruit and vegetable production on farms
within 150 mles of large metropolitan areas in six Midwestern states, it was estimated that there would be a net

increase of 4,802 jobs and $710 million in gross output (Swenson, 2010).

Marketresearch has demonstrated that consumers have a willingness torpayuan price for local foods
similar to the premium for organic certified fadeébr example, one study showed a willingness to pay a
premium of 50 percent for fresh produce in Florida (Figure 4).

Further @velopment of local food systems and direct fowdketing faces a number loéhavioral, institutional

and economiconstraints bothfor consumers and producensgluding:

™

Unavailability or limited selection of foods
Seasonality (i.e. some foods available only certain times of year)
Higher costs for lv volume production

Inconvenience of market outlet times and locations
Uncertainty of origin of food

Lack of knowledge for preparation of raw foods

Lack of storage capacity for large quantity purchases
Access to capital

Diseconomies of small scabgperations

Greater labor requirements

Lack of market power for small producers

Food safety regulations

Time requirements for dire¢d-consumer marketing

To To Do To To To Do Do Po Do Do Do Do

Centralized purchasing for larger intermediary markets

3



Against this background, a public survey effoets undertaken to document consumption patterns, economic
values, and attitudes towards locally produced food in the state of Florida, in order to support public policy to
better promote development of local food systems.

Figure 1. Number of farms sellinglocal foodsdirectly to consumers and value of sales, 197807

Thousand farms Million dollars (constant 2007)
160 1,400
Farms selling local foods ————
directly to consumers rect sales
— of local foods 1,200
140 —
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- — 400
60 T T T T T T 200
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Census year

Note: Inflation adjusted sales were calculated based on the gross domestic product implicit price
deflator published by the Bureau of Economic Analysis, U.S. Department of Commerce and
calibrated to 2007=100.

Source: 1978, 1982, 1992, 1997, 2002, and 2007 U.S. Censuses of Agriculture.

Figure 2. Number of farmer 6s-20ldar kets in the United
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Figure 3. Value of direct-to-consumerfood sales, by county, 2007

Legend
[_] Median sales or less

[ $123,000 up to $1 million
I $1 million up to $2.5 million
Il $2.5 million or more

] Not available/disclosure issues

Source: USDA, National Agricultural Statistics Service; 2007 Census of Agriculture.

Figure 4. Consumer willingness to payprice premiums for local foods
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Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, compiled from various studies, reproducktaftomez, et a(2010)



Methods

Survey Data Collection and Analysis

The content ofhe survey questionnaire was developed in consultation Wiitkersity of Florida facultyanda

local food advisory panésee Acknowledgements)hesurvey sought to colleimformationon frequerty of

shopping and typical value plirchases of food at retail grocery stores, food purchased at groceries labeled as

il o drequeicy andvalue@ur chases at f ar mer 6 s -polkopdatidns purcmages d s i d
from growers by speciali@ngement (apart from piakps at regular markets), food received from Community
Supported Agriculture (CSA) groups, avalue oflocal foods purchased at restaurants or other food service
establishmentsinformationof value of purchasesas obtained fiol3 food groups: fruits, vegetables, nuts, beef,
poultry, fish, pork/lamb/other meats, eggs, dairy (milk, cheese, yoghurt), honey, beverages (juice, beer, wine),
prepared foods (e.g. bread, jams, jellies, pastries, etc.), and miscellaneous othepdikbels In order to better
understand the factors influencing local food purchasing behavésurvey alsgatheed information orthe

geographic areanderstoodbyt he t er m fAl ocal foodod, perceived barri .
demograpic information (age, gender, educational attainment, household income, household size, type of
residential area), as well as general eprded comments about local foddcopy of the questionnaire is

provided in AppendiB.

A survey mailing liswvas obtained frorMarketing Systems Group, In¢lorsham, PA) foa random sample of
7,500 households throughdtibrida The sampléncluded2,500 households located in adduny area of
North-centralFlorida(Alachua, Bradford, Clay, Columbia, Gilchtisevy, Marion, Putnam, Suwannee, Union),
which was a special focus of the stddya stakeholder group in the regi@nd omplete results for the north

central Florida area are provided in a companion report.

Two complete mailings of the survey questiairewere mailed to the sample households dudimgeJuly,

2012, together with a cover letter explaining the purpose of the survey, and gaathgeturn envelope. An

introductory postcard was sent one week before the first mailing, and remindarg®stere sent one week

after each survey mailing, in keeping with survey reselgsitpractices as recommended by Dilln{@007)
Correspondence was addressed to the Aresidento, and
compl et edsbory iimhteh@ehousehold most responsi ble for
years).Survey questionnaires weiraprinted witha code number matched to the address listing, in order to

enable identification of survey respondents for purposes difygoantrol, and to provide information on the

home location of the respondefihe survey questionnaire aptbtocolwere approved by the University of

Florida Institutional Review Board for compliance with ethical standards for research on humars.subject

A total of 1731 questionnairge were returned for the survey, of whicl9@%vere usable after excluding
duplicates received from the same houselibéle 1) In cases where two surveys were returned from the same
householdpnewaschoserto use for analysis which was most completely fibed. After eliminatinga small

number R4) of addresses for which survey mailings were returned as undeliverable, the overall survey response



rate was 24 percentSurvey results ere analyzed separatdbr North-centralFlorida (NCF) andill Florida
counties(AF). A small number of responses) could not be identified with eithsurveygroup because code
numbers were removed or obliterat&tie data were also analyzed for functional economic regitthg the

state consisting of core metropolitan areas and related surrounding counties, as mapped in Figure 5. Note that
these regions do not correspond to the survey gaoess. The number of observations, sampled households,
response ratder Floridaeconomicregionsand countiesire summarizeth Tables 2 and 3 Response rates were
highest in the Gainesville region (280) and Orlando region 81%), and lowest in the Miant#t. Lauderdale

region (164%). The response rates at the county lewlerally reflect those of their respectregionsalthough

the sample size for mamydividual counties is too small to be meaningful

Table 1.Florida local food consimption survey group sample numbersand response rates

Number Numper Number .
Percent Number Undeliver Response Expansion
Survey Group of Obser Households
. of Obs.  Sampled ableby Rate Factor

vations Mail (2011
North Central Florida Counties 621 39.0% 2,500 6 25.0% 413537 663
Rest of Florida Counties 970 60.7% 5,000 15 19.5% 7,048,432 7266
Not available 5 0.3%
Total All Florida Counties 1,599 7,500 21 21.%% 7,461,969 4667

North-Central Floridacountiessurveyed includélachua, Bradford, Clay, Columbia, Gilchrist, Levy, Marion, Putnam, Suwannee, Union.

Figure 5. Functional economic regi
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Table 2.Local food survey sample numbersand response ratesn Florida economic regiors

g Jumberdl | Fereent Mamber - Response el
. pled Rate (2010)

Gainesville 279 17.4% 1,044 26.7% 186,432
Jacksonville 194 12.1% 925 21.1% 555,511
Miami-Fort Lauderdale 276 17.3% 1,691 16.4% 2,405,954
Orlando 477 29.8% 2,071 23.1% 1,808,177
Panama City 15 0.9% 75 20.5% 112,875
Pensacola 40 2.5% 211 19.0% 269,648
SarasotéBradenton 119 7.4% 546 21.8% 795,575
Tallahassee 27 1.7% 128 21.1% 171,0394
TampaSt. Petersburg 167 10.4% 809 20.7% 1,156,758
Not available 5 0.3%
Total/All Regions 1599 100% 7500 21.4% 7,461,969

Source for number of househol@nith, S.K and S. Cody, Florida Population Studies, Vol. 45, BulletinU6ilersity of Florida,
Bureau of Economic and Business ResedfhBEBR, 2012.

Survey datavere entered into Excel worksheets for tabulation and analysis. The value of food purchased from
different sources, either on a periodic basis or annually, was reported in ranges of values, and the midpoint of the
range was assigned as a point estimatheofalue for purposes of quantitative analysis (e.g. amounts reported in
range A$l5 to $290 were assigned value of $22.50).
were also requested to provide a specific estimate of the value. Thenfre@fishopping trips for retail stores

and farmerd6s markets was converted to express as an
multiplied by the reported amount spent on a typical trip to estimate the total annual value of purchases.

Excessively large outlier values for estimated total value of purchases were excluded from the final data analysis.

The aggregate annual value of local foods purchased by all households in Florida was estimated based on values
reported in the survey togetheitivexpansion factors that represent the ratio of the number of sampled

households to the total household population, and demographic weighting factors. Florida had a total of 7.46
million household in 2011 (UFBEBR).



Table 3.Local food survey samplenumbers and response ratesn Florida counties

c Number of Percent of Number  Response Number
ounty Observations Observations Sampled Rate Households
p
(2011)

Alachua 179 11.28% 597 30.0% 100,565
Baker 1 0.06% 6 16.7% 8,727
Bay 11 0.69% 52 21.2% 68,608
Bradford 11 0.69% 57 19.3% 9,472
Brevard 32 2.02% 171 18.7% 230,492
Broward 87 5.48% 491 17.7% 688,073
Charlotte 10 0.63% 42 23.8% 73,814
Citrus 8 0.50% 42 19.0% 63,181
Clay 80 5.04% 421 19.0% 68,892
Collier 12 0.76% 86 14.0% 134,123
Columbia 36 2.27% 149 24.2% 24,907
DeSoto 4 0.25% 7 57.1% 11,416
Dixie 1 0.06% 4 25.0% 6,308
Duval 49 3.09% 258 19.0% 343,346
Escambia 16 1.01% 94 17.0% 116,840
Flagler 3 0.19% 20 15.0% 39,409
Franklin 1 0.06% 3 33.3% 4,260
Gadsden 2 0.13% 9 22.2% 17,255
Gilchrist 7 0.44% 35 20.0% 6,135
Hardee 1 0.06% 4 25.0% 8,223
Hendry 2 0.13% 4 50.0% 12,016
Hernando 14 0.88% 51 27.5% 71,864
Highlands 6 0.38% 25 24.0% 42,572
Hillsborough 59 3.72% 348 17.0% 477,759
Indian River 11 0.69% 38 28.9% 60,474
Jackson 1 0.06% 9 11.1% 17,641
Lake 18 1.13% 98 18.4% 121,872
Lee 36 2.27% 187 19.3% 262,581
Leon 18 1.13% 85 21.2% 111,256
Levy 16 1.01% 87 18.4% 16,393
Liberty 1 0.06% 5 20.0% 2,550
Madison 2 0.13% 5 40.0% 6,987
Manatee 23 1.45% 103 22.3% 137,028
Marion 225 14.18% 871 25.8% 137,949
Martin 11 0.69% 38 28.9% 64,082
Miami-Dade 67 4.22% 637 10.5% 874,586
Monroe 8 0.50% 25 32.0% 32,562
Nassau 4 0.25% 19 21.1% 28,938
Okaloosa 11 0.69% 58 19.0% 72,792
Okeechobee 1 0.06% 7 14.3% 13,974
Orange 56 3.53% 300 18.7% 426,328
Osceola 12 0.76% 62 19.4% 92,353
Palm Beach 70 4.41% 372 18.8% 546,408
Pasco 37 2.33% 143 25.9% 190,364
Pinellas 55 3.47% 267 20.6% 416,771
Polk 33 2.08% 169 19.5% 228,483
Putnam 39 2.46% 168 23.2% 29,162
Santa Rosa 10 0.63% 44 22.7% 57,549
Sarasota 34 2.14% 121 28.1% 176,613
Seminole 30 1.89% 113 26.5% 165,440
St. Johns 19 1.20% 53 35.8% 76,446
St. Lucie 16 1.01% 79 20.3% 109,273
Sumter 7 0.44% 29 24.1% 43,245
Suwannee 23 1.45% 91 25.3% 16,014
Taylor 1 0.06% 8 12.5% 7,906
Union 5 0.32% 24 20.8% 4,048
Volusia 44 2.77% 167 26.3% 208,630
Wakulla 2 0.13% 6 33.3% 10,538
Walton 3 0.19% 15 20.0% 22,467
Washington 2 0.13% 4 50.0% 8,885
Not Available 4 0.25% 17 23.5% 35,124
Total All Counties 1,587 100.00% 7,500 21.16% 7,461,969

Source for Florida household numbers: University of Florida, Bureau of Economic and Business ReseBEBR, 2012)



Demographic characteristics of the survey respondents are shown in the Table 4. Over 72 percent of respondents
were female, and 73 percent were between the ages of 45 and 84. About 45 percent of respondents had annual
household income level less than $B80,0and 30 percent of respondents had household incomes of $50,000 to
$99,000. The overall weighted average household size was 2.41 persons, with about 44 percent of respondents
living in two-person households, while 24 percent weremerson householdmd 28 percent were households

with three to five persons. In terms of education, survey respondents, on average, had more years of schooling
than the Stateds popul ation as a whole. Over half (
degee, another 25 percent had attended college but did not obtain a degree, and only 21 percent had primary
school or high school education. Some 42 percent of respondents lived in mediargesized cities (over

100,000 population), while 37 percent livim small cities or towns, arkB percent resided in rural or

unincorporated areas. Nearly 82 percent of respondents lived in single family dwellings Jisad itz

multifamily dwellings.The demographic weighting factors shown in Tableede combinedvith the survey

group expansiofactors in Tablel to provide an overall sample weight for each respondent observation.

Multiple linear regression analysis of the survey data was carried out using the Statistical Analysis System
softwareSurveyRegrocedue, with demographic and geographic weighting factors apahéddising the

Aimi ssingodo option to r et ai(SASInstiile201%)dheiesbimatedalué dftdgtal mi s s i n
retail food purchases amotal purchases of local foods throughteaespective market channel were modeled
dependent variablés relation to all demographic and attribfidéetors(independentategoricalvariables)and

certain twefactor interactionsTests of statistical significanaeere appliedo determine those factors having an

effect on purchasing behavior at a 95 percent or higher level of confidence, i.e. the probability of making a false
inference was less than 5 percéitferences in mean values of dependent variables for each lethed of

independent variables were tested usind_#est Squares Meassatement and theukeyKramermultiple

comparison procedure.

10



Table 4. Demographic characteristics ofsurvey respondens compared to theFlorida population, and
sample weighting factos

Survey Sample Florida Sample
Characteristic Number and Population Weighting
Percentage (2012) Factor
Gender
Male 396 25.0% 48.9%
Female 1145 72.4% 51.1%
No answer 40 2.5%
Age (years)
18to 24 53  3.4% 6.7% 1.9618
2510 44 305 19.3% 24.9% 1.2584
45 to 64 669 42.3% 27.1% 0.6262
65 to 84 484 30.6% 15.2% 0.4851
85 or greater 33 2.1% 2.4% 1.1328
No answer 37 2.3% 1.0000
Household income last year
Less than $25,000 367 23.2% 27.7% 1.0576
$25,000 to $49,999 344 21.7% 27.4% 1.1135
$50,000 to $74,999 320 20.2% 18.1% 0.7904
$75,000 to $99,000 160 10.1% 10.5% 0.9194
$100,000 to $149,000 122 7.7% 9.7% 1.1141
$150,000 or more 87 5.5% 6.6% 1.0674
Donét know 52 3.3% 1.0000
No answer 131 8.3% 1.0000
Number of persons inhousehold last year
One 373  23.6%
Two 694 43.8%
Three to Five 443  28.0%
Six or more 32 2.0%
No answer 41 2.6%
Educational attainment
Primary school (through'@grade) 44  2.8% 14.1% 4.8960
High school diploma oGED 289 18.4% 30.4% 1.6093
Some college, no degree 397 25.3% 20.8% 0.8021
Coll ege degree (ass 514 32.7% 25.4% 0.7554
Graduate/professional degree 286 18.2% 9.3% 0.4994
No answer 42 2.7% 1.0000
Type of area of residencépopulation)
Large city 600,000+) 202 12.8%
Medium city (100,000 to 499,999) 459  29.0%
Small city (10,000 to 99,999) 421  26.6%
Town (1,000 to 9,999) 163 10.3%
Rural/unincorporated area 210 13.3%
Donét know 78  4.9%
No answer 48  3.0%
Householddwelling Type
Single family 1296 81.9%
Multi family 269 17.0%
Other 18 1.1%

Source for Florida population information: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey.
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Economic ImpactAnalysis

Total eeonomic impacts of local foocbnsumptionn Floridawere estimated using a regional economic model
created with théMPLAN softwareand state dat@version 3MIG, Inc.). This system enables construction of
input-output models and social accounting matrices that represent the structure ohal esgpaomy in terms of
transactions amomtOindustry sectordn addition tohouseholds, and governments. T LAN model
includes accounts for industrial commaodity production, employment, labor and property income, household and
institutional consumjpn, domestic and international trade (imports, exports), government taxes, transfer
payments such as welfare and retirement, and capital invesirhennodekan be used testimateeconomic
multipliers for each industriy the State, whichan therbe wsed tocalculatethar secondaryindirect and
induced)effects Local food purchases were considered to represent new final desivasedtheydisplae foods
that would otherwise be imported from outside the statirect effects multipliers represeheteconomic
activity generated in the supply chain through the purchase of intermediate inputs frons wehitlwinduced
effects multipliers represent the impacts of spending by industry empagegroprietohouseholdsnd
governmentgMiller and Blair, 2009) The total economic impactd local food purchasesre calculated as the

sum ofthedirect, indirectand induced effects.

ThelIMPLAN model wasconstructeds s i ng t he Atrade fl owso option in th
commodity fbws information from the 2007 Economic Cenansd a gravity modeb estimatehie share of
commodities purchased from local sourCBEse model included adlocial/institutional accounts for households,
local, state, and federal governments, and capitakiment internally (treatezk endogenousiultipliers used

in the analysis are shown in TalBlelhe multipliers represent total dollars generated per dollar of final demand
(spending), or jobs generated per million dolidsasures of economic impaceported here include output or
revenue, value added, employment (firtie, parttime, and seasonal positions), labor incqemaployee and
business owner wages and benefis)d indirect business taxes paid to local, state, and federal governments.
Valueadded is a broad measure of net economic activity that is comparable to the Gross Domestic Product
(GDP), and represents the sum of labor and other property income, indirect business taxes, and capital
consumption (depreciation). Value added also is edgit to the difference between industry revenues and

intermediate inputs purchased from other sectors.
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Table 5. Regional economic multipliers for selected agricultural and food industries the state of Florida

in 2011
Output Value Labor értljc'islirr?:;s Employment
Food CommoditiService IMPLAN Industry SectoNumber and P Added Income Taxes ploy
Group Description Jobs per Million
Dollars per Dollar Final Demand (Spending Dollars Spendinc
Vegetables 3. Vegetable and melon farming 3.154 1.864  1.134 0.098 25.328
Fruits 4, Fruit farming 3.175 1.888 1.175 0.090 27.349
Nuts 5. Tree nut farming 3.180 1.936 1.223 0.093 33.366
Other foods 10. All other crop farming 2.889 1.416 0.870 0.069 22.505
Beef 11. Cattle ranching and farming 3.151 1.217 0.688 0.057 25.913
Dairy 12. Dairy cattle and milk production 2.814 1.371 0.677 0.072 21.909
Poultry, Eggs 13. Poultry and egg production 2.582 0992 0617 0.060 12.814
Other meatgpork, etc. i i
gpork, ) 14. Animal production, except cattle 2795 1565 0.849 0068 43.221
Honey and poultry angggs
Fish 17. Commercial Fishing 2.384 1229  0.714 0.079 46.924
Prepared foods 69. All other food manufacturing 2.754 1.261  0.768 0.078 15.325
Beveragegsplit 3ways) 24 Fruit and vegetable canning, 2.892 1351  0.842 0.084 18.416
pickling, anddrying
71. Breweries 2.827 1.566 0.810 0.330 15.539
72. Wineries 2.817 1.355 0.848 0.162 17.592
Wholesale distribution 319, Wholesale trade businesses 3.452 2283  1.395 0.271 26.643
Retail grocery sales 324. RetaiStores- Food and 3.587 2330 1528 0.273 39.975
beverage
Transportation 335. Transport by truck 3.050 1.666 1.126 0.103 26.077
Restauransales 413@5223 services and drinking 3.285 1993 1271 0.183 35.772
Total multipliersequalthe sum of the direct, indirecthédinducedeffectsmultipliers
Employmentmultipliersrepresent fulltime and patime jobsper million dollars final demand
SourceIMPLAN (MIG, Inc., 20D).
To estimate the economic impacts of local food purchihsesgh directo-c onsumer mar ket c¢chan

markets, roadside stands;pitk, CSA and special arrangement with growers), values were assigned to the
appropriate farm producer or food manufacturing indusk®?(LAN sectors 3 through 71), and muliia by the
numbers shown in Table 5. The value of local foods purchased at retail stores was margined (split) between
producers, wholesalers, transportation, and retail stores, as shown in TRédlailénargins are estimated by the
U.S. Bureau of Eononic Analysis and inclded in thdMPLAN softwarefor the industries of interest this
study.Margins for restaurant sales of local foods were estimated froitVPleAN restaurant industry

production function (sector number 418)split local food purcha&s from restaurants between producers (25%),
wholesalers (5%), truck transportation (5%), and food services (65%). Producer activity was considered as new
final demand to the region, by displacement of competitive international and domestic importeyeiodeth
subject to direct, indirect and induced multiplier effects. In contrast, the retailer and food service sector gross
margins were treated as regional economic contributions subject only to direct multiplier effects @\vakson
2007).
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Table 6. Marketing margins for local food sales by etail grocery stores

Wholesale in?ig
IMPLAN Commodity Sector Name Sector Production Distrib_ution Beverage Transportation

Number Services Stores
Vegetables & Melons 3003 46.06% 16.64% 27.01% 10.29%
Fruits 3004 49.98% 16.79% 26.94% 6.29%
Tree nuts 3005 62.94% 4.35% 26.93% 5.77%
All other crop farming products 3010 60.82% 3.93% 29.15% 6.11%
Cattle from Ranchés 3011 66.83% 5.77% 25.50% 1.90%
Dairy Cattle 3012 67.35% 4.61% 26.90% 1.14%
Poultry & Eggs 3013 67.40% 1.59% 26.94% 4.07%
Animal Products Except Cattle & Poultry 3014 72.22% 0.19% 25.96% 1.62%
Fish 3017 63.37% 7.43% 26.98% 2.22%
Canned, pickled & dried fruits & vegetables 3054 62.47% 8.94% 26.96% 1.62%
Fluid Milk 3055 67.33% 4.61% 26.92% 1.14%
Processed animal (except poultry) meat 3059 66.85% 577% 25.47% 1.90%
All other manufactured food products 3069 62.77% 9.18% 26.65% 1.41%
Beer, ale, malt liquor and nonalcoholic beer 3071 50.21% 26.27% 21.67% 1.85%
Wine and Brandies 3072 54.29% 23.63% 20.64% 1.45%

*Margins were not available for these production secsarsrargins for Fluid Milk production and Animal Slaughter were used instead.
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Results

Food Purchasing Patterns

Summary findings of the participation rates and frequency that stespgndentpurchase fronvarious local

food marketing outlets are presented in Tabl8tatewide52 8 percent of respondents reported that they

purchased locdbods at retail grocergtores, while 1.2 percent did notand 30.0 percentdid notknow r di dn o6t
answer this questiolrsome61.7 percent of respondents reported that they purcHasalfoodsat f ar mer 6 s
markets, roadside stands oiplitk operationsand34.0 percentsaid heydid not. Theshareof survey

respondents who beloadto a Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) gromgs onlyl.1. The percentage of
respondents who reported purchasing food from local producers by special arrangement, i.e. in advance and
asideforpur chases made at f ar meto-dossunmaoutlets, was 4.8 percamttoverlt. d i |
The share of respondents who reported purchasing local food items at restaurants or other food service
establishments was Bpercent, while 45 percentdid not and 8.6 percent did not know (Table 6).

Table 7. Summary of survey respondent participation in local food marketing channels in Florida

Did Not Don't know

Participated Participate  or No Answe

Market Channel
Weighted Percentage Bespondents

Retail grocery stores 52.8% 17.2% 30.0%
Farmer's markets, roadside standgitk 61.7% 34.0% 4.3%
Community Supported Agriculture 1.1% 89.6% 9.3%
Special arrangement 4.3% 87.4% 8.4%
Restaurants 27.9% 43.5% 28.6%

Results represent weighted percentages of respondentsasiptpweighting factors.

The frequency that survey respondents reported purchasing from various local food marketing outlets is

presented in Tabl&. For shopping at grocery stores or otherirédad markets, the most common reported
frequencywa s fAwee%) yof ¢BBowed by At wice weekIdy¥, with2 9. 6 %)
smal |l er percentages of resp/oR&@nt 509y érgtethdar @ meguis h o p p i
intervals 6.4%),and 9per cent di dno6ét know or d8. Amonmgoespormdents wieor t h e
purchased f r omroddside stemds drickroaatidns20.6percent purchased monthly, 10.6

percent purchased weekly, 8.3 pergamichased biweekly (every other week), and pé@ent purchased at

irregular or unspecified intervals (Taldg . Numer ous respondents commented
markets or other direct faro-consumer outlets for produce that is seasonalyla@ve.The frequency of

receivingfood from a CSA was about equally distributed at weekly, biweekly or monttérvals(Table8).
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Table 8. Frequency ofsurvey respondentshopping or receiving foods through market channelsin Florida

Market Channel 8hopping Number Weighted
Frequency Observations  Percentage

Grocery stores or other retail markets

Daily 72 5.0%
Twice weekly 472 26.6%
Weekly 633 39.4%
Every other week 202 14.5%
Monthly 85 7.3%
Irregular or other interval 102 5.4%
Dondét know 3 0.1%
No answer 25 1.7%
Total 1594 100%

Far mer 6s mar ket s, -pickoopedatonsd e
Daily 2 0.2%
Twice weekly 21 1.5%
Weekly 202 10.8%
Every other week 152 8.3%
Monthly 328 20.6%
Irregular or other interval 342 17.3%
Donét know 51 3.5%
No answer 493 38.20
Total 1591 0.2%

Community Supported Agriculture

Weekly 4 0.1%
Biweekly 6 0.3%
Monthly 6 0.6%
Donét know 2 0.3%
No answer 1574 98.7%
Total 1592 100%

Results for weighted percentages of respondefiect sampleweighting factors.

Survey results on the types of foods respondents purchased through different local food market channels for
north-central Florida and the state as a wholesaramarizedn Table9. Fruits and vegetables were the most

common type of fod purchased for all local food outlets, both statewide and in the-camthal Florida region,

with the exception of restaurants where meats were more common. Over 50 percent of consumers indicated they
purchased fruits and vegetables at both retaiestand farmers markets statewide. Over 60 percent of

respondents in nortbentral Florida purchased fruits and vegetables at farmers saaket some respondents

noted that they preferred to pur chas estahdsathdrthanatnd v e
grocery storesSome respondents noted that they purchased seafood products from a local fish market or
originating from a specific locale, e.g. Key West shri@pocery stores were unique in that besides fruits and
vegetables,allimd t ypes except miscell aneous fAothero were p

Theshareof respondents who purchased fobdsidedruits and vegetables through other outlets was in the
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single digits, except for restaurants. The types ofgondst commonly received from CSAs were vegetables,

fruits, dairy and eggs, with small numbers receiving meats/fish, honey, beverages or preparethi®datsds

most commonly purchased from producers by special arrangement were fruits and vegetablasipand

other meats, fish and dairfhe types of locdloods most commonly purchased at restaurants were fruits and
vegetables, andneats (beef, poultry, fish, pork, lamb, other) in about equal share, followed by prepared foods
such as baked googams, jellies, and beverages (juice, beer, wiRespondents commented that they patronize
restaurants serving foods made with local ingredients, or establishments that advertise supporting local farmers.
Several respondents noted that they commonly psezhlocal condiments such as spices, salsa, peanut butter,
olive oil and saucedread or baked goods: otherprepared foods such as cereal, samkchps.

Table 9. Summary of types of foods purchased through local food market channetsFlorida

Number Weighted

Market Channel / Food Type
respondents percentage

Local foods at retail stores

Fruits 837 51.1%
Vegetables 846 51.5%
Nuts 259 18.8%
Beef 296 23.4%
Poultry 320 23.6%
Fish 337 24.2%
Pork, lamb, other meats 247 20.3%
Eggs 423 29.7%
Dairy 409 28.2%
Honey 332 19.9%
Beverages 336 24.2%
Prepared foods 420 27.9%
Other 41 2.8%
Farmer's markets, roadside stands and tpick operations
Fruits 1,016 57.9%
Vegetables 1,028 58.1%
Nuts 157 7.8%
Beef 42 2.7%
Poultry 46 2.6%
Fish o8 4.9%
Pork, lamb, other meats 42 2.6%
Eggs 160 8.2%
Dairy 108 6.7%
Honey 324 17.4%
Beverages 71 4.5%
Prepared foods 279 15.8%
Other 26 1.5%
Community Supported Agriculture (CSA)
Fruits 12 21.9%
Vegetables 16 28.1%
Meats or fish 5 8.5%
Eggs 3 6.7%
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Number Weighted

Market Channel / Food Type respondents  percentage

Dairy 6 9.2%
Honey 9 13.2%
Beverages 3 5.5%
Prepared foods 4 6.8%

Purchased directly from local producers by special arrangement
Fruits 46 15.9%
Vegetables 53 18.1%
Nuts 12 4.0%
Beef 14 7.0%
Poultry 13 6.1%
Fish 15 10.9%
Pork, lamb, othemeats 31 11.6%
Eggs 10 3.3%
Dairy (milk, cheese, yogurt) 21 10.8%
Honey 14 6.4%
Prepared foods 10 4.4%
Beverages (juice, beer, wine) 3 1.5%

Restaurants or other food service establishments

Fruits and Vegetables 254 23.2%
Meats (beef, poultryish, pork, lamb, other) 253 25.6%
Eggs 86 8.2%
Dairy (milk, cheese, yogurt) 90 9.4%
Beverages (juice, beer, wine) 119 13.8%
Prepared foods (baked goods, jams, jellies 186 19.8%

The dollar amounts that respondents reported typically spendifapfibof all types on shopping trips to

grocery stores are presentadiablel0. The most commonly reported amount
29. 6 percent of respondents, followed by the A$100
Nearly threefourths (73.7%) of respondents spent less than $150 dollars on d Wgid® a grocery store.

Table 10. Amount typically spent for food on shopping trips to grocery stores in Florida

Number Weighted

Amount Observations Percentage
Less than $50 275 17.3%
$50 to $99 537 29.6%
$100 to $149 430 26.8%
$150 to $199 138 9.8%
$200 to $299 118 9.9%
$300 to $399 23 1.3%
$400 or more 30 1.9%
Dondét kn 9 1.5%
No answer 31 1.9%
Total 1594 100%
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Survey esults on the types of foods purchased at grocery stores and farmers markets i€ qridaented in
Tablel1.For grocery stores, the most common spending | e
or Ai$5 to $140, each reported by a double digit per
quarter of respondents spent $5 to $14, evbiler ten percent spent this amount for beef, poultry, fish, dairy,
beverages and prepared foods at on typical trips to retail grocery stores. For purclzasesaniarkets

roadside stand and-pick operations, fruits and vegetables were by far thet cmmmonly purchased items,

with over 30 percent of respondents spending $5 to $14 and over 16 percent spending less than $5. Also, 7.6
percent of respondents spent $5 to $14 for honey, and 6.9 percent spent this amount for prepared foods at

f ar me keissin gererakignificantly less meats and animal pretswe r e pur chased .at f ar

Table 11. Value of local food purchases by food typeon typical shoppingtrips to retail grocery stores and
far mer 0 sinfFosidak et s
Less $5 to $15to $30 or Donéd No

Market C_Pa””d Food  Z€0  4angs 14 $29 more know  answer
ype

WeightedPercenageof Respondents

Retail Grocery Stores

Fruits 2.8% 16.6% 27.6% 5.7% 1.3% 1.4% 44.7%
Vegetables 2.5% 15.5% 27.3% 6.3% 2.5% 1.4% 44.5%
Nuts 17.5% 11.4% 5.9% 0.6% 0.8% 2.9% 60.8%
Beef 12.2% 2.7% 10.7% 6.4% 3.6% 3.4% 61.0%
Poultry 12.3% 4.1% 11.4% 4.7% 3.4% 3.3% 60.8%
Fish 12.0% 5.0% 12.8% 5.0% 1.4% 2.9% 60.9%
Pork, lamb, other meats 14.2% 6.7% 8.5% 3.9% 1.2% 3.7% 61.9%
Eggs 10.0% 20.0% 8.5% 0.9% 0.2% 2.7% 57.6%
Dairy 9.9% 10.4% 14.8% 2.7% 0.2% 2.8% 59.1%
Honey 17.2% 11.2% 7.9% 0.5% 0.3% 2.7% 60.2%
Beverages 13.9% 6.5% 12.8% 2.7% 2.2% 3.1% 58.8%
Prepared foods 11.5% 13.4% 12.2% 2.2% 0.2% 2.6% 58.1%
Other 6.6% 0.6% 1.5% 0.6% 0.1% 1.2% 89.4%
Far mer 6s Mar kets,-Pitkoadsi de Stands, U

Fruits 0.5% 19.3% 32.2% 4.7% 1.7% 0.2% 41.4%
Vegetables 0.9% 16.9% 33.5% 6.3% 1.3% 0.3% 40.8%
Nuts 21.2% 4.1% 3.3% 0.3% 0.1% 1.0% 70.0%
Beef 23.9% 0.6% 0.8% 0.9% 0.5% 1.0% 72.3%
Poultry 24.1% 0.5% 1.0% 0.6% 0.5% 1.0% 72.3%
Fish 23.0% 0.7% 2.5% 0.9% 0.8% 0.9% 71.3%
Pork, lamb, other meats 23.7% 0.7% 1.2% 0.4% 0.2% 1.0% 72.7%
Eggs 20.6% 5.8% 2.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.8% 70.5%
Dairy 21.5% 3.3% 3.2% 0.1% 0.1% 1.1% 70.7%
Honey 15.7% 9.0% 7.6% 0.7% 0.2% 0.7% 66.2%
Beverages 22.4% 1.7% 2.1% 0.6% 0.1% 1.1% 72.0%
Prepared foods 16.1% 8.3% 6.9% 0.5% 0.1% 1.2% 66.9%
Other foods 8.7% 0.6% 0.5% 0.3% 0.1% 0.8% 89.0%
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Amounts spent annualfpr food purchases bgpecialarrangemeistwith localgrowerswere reported by3.2
percent ofwveightedrespondentstatewidgTable ). Purchase levels by special arrangemanged from less
than $100 to over $500@utover half(57%) of these respondergpent less than $108mounts spent on local
foods at restaurants were reportechbyund24 percentf respondentsand of thesgl1.8 percentreported
spending less than $100 in the past yediile 7.5percent spent $200 or mafEable D).

The annual subscriber fee reparfer the CSA averaged $160, and the average amount spent for regular user
fees or periodic additional purchases was $57.

Table 12. Amount spentby survey respondentgor foodspurchased directly from local producers by
special arrangementand foods consured at restaurantsduring the past year

Special Arrangement Restaurants
Amount Number Weighted Number Weighted
Observations Percentage| Observations Percentage
Less than $100 49 2.0% 163 11.8%
$100 to $199 16 0.4% 66 4.7%
$200 to $499 17 0.6% 92 6.5%
$500 or more 3 0.2% 11 1.0%
Dondt Kknc 6 0.3% 55 2.9%
No answer 1495 96.5% 1193 72.9%
Total 1586 100% 1580 100%

Results for weighted percentages of respondents refiegpleweighting factors.

The average total amounts spent per household forfmmadé reported by survey respondents are summarized in
Table B. The total amount averaged $1,114 per household, including $815 for local foods at retail stores, $243
at farmer 6s mar ke tpekoperatoas] 3 all restasrants, i$1P dBciEp arrdngdthent with
farmers/growers, and $1.5 from Community Supported Agriculture organizations. Purchases of all foods at retail
stores reported by survey respondents, regardless of origin, avek@ga $

Table 13. Summary of averageannual spendingper householdfor local foodsreported by survey
respondentsin Florida

Local Food Market Channel Average Value

Per Householc
Local foods at retail $815
Farmer's markets, roadside standgitk $243
Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) $1.5
Special arrangement with farmer/grower $12.2
Local food at restaurants $42.8
Total $1,114

Results refleckampleweighting factors.
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Annual Value of Food Purchases

Theannual values of food purchadgssurveyrespondentsere estimated based oriormation reported on
frequency of shopping and amount spent on a typical trip for purchases at retail gaeerie ar mer 6 s
and other direct outletand annuabalues reportedior CSAs, purchase by special arrangement, and at
restaurantsThesevalues were extrapolated to represshhousehold# the state of Floridasingthe survey
sampleexpansion factors, agscribed in the methods sectidie total value of allbcal foods purchased was
estimated at&314billion, including $.079billion from retail grocery stores, %813 lillion fromf ar mer 6 s
markets roadside stands andtick operations$320million from restaurants anotherfood service
establishmerst, 81 million by special arrangement with farmers/growers, attrillion from CSAs(Table

14). Purchasesf local food for athome consumption (excluding restauraaisiounted t&7.995billion, and
purchases througtiirectto-consumemarket channelé.e. excludingretail stores andestauranfswere valued
at$1.916 lillion. The total value of all foodgurchased for @home consumptionncludingboth local and non
local foodspurchased at retail stores, was estimated at $39.840 bilboal foods represented 20.1 percent of

total food purchases for-abme consumption, arib.1 percent of food purchases at retail stores.

Table 14. Expanded value of annual food purchasethrough local market channelsin Florida in 2011-12

Food Market Channel / Category Million
dollars
Local foods at retail $6,078.6
Farmer's marketd)-pick, roadside stands $1,813.3
Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) $11.4
Special arrangement with farmer/grower $91.2
Local food at restaurarifsod services $319.5
Total all local food market channels $8,3140
Total local food purchasdsr athome consumption $7.9945
(exduding foods consumed egstaurants e
Total directto-consumer purchases of local foods
. . $1,9159
(excluding retail and restaurajts
Total all food (local & nonlocal)purchase$or athome $39839.5
consumptior(total retailplus directto-consumer sales) e
Percent local food purchases at retail 16.0%
Percent local all food purchases fothaime consumption 20.1%

Estimates based on survey results wedjhtingfactors(see methods).

The value of annual food purchasdwariousfood commoditygroupsreported by survey respondentishin
each market channel were absqpandedo estimateheir total value of local food purchades the Florida
population as shown in Table51For loal foods purchasethrough d market channeldbttom of table)the
largest food category was vegetables1a699 lillion, representing 2@.percent of the total, followed by fruits
($1.574 lillion, 19.0%), fish $686million, 8.3%), bee{$641 million, 7.7%),poultry ($569 million, 6.8%),
beverage$$541 million, 6.5%), prepared food$530million, 6.5%), dairyproductg$489 million, 5.9%),
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honey ($439 million, 5.3%pork, lamb and other meat$394 million, 4.7%), egg$$372 million, 4.5%), nuts

($315million, 3.8%), and other miscellanes food4$66 million, 0.8%).

For local foods purchased from retail grocery stores, the largest food category was vegetables (17.4%), followed
by fruits (16.4%), beef (9.4%), fish (9.2%), poultry (8.1%), and l@®e=s (7.6%) (Table 15). For foods

purchased at far mer os

mar ket s

and

ot her

di

rect

mar k

(32.3%) and fruits (28.9%), followed distantly by honey (7.9%), prepared foods (5.7%), and fish (5.2%). Among
foods purchased from growers/ranchers by special arrangement, the largest food groups were again vegetables
(18.1%) and fruits (15.9%), but then next were eggs (11.6%), fish (10.9%) and honey (10.8%). The largest food

groups for CSAs were vegetables (28.1% fnits (21.9%), then dairy (13.2%), eggs (9.2%). For restaurants

and food service establishments, the largest local food groups were all meats combined (beef, poultry, fish, pork,

lamb, other; 25.6%), fruits and vegetables combined (23.2%), prepared(108%), beverages (13.8%), and

dairy (9.4%).

Table 15. Weighted and expanded value of annual local food purchasedsa Florida in 201112, by market

channel andfood type

Market Channel / Food Type (M\i/lﬁcl)lﬁ16$) Percent
Retail Grocery Stores
Fruits $996.0 16.4%
Vegetables $1,056.8 17.4%
Nuts $245.5 4.0%
Beef $573.1 9.4%
Poultry $492.5 8.1%
Fish $561.2 9.2%
Pork, lamb, other meats $338.2 5.6%
Eggs $267.6  4.4%
Dairy $394.0 6.5%
Honey $284.6 4.7%
Beverages $459.4 7.6%
Prepared foods $358.8 5.9%
Other $50.9 0.8%
Total All Food Types $6,078.6 100%
Far mer 6s Mar ket s, -Pickoadsi dz¢

Fruits $523.8 28.9%
Vegetables $585.2  32.3%
Nuts $65.3 3.6%
Beef $40.9 2.3%
Poultry $49.9 2.8%
Fish $94.5 5.2%
Pork, lamb, other meats $31.6 1.7%
Eggs $66.4 3.7%
Dairy $57.9 3.2%
Honey $1441  7.9%
Beverages $35.7 2.0%
Prepared foods $103.3 5.7%
Other $14.8 0.8%
Total All Food Types $1.813.3 100%

By Special Arrangement with Producer
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Value

Market Channel / Food Type (Million $) Percent
Fruits $145 15.9%
Vegetables $16.5 18.1%
Nuts $3.7 4.0%
Beef $6.4 7.0%
Poultry $5.6 6.1%
Fish $9.9 10.9%
Eggs $105 11.6%
Pork, lamb, other meats $3.1 3.3%
Honey $9.8 10.8%
Dairy (milk, cheese, yogurt) $5.9 6.4%
Prepared foods $4.0 4.4%
Beverages (juice, beer, wine) $1.4 1.5%
Total All Food Types $91.2 100%
Community Supported Agriculture
Fruits $2.5 21.9%
Vegetables $3.2  28.1%
Meats or fish $1.0 8.5%
Honey $0.8 6.7%
Eggs $1.1 9.2%
Dairy $15 132%
Beverages $0.6 5.5%
Prepared foods $0.8 6.8%
Total All Food Types $11.4 100%
Restaurants / Food Service
Fruits and Vegetables $74.1  23.2%
Meats (beef, poultry, fish, pork, lamb, other $81.9 25.6%
Eggs $26.1 8.2%
Dairy (milk, cheese, yogurt) $29.9 9.4%
Beverages (juice, beer, wine) $44.2  13.8%
Prepared foods (bakegbods, jams, jellies) $63.3 19.8%
Total All Food Types $319.5 100%
All Local Market Channels
Fruits $1,573.8 18.9%
Vegetables $1,698.7 20.4%
Nuts $314.5 3.8%
Beef $641.0 7.7%
Poultry $568.8 6.8%
Fish $686.3 8.3%
Pork, lamb, other meats $393.6 4.7%
Eggs $371.7  4.5%
Dairy $489.1 5.9%
Honey $439.2 5.3%
Beverages $541.3 6.5%
Prepared foods $530.2 6.4%
Miscellaneous other foods $65.7 0.8%
Total All Food Types $8,314.0 100%

Value of meats (beef, poultry, fish, pork, other) split evenly(As and restaurants.
Estimates based on survey results @wedyhtingfactors
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Regionally within the state of Florida, the largest value of local food purchases was in the major urban areas of
Orlando (®.611billion), and Miami-Ft. Lauderdale @357 lillion), followed by Tamp&st. Petersburg ($143

billion), SarasoteBradenton ($28million), Jacksonville ($43million), Pensacola ($267 millionzainesville
($265million), Tallahassee @8 million) and Panama City (8 million), as shown in Tabl&6. The regions

with the highest share of local food purchased féramhe consumption (excluding restaurants) was Tallahassee
(36.2%), followed by Gainesville @4%), Orlando (218%), and SarasotBradenton (8.9%), and for all other
regions was at leas6Jpercent, except Panama City3().

Table 16. Weighted and expanded estimates of annudbcal food purchases by market channel and
Florida region in 2011-12

Retall Farmer's CSOUrgg]Our?(-i:g Special Restaurants ng;aldlf(‘)ll)d Pe;ﬁefggg) “
FloridaRegion stores markets Agriculture  arrangement Channels purchases for
------------------ Million Dollars - - - - - === - =< - - athome
consumption
Gainesville $205.9 $47.7 $0.33 $2.00 $9.1 $265.0 26.4%
Jacksonville $448.6 $157.6 $4.89 $2.71 $29.1 $643.0 16.9%
Miami-Fort Lauderdale $1,690.7 $486.0 $1.34 $66.86 $126.5 $2,357.4 20.8%
Orlando $1,937.6 $592.4 $0.09 $11.62 $70.1 $2,610.6 21.8%
Panama City $7.4 $9.3 $0.00 $0.00 $1.6 $18.3 2.3%
Pensacola $183.8 $64.7 $0.00 $3.72 $14.9 $267.2 17.7%
SarasoteBradenton $524.0 $181.0 $0.00 $2.33 $22.5 $728.0 18.9%
Tallahassee $179.7 $66.9 $0.68 $0.72 $10.2 $258.3 36.2%
TampasSt. Petersburg $897.2 $204.9 $4.04 $1.10 $35.3 $1,142.6 18.0%
Not available $3.6 $2.8 $0.00 $0.17 $0.1 $6.6 11.2%
Total All Regions $6,078.6  $1,813.3 $11.38 $91.22 $319.5 $8,297.0 20.1%
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Economic Impacts of Local Food Production

The total economic impacts of local food purchases were evaluated using a regional economic model, as

described in thtMethodssection The total expended value of purchases of each food commaodity or service

group were assigueto specific industry secto($able 17). The total value of local food purchases through

directto-c on s u mer mar ket channel

s ( dpiekr GBA and specia arrakgement,

with growers) were assigned directly to farm producdustrysectors The value of loal foods purchased at

retail stores wamargined $plit) between producers, wholesalers, transportatiwhretaileras shown in Table

6. Purchasesdm restaurants wesplit between producer@$%), wholesalers (5%), transportation (5&b)d

r

food servies 65%). Note again that the producer margins were considered as new final demand to the region

(by displacement acfomparableinternational and domestic imporend therefore subject to direct, indirect and

induced multiplier effects, however, the iktaand food service sector gross margins were treated as regional

economic contributions subject only to direct multiplier effects.

Table 17. Value of annual local food purchases in Florida in 20112, by industry sector

Value
Market Level Commodity / Servie Code (Million
Dollars)
Producers Vegetables & Melons 3003 $1,100.89
Fruits 3004 $1,047.87
Tree nuts 3005 $223.50
All other crop farming products 3010 $45.78
Cattle from Ranches 3011 $435.59
Dairy Cattle 3012 $338.06
Poultry & Eggs 3013 $657.74
Animal Products Except Cattle & Poultry 3014 $644.44
Fish 3017 $465.40
Canned, pickled & dried fruits & vegetable 3054 $111.90
All other manufactured food products 3069 $349.10
Beer, ale, malt liqguor and nonalcoholic bee 3071 $93.13
Wine and Brandies 3072 $99.38
Total $5,612.79
Retailers Wholesale trade businesses 3319 $584.99
Retail Stores Food and beverage 3324 $1,606.39
Transport by truck 3335 $270.12
Total $2,461.51
Food services Wholesale trade businesses 3319 $15.98
Transport by truck 3335 $15.98
Food services and drinking places 3413 $207.68
Total $239.63
Total All Industries $8,313.93
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Thetotal economiempacs of local food purchases through all market channels inclt88&25 fulltime and
parttime jobs, $.46 billion in labor income, $0.47 billion in value added contribution to GroStateproduct,
$19.20billion in industry output or revenugand $851 million in indirect business taxes to local, state and
federalgovernmentsexpressed in 2013 dollaf§able18). These estimates reflect the direct, indirect and
induced regional multiplier effectsf local food prodction to meet consumer demaiitie total impactfrom
produces, including direct, indirect and indext effects, were45,933 jobs and 8.66 billion in value added. The
direct impacs of retailer margins werg4,045jobs and $1.67 billion in value added, and the direct insgct
restaurant gross margins w648jobs and $38million in value added.

Table 18. Summary of total economic impacts oannual local food purchases in Floridain 2011-12

Labor Value Indirect

Employment Output  Business
Impact Type Income Added
(Jobs) (M$) Taxes
(M$) (M$) (M$)

Producer Margimirect Effect 55,656 $1,182  $2,270 $5,511 $14
-Indirect Effect 23,423 $775 $1,213 $2,662 $75
-Induced Effect 66,854 $3,213  $5,178 $8,286 $407
-Total Effect 145,933 $5,170 $8,661 $16,459 $496
Retailer Margin DirecEffect 34,045 $1,189  $1,672 $2,496 $338
Restaurant Margin Direct Effect 3,648 $96 $138 $245 $18
Total All Industries 183,625 $6,455 $10,470 $19,200 $851

Values in millions 202 dollars, and employment in fulltime and p&ime jobs.
Estimates reflediotal multiplier effects for producer margin, and direct effects only for retailer and restaurant margins.

Total economic impacts of local food consumption in Florida waremarized by major industry gro(ipable
19). The industry group responsible féwod commodity production, Agricultur&orestryandFisherieshad the
largestimpacts 0f%66,800jobs, representing 36.4 percent of total employment impaaots $2.38 billion in value
added (22.7%)The Retail Tradéndustry groupalso had largempactsfrom retail sales of local foods, including
38,759jobsand #.63 billion in value added. The Accanodation and Food Servicaglustry groupwhich
encompasses restaurants, had impac®sl@bjobs and $31 million in value addedWholesale Trade and
TransportatioWarehousingectorhad impacts of 38,759 jolasd 5,385 jobgespectively, representing the
margined activities for local foods sold through intermediated market channels at grocery stores and restaurants.
Other major industry groupsith major impactsy virtue of economic linkages captured in the regional
multipliers, incluegtd HealthandSocial Services607jobs), Government§,634jobs), ProfessionaScientific
andTechnical Services (888jobs), Finance/lnsurancé{404jobs),Real EstatandRentals $,266jobs), and
Administrative and Waste Servicgs103jobs).
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