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1: Avocados are produced in different parts of the world, including the -3 FITER FRILABELFRTL
United States, Mexico, and Chile. California’s production of avocados motches
that of Chile, making it one of the top avocado producers in the world. Avocados FUOD SYSTEM ST]]]]Y
distributed by Mission Produce, based in California, come from farms in seven
countics in the state. Avocados grown in Mexico and destined for markets in the
11.5. will cross the international border and go right to Mission Produce for

packing, or be transferred from a Mexican truck to an American truck due to n Starting Location
different aulo emission and safety standards. The initisl trip over the border is Dirsttion of Product Movemant
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1: Atlantic Capes Fisheries maintains its
own fleet and contracts with independent
boats. These boats dock in ports along the
eastern seaboard, including Atdantic City,
and ports in North Carolina, Massachusetts,
Rhode Island, and New Hampshire, with its
home port located in Cape May, New Jersey.
It specializes in scallops, but also catches
other types of scafood found in the cold
witers in the North and Mid-Atlantic.
Scallops are packaged in small containers
while they are still on the boat.
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1: Hogs for Hatfield Hot Dogs are raised at
a mix of independently owned, contracted,
and company-owned farms. While the hog
supply comes from farms in Indiana, Ohio,
. New York, and North Carolina, 65% of
Maryland furms are in Pennsylvania, and many of
those farms are in Lancaster County.
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1: A.T. Buzby Farm in Woodstown, New Jersey has i i
been in operation for 27 years. This family farm 2C: Vineland Auction FOOD SYSTEM ST'[]'DY

grows about 12 acres of tomatoes, about 24,000
bushels a year, in addition to other crops. mbiles brok
The tomatoes are available from late June to late e e maP 2.7 Buzby Farm’s Tomatoes
¢ September. About 40 to A5% is sold off the farm, : Case Study
' directly to wholesalers and retailers; another

10 to 45% is sold via auction to produce hrokers; n Starting Location

and 10 to 15% is sold directly to consumers at s Path A

several farmers' markets throughout the region. el Poth B
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2: Swarthmore Lo-op

1: Beechwood Orchards is a fifth-generation,
fumily-owned farm that has been opersting m
Adams County for over 100 vears. Most of its
products are sold wholesale, though they are
sometimes sold directly to institutions, such
Maryland

us Swarthmore College, or W retmil stores,
such as the Swarthmore Co-op. They also

sell ot seven [mrmers’ markets in the
I"hiladelphia area each week.
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Greater Philadelphia is becoming
increasingly dependent on sources of food
from far away places, and, therefore,
dependent on low-fuel prices.

A farm truck bringing products to the
Vineland Auction in NJ
PHOTO CREDIT: DVRPC

SUMMARY

The most comprehensive freight
database available to the public is the
FHWA’s FAF database, which
combines several survey sources to
quantify freight movements in legs of
trips. As explained earlier in this
section, the FAF has one major
shortcoming—it does not capture
complete trips from the starting point,

with stops along the way, to the final

destination, and therefore double and
triple counts items. Despite the
database’s shortcomings, the Food FAF

analysis yields two significant findings:

* Most food produced within the region
1s consumed within the region, as
evidenced by the low outbound
movements. This further suggests
that Greater Philadelphia’s demand
for local food outweighs the 100-Mile
Foodshed’s local supply.

Forecasted demand, based on 2002
data, will continue to exceed local
supply and the region will rely more
heavily on domestic trade and
international imports. These forecasts
can, and most likely will, shift based
on energy costs, policy changes, and
widespread consumer choices.

Unfortunately, there are no public data
sources that track food from producer
to consumer or adequately capture the
external costs, such as greenhouse gas
emissions, not associated with a food
item’s final cost.*” Supply Chain Case
Studies illustrate the various links in

trips and can offer actual food-mile

47 While Life Cycle Assessments (LCAs) seek to capture these externalities and highlight inefficiencies in a given
system, they require a significant amount of data from numerous sources not widely available. See Appendix D:
Food Miles Literature Review for a detailed summary and analysis of various food-related transportation studies.
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calculations. However, case studies
require patience, perseverance, and,
often, personal connections to complete
accurately. The lessons learned from the

seven case studies are that:

« It is easier to track local fresh-food
products because there are
significantly fewer links in the supply
chain. This suggests that fresh food,
and especially fresh local food, may be
safer, as there are fewer occasions for
contamination, and the source can be
identified more quickly.

While people want to know where
their food comes from for numerous
reasons, including food safety,
freshness, and supporting local
farmers and the local economy, there
are several barriers to implementing
a comprehensive food tracking
system. One such barrier is that some
companies prefer to retain
confidentiality as part of trade
secrecy. Supply chains are based on
cultivating business relationships.

In this case, the trade secret is the
accumulated knowledge associated
with relationships between producers,
manufacturers, importers, and
distributors.

Moving beyond the Food FAF and supply
chain case studies, the lessons learned in
the last year suggest that energy costs,
while low in an economic downturn, will
surely increase in a period of economic
growth. Additionally, as environmental
externalities, such as carbon emissions,
are internalized, energy prices rise, and
increase the price of all food items, from
gourmet to basic needs. The Food FAF
illustrates just how dependent Greater
Philadelphia is on sources of food from
far away places and therefore,

dependent on low fuel prices. Investment
in a stronger local food system, while not
intended to make the region self-
sufficient or protectionist, may become a
necessity to meet the growing demands

of Greater Philadelphia’s population.
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his chapter addresses three

elements of the food economy.

First, What We Eat looks at the
dietary patterns and nutritional value
of Americans’ food and beverage
consumption, as well as diet-related
health problems and food insecurity.
Second, How We Spend Our Food
Dollars looks at the amount spent on
food and beverages in Greater
Philadelphia over time and compared
to other areas. Third, The Food
Economy evaluates the many different
industries and activities that bring
food from the point of production to
the point of consumption in Greater

Philadelphia.

Previous chapters looked at the 100-
Mile Foodshed, encompassing 70
counties in five states. Although the
modern American food system consists
of the entire planet, the 100-mile
radius around Philadelphia is one
representation of the food resources
that could possibly serve the
population of Greater Philadelphia on
a local scale. However, the primary
geographic unit of analysis in this
chapter is Greater Philadelphia,
defined as the 11 counties of the
Philadelphia Metropolitan Statistical
Area (MSA), with the addition of
Mercer County, New Jersey (equal to
the Trenton-Ewing MSA). The 100-
Mile Foodshed makes up the
theoretical production base of Greater
Philadelphia (see Part 1:
Agricultural Resources), while the
12-county Philadelphia MSA and
Trenton MSA constitute the
population base of the study of the

food economy.
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The US Census Bureau organizes the
Philadelphia MSA into three separate
metropolitan divisions—Philadelphia,
Camden, and Wilmington—covering 11
counties in four states. The
Philadelphia Metropolitan Division
covers the Pennsylvania counties of
Philadelphia, Bucks, Montgomery,
Chester, and Delaware; the Camden
Metropolitan Division covers the New
Jersey counties of Burlington, Camden,
and Gloucester; and the Wilmington
Metropolitan Division covers the
counties of Salem (New Jersey),

New Castle (Delaware), and Cecil
(Maryland).

WHAT WE EAT

The choices that individuals make about
what to eat affects their overall health
and wellness. Many in Greater
Philadelphia suffer from malnutrition
and food insecurity, and another concern
is the overconsumption of foods high in
sugars and fats and underconsumption
of whole and fresh foods like fruits,

vegetables, and whole grains.
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Poor diets are associated with health
conditions like diabetes and obesity,
which impact individuals as well as a

community and the larger society.

How Much We Eat

The best source of data for measuring
food consumption comes from food
availability data compiled by the
United States Department of
Agriculture’s (USDA) Economic
Research Service (ERS).*® The Food
Availability (Per Capita) Data System
reflects the total amount of food
available for human consumption in
the United States. Food availability is
measured by taking the total annual
food supply—equal to production plus
imports and beginning stocks—and
subtracting measurable nonfood uses,
which include farm inputs (for feed and
seed), food exports, ending stocks, and
industrial uses. Estimates are adjusted

for nonedible food parts (such as seeds

FIGURE 3.1

Per-Capita Food Availability in Pounds,
Adjusted for Loss (2007)

Source USDA ERS 2007, DVRPC 2009

and bones) and food lost due to spoilage
(waste 1n transportation and storage,
and waste in the home). The ERS food
availability data measures the
availability of hundreds of kinds of
foods and is the only time-series data
on food availability in the country that
can be used as a proxy for an average

American’s actual food intake.

7%  63POUNDS | ADDED FATS
10% 97 POUNDS | ADDED SWEETENERS
14% 138 POUNDS | GRAINS

16% 157 POUNDS | RED MEAT, POULTRY,
FISH, EGGS, AND NUTS

20% 193 POUNDS | DARY

33% 309 POUNDS | FRUITS AND VEGETABLES

In 2007, there were 961 pounds of food
available per capita, adjusted for loss,
in the United States. Figure 3.1:

Per Capita Food Availability in
Pounds, Adjusted for Loss (2007)
details what categories of food were
available for human consumption in
the United States in 2007. In every
category of food except dairy,

Americans ate more pounds in 2007

“8Food Availability data is available at: www.ers.usda.gov/Data/FoodConsumption/FoodAvaillndex.htm. The data was last updated on February 27, 2009.
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than they did in 1970, the earliest year
for which complete information is
available. It is important to note that
this data measures the availability of
food in the marketplace, adjusted for
estimated loss, and not necessarily

actual consumption.

Notably, the amount of added fats and
oils available in the marketplace
increased by more than half during
this time period, mostly due to the
increased availability of salad and
cooking oils, such as those used in
fried foods. Although the overall
category of added sweeteners
increased by just 14% during this
period, the amount of high fructose
corn syrup increased exponentially, by
over 10,000%, from just 0.5 pounds in
1970 to 56.2 pounds in 2007, down
from a peak of 63.7 pounds in 1999.
However, per capita dairy availability
was 20% less in 2007 than in 1970 due
to a steady decline in the production of

and demand for liquid milk, although

FIGURE 3.2

Per-Capita Beverage Availability in Gallons (2007)

Source USDA ERS 2007, DVRPC 2009

cheese nearly tripled in availability
during this time, which offset the milk

decline.

The USDA'’s food availability data also
calculates beverage consumption.

In 2007, there were 179 gallons of
beverages (excluding tap water)
available for per capita consumption,
shown in Figure 3.2: Per Capita
Beverage Availability in Gallons

(2007). This is a dramatic increase

29

12% 21 GALLONS | MILK

5% 8 GALLONS | TEA

14% 25 GALLONS | COFFEE
16% 29 GALLONS | BOTILED WATER
27% 49 GALLONS | SODA

12% 22 GALLONS | JUICE

14% 26 GALLONS | ALCOHOL

from the 99 gallons available per
capita in 1970, although those
estimates do not include a number of
categories. Most notably, carbonated
soft drinks (soda) are the largest
category of beverages, with nearly 50
gallons available per person annually,
up from 34 gallons in 1980. Bottled
water consumption increased

exponentially (1,718%), from 1.6

gallons in 1976 to 29.1 gallons in 2007.
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What We Buy

Although food availability data shows
the amount of food available for human
consumption, it does not tell the whole
picture of what people actually eat.
Another source of data regarding what
we eat is the Consumer Expenditure
(CE) Survey, which provides continuous
annual information on the buying habits
and household characteristics of
Americans.* This data is based on
interviews and dairy surveys and is
collected for the Bureau of Labor
Statistics (BLS) by the US Census
Bureau. Data for MSAs is based on the

annual average of a two-year period.

According to the CE Survey, the
amount spent on food at home in the
Philadelphia MSA?%® has increased for
every category of food over the past
decade (not adjusted for inflation), as

shown in Figure 3.3: Annual

FIGURE 3.3

Annual Spending on Food at Home in the Philadelphia MSA

$1,200  mm CEREALS AND BAKERY PRODUCTS
== DAIRY PRODUCTS
$1,000 == MEATS, POULTRY, FISH, AND EGGS

=== FRUITS AND VEGETABLES

$800 /

OTHER FOOD AT HOME

V//§

$600 —
$400
/
$200
$0

1996- 1997- 1998- 1999-
1997 1998 1999 2000

ANNUAL HOUSEHOLD EXPENDITURES

Source US Bureau of Census, BLS 2008, DVRPC 2009

Spending on Food at Home in the
Philadelphia MSA. In particular, the
amount spent on “other food at home”
has increased 58% since 1996 to 1997,
from $621 that year to $984 annually
in 2006 to 2007. The category of “other
food at home” includes many processed
foods, so it is difficult to say how much

of this increase is due to higher prices

2000-
2001

47 Consumer Expenditure Survey is available at www.bls.gov/cex/. The data was last updated on November 26, 2008.
50 Data was unavailable for the Trenton-Ewing MSA (Mercer County).

100

2001- 2002- 2003- 2004- 2005- 2006-
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

versus increased consumption. Within
expenditures on food at home, more is
spent on “other food at home” (32%)
than on meats, poultry, fish, and eggs
(24%), fruits and vegetables (18%),
cereals and bakery products (13%), and
dairy products (11%).



Peppers at Reading Terminal Market,
Philadelphia

PHOTO CREDIT: JIM AUCHINLECK

Nutritional Content

Data measuring the actual nutritional
content of food consumed in the nation is
measured by the USDA Agricultural
Research Service (ARS) in a study called
“What We Eat in America.”' This study
monitors and evaluates food consumption
and related behavior of the United States’
population and is based on a survey of a
nationally representative sample
population. Each survey participant

provided interviewers with a detailed

inventory of the food and beverages that
he or she ate in a two-day period. The
resulting data reported from these surveys
1s processed using the Food and Nutrient
Database for Dietary Studies (FNDDS),
which converts individual foods and
portion sizes into nutrient equivalents.
Like food availability, this data is only
obtainable on the national level, and the

most recent data is from 2005 to 2006.

Caloric consumption is one indicator of
human health, nutrition, and food
access. The average American aged 2
and over consumes about 2,157 calories
(kcal) per day. Caloric consumption is
highest for women in their twenties
(1,959 kcal) and men in their thirties
(2,978 keal). For the average person aged
2 and over, half of his or her energy
intake (calories) comes from
carbohydrates, followed by fat (34%),
protein (15%), and alcohol (2%).
According to the USDA, the
recommended share of dietary energy is
45 to 65% from carbohydrates, 20 to 35%
from fat, and 10 to 35% from protein.

As income increases, so does the
average intake of most categories of
nutrients, including food energy
(calories), protein, carbohydrates,
dietary fiber, fat, and cholesterol.
Additionally, the percentage of calories
that come from protein and fat is
slightly greater in higher-income
groups, as shown in Figure 3.4:
Percentage of Calories from
Nutrients by Income Group
(2005-2006). This suggests that with
higher income, individuals and
households have more access to and can
afford more quantities of food high in
protein and fat, like meat. The
exception to this trend is the intake of
total sugars, which decreases
somewhat as income increases. This
suggests that lower-income individuals
and households may consume less
expensive processed foods high in
refined sugars. However, another trend
is that higher-income groups also have
a greater percentage of calories coming
from alcohol consumption, which

contributes calories but not nutrients.

51What We Eat in America data and documentation is available at: www.ars.usda.gov/foodsurvey. The data was last updated on February 5, 2009.
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Diet-Related Diseases

The Center for Disease Control and other
health organizations estimate that three out
of four deaths in the United States can be
linked to diet and other behavioral habits.
Researchers have determined that improving
nutrition and increasing physical activity
can significantly lower the risk of developing
cardiovascular diseases, certain types of
cancer, diabetes, and other chronic diseases.

In Greater Philadelphia, more attention is
being paid to the social and economic
impacts of poor health in local communities.
Researchers and health care professionals
from universities, hospitals, nonprofits, and
community groups are working together to
develop educational programs that provide
prevention information and foster skills that
can lead to healthier lifestyles. Programs
like The Food Trust’s School Nutrition
Policy Initiative and Kindergarten Initiative
have already shown potential for fighting
obesity and increasing children’s awareness
of preventative health and nutrition.

FIGURE 3.4

Percentage of Calories from Nutrients by Income Group

(2005-2006)

60%
51% 500
50% i
40%
30%
20%

15% 150 16%

10%

AVERAGE % OF CALORIES

0%

PROTEIN CARBOHYDRATES

Source USDA ARS 2009, DVRPC 2009

Health

Unhealthy dietary patterns are
associated with an increased risk of
certain health conditions, including
coronary heart disease, cancer, stroke,
diabetes, hypertension, obesity, and
osteoporosis. In addition to impacting
the health and well-being of

individuals, poor eating patterns

49%

ANNUAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME
$0 - $24,999
$25,000 - $74,999
W $75,000 AND HIGHER

33% 34% 34%

2% 3% 3%

—— R
FAT ALCOHOL

impose a heavy economic toll in terms
of medical costs, lost productivity, and

premature deaths.??

The incidences of two diet-related
health conditions, diabetes and
overweight / obesity, as well as
healthy eating patterns, are tracked
by the Behavioral Risk Factor
Surveillance System (BRFSS) of the

52Frazao, Elizabeth. "High Costs of Poor Eating Patterns in the United States.” USDA ERS, 1999.
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Centers for Disease Control (CDC).
The BRFSS is a behavioral health
survey that has been conducted every

year since 1984.53

Diabetes

Over 23 million people in the United
States have diabetes, the seventh-leading
cause of death in the nation, and the
incidence of diabetes has nearly doubled
nationwide since 1995. Type II, or adult-
onset diabetes, is most common among
overweight or obese adults and can be
prevented or controlled by maintaining a

healthy weight through diet and exercise.

The BRFSS asks survey participants,
“Have you ever been told by a doctor that
you have diabetes?” Since 1995 (the
earliest year of data), the tri-state area has
generally had a slightly higher percentage
of respondents who answered “yes” than in
the nation as a whole. In 2007, the
national diabetes rate was 8%, compared
t0 9.2% in New Jersey and 8.7% in both
Delaware and Pennsylvania. Likewise, the
three divisions of the Philadelphia MSA

also had a higher percentage of adults
with diabetes than the national average
in 2007. The Camden, Philadelphia, and
Wilmington metropolitan divisions had
diabetes rates of 9.3%, 8.6%, and 8.4%,
respectively, as shown in Figure 3.5:
Adults with Diabetes in Greater
Philadelphia. Mercer County,

FIGURE 3.5

however, had a lower rate of diabetes
than the national average in 2003 (6%)
and 2006 (7%). However, the American
Diabetes Association estimates that one-
fourth of all people with diabetes are
unaware they have the condition, so
these self-reported statistics are most

likely conservative estimates.

Adults with Diabetes in Greater Philadelphia

10% mm PHILADELPHIA METRO DIVISION mm UNITED STATES

mm MERCER COUNTY

mm WILMINGTON METRO DIVISION

CAMDEN METRO DIVISION

©
3

8%

7%

6%

POPULATION % WITH DIABETES

5%

2002 2003 2004

2005 2006 2007

Note: Data set incomplete for Camden Metro Division and Mercer County.

Source CDC 2008, DVRPC 2009

53 BRFSS data is available at www.cdc.gov/brfss. The data was last accessed on May 11, 2009.
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On the county level, Philadelphia,
Gloucester, and Camden counties had
the highest rates of diabetes, at 12.2%,
10.6%, and 8.6%, respectively, within
the 12-county Greater Philadelphia
area in 2007. The counties of Mercer,?*
New Castle, Burlington, Montgomery,
and Delaware had diabetes rates below
the national average of 8%. Data was
unavailable for the counties of Salem,

Cecil, Bucks, and Chester.

Overweight and Obesity

Like diabetes, being overweight or
obese can affect a person’s overall
health and quality of life. It is also a
leading precursor of premature death
in the United States. For most people,
overweight and obesity are associated
with dietary patterns. Today’s food
system has made high-calorie
processed foods widely available and
affordable. Many rural areas and

lower-income urban neighborhoods are

54Mercer County data is available for 2006, but not for 2007.

poorly served by retail food outlets,
reducing access to fresh and healthy
food. In addition to increasingly
sedentary lifestyles and other factors,
this new food landscape has
exacerbated the incidence of overweight
and obesity, which is an indicator of the
quality of food and access to healthy
food within Greater Philadelphia.

The classification for being overweight
is having a Body Mass Index (BMI)
between 25.0 and 29.9, and obesity is
defined as having a BMI of 30.0 or
above. Nationwide, about 62.9% of the
population is either overweight or
obese, compared to 60.7% in the
Philadelphia metropolitan division,
63.7% in both the Camden and
Wilmington metropolitan divisions of
the Philadelphia MSA, and 58.5% in
Mercer County. See Figure 3.6:
Overweight and Obese Adults in
Selected Counties of Greater

Philadelphia (2007).
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The epidemic of obesity has
disproportionately affected people of
lower socioeconomic status, and that is
reflected in this data. In 2007, the four
counties in Greater Philadelphia with
the lowest median household income—
Philadelphia, Camden, New Castle,
and Delaware counties—had the highest
obesity rates. Conversely, the four
counties with the highest median
household income—Mercer, Gloucester,
Burlington, and Montgomery counties—
had the lowest obesity rates. Again,
data was not available for the counties

of Salem, Cecil, Bucks, and Chester.

Healthy Eating Patterns

Consumption of fruits and vegetables is
critical to ensuring good health and
reducing the risk of certain chronic
diseases. However, less than one-fourth
of the population nationwide consumes
the recommended daily intake of five

servings of fruits and vegetables.



FIGURE 3.6

Overweight and Obese Adults in Selected Counties of Greater

Philadelphia (2007)

80%
Hm OBESE OVERWEIGHT

70%

60%

50%

40%

POPULATION % OBESE / OVERWEIGHT

o
5

BURLINGTON
CAMDEN
DELAWARE
GLOUCESTER

Source CDC 2008, DVRPC 2009

In the last few years, healthy eating
patterns, measured by consuming at
least five servings of fruits and
vegetables, have increased in the
Philadelphia metropolitan division, but
have decreased in the Camden and
Wilmington metropolitan divisions and
the Trenton-Ewing MSA (Mercer
County).

30% i I | u
20%
30.2%
25.3%
10%

28.8% 26.3%

u < @
@ T <
< ] =
o w »
[a)]

z 3 =
zZ I z
a o)

MERCER
MONTGOMERY

The percentage of adults in the United
States eating the recommended daily
intake of five servings of fruits and
vegetables has increased gradually
from 2003 (22.6%) to 2007 (24.4%).
Within Greater Philadelphia during
this time period, the percentage
meeting this daily intake has grown in

the Philadelphia metropolitan division
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The Spring Garden in Philadelphia
PHOTO CREDIT: MARISA MCCLELLAN

Community Gardens

University of Pennsylvania professor Domenic
Vitiello is undertaking a comprehensive survey
of community gardens in Philadelphia, Camden,
and Trenton. The 2008 survey of Philadelphia
community gardens identified food sources not
reflected in traditional data sources, such as the
Economic Census.

The Penn research team found 220 community
gardens growing food in the city. A preliminary
estimate calculates roughly 2.2 million pounds
of food harvested from the active gardens, worth
an estimated $4.4 million. Professor Vitiello
writes that “the majority of gardeners in low-
wealth communities distribute a significant
proportion of their harvest to extended family,
neighbors, fellow church members, and
strangers who are hungry.” There are also over
150 “ornamental” gardens growing flowers or
other ornamental plants, and 250 inactive
gardens in the City of Philadelphia.

Source Vitiello, Domenic. “Planning the Food Secure City:
Philadelphia Agriculture Retrospect and Prospect.”
In development.
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(26.2% to 28.9%), although it has
declined in both the Camden (26.3% to
23.5%) and Wilmington (24.2% to
22.9%) metropolitan divisions, both of
which were slightly lower than the
national average in 2007. Between
2003 and 2005, the percentage of
people eating the recommended daily
intake of fruits and vegetables in
Mercer County decreased from 29.3% to
27.5%, although this percentage was
still much higher than the national

average.

Five counties in Greater Philadelphia—
Montgomery, Delaware, Camden,
Burlington, and Philadelphia—had
rates higher than the national average
for the recommended daily intake of
fruits and vegetables, while two
counties—New Castle and Gloucester—
had lower rates. Data was unavailable
for the counties of Salem, Cecil, Bucks,

and Chester.

Food Insecurity

Food insecure households are those
that are uncertain of having, or are
unable to acquire, adequate food to
meet the needs of all of their members
because they have insufficient money
or other resources for food. Over the
past 10 years, food insecurity has been
slightly lower in the tristate area than
in the United States as a whole.
Between 2005 and 2007, the average
prevalence of food insecurity was 11%
nationwide, but just 10% in
Pennsylvania and 9% in both New
Jersey and Delaware. This is
equivalent to nearly 800,000
households in the three states that are
food insecure each year. Food security
statistics are based on a national
survey conducted by the USDA
Economic Research Service (ERS), in
which respondents were asked a series
of questions about behaviors and
experiences relating to the difficulty in

meeting food needs.
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Households with food insecurity may
employ any number of methods to meet
their food needs, which may include
participation in one or more food and
nutrition assistance programs. The
USDA’s Food and Nutrition Service
(FNS) administers 15 domestic food
and nutrition assistance programs to
combat food insecurity. The first
federal distribution program to address
food insecurity during the Great
Depression was called the Needy
Family Program, which has evolved
into the Food Distribution Program on
Indian Reservations (FDPIR).

The National School Lunch Program
was enacted in 1946, although it has its
roots in a Great Depression-era
program for low-income children.

Food stamps also have their origin in
the Great Depression, although the
program began in its modern form in
1961 and is now called the
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program (SNAP). The Special

Supplemental Nutrition Program for



Women, Infants, and Children (WIC)
began in 1972 and provides
supplemental foods, healthcare
referrals, and nutrition education at no
cost to low-income pregnant,
breastfeeding and non-breastfeeding
post-partum women, and to infants and
children up to 5 years of age at
nutritional risk. The Farmers’ Market
Nutrition Program (FMNP),
established in 1992, issues coupons to
WIC recipients to be used for
purchasing fresh produce at

participating farmers’ markets.

Today, an estimated one in five
Americans participates in at least one
USDA food and nutrition assistance
program at some point during the
year.%® One of the largest of these
programs is SNAP (also known as food
stamps). Since at least 2000,
participation in SNAP has increased in
the three states of Pennsylvania,

New Jersey, and Delaware, following

the national trend. As shown in

Figure 3.7: Households Using Food
Stamps in Greater Philadelphia
(2007), 7.7% of all US households used
food stamps in 2007, compared to 7.9%
in Pennsylvania, 7.1% in Delaware,
and just 4.2% in New Jersey. Within
the three states, 540,775 households

FIGURE 3.7

participated in SNAP in 2007, far fewer
than the 796,718 households with food

insecurity.

In Greater Philadelphia in 2007, over
154,572 households participated in
SNAP, or 6.7% of all households.

Households Using Food Stamps in Greater Philadelphia (2007)
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Source CDC 2008, DVRPC 2009

55 USDA ERS, www.ers.usda.gov/Briefing/FoodNutritionAssistance/. Accessed 11 May 2009.
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The New York MSA had a higher
household SNAP participation rate of
8.0, while Boston (5.5%), Baltimore
(5.4%), and Washington, DC (3.5%),
had lower participation rates. Within
Greater Philadelphia, every county
except Philadelphia had a lower rate of
household SNAP participation than the
national average of 7.7%. In
Philadelphia County, over 82,085
households—14.6% of all households—
used food stamps in 2007.

Many hunger advocates believe that far
fewer households participate in the
SNAP program than those that are
eligible. In 2000, an informal survey
conducted by the Greater Philadelphia
Coalition Against Hunger found that
half of the clients at community food
cupboards in Philadelphia were not
receiving food stamps. In response to
this need, several nonprofit
organizations in Greater Philadelphia
have undertaken outreach campaigns
to register more eligible households.
Additionally, the City of Philadelphia

5 Average daily attendance.

initiated the BenePhilly program in
2008, with the goal of enrolling
thousands of residents who are eligible
for, but not receiving, state and federal
benefits, such as SNAP.

Data for other federal programs
addressing food insecurity is only available
on the state level. The largest USDA
nutrition assistance program in terms of
participation is the National School Lunch
Program, which provides low-cost or free
lunches to eligible students. Schools
receive cash subsidies and federally
donated food from the USDA for the
program. The school lunches must meet
nutritional requirements for the
recommended daily allowances of calories,
protein, and other nutrients, although
decisions on what specific foods to serve
and how they are prepared are left to
individual schools. In New Jersey,
Pennsylvania, and Delaware, participation
has steadily increased since at least 2004,
and about 1.9 million students
participated in the National School Lunch
Program in the three states in 2008.
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In 1991, the School District of
Philadelphia, in cooperation with the
USDA Food and Nutrition Service
(FNS), initiated the Universal Feeding
Program, which allows all students in
the school district to be automatically
able to participate in the National
School Lunch Program and the School
Breakfast Program without having to
complete eligibility applications. This
streamlined program, the only one of
its kind in the country, was terminated
by the USDA in May 2009, although it
was quickly reinstated following public

and political opposition.

Participation in the following federal
nutrition programs also increased in
the three states between 2004 and
2008. The number of participants
within New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and
Delaware in 2008 is shown in

parentheses:

* the School Breakfast Program
(457,207);

* the Child and Adult Care Food
Program (205,336);%¢



* the Special Milk Program (8.9 million
half-pints of milk served);

* the Commodity Supplemental Food
Program (Pennsylvania only)
(14,527);

* the Special Supplemental Nutrition
Program for Women, Infants, and
Children (WIC) (432,441); and

* The Seniors Farmers’ Market
Nutrition Program (SFMNP)
(Pennsylvania and New Jersey only)
(216,847).

Average daily attendance in the
Summer Food Program, however,
declined somewhat in the three states
between 2004 (193,632) and 2008
(154,112). The Emergency Food
Assistance Program (also known as
TEFAP) is another USDA food and
nutrition assistance program that
distributes free, federally donated food
to low-income eligible people through
state agencies and local organizations
like community food cupboards.

In 2008, over $14 million worth of food
was donated to the three states, down

from $18 million in 2004.

Food Access

Food access can mean several things,
including physical access (no stores in a
neighborhood, or limited transportation
between residential and retail areas),
financial access (low household income, total
lack of income, or lack of cooking facilities or
storage space), and / or a lack of personal
knowledge of healthy eating habits.

The steady increase in diet-related diseases in

America has led to an array of research on

hunger, health, and access to fresh, nutritious

food. Throughout the country, and in Greater
Philadelphia, grocery stores and
supermarkets left urban neighborhoods and
followed higher-income demographic groups
to the growing suburbs. The absence of full-
service grocery stores in urban (and rural)
areas creates “food deserts.”

A number of organizations in Greater
Philadelphia are working to address food
access and food security issues:

* The Food Trust regularly undertakes
scientific and policy studies on food access.
Communities that lack grocery stores may
have an inordinate number of convenience
stores, corner stores, or fast food
restaurants. The Food Trust has pioneered
several programs and policy initiatives
focused on creating food access in

underserved communities. These include the
Fresh Food Financing Initiative, the Corner

Store Campaign, and the Farmers’ Market
program, among many others.
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* The Community Design Collaborative,
through its Infill Philadelphia initiative,
asked architects to create visions for various
types of food retail in remarkably different
urban spaces.

* Philabundance is Greater Philadelphia’s
largest hunger relief organization, assisting
more than 1,100 human service agencies
across nine counties and feeding more than
574,000 residents.

* Other organizations like the Greater
Philadelphia Coalition Against Hunger, the
Pennsylvania Hunger Action Center, and
many others work to ensure food security by
encouraging policy action around hunger
issues.

* Academic institutions in the area also
promote healthy lifestyles and nutrition
education through research and program-
related centers. Two such examples are the
University of Pennsylvania’s Urban
Nutrition Initiative (UNI) and Drexel
University’s GROW Project.
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HOW WE SPEND OUR
FOOD DOLLARS

Household Expenditures on Food

The United States spends just 13.7% of
its annual household expenditures on
food and alcohol. As seen in Figure
3.8: Share of Household
Expenditures Spent on Food for
Selected Countries, of the 20
countries in the world that spend the
smallest share of household
expenditures on food and alcohol, the
United States is second only to the
Netherlands in how little it spends on
food and alcohol, compared to other
expenses.’” The amount that
Americans spend on food (excluding
alcohol) relative to other expenses has
fallen greatly over time, from 22.7% of
disposable personal money income®®

in 1929 to just 11.6% in 2008.%°

FIGURE 3.8
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Source FAO 2009, DVRPC 2009

The Consumer Expenditure Survey
(CE) series of the Bureau of Labor
Statistics (BLS) reveals how
Americans’ spending patterns have

changed over the past 20 years.

DENMARK (2004)

NORWAY (2004)
SWEDEN (2005)
CANADA (2005)
GERMANY (2003)
NEW ZEALAND (2000)
LUXEMBOURG (1998)
ANDORRA (2003)
AUSTRIA (2004)
AUSTRALIA (2003)
JAPAN (2004)

The CE series is available for the
nation and some regions and MSAs
(although Mercer County is not

included in this data series).

57 Food and Agricultural Organization of the United Nations (FAO) Statistics Household Survey Database; International Labour Organization (ILO) and country publications.

FINLAND (2001)

%8 Disposable personal money income equals disposable personal income (the amount left over after taxes are paid) minus food produced and consumed on farms, government
fransfer payments, and supplements to wages and salaries. Disposable personal money income is not necessarily the same as total household expenditures.

5% ERS Food Expenditures Series, Economic Research Service, USDA.

110



Expenditures are analyzed at the
household level, which averaged 2.5
persons nationwide and 2.4 persons in
the Philadelphia MSA in 2006 to 2007.%

According to the CE series, the average
household income before taxes in 2006
to 2007 in the Philadelphia MSA was
$65,637, compared to just $63,091 for
the United States on average. Although
the before-tax income in the
Philadelphia MSA is higher than the
national average, its expenditures are
less. Total annual expenditures in the
Philadelphia MSA totaled $48,649,
compared to $49,638 in the United
States. This disparity is most likely due
to taxes being higher in the Philadelphia
area than the national average,
reducing the amount of disposable

household income.

As shown in Figure 3.9: Household
Expenditures by MSA (2006-2007),
the Philadelphia MSA spends more on
housing than the national average,

although it spends less on food,

FIGURE 3.9

Household Expenditures by MSA (2006-2007)
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Source FAO 2009, DVRPC 2009

transportation, healthcare, and “all
other” expenditures. As a percentage of
total household expenditures, the
Philadelphia MSA spends
approximately 12% of its total annual
expenditures on food,® equal to the
national average and other northeastern
MSAs. This percentage is also similar to
previously discussed estimates from the
United Nations and the USDA.

¢ Data is based on the average annual income and expenditures over a two-year period.

81 Excludes alcohol.

BOSTON DC BALTIMORE

As shown in Figure 3.10: Household
Food Expenditures by MSA (2006-
2007), the Philadelphia MSA spends
less than all other northeastern MSAs
on every category of expenditures.

In 2006 to 2007, annual household food
expenditures equaled just $5,600 in the
Philadelphia MSA. With its 2.7 million
households, the Philadelphia MSA

generates over 15 billion food dollars,5?

62 The total food dollars was calculated by multiplying the annual household food expenditures by the total number of households for each MSA.
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FIGURE 3.10
Household Food Expenditures by MSA (2006-2007)
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Source BLS 2008, DVRPC 2009

compared to $6 billion in the Baltimore The Philadelphia MSA spends roughly
MSA, $16 billion in the Washington, DC, the same percentage on different types
MSA, $19 billion in the Boston MSA, and of food as the national average,
$61 billion in the New York MSA. although it spends less on “other food
at home” and more on “food away from
Food expenditures can be further home.” Over the past 10 years in the
broken down by types of food and Philadelphia MSA, the share of food
where the food was purchased. expenses has remained relatively

¢ CP| data available at www.bls.gov/cpi/. Accessed 8 April 2009.

constant, with 44% of food
expenditures spent on food away from

home and 56% spent on food at home.

Consumer Price Index

The Consumer Price Index (CPI) is a
measure of changes in prices paid by
urban consumers for a defined set of
goods and services.® It is one measure
of inflation and is used to calculate the
change in the amount that consumers
might spend to maintain a “constant
level of satisfaction” in their daily
living expenses. The CPI is calculated
monthly by the BLS for the United
States, four regions of the country
(West, Midwest, Northeast, and South),

and 27 metropolitan areas.

In terms of food and beverages alone,
the Philadelphia-Wilmington-Atlantic
City Consolidated Metropolitan
Statistical Area (CMSA), which
encompasses a larger area than the
MSA, has had a lower CPI than that of
the United States, the Boston CMSA,



and the New York CMSA for at least the
last decade.® For the last two to three
years, this gap has increased, which
means that the relative price of food and
beverages has risen at a slower pace in
the Philadelphia area than in other

northeastern metropolitan areas.

In early 2009, the food and beverage CPI
was 219 for the United States, but just
207 for the Philadelphia CMSA, which
means that the average food or beverage
item that cost $1.00 in each area in 1982
to 1984 would cost $2.19 in the United
States and $2.07 in the Philadelphia
CMSA in 2009.%° That same $1.00 item
from 1982 to 1984 would cost $2.28 in
the New York CMSA and $2.29 in the
Boston CMSA.

The rate of increase in food and beverage
prices since the 1980s has been similar
to the increase in the prices for all items.
In early 2009, the CPI for all items was
212 in the United States and 220 in the

Philadelphia CMSA. In this case, the
rate of inflation has been higher in
Philadelphia due to higher price
increases in medical care and other

goods and services.
THE FOOD ECONOMY

Out of every food dollar, 19 cents goes to
the farmer, and the remaining 81 cents
goes to the food marketing system.

The USDA estimates that 92% of the
increase in food prices between 1990 and
2000 was due to increases in the food
marketing system. After marketing,
which costs about 38 cents per food
dollar, and farm production, packaging is
the next greatest cost, at eight cents per
dollar. Other marketing costs include
transportation, energy, and business
taxes, among other costs.%’

The food economy involves a highly
integrated web of activities and
businesses and consists of many

different kinds of establishments.

¢ The Washington, DC-Baltimore Primary MSA has a base period of 1996 and so could not be used for comparison.

Baked goods at Philadelphia’s Headhouse
Farmers’ Market
PHOTO CREDIT: MARISA MCCLELLAN

The primary elements of the food
economy are: a) agricultural production;
b) natural resources and agricultural
support; ¢) wholesale trade; d) food and
beverage manufacturing (processing);

e) transportation and warehousing; f)
food and beverage stores; and g) food

services and drinking places.

Agricultural production, discussed in
Part 1: Agricultural Resources, is
measured by the USDA Census of
Agriculture, not the US Census Bureau,

and is not included in the following

¢ Most of the CPlindices are based on a baseline established in 1982 to1984. The BLS sets the average price index for the years 1982, 1983,
and 1984 equal to 100, and changes are measured in relatfion to that baseline.

¢ “Farmers’ Share of Retail Food Dollar.” National Farmers Union. www.nfu.org/wp-content/080309 farmersshare.pdf. Accessed 20 August 2009.

¢7 USDA ERS. USDA Agriculture Factbook 2001-2002.
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analysis. The six remaining elements of
the food system and their subsectors are
listed below with their corresponding

North American Industry Classification

System (NAICS) identification codes:

Natural Resources and
Agricultural Support

* Fishing, hunting, and trapping (114)

* Support activities for crop
production (1151)

* Support activities for
animal production (1152)

Wholesale Trade

* Grocery and related product
merchant wholesalers (4244)

* Farm product raw materials
merchant wholesalers (4245)

* Beer, wine, and alcoholic beverage
merchant wholesalers (4248)

* Farm supplies merchant wholesalers
(42491)

Food and Beverage Manufacturing
* Food manufacturing (311)
* Beverage manufacturing (3121)

Transportation and Warehousing

* Truck transportation (484)58

* Refrigerated warehousing
and storage (49312)

* Farm product warehousing
and storage (49313)

Food and Beverage Stores

* Food and beverage stores (445)

Food Services and Drinking Places

* Food services and drinking
places (722)

Economic data for these sectors is
measured by the US Census Bureau in
the Economic Census (released every
five years) and the annual County
Business Patterns data. Where relevant,
these comprehensive sources of
information have been supplemented by
additional data sources, such as Global
Insight, a provider of economic and

financial analysis.

Again, “Greater Philadelphia” is defined
as the 11-county MSA—Burlington,

Camden, Gloucester, Mercer, and

Salem in New Jersey; Bucks, Chester,
Delaware, Montgomery, and
Philadelphia in Pennsylvania; Cecil
in Maryland; and New Castle in
Delaware—plus Mercer County.5
Each of the six food economy sectors
is detailed in Appendix E: Food

Economy Sector Summaries.

In 2006, the six sectors comprising the
food economy made up 11% of all
establishments, as well as 11% of all
jobs,”™ in Greater Philadelphia. A total of
between 286,526 and 310,084 employees
worked in one of 17,977 establishments

of the six food system sectors in 2006.

According to Global Insight, the total
output™ for these food sectors was $49
billion in Greater Philadelphia in 2006.
Crop and animal production added
another $1.1 billion in output, (as noted
in Part 1: Agricultural Resources,
the 70-county 100-Mile Foodshed
produced over $6 billion). The total

6 As discerned in the Food FAF analysis (Part 2: Food Distribution of this study), 14% of truck transportation is used as a proxy for the transport of food by truck.

¢ Where noted, Global Insight data was used to supplement the Economic Census and County Business Patterns. This detailed dataset does not include Cecil County, Maryland.

70 Since employment is often expressed as a range, the midpoint of the range was used.

71 Total output is equal to the value of all the goods and services produced.
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output for all economic sectors combined
was $628.7 billion, and food-related
output made up about 8% of all economic

activity in Greater Philadelphia.

The fact that the food economy makes up
about 11% of all establishments and
jobs, but only 8% of economic output,
suggests that food-related activities
produce lower economic value than other
sectors in the economy. Consequently,
the majority of food-related occupations
earn less, many far less, than the
nation’s median annual salary of
$35,270.7

Food services and drinking places
constitute over two-thirds of all food
economy establishments, and food and
beverage stores make up nearly one-
quarter. Food-related wholesale trade
businesses, food and beverage
manufacturers, and all other businesses
combined make up just 10% of all
establishments in the food economy.
The division among food economy

sectors in terms of number of

employees is very similar to the trend
in the number of establishments.
However, food and beverage
manufacturing makes up a larger
share, while food services and drinking
places comprise a smaller share of

total employees in the food economy.

The share among food economy sectors
in terms of total economic output is
very different than with establishments
and employees. Whereas food and
beverage manufacturing and food-
related wholesale trade each make up
less than 10% of establishments and
employees, they constitute 22% and
27%, respectively, of the total output of
the food economy. Also, whereas food
services and drinking places make up
more than half of establishments and
employees, they produce just 17% of
total output.

The percentage of all establishments in
the United States that are within the
food economy is also 11%. In major

MSAs across the country, the food

2Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), May 2007 National Occupational Employment and Wage Estimates.
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economy makes up between eight and
12% of all establishments. On the low
side are Miami, Atlanta, Phoenix, and
Minneapolis. MSAs with 12% of

establishments in food sectors include

New York, Boston, and San Francisco.

The number of food economy
establishments in an MSA roughly
correlates with population, although
there is a great deal of variation that
may be associated with population
density. The Philadelphia MSA, which
had the fifth-highest population in
2006, had the fourth-highest number of
food economy establishments. The low-
density MSAs of Dallas, Houston,
Phoenix, and Riverside-San
Bernardino each have a comparatively
small number of establishments

relative to their populations.

The higher-density MSAs of New York,
Boston, San Francisco, and Seattle, on
the other hand, have a large number

of food economy establishments
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relative to their populations. Figure
3.11: MSA Population and Food
Economy Establishments (2006)
illustrates this relationship. In
addition to population density, other
elements, such as tourism and port
activity, factor into the relationship
between the food economy and
population. Map 3.1: Number of
Food and Beverage Manufacturers
(2006) illustrates the concentration of
manufacturing establishments within

the 100-Mile Foodshed.

If food and beverage stores, as well as
food services and drinking places, are
removed from the number of
establishments, leaving just the
nonretail side of the food economy,
Miami and San Francisco have more
establishments than Philadelphia due
to their greater numbers of food-

related wholesalers.

FIGURE 3.11

MSA Population and Food Economy Establishments (2006)
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Major Changes in the
Food Economy Sectors

Like many industries in the overall
economy, there has been a great deal of
consolidation in food economy

establishments over the past 10 years.
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Many food and beverage retail
establishments have consolidated
through mergers or acquisitions in
order to cut costs. Other food and
beverage stores have gone out of
business due to competition from larger

retail chains. In turn, food and
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beverage manufacturers have

consolidated to meet the sizable needs
of these large retailers. These changes
are further discussed in Appendix E:

Food Economy Sector Summaries.

In addition to consolidation, another
trend in the food economy is the
increasing share of food purchases made
at food service establishments, as eating
outside the home grows in frequency
and popularity.™ According to the
Economic Research Service (ERS) of the
USDA, the share of food expenditures
spent away from home™ has increased
gradually over time from 5% in 1869 to
49% in 2008.7 As seen in Figure 3.12:
Share of Food Expenditures At and
Away from Home (1869-2008), the
share of food expenditures spent away
from home spiked in 1945, as
servicemen returned from World War 11

and food rationing was lifted.

FIGURE 3.12

Share of Food Expenditures At and Away from Home

(1869-2008)
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Source USDA ERS 2008, DVRPC 2009
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The percentage of food expenditures
spent away from home leveled off in the
1950s, but then began to rise steadily
from the mid-1960s onward.

7 Martinez, Steve W. The US Food Marketing System: Recent Developments, 1997-2006, ERR-42. USDA ERS, May 2007.

74 In the ERS series, “food at home" includes cash purchases plus home production, food stamps, donations, and WIC benefits; “food away from home" includes cash purchases
plus food supplied to employees, inmates, patients, schools, and institutions.

75 Unlike the survey-based Consumer Expenditure Survey from the BLS, the ERS food expenditures series is based on actual sales, although it is only available on the national level.
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The recent economic downturn, or the
Great Recession, may be causing

Americans to spend less on food away
from home. However, expenditures on

food at home may also decrease, and so



the proportion of expenditures at
home versus away from home may
remain roughly the same. This was
the pattern following the stock market
crash of 1929.

Location Quotient

The food economy of Greater
Philadelphia™ was further analyzed by
comparing the local employment in food
sectors to the national employment in
those same sectors and determining the
location quotient (LQ)" for each food
sub-sector. A location quotient of 1
indicates that the local share is equal to
the national share. A location quotient
greater than 1 means that the local
share is greater than the national
average and it is assumed that the
additional jobs, services, or products

represent what is exported from the local

area; a location quotient less than 1
means that the local area may rely on

importing those economic activities.

As a whole, the location quotient of
employment in food economy sectors is
0.86, which means that Greater
Philadelphia has less than the national
share of employment in these food
sectors. As seen in the table below, most
food subsectors™ have an L.Q of less than
1, and so it 1s assumed that Greater
Philadelphia relies on importing many

food economy activities.

Within most of the subsectors listed in
Figure 3.13: 2008 Location Quotients
in Greater Philadelphia’s Food
Economy Sectors, there are multiple
subdivisions, many of which have high
LQ scores, although their parent

subsector may not. For example:

76 With the inclusion of Mercer County, NJ but the exclusion of Cecil County, MD.

+ Although grocery stores have an LQ of

1.01, which means that its
employment is about the same as the
national share, Greater Philadelphia
has a preponderance of convenience
stores (LQ=2.17) rather than
supermarkets (LQ=0.69).

+ Six of the seven types of bakeries have

an LQ greater than 1.0, and
specifically dry pasta manufacturing
(LQ=2.93). Tortilla manufacturing has
an LQ of 0.0 (a null value).

+ Within different types of specialty food

stores (LQ=1.42), only fish and seafood
markets (LQ=1.57) and fruit and
vegetable markets (LQ=1.85) have
more than the average share of
employment.

+ All three types of special food services

(LQ=1.84) have high L.Q scores.

This includes food service contractors
(LQ=1.97), caterers (LQ=1.45), and
mobile food services (LQ=1.01).

+ Within sugar and confectionary

product manufacturing (LQ=0.89),
chocolate and confectionery
manufacturing from cacao beans has a
very high L.Q of 2.66.

7 A location quotient, which can also be called an economic base analysis, is a calculated ratio between the local economy and an economy of a larger geographic scale,
such as the United States. This rafio can be calculated for all industries to determine if the local economy has a larger share of that industry than expected.

78 Where the NAICS-4 level (four digit) included nonfood sectors, the NAICS-5 level was used.
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FIGURE 3.13 Some areas of the food economy where

2008 Location Quotients in Greater Philadelphia’s
Food Economy Sectors

NAICS
Sub-Sector Description

Greater Philadelphia is strong, like

chocolate manufacturing, inherently

Greofer Phllodelphlo

Employment Location Quotient ‘

rely on imported goods like cacao beans

and sugarcane, which are not grown

—
=
=—]
—
=—]
—
=
(=]
—]
—]
=
=
==
B—

Total for All Sectors (Food and Nonfood) 3,049,045
1141 | Fishing 7 0.05 locally. However, the region also has a
— 1142 | Hunting and Trapping 78 31 great strength in bakeries and bakery
E— 1151 | Support Activities for Crop Production 351 0.38 . . .
: 1152 | Support Activities for Animal Production 288 0.95 product manufaCturlng (1ndudlng
== 3111 | Animal Food Manufacturing 509 0.49 dough and pasta manufacturing) that
3112 | Grain and Oilseed Milling 13 0.03 may e Supplied, i cacthin part, by
3113 | Sugar and Confectionery Product Manufacturing 1,150 0.89
3114 | Fruit and Vegetable Preserving and Specialty Food Manufacturing 649 0.18 local prOduCtion' Wheat’ an essential
3115 | Dairy Product Manufacturing 1,448 0.5 ingredient in most bakery products, is
3116 | Animal Slaughtering and Processing 6,649 0.61 grown on over 300,000 acres on 4,600
3117 | Seafood Product Preparation and Packaging 13 0.02
3118 | Bakeries and Tortilla Manufacturing 8,512 1.33 farms that prOduce over 19 million
3119 | Other Food Manufacturing 2,468 0.69 bushels within the 100-Mile Foodshed.
3121 | Beverage Manufacturing 3,006 0.85 .
4244 | Grocery and Related Product Wholesalers 15,230 0.91 Much of this wheat may be added to
4245 | Farm Product Raw Material Merchant Wholesalers 569 0.39 animal feed, but it may also be used for
4248 | Beer, Wine, and Distilled Alcoholic Beverage Merchant Wholesalers 2,483 0.64 human consumption.
42491 | Farm Supplies Merchant Wholesalers 738 0.43
4451 | Grocery Stores 57,731 1.01
4452 | Specialty Food Stores 4,990 1.42 S U M M A R Y
4453 | Beer, Wine, and Liquor Stores 3.903 1.29
49312 | Refrigerated Warehousing and Storage 590 0.65
49313 | Farm Product Warehousing and Storage 15 0.09 Americans generally eat more food
7221 | Full-Service Restaurants 85,157 0.86 today than at any other time in the
7222 | Limited-Service Eating Places 60,093 0.66 5
7223 | Special Food Services 22,362 1.84 country s recent paSt‘ The foodgeteat
7224 | Drinking Places (Alcoholic Beverages) 7.739 0.98 is also more likely to be processed in
Total for Food Sectors 286,738 0.86 some way and high in fat and sugar.

Note: Gray indicates location quotients over 1.

Source Global Insight 2009, DVRPC 2009
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Nearly one-third of the average grocery
bill is spent on “other food at home,”
which mostly includes processed or
prepared foods that tend to be
unhealthier than whole foods like fresh
produce and whole grains. In fact, the
average American consumes 165
pounds of added fats and sweeteners a
year, a substantial 17% of all food

consumed by weight.

The consequences of unhealthy eating
patterns, combined with increasingly
sedentary lifestyles, include increased
incidences of diet-related health
conditions like diabetes and obesity in
both Greater Philadelphia and the
nation. The rate of diabetes has long
been higher in Greater Philadelphia
than the national average, which itself
has nearly doubled since 1995.
Although Greater Philadelphia has
lower rates of obesity than the nation
as a whole, several counties in the

region have much higher rates.

Food and nutrition choices may differ
depending on whether one is eating out
or preparing food at home. Although
one can control, or at least be aware of,
the amount of fat, oil, and sugar used
in cooking and baking at home,
consumers often do not have a clear
idea of the nutritional content of food
eaten outside the home and are likely
to be eating unhealthier foods.
However, eating outside the home has
transitioned from an occasional luxury
to currently making up nearly half of
all food purchases. Even in the midst of
an economic recession, it 1s anticipated
that this trend will continue, as it did
throughout even the Great Depression,
since grocery purchases will likely

decline as well.

When dining out, consumers may be
more likely to eat at limited-service
places like cafes and take-out
restaurants than at full-service
restaurants. Limited-service places
have also increased in number in

Greater Philadelphia to a greater
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extent than in the nation as a whole.
Another source of food outside the
home 1is special food services, such as
food service contractors like
ARAMARK, of which there are
proportionately more in Greater
Philadelphia than in other
northeastern MSAs or the United
States, most likely owing to the region’s
concentration of universities and

hospitals.

In spite of how inexpensive food is in
this country relative to other expenses,
11% of American households suffer
from food insecurity, or the inability to
meet their food needs due to lack of
money or other resources. Households
with food insecurity may participate in
any number of federal food and
nutrition programs, such as the
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program (SNAP). Every county in
Greater Philadelphia had a lower rate
of SNAP participation than the
national average, except for

Philadelphia County, which had nearly
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THE FOOD ECONOMY
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double the participation rate.

The costs of living in Greater
Philadelphia are significantly more
affordable as compared to other
metropolitan areas in the Northeast.
Additionally, the prices of food and
beverages have increased at a much
slower rate in the Philadelphia region
than in the United States or other
northeastern MSAs. As a result, the
average household in Greater
Philadelphia spends just $5,600 a year
on food, far less than other MSAs such
as New York ($7,000) and Washington,
DC ($7,500). However, food makes up
the same share (11 to 12%) of total
household expenses in these and other
northeastern MSAs, as well as in the
country as a whole. Although food is
relatively cheap in the Philadelphia
region, lower average incomes and
steep inflation in the cost of medical
care and other expenses impact the

region’s affordability.

Before food is available to be purchased

by households, it passes through a

number of channels either within or
outside Greater Philadelphia. These
channels, or food sectors, make up
what we call the food economy. In
between agricultural production and
retail sale, at a store or eating and
drinking place, food is bought and sold
by wholesalers, processed by food and
beverage manufacturing plants,
transported by truck, and may be held
temporarily in specialized warehousing
and storage facilities. All these
activities (with the exclusion of on-farm
production, discussed in Part 1:
Agricultural Resources) constitute
11% of establishments and 11% of
employees in Greater Philadelphia,
although together, they contribute a
total of just 8% of the region’s total

economic output.

Greater Philadelphia has a lower share
of its workforce in the food economy
than the national average. However,
the region has relatively high
employment in certain sub-sectors of

the food economy, such as dry pasta
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manufacturing, chocolate
manufacturing, convenience stores,
food service contractors, and fruit and

vegetable markets.

One of the major changes in the food
economy in recent years is widespread
consolidation across many food sectors.
Consolidation in sectors like
transportation and wholesale trade,
food and beverage manufacturing, and
grocery retail has been driven by cost-
cutting efforts, technological change,
and response to consolidation in other
economic sectors as companies adapt to
meet wider geographic and population
bases. While much consolidation has
occurred within sectors as, for example,
one food manufacturer may merge with
another, there has also been a great
deal of vertical integration between
different sectors. This has occurred as
warehousing firms have merged with
transportation firms to maximize
economies of scale, and as large
supermarket firms have acquired

warehouses and trucking fleets to



better negotiate with suppliers and
efficiently restock their inventory.
However, some of the consequences of
this consolidation include decreased
consumer choices and increased money
leaving the region, as many corporate
headquarters are located in other parts

of the country.

"READING

TERMINAL |
| MARKET «*

Reading Terminal Market, Philadelphia
PHOTO CREDIT: BECKY SWEGER

Some emerging opportunities in the food
economy of Greater Philadelphia include
growth in limited-service restaurants
and specialty food stores, as inexpensive
prepared foods grow in popularity.
Another opportunity is the region’s

strength in food service contractors.

Lastly, one of the major food-related
trends in recent years is rising interest
in locally and sustainably produced
foods. This movement has been driven
by a number of issues, including
concerns about food miles and the fuel,
packaging, and time associated with
transporting food across the country.
There has also been a growing
awareness that local produce tastes
more fresh and flavorful. In addition,
a number of high-profile outbreaks of
food-borne illnesses caused by a wide
range of tainted foods have drawn
greater attention to the origins of food.
Once a niche market, local foods are
now sold in mainstream retailers,
including major retail chains such as
Safeway, Pathmark, and Wal-Mart.
As fuel prices rise, along with concerns
about public health, food safety, and
food security, Greater Philadelphia is
in a crucial position to take advantage
of its base of food manufacturing,
wholesale distribution, and diverse
agricultural production to support a

more sustainable regional food system.
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Food System Stakeholders Analysis

VRPC performed a Stakeholder

Analysis, a social research tool,

to gain more knowledge about
Greater Philadelphia’s food system by
identifying the key stakeholders,
policymakers, and other individuals
who are actors and experts in various

food system areas.

By surveying many different people
through a variety of methods

(in person, on the phone, online, and
in roundtables), DVRPC collected
information about other projects,
reports, programs, and efforts; created

a mechanism to collect diverse

recommendations; identified the food
system’s most influential actors; and
detected gaps in research, support
services, infrastructure, programs,

and nonprofit activities.

This survey effort informed and
shaped the subsequent parts of the
Greater Philadelphia Food System
Study, recognized those influential
stakeholders, and identified other
food systems’ best management
practices that warrant additional

research.

SURVEY

DVRPC conducted the Food System
Stakeholder Analysis between June
and September 2008.

Purpose
A Stakeholder Analysis is a social
research method that illuminates who

is doing what, and where, and how

stakeholders interact with each other.
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PENNSTATE

PENN STATE UNIVERSITY

COLLEGE OF AGRICULTURAL SCIENCES
STATE COLLEGE, PA

university that has a historic focus on

agriculture. Penn State’s College of
Agricultural Sciences is one of the oldest
higher — education agricultural programs.
With a budget of $140 million, the college
maintains 12 academic units, 12 service units,
20 centers and institutes, and four off-site
research and extension centers. It also houses
the Cooperative Extension and is a partner in
the Pennsylvania Women’s Agricultural
Network (PA-WAgN).

P enn State University is a land-grant

Within the College is the Department of
Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociology,
which focuses teaching and research on three
major topics — Food Systems, Community
Development, and Environmental and Natural
Resources. Current faculty research includes
third-party audits, rural development through
agricultural clustering, farm-to-school
programs, and organic markets.

Recently, the college completed a strategic
planning process that identified energy,
entrepreneurship, food, diet and health, pest
prediction and response, and water quality as
major research areas.

http./extension.psu.edu/
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RUTGERS

New Jersey Agricultural
Experiment Station

= Cooperative Extension

RUTGERS UNIVERSITY

COOPERATIVE EXTENSION
NEW JERSEY STATEWIDE

housed at Rutgers University within the

New Jersey Agricultural Experiment
Station (NJAES). There are offices in all 21
counties.

T he Cooperative Extension in New Jersey is

The Atlantic County Extension Office has the
most agriculture staff and provides a variety of
support, especially for large vegetable farmers.
Staff researches emerging markets for Jersey
Farmers, convenes the Mid-Atlantic Direct
Marketers Annual Conference, and provides
promotion and support on complying with
Good Agricultural Practices (GAPs).

The Ocean County Extension Office has an
extensive Marine Resources Program.

It partners with NJDEP on the Barnegat Bay
Shellfish Restoration Project, involving
community residents in clam and oyster
harvesting to educate them about the impact of
human activities on shellfish populations.

The Salem County Extension Office brings
together information on agricultural associations,
processors, markets, service providers, and other
contacts across the state in its “Green Pages:

An Agricultural Resource Guide.”

http//njaes.rutgers.edu/extension/

This study looks specifically at the
Greater Philadelphia Food System’s
foodshed (the land area within a 100-
mile radius from a point within the
central business district of the City of
Philadelphia) and focuses on
production and supply, incorporating
market and demand issues when
appropriate. Through a variety of
methods—online survey, in-person
interviews, phone interviews, and in-
person roundtables—food system
stakeholders provided insight into the
region’s opportunities and challenges
as related to food and agriculture.
Respondents also identified other key
actors that should be included in the
regional process and other best

management practices occurring in

different parts of the country or world.

Development of Questions

Questions were developed based on
input from the first meeting of the
Greater Philadelphia Food System
Stakeholder Committee. Attendees
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listed the top questions that they would
want to ask of a farmer, distributor,
processor, retailer, support business
(insurance, credit, or supply),
policymaker, or nonprofit employee.
While different stakeholder groups
were asked different questions based
on their professions and activities, all
respondents were asked the same
“Big Picture” questions addressing
opportunities, challenges, and
recommendations for the future.

A sample survey is included in
Appendix H: Stakeholder Analysis

Sample Survey Questions.

Methodology

The overarching goal of the Stakeholder
Analysis is to include many different
food system stakeholders who represent
a variety of experiences and perspectives
in the food system. Such stakeholders
include: farmers; processors and
manufacturers; distributors; food
retailers, restaurateurs, and purchasers;
nonprofit organizations (including

institutions); government employees and



elected officials; support businesses
(such as suppliers or insurance
providers); professional organizations;

and interested citizens.

DVRPC’s Committee members provided
the starting point for the stakeholder
analysis and identified over 500

influential individuals and organizations.

Responses

Throughout the summer of 2008, 171
people participated in the stakeholder
survey. Of those responses, 62 were
collected through the online survey.
Another 109 respondents were
contacted directly and participated in
phone interviews, in-person interviews,
roundtable discussions, and tours. Due
to time constraints, the majority of
respondents were from Pennsylvania
and New Jersey. Additional time and
funding may have allowed for more
contributions from other stakeholders

in the three remaining foodshed states—

Delaware, Maryland, and New York.
Figure 4.1: Survey Respondents by
Stakeholder Group and Medium
depicts the breakdown of participants
by food system stakeholder group and
survey medium. A complete list of
organizations and individuals
contacted and interviewed is available
in Appendix I: Stakeholder
Analysis Interview Dates and
Details. Map 4.1: Number of Survey
Respondents depicts the location of

survey respondents as reported.

OVERALL FINDINGS

Who Does What?

Based on the 500 referrals and
subsequent research for the complete
food system study, a Greater
Philadelphia Food System
Stakeholders Inventory was created
(Appendix F: Identified Food
System Stakeholders for Greater
Philadelphia). The inventory lists
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Fair
wFoﬁ

FATR FOO0D
PHILADELPHIA

air Food, originally started as a program of

White Dog Community Enterprises, works to

connect farmers to markets in the
Philadelphia region. It does this through the
Fair Food Farmstand in Reading Terminal
Market, restaurant consulting, farmer outreach
workshops, publications, and wholesale and
retail guides.

Farm to Institution is a more recent program
that addresses the specific issues and
opportunities of sourcing local food for
institutions like schools, hospitals, and elder care
facilities. The program evolved from site visits
and round tables to a Working Group of
Institutional Buyers, which explored the tools
needed to increase local purchasing. There is also
an online toolkit collating information and
providing marketing materials.

Fair Food has also partnered on the creation of
the Common Market, a local foods distributor to
larger wholesale markets, such as institutions
and restaurants, or smaller retail buyers. It is
currently a nonprofit, but hopes to become a self-
sustaining enterprise over the next few years.

It began distributing in July 2008, renting
warehouse space from SHARE. It is a self-
described “values-based” business that sources
from within 150 miles, while meeting the needs
of larger institutions and producers.

www.fairfoodphilly.org
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FARM BUREAU
NATIONAL AND STATE CHAPTERS

nongovernmental organization governed by

farm families from all types and sizes of
farms, who have united to solve problems and
advocate for advancement of agriculture and
rural living. The Pennsylvania Farm Bureau is
composed of 56 county Farm Bureaus and is
affiliated with the American Farm Bureau
Federation. Farm Bureau also offers its
members many beneficial services, ranging
from group health insurance to farm
management consultation.

F arm Bureau is an independent,

Farm Bureau policies are formed through a
grassroots discussion process that begins with
its county organizations. Farm Bureau’s
position on state and national issues is
determined and updated by voting delegates at
annual state and national conventions.

Farm Bureau continually interacts with
lawmakers and agencies at all levels of
government and fosters productive working
relationships with numerous groups and
missions in the public and private sectors.

www.Jo.or.

FIGURE 4.1

Survey Respondents by Stakeholder Group and Medium

SUPPORT BUSINESS . . ‘

PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATION
PROCESSOR/MANUFACTURER
GOVERNMENT REPRESENTATIVE
NON-PROFT

INTERESTED CITIZEN

FOOD RETAILER/PURCHASER
FARMER

DISTRIBUTOR
0% 5%

Source DVRPC 2009

over 125 businesses, organizations,
Initiatives, local governments, local
producers, state government programs,
and US government programs
operating in Greater Philadelphia.

The chart demonstrates the scope,
mission, and activities of these various

entities.
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BN INTERVIEW

10% 15% 20% 25% 30%

The stakeholder inventory is not
comprehensive, as many individuals,
businesses, and initiatives are not
known to DVRPC despite a yearlong
study; nor will the inventory ever
really be complete, as individuals,
businesses, and initiatives come and go

over time.
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FARM TO CITY
PHILADELPHIA, PA

and planner Bob Pierson in 2000, Farm to

City is a for-profit business that advocates
for farmers and connects them with consumers
and markets.

F ounded by long-time local food advocate

Farm to City operates 15 grower-only farmers’
markets throughout Greater Philadelphia.
Staff provide farmers with marketing and
logistical support for a nominal market fee.

Farm to City also uses the buying power of
Philadelphia residents to support CSA farms
by selling and marketing shares on a central
website, www.farmtocity.org. This
organization’s services are especially useful to
Amish farms, which do not use modern
technology to reach new customers.

The Winter Harvest buying club was created in
2002 as a way for farmers to access local
markets during the winter months (and for
consumers to continue accessing local
products). This past year, the club sold over 450
different items from 35 producers to over 300
members, resulting in $200,000 in sales.

www.farmtocity.org

Based on the inventory, one can
conclude that there is a concentration
of activities within different types of

entities:

* Much of the technical assistance and
research benefiting the Greater
Philadelphia food system is conducted
by educational institutions and state
governments, although nonprofit and
professional organizations are also
involved in technical assistance.

* Many of the enterprises (generally
for-profit businesses, including
farmers, distributors, and retailers)
engage in some kind of direct
marketing.

* Five “initiatives,” sponsored by state
government, local government, or
foundations, were identified as
contributing to a community’s access
to healthy fresh food.

* Nineteen of the 24 nonprofits
operating in Greater Philadelphia
perform some form of education and
outreach.

* Local governments—counties and
municipalities—identify the needs of
their constituents and offer
innovative solutions. In more
urbanized communities, some
farmers' markets have been started
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.

by local governments to support
economic development. In more rural
counties, special centers or positions
have been funded to promote or
facilitate new markets for farmers.

Federal entities have specialized
roles, each performing one main
activity, from regulation to financing.
Both the US Customs and Border
Patrol’s USDA Inspectors and the
US Military’s Defense Supply

Center have a strong presence in
Philadelphia because of the region’s
specialization in food importing.

* Food Distribution, a significant focus

in this study, is mostly undertaken by
private enterprises, with a few
exceptions. In addition, five nonprofit
organizations (Community Action
Development Commission of
Montgomery County, Red Tomato,
Philabundance, The Common
Market, and SHARE) and four state
entities (New Jersey Department of
Agriculture, Pennsylvania
Department of Agriculture, the
Philadelphia Regional Port Authority,
and the South Jersey Port
Corporation) are involved in food
distribution. Distribution includes
local and global products and the use
of a range of transportation modes
and destinations.



*Many of Greater Philadelphia’s
agricultural producers have
diversified their activities or
specialized in direct marketing to
capture more value from the food
they raise. Examples include opening
on-site stores, participating in
farmers' markets, processing raw
foodstuffs, creating value-added
products, and offering delivery
services to customers.

Influential Stakeholders in Greater
Philadelphia’s Food System

As stated previously, the Food System
Committee identified the first round of
influential individuals and organizations
to contact for the stakeholder survey.
Staff asked all respondents, “Who else
should DVRPC be talking to about these
issues?” and compiled the responses to
identify influential stakeholders in the
Greater Philadelphia Food System. From
that first round of interviews, another
set of individuals and organizations was
identified, and notations were made to
identify those individuals or
organizations that were mentioned

numerous times. Those who were

mentioned repeatedly represent the most
“Influential” stakeholders, decision-
makers, and innovators in Greater
Philadelphia. This technique is
commonly referred to as the “snowball
effect,” in that the initial number of
stakeholders is small, but the resulting
number of stakeholders is large, with
major actors identified numerous times

by diverse people.

Respondents produced a total of 526
referrals. Profiles of the 13 most
referred organizations appear
throughout this section. Figure 4.2:
Influential Greater Philadelphia
Food System Stakeholders shows
the organizations most commonly
referred to in this question. Notably,
these influential stakeholders
frequently operate at a state or local

level, as opposed to a national level.

Like any social research, DVRPC’s
stakeholder analysis methodology has
limitations. First, it is based solely on

the perspectives of those who
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GREENSGROW FARMS
PHILADELPHIA, PA

to grow food in underutilized spaces in the

city. So they rented a previously industrial
brownfield in Philadelphia’s Kensington
neighborhood and grew hydroponically (with
water and no sotl) for local restaurants. They
now engage customers more directly, including
a farmstand, nursery, and City Supported
Agriculture (CSA) program, combining their
production with a network of suppliers within a
75-mile radius. The CSA’s 300 plus members,
mostly from Philadelphia, receive produce and
honey from the farm, supplemented by fruit,
poultry, meat, dairy, and other value-added
items. There has been so much interest in their
CSA, which is currently at capacity, that they
are exploring “Greensgrow-style” CSAs at other
city locations. Greensgrow has also been
recognized for energy innovation / efficiency.
The water bill is three times less than the
typical owner’s home water bill, they make fuel
with recycled cooking oil, and they use green
roofs on refrigerators to lower temperatures.

T en years ago, Greengrow’s founders wanted

www.greensgrow.org
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JERSEY FRESH
NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

agricultural marketing program in the
country when it began in 1984.
The program aims to enhance marketing
opportunities for farmers, increase consumers’
awareness of and preference for Jersey-grown
products, and expand opportunities for growers
to develop new markets.

J ersey Fresh became the first state-sponsored

In addition to its longevity, the program is
distinguished by its nominal cost of
participation, creative distribution methods,

and leverage of the private sector for marketing.

Agricultural commodity groups can get
matching grants for their own marketing ideas.
The department delivered point-of-sale
materials to over 3,900 outlets in the region.

Since its inception, consumer awareness of
New Jersey products has increased from seven
to 48%, and studies have shown that each
dollar spent on the program generates another
$54 in economic output for the state. Planned
expansions include Jersey Fresh Seafood,
Jersey Grown (horticultural products), and
Jersey Bred (livestock).

wwuw.state.nj.us/jerseyfresh

FIGURE 4.2

Influential Greater Philadelphia Food System Stakeholders

COUNTY EXTENSION PA/NJ

FAIR FOOD/WHITE DOG COMMUNITY ENTERPRISES
FARM BUREAU PA/NJ

FARM TO CITY

GREENSGROW FARMS

NJ DEPT OF AGRICULTURE

PA DEPT OF AGRICULTURE

PENN STATE UNIVERSITY

PENN. ASSOC. FOR SUSTAINABLE AGRICULTURE
RODALE INSTITUTE

RUTGERS UNIVERSITY

SHARE FOOD PROGRAM

THE FOOD TRUST

WHOLE FOODS

Source DVRPC 2009

contributed to the survey and cannot
include all of the food system’s
stakeholders. Responses may be
skewed and represent more local food
and sustainable agriculture advocates
than other types of advocates or
producers. Second, participants may

not have mentioned important
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Bl NUMBER OF REFERENCES

stakeholders for a variety of reasons:

perhaps the individual or organization
was mentioned earlier in the
interview; or the respondent may have
assumed that the stakeholder is
influential, but would be unavailable
for or uninterested in participating in

this study.



BIG PICTURE QUESTIONS

The survey findings were instructive
and identified a multitude of food
system issues that were explored
throughout the Greater Philadelphia
Food System Study. Participants
answered “big picture” open-ended
questions, which were designed to
solicit recommendations to improve
the regional food system, identify best
management practices, request

possible case study or research topics,

FIGURE 4.3

and identify gaps in services or
infrastructure. The responses were
arranged into recurring themes to
better understand frequency and
popularity or to reveal trends.
Responses were an individual’s
perspective and opinion; therefore,
there were contradictions among the
answers. For example, many of the
region’s attributes were considered to
be both advantages and

disadvantages.

Top Advantages of the Greater Philadelphia Food System

PROXIMITY TO MARKETS
SUPPORT

CLIMATE / SOIL

MANY FARMERS

AGRIBUSINESS

TRANSPORTATION
DIVERSITY
LAND
POLICY
CULTURE N
0 10 20 30 40 50 60
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Source DVRPC 2009
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Pmy}vauiauneutof
AGRICULTURE

PENNSYLVANIA DEPARTMENT
OF AGRICULTURE

of Agriculture (PDA), less than 50% of

farmers have an estate plan. PDA tries to
address this and other finance issues through
the combined efforts of PAGrows and the
Center for Farm Transitions.

A ccording to the Pennsylvania Department

PAGrows is a financial resource for producers,
processors, farmers' markets, and agribusiness
within the state, providing information and
consultation on accessing capital through
various state and federal loan programs. Public
financing can be used for a variety of purposes,
including capital expenses like land,
machinery, and real estate, and can be
leveraged with private resources. PAGrows has
managed to invest $80 million and leverage
$174 million in private funds over the past
three years.

The Center for Farm Transitions complements
PAGrows by assisting farmers transitioning,
retiring, or expanding their operations.
Planning services include business and
financial planning, planning for estate /
retirement / succession, asset transfer or
acquisition, and directories of farms for sale or
buyers. Last year alone it completed 143
business plans for farmers across the
Commonwealth.

www.agriculture.state.pa.us
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PENNSTATE

PENN STATE UNIVERSITY

COOPERATIVE EXTENSION
PENNSYLVANIA STATEWIDE

in 1914, when USDA collaborated with

land-grant universities to provide both
research support and informal educational
opportunities to the public. Originally focused
on agriculture and natural resources, services
now include family and consumer sciences,
youth development, community development,
and nutrition and health, among others.

T he nation’s Cooperative Extensions began

Pennsylvania’s Cooperative Extension is
housed within Penn State University’s College
of Agricultural Sciences. It is funded through
the USDA, state government, and county
governments, operates in all 67 counties, and
has six regional offices.

One of the most innovative state-level programs
is Shape the Future of Agriculture in Your
Community. Programs range from courses for
local government officials on zoning and land
use to “expanding the market for local foods.”

County-level offices also have a variety of
programming and services and collaborate
with neighboring counties. For example,
Lancaster County Extension is pioneering the
Center of Excellence in Production Agriculture.

www.aers.psu.edu

Advantages and Opportunities:

What are Greater Philadelphia’s
greatest food system opportunities

or advantages?

Figure 4.3: Top Advantages of the
Greater Philadelphia Food System
outlines the top 10 opportunities and
advantages identified in the surveys.
The top three, “proximity to markets,”
“support,” and “climate / soil,” are

explained in more detail below.

Proximity to Markets

Proximity to markets was the most
commonly referenced opportunity or
advantage for Greater Philadelphia,
equally cited by small organic farmers,
conventional farmers, distributors, food
producers, and the Philadelphia
Regional Port Authority (PRPA),
among other government entities. More

than 100 million residents of the

United States are within a 12-hour
drive of Philadelphia, including those
in Washington, DC, Baltimore, and the
growing Carolinas to the south,
Chicago to the west, and New York and
Boston to the north.” The 12-hour
driving radius also includes Toronto
and Montreal, the two largest cities in

Canada.

Of course, depending on the location
within the region, proximity to markets
is relative. For example, commercial
fisheries on the South Jersey coast did
not feel as accessible as places more
closely aligned with the I-95 corridor
(Boston to Washington). Also,
proximity to larger metropolitan
markets like New York has a perceived
and real but different impact on actors
within the food system. For example,
the influx of New York buyers can
drive up prices at produce auctions in

Lancaster County (to the benefit of

77 Select Greater Philadelphia. “Population and Economic data.” Accessed 12 November 2008.
www selectgreaterphiladelphia.com/data/popecondata/population.cfm.
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producers but to the disadvantage of

local buyers).

Abundance of Support

Support is a broad term that was
among both the top three opportunities
and challenges. Challenges are
addressed later in this section. Many
participants feel that they or the food
system are well supported by the
region’s organizations, institutions, and

consumers.

Organizations such as the
Pennsylvania Association for
Sustainable Agriculture (PASA) and
the Fair Food Project of White Dog
Community Enterprises connect
farmers to each other and to new
markets and are largely seen as
successfully fulfilling important needs
of farmers, producers, and consumers.
As one respondent described it, “there

is a lot of PASA-envy in other states.”

Specific support entities mentioned
included the respective state
universities, Rutgers and Penn State,
and more specialized colleges or
programs, such as Saint Joseph
University’s Food Marketing Institute
or Delaware Valley College.

These institutions usually provide a
range of different kinds of support,
including technical assistance and
education, through county extensions.
The institutions also increase
awareness of and research into
emerging issues relevant to food
production, distribution, marketing,

safety, and certification.

Participants also referenced local

.
consumers’ increased awareness of and
interest in where their food comes
from, how it is grown, who grows it,
and how it gets to them. This
awareness and interest is perceived as
an increased demand for locally grown

fresh foods.
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[ Fennsylvania
ﬁg Association for

Sustainable Agriculture

PENNSYLVANIA ASSOCIATION OF

SUSTAINABLE AGRICULTURE
PENNSYLVANIA STATEWIDE

Sustainable Agriculture (PASA) has been
building bridges between farmers and
consumers so that everyone can have access to
fresh, locally and sustainably produced food:

from “farm to fork.”

S ince 1992, the Pennsylvania Association for

As the largest statewide, member-based
sustainable farming organization in the United
States, PASA seeks to improve the economic
viability, environmental soundness, and social
responsibility of food and farming systems in
Pennsylvania and across the country.

Each year over 2,000 people come together for
the Farming for the Future Conference, one of
the largest and most respected gatherings on
this topic anywhere in the United States. The
conference is followed by a full season of Field
Days and Intensive Learning Programs
delivering practical information on sustainable
farming methods.

PASA reaches diverse audiences through
statewide coordination of 10 Buy Fresh Buy
Local chapters. Locally, PASA’s newest
regional office is based in Exton, Chester
County, and serves members and eaters across
Southeastern Pennsylvania.

www.pasafarming.org
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RUTGERS

New lersey Agricultural
Lxperiment Station

vrmnmuuvmm CENTER

RUTGERS UNIVERSITY NEW JERSEY STATE
AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION

land-grant institution, with a yearly

enrollment of over 50,000 students on
campuses in Camden, New Brunswick, and
Newark. The New Jersey Agricultural
Experiment Station (NJAES) is a combination
of research, outreach, and service centers
within Rutgers University. It houses the
Cooperative Extension, which is active in all 21
counties, along with 21 other centers, research
institutes, and stations throughout the state.

R utgers University is New Jersey’s state

The Food Policy Institute at Rutgers conducts
research relevant to the state’s decision-makers
within the food industry, government,
consumers, and academia. Current research
focuses on emergency preparedness, farmland
tax assessment, and the impact of minimum
wage policy on New Jersey’s agriculture.

Based in Cumberland County, the Rutgers
Food Innovation Center offers a full range of
services, including a commercial kitchen and
full factory production line, to entrepreneurs
and food producers to develop new food
products. The center’s staff is composed of
former food industry practitioners who bring
their knowledge of business plan development
and market research to New Jersey’s
agribusiness.

http:/njaes.rutgers.edu

Climate and Soils

Farmers, nonprofits, advocates, and
government officials alike mentioned
the region’s climate and soils as
advantages. First, many parts of the
region do not need to irrigate in the
same ways or to the same extent as
producers in the central and western
United States. Second, there are large
pockets throughout the region with
highly productive soils: Lancaster
County, for example, is among the 15
top-producing agricultural counties in
market value of commodities produced
in the United States, suggesting its
soils are an advantage.®® The region
also has an abundance of soils highly
conducive to growing specialty crops,
such as blueberries and cranberries,
mostly in New Jersey.?! Third, the
relationship between agriculture and
climate around the world can be an

opportunity for regional producers.

Participants reported that they have
found increased market opportunities
when weather in other agricultural
regions damage agricultural products
through floods or drought. New Jersey
respondents, in particular, described
the state’s producers as participating
in a “shorts and fills” market for
vegetables, supplying purchasers’
unforeseen produce needs. However,
inclement weather goes both ways, and
the foodshed’s farmers have also
experienced crop failures due to

droughts, hail storms, and floods.

There are also challenges associated
with the region’s climate and soils.

The growing season is shorter than
some other parts of the country,
causing a loss of year-round markets
and contracts and a need to reintroduce
sellers to local products at the start of

the season.

8 United States Department of Agriculture, Census of Agriculture 2002, “Ranking of Market Value Products Sold.”

8 New Jersey Natural Resource Conservation Service. Web Soil Survey:

www.nj.nrcs.usda.gov/technical/soils/index.html.
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Within the remaining top

10 opportunities:

* The phrase “critical mass of farmers”
was used by respondents, which
means that there is the perception
that there are still enough farms in
the region to support each other and
to utilize supply businesses. This was
reported particularly for dairy
producers in Pennsylvania and
vegetable growers in New Jersey.

* Respondents identified beneficial
“policies” as one of Greater
Philadelphia’s advantages. Some
respondents referred to specific state
laws and government-sponsored
initiatives, such as Pennsylvania’s
raw (unpasteurized) milk permitting
and New Jersey’s farmland
preservation program.

* Many different respondents identified
the region’s unique agricultural
“culture” and heritage as a
characteristic that has maintained
the region’s agricultural industry and
encouraged preservation. Many
farmers in Pennsylvania and New
Jersey have inherited their farms and
operations. For the Amish and
Mennonite populations in the region,
agriculture is an integral part of their
communities and ways of life.

* Within the region, respondents had
differing opinions regarding overall
opportunities and advantages.
Pennsylvania respondents more
frequently mentioned that they saw
strengths in the diversity of crops
raised, the state’s raw milk
legislation, and the presence of
support businesses and other
agribusinesses. Respondents in New
Jersey were more likely to reference
food processing, like Violet Packing,
and produce brokerage services, like
the Vineland Produce Auction, as
advantages.

Disadvantages and Challenges:

What are Greater Philadelphia’s
biggest food system challenges?

Similar to the Opportunity Question,

respondents identified many challenges

in the Greater Philadelphia food
system. At the top are “costs,”
“regulation,” and “lack of support.”
The top 10 challenges are shown in

Figure 4.4: Top Challenges in the

Greater Philadelphia Food System.
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SHARE FOOD SYSTEM
PHILADELPHIA, PA

Help and Resource Exchange (SHARE)

program in 1983 to provide affordable food
to people and reward community seruvice.
SHARE Philadelphia began in 1986, providing
affordable food packages to Philadelphia,
Delaware, metropolitan New York, New Jersey,
and the Eastern Shore of Maryland.

A San Diego deacon started the first Self-

Through SHARE, individuals of all incomes
can use credit cards or EBT cards and a
promise of two hours of community service to
purchase monthly food packages priced below
grocery store mark-up. These are distributed by
250 local host sites. Prices stay low thanks to
the 2,000 hours that volunteers spend monthly
sorting and distributing SHARE food.
Seasonally, SHARE provides a “Farm Fresh
Package” with produce purchased directly from
Lancaster farmers or at auction.

SHARE also administers hunger assistance
program funding for 550 Philadelphia County
food pantries, has a small educational garden
plot on-site, and leases space to the Common
Market.

www.sharefoodprogram.org
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The Food Trust

THE FOOD TRUST
PHILADELPHIA, PA

directly with schools by providing nutrition

education, in communities by managing
over 30 farmers' markets, and with businesses
by finding innovative solutions to bring healthy
food into underserved neighborhoods. The Food
Trust complements these efforts with systematic
research and evaluation.

E stablished in 1992, The Food Trust works

In partnership with The Reinvestment Fund
and the Greater Philadelphia Urban Affairs
Coalition, The Food Trust helps to manage a
$120 million financing initiative, the
Pennsylvania Fresh Food Financing Initiative,
which provides capital financing for
supermarkets and other fresh food retail
projects in underserved communities in
Pennsylvania. In 2007, this initiative was
recognized by Harvard's Kennedy School of
Government as one of the "top 15" government
innovations in the nation. The Food Trust is
working in New Jersey, New York, Illinois, and
Louisiana to create similar financing
initiatives.

wwuw.thefoodtrust.org

FIGURE 4.4

Top Challenges in the Greater Philadelphia Food System
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Source DVRPC 2009

Cost

Cost, the most common challenge that
participants cited in the survey,
impacts producers, consumers, and
everyone in between. As many reports
and popular media articles have
noted,®? food prices are on the rise
across the country. While seemingly
bad for the consumer, rising food

prices are not usually bad for the

40 50 60 70 80

producer and are often welcomed as a
sign of increased profitability and
viability of the industry. However, if
expenses, such as feed or fertilizer,
rise as quickly as or faster than
consumer prices, the producer loses
any gains in profitability. Many
participants perceived that an
increase in consumer prices did not
outweigh the increase in producer

expenses.

82Golan, Elise. “Can Low-Income Americans Afford a Healthy Diet2” Amber Waves, November 2008.
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The costs associated with land were
seen as significant challenges in the
metropolitan area. This challenge is
exacerbated for new and beginning
farmers. Slightly more New Jersey
respondents reported this as a
challenge. In fact, because of high land
prices, many farmers in New Jersey
rely on renting land. In 2004, 36%% of
all New Jersey farmers rented a
portion of the land that they farmed,
as compared to 31% of all American
farmers.?* Property taxes can also
affect the affordability of land owned
outright by a farmer. While both
states offer farmland assessment, New
Jersey’s property taxes are the highest
in the nation,® suggesting that
property taxes for New Jersey farmers
are likely to be among the highest in

the nation.%6

A quick calculation using USDA’s
2007 Census of Agriculture of reported
property taxes paid and total land in
farms shows that New Jersey has the
second-highest property tax paid per
acre, exceeded only by Rhode Island.
Rising costs and difficulty accessing
land often results in an
“Impermanence syndrome”— a farmer’s
hesitance to make investments in his
farming operation due to uncertainty
about long-term profitability, viability,
and availability of agricultural land in
a given geographic area. Like any
idea, it can become a self-fulfilling
prophecy and could lead to farmers
selling land prematurely, despite

positive market conditions.

Overall, the issue of prices and costs

underscores two important points:

8 New Jersey State Agricultural Development Commission, “Farmland Affordability Report,” 2004 (unpublished).

8 National Agricultural Statistics Service, USDA. “2007 Census of Agriculture: Demographics.” Released February 2009.

8 The Tax Foundation, “The Facts on New Jersey's Tax Climate.” Accessed 22 October 2008.

www taxfoundation.org/research/topic/44.html.

8 Due to public controversy, New Jersey's farmland assessment rules may drastically change to avoid situations of
abuse by wealthy nonfarming landowners. Under a bill pending in the New Jersey Senate, the minimum yearly
income derived from the sale of agricultural products needed to qualify for the reduced tax rate will be increased

from $500 (established in 1964) to $1,000.
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WHOLE

WHOLE FOODS MARKET

LOCAL PRODUCER INITIATIVES
MID-ATLANTIC, UNITED STATES

distribution centers throughout the country

that coordinate buying and implement
initiatives. The Mid-Atlantic Warehouse is
located in Landover, Maryland, and services
eight stores in the Philadelphia area.

W hole Foods Market has regional

Local purchasing has always been a part of the
Whole Foods model, but its success has varied
depending on regional differences in growing
conditions and priorities. Regional centers are
increasingly emphasizing store purchasing,
loans to producers, and the provision of space
for producer-only farmers’ markets.

Local is defined by the regional center and for
the Mid-Atlantic as food from as close as
possible, but preferably from the East Coast.
There are quality standards for product and an
emphasis on sustainable production. Organic
certification is encouraged but not required.
Bigger orders and vendors can deliver to the
warehouse, but individual stores have the
option of direct-to-store delivery by producers.
There are also some larger producers in the
region who are nationally recognized suppliers
for the chain.

www.wholefoodsmarket.com
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1) farming is a business and must be
successful as such if agriculture is to
be a viable and reasonable land use in
the future; and 2) consumers and
producers have drastically different
reactions to rising food prices
(disregarding expenses), which
demonstrates a conflict of interests
among food system stakeholders.
Namely, what is best for one group or
individual may not be best for the

other.

Regardless of one’s side in the supply-
and-demand equation, costs and prices
are affecting all stakeholders in the
food system. Distributors were another
respondent group that cited costs as a
challenge. Rising fuel and
transportation costs are causing
distribution companies to think
critically about current business
models and customer locations.
Several spoke about a new emphasis
on streamlining deliveries and

lowering storage costs by employing

backhauling and cross-docking.
Backhauling is the shipment of a filled
container back over a route that the
truck has already traveled.
Backhauling minimizes empty trucks
on the roadway and increases revenue
by finding deliveries to make on return
routes. Cross-docking minimizes
storage costs by transferring goods
directly from one truck to another, or
from rail to truck, bypassing the need
to pay for warehouse storage.
Additionally, many distributors are
using software systems to assess the
cost and efficiency of clients’ locations

and transportation routes.

During the survey in July 2008, diesel
fuel cost $4.75 a gallon. In January
2009, diesel fuel cost $2.75 per gallon.
If fuel prices increase, more
purchasers and distributors may seek
sources closer to home. One survey
participant described it as an
opportunity to “substitute freshness

for fuel.”
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Regulations

Challenges regarding regulations fell
into three categories: 1) state and local
government regulations; 2) third-party
audit / food safety; and 3) nationwide
regulations pertaining to seafood

management.

Respondents who cited state and local
government regulations as challenges
referenced zoning, taxes, and water
allocation (mostly in New Jersey).
Zoning for agriculture can be a
challenge if it is too restrictive or
lacking. Respondents see restrictive
zoning and other ordinances as issues
in rural and suburban communities
throughout Pennsylvania and New
Jersey. Driven by the request of new
residents and some environmental
groups, local governments in rapidly
developing municipalities may pass
restrictions to regulate noises, smells,
activities, and the use of farm vehicles
on roads, although both states have

“right to farm” laws that mediate the



conflicts between farmers and local
residents. Additionally, some farms or
facilities are located in more than one
jurisdiction, resulting in increased
time and expense for approval of
design and building proposals in

compliance with suburban zoning.

The lack of favorable zoning or
permitted use is certainly a challenge
in urban areas. As of January 2009,
the City of Philadelphia does not
allow urban agriculture as a
permitted use, though the
administration is amenable to and
working on significant zoning
changes. An urban agriculture zoning
designation overlay may allow for
more urban farms to operate and
protect the owners / operators from
real estate speculation. Other
municipalities lack zoning that
permits community farmers' markets,

farm stores, or roadside stands.

Food Safety

Food safety is an increasingly important
topic, as instances of food-borne illnesses and
food allergies increase across the country.
According to the Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention, 76 million people nationally
suffer from food-borne illnesses each year,
with 300,000 hospitalizations and 5,000
deaths. The underreporting of food-related
illness due to variations in symptoms and
severity means the problem might be more
prevalent.

Regulation and prevention is complicated by
the globalization and industrialization of
food, making it harder to trace food products
or ingredients to the source of contamination,
and by the straddled jurisdiction between the
Food and Drug Administration (FDA), the
United States Department of Agriculture,
and state Departments of Agriculture.
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President Obama recently established a Food
Safety Working Group to bring internal and
external government actors together to
collaborate and has allocated money to state
and local agencies for increased inspection.
Current draft legislation in the House of
Representatives would increase the authority
of the FDA and the responsibility of
producers to register and certify. At the state
level, New Jersey has formed a Produce Food
Safety Task Force for more effective
regulation and coordination, and
Pennsylvania has frequent updates on its
website about inspections, regulations, and
current recalls and alerts.

Some critics of these food safety measures
Juxtapose “safe food” with “good food” and
argue that increased restrictions
disproportionately burden smaller producers
who sell directly or through “identity-
preserved channels”™ meaning they clearly
label products with their name, creating
more traceability. Others argue that it creates
the false assumption that the food system can
ever be entirely risk free. And still others
suggest that food-borne illnesses are usually
the result of one improperly preparing food,
usually for oneself.
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Water regulation is a significant issue
in New Jersey. Several participants
argue that there is not enough
coordination between the state
Department of Agriculture

(a supportive entity) and the
Department of Environmental
Protection (a regulatory agency)
regarding permitting and, in
particular, water allocation. Some
farmers suggested that farms should
receive priority for water allocation
permits over nonfarm applications.
Additionally, preserved farmland could
have a water allocation permit by right.
During the survey process, Department
of Agriculture (NJDA) staff specifically
mentioned increasing coordination and
collaboration with the Department of
Environmental Protection (NJDEP) on
natural resource issues, such as water

and soil conservation.

Another regulatory challenge is market
regulation in the form of food safety or
“third party” audits. Large buyers and

grocery store chains are increasingly

requiring these audits, also called Good
Agricultural Practices (GAP) or Good
Handling Practices (GHP), in response
to increasing food safety concerns.
While the audits address a justifiable
concern and include many practices
that producers should be doing already,
the challenge arises when the
requirements do not realistically or
effectively address the causes of food
safety scares or do not adapt to
different scales or types of production.
For example, GAP may prohibit crop
production areas adjacent to livestock.
Amaish farmers, or other farmers
practicing certain organic production
methods, may not be able to comply
with this requirement given their
reliance on animal power and manure.
The producer may have increased costs
from the auditing process, but may not
receive higher compensation for
certified products. If audits are
burdensome, producers cannot
participate in a large market, and

viability is threatened.
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The County Barn Farm in Lancaster County,
Pennsylvania
PHOTO CREDIT: BECKY SWEGER

Through the surveying process, DVRPC
discovered that aquaculture, which
includes both the farming and
harvesting of saltwater and freshwater
organisms, is extremely regulated for
many good reasons. Although
interviews and surveys did not reach a
large or representative number of
people involved in the seafood industry,
interviews did reveal that heavy
regulation affects producers,
consumers, and the industry at large.
In brief, seafood regulation includes
national management plans, councils,
and permits for different species of fish,
crustaceans, and mollusks, with a

“days at sea” allotment corresponding



to geographic areas. However, these
regulations, while appearing onerous,
can be beneficial. For example, the
federal Scallop Fishery Management
Plan identifies areas that are “open” to
fishing and those that are “closed.”
These designations alternate by season
based on input from scientists,
regulators, and industry
representatives. Fishing boats need
permits to enter the open area and
have a maximum amount of seafood
that they can catch or harvest.

The Scallop Management Plan is
considered a successful model because
it incorporates input from industry and
has resulted in increased yields per

trip, while preventing over-fishing.

Nonetheless, domestic seafood
regulation increases the cost of
operating a local business. Many
commerecial fisheries attend or hire
legal representation to sit on
management councils. They also need

to comply with ship and harvesting

regulations and are not allowed to
combine permits for different species on
one boat in a single trip, which would
reduce overhead costs like fuel and
maintenance. All of these costs
negatively impact domestic producers’
competitiveness in a global market of

unregulated international harvesters.

Lack of Support

The last challenge to be discussed in
detail is lack of support. Interestingly,
the abundance of support is also
considered to be a top opportunity by
some respondents (see previous
Opportunities section on support).

The perceived lack of support is equated
with the absence of agriculture or food-
related support businesses, technical
assistance for urban producers, and
political support,

in general.

Participants felt that there were not
enough processors and support

businesses in Greater Philadelphia,

especially those support businesses that
can accommodate small to medium-size
producers looking to access local, direct,

or niche markets.

A recent study by the Center for Rural
Pennsylvania discovered that while the
state has the second-largest number of
meat and poultry processing facilities
(over 400 federally inspected facilities), it
is losing a sizable amount of facilities
each year.®” Additionally, processors and
manufacturers may not be dependent on
or connected to producers in the Greater
Philadelphia 100-Mile Foodshed,
sourcing products from outside the region

because of volume or seasonality needs.

Respondents who consider themselves to
be urban producers cited a lack of
technical assistance for urban production.
Specifically, participants stated that there
is a lack of technical assistance for
growing food in urban areas provided by
traditional assistance conduits, like

County Cooperative Extension agents.

8 Henning, William. “An Examination of Pennsylvania's Meat and Poultry Processing Industry.” The Center for Rural Pennsylvania, July 2007.
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A nearly universal challenge mentioned
was the lack of knowledge to connect
producers (in urban and rural areas) to
more direct markets in urban areas.
Fortunately, Philadelphia County’s
extension offices and other
organizations have also identified these
needs and are building capacity to
address urban producers’ unique
challenges. Other extension offices and
state departments of agriculture are
actively working on the connections
between rural producers and urban

markets.

Lack of political support is related to
right-to-farm issues mentioned earlier,
but also to the decreasing number of
local and state officials who have
farming backgrounds and understand
agriculture and food issues. This may
mean that farmers and representative
organizations have to use more time,
energy, and resources to educate
policymakers, evaluate proposed policy

impacts, and provide testimony.

Numerous respondents in both

New Jersey and Pennsylvania used the
example of New Jersey Governor John
Corzine’s controversial proposal to
disband the state’s Department of
Agriculture as evidence of a lack of
political support. It is important to note
that there are strong agricultural
interests represented in state politics,
sometimes referred to as the “cow
lobby.” These special interest groups
usually represent corporate, large-scale

agriculture rather than family farmers.

Other identified challenges include:

* “Workforce” as related to federal
immigration policy. Some
respondents expressed a need to
create a guest worker program, which
would allow US employers to hire
non-US citizens as laborers for a
specified time period (for example,
three years) as soon as possible.
While this topic is a federal issue and
not within the purview of the Greater
Philadelphia food system study, it
carries important implications and
consequences for local actors.
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* Respondents mentioned internal
issues among businesses, such as a
lack of storage space.

* Others mentioned understaffing at
the US Customs and Border Patrol
and other regulatory agencies.

* Food producers (which include
farmers, seafood harvesters,
processors, and manufacturers) cited
“price competition” between other
producers regionally, nationally, and
globally as a major challenge.

* The phrase “lack of access” was used
by respondents to refer to a
consumer’s access to affordable and
healthy food (also referred to as food
security or insecurity).

Based on anecdotal observations,
Pennsylvanians seemed to be more
optimistic about the future of food
production in the region and state.
In New Jersey, respondents who are
farmers were more pessimistic about
the future of food production, given
challenges like water allocation and
access to and affordability of both

farmland and preserved farmland.



Changes:

What are the biggest changes to the
food and agricultural industry that
you have witnessed in this area in

the past five to 10 years?

Survey respondents cited a multitude of
positive and negative changes and
identified promising trends in the Greater
Philadelphia food system. Rising to the
top are “the local food movement,” “rising
food costs,” and “expanding businesses.”
The top 10 changes or trends are shown in
Figure 4.5: Biggest Changes in the

Greater Philadelphia Food System.

The Local Food Movement

Many respondents reported that the
biggest change in the region is the
awareness of local food. Consumers want
to know where their food comes from and
how it was grown. Buying locally, or even
directly from the producer, enables that
awareness for consumers. As a result,
there have been increases in the number

of farmers'

FIGURE 4.5

Biggest Changes in the Greater Philadelphia Food System

LOCAL FOOD MOVEMENT
RISING PRICES OR COSTS
EXPANDING BUSINESS
CONSOLIDATION
TECHNOLOGICAL ADVANCES
CONSUMER AWARENESS
INCREASED REGULATION
NEW DISTRIBUTION MODELS

SPRAWL AND URBANIZATION -

DEMAND OUTPACING SUPPLY -3
5 10
Source DVRPC 2009

markets, applications for raw milk
licenses in Pennsylvania (one of the few
states that have legalized raw milk), and
community-supported agriculture (CSA)

operations.

Many more producers are specializing in
niche products, like mushrooms, heirloom
tomatoes, “ethnic” vegetables like bok
choy, raw milk, and value-added items
like salsa and wines.

The recognition of ethnic products, in

particular, may be reflective of the
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NUMBER OF RESPONSES

changing consumer demographics in
Greater Philadelphia, but it may also
reflect all consumers’ interest in varying
one’s diet and experimenting with recipes.
Additionally, many respondents noted
that this local food movement has positive
impacts on other areas in the food system,
such as processing, distribution, full-
service restaurants, and retailing. Some
respondents pointed out that because of
the rapid growth of the local food
movement, demand for local food may

currently outweigh local food supply.
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Honey Brook Organic Farm in
Mercer County, New <Jersey
PHOTO CREDIT: LAURA PEDRICK

Mercer County, New Jersey, is home to one of
the largest and most successful community-
supported agriculture (CSA) farms in the
United States. Honey Brook Organic Farm in
Pennington offers 2,300 shares and grows food
on 90 acres, leased through the Stony Brook-
Millstone Watershed Association.

For example, almost all of the CSA
farms who participated in the study
were at capacity with a waiting list.
Many direct market farmers stated
that they attend as many farmers'
markets as possible, but it seems like
each neighborhood or municipality

wants its own market.

Some respondents also mentioned that
there is a possible tension within the
farming community between the small-
to-medium farms that currently serve
the local / direct market and larger
farmers geared toward wholesale for
processing and exporting. Specifically,
larger farms and industry
representatives believe that large-scale
production methods are necessary to
feed the entire metropolitan population
and are disconcerted by perceived

hostility from smaller producers.

Rising Food Prices

The second most frequently mentioned
change is rising food prices. This
change was observed by all stakeholder
groups. Organizations working with
lower-income communities are
witnessing increasing demand for
affordable food and emergency food
assistance. Rising prices and an
economic downturn doubly impact
antihunger organizations because
donations go down while demand

goes up.

The increase in food prices can be tied
to the increase of gas and oil prices.
Again, the stakeholder survey was
administered in the summer of 2008,
during a time when gas had nearly
doubled in price in one year, although
it subsequently stabilized in December
2008. In August 2009, retail gasoline is
30% less expensive than in

August 2008.%8

8 S Department of Energy. “Weekly US Retail Gasoline Prices, Regular Grade.”
www.eia.doe.gov/oil_gas/petroleum/data publications/wrgp/mogas home page.html.

Accessed 21 August 2009.
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Expanding Business

Another frequent change or trend is
the increased opportunity to expand
one’s business. Possibly connected to
the public’s increased interest in local
agriculture and growing practices,
many processors and distributors that
contributed to the study have recently
moved to larger facilities, invested in
new technology, or reduced costs by
diversifying. Four Seasons Produce, a
produce distribution company in
Lancaster County, opened a new
262,000 square foot warehouse in 2004
that was recently awarded an Energy
Star award for energy efficiency, the
first awarded to a refrigerated
warehouse. Similarly, both Mullica Hill
Cold Storage Group in New Jersey, and
Lancaster Farm Fresh Cooperative
opened new facilities to accommodate

growing business.

Other changes identified include:

* Consolidation of farms, food
producers, and distributors.

* The emergence of “new distribution
models,” like Philadelphia’s
The Common Market, or producers
forming distribution cooperatives,
such as the Lancaster Farm Fresh
Cooperative.

* Growing consumer awareness
connected with a growing interest in
local food.

Recommendations:

How could agencies, local
governments, and citizens better

support the food system?

One of the major purposes of DVRPC’s
surveying effort was to solicit, from a
variety of stakeholders,
recommendations to improve the food
system. Depending on the stakeholder
group, the recommendation question
was worded slightly differently, but it
was asked of everyone. Over 250
recommendations were collected and
grouped into broad categories.
Suggested recommendations ranged
from market changes to government

interventions.
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Lancaster Farm Fresh Cooperative is a farmer-
owned cooperative serving individuals and
organizations in the Lancaster and
southeastern Pennsylvania areas through
wholesale deliveries and community-supported
agriculture. In 2008, its third growing season,
there were 22 farms in the cooperative,
consisting of mostly Amish and Mennonite
families who are committed to growing
sustainably. In 2007, Lancaster Farm Fresh
generated over $1 million in sales for the farms
in their cooperative. Business increased so
quickly that they outgrew their warehouse and
moved to a new facility in Leola, Pennsylvania,
in August 2008.
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Figure 4.6: Top Recommendations
Categories for the Greater
Philadelphia Food System shows the
top eight recommendation categories.

Not surprisingly, these recommendations
mirror the food system’s opportunities and

challenges discussed in previous sections.

Innovations and Infrastructure
Thirty-two recommendations consisted

of “Innovations.” Recommendations in

FIGURE 4.6

this category included developing new
ways to connect different stakeholders
in the food system or utilizing science
and technology to change the way that
knowledge is communicated. In regard
to food production, respondents
suggested that the region support
processing and value-added activities.
Institutional and commercial kitchens
are needed to process local food for

different markets. There was also a call

Top Recommendations Categories for the
Greater Philadelphia Food System

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
INNOVATIONS

AWARENESS AND EDUCATION
REGULATION

COORDINATION AND DIALOGUE
LEADERSHIP AND SUPPORT
PRICING AND COST OF FOOD
ACCESS FOR FARMERS
FARMLAND PRESERVATION
LABOR

PRIVATE AND PUBLIC FUNDING
MORE FARMERS
TECHNOLOGY
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Source DVRPC 2009
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for more processors, especially meat
and custom-feed processors of the size
and capacity to accommodate small or
medium producers, with occasional

large orders.

Recommendations for new technology
were also grouped under innovation.
Several respondents identified a need
for computer software that tracks and
coordinates food distribution, and one
suggested a system that connects
trucks on the road with inventory in
warehouses and demand at retail
locations, minimizing the time that
food is stored in a warehouse. Another
respondent suggested an online auction
block for seafood sales to increase
transparency and connections between
consumer and harvester. Other
respondents suggested that a
government entity or financial
institution facilitate cost-sharing
investments between farmers to bring
innovative equipment and techniques
to local farms. An auto-steer tractor

was cited as an example of a



technological advancement that adds
workforce capacity because it requires
less skill to operate and enhances
productivity by more efficiently spacing

and planting seed.

The third type of recommended
innovation involved distribution and
transportation infrastructure. The
Common Market, a wholesale
distributor of local food to larger
regional and institutional buyers, is a
model that many participants not only
knew about, but also were impressed
by and wanted to see grow larger or be
replicated in other parts of the 100-
Mile Foodshed. Many see The Common
Market as playing a consolidation role
integral to scaling up local food

production for larger scale distribution.

Seafood harvesters specifically
recommended that New Jersey invest in
bridge repairs and other road
Improvements to access remote parts of
the state’s coastline. Port stakeholders
recommended that investments should be

made in improving inland and intermodal

transportation connections to ensure that
highly perishable food products are
transported quickly to processors,

retailers, and other distributors.

Local heirloom tomatoes at Philadelphia’s
Headhouse Farmers Market
PHOTO CREDIT: MARISA MCCLELLAN

New Markets and Economic
Development

Similar to innovations, 32
recommendations were grouped into
“economic development.” New market
recommendations included the
development of local purchasing
policies by larger corporations,
institutions, and local and state
governments, and the designation of a
local section in the new Produce

Terminal in Philadelphia. An
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underlying theme within this category
is the recognition that farming and
food-related enterprises must be
considered businesses and be provided
the same support and resources, such
as financing, business planning, and
management training, received by

other industries or businesses.

Awareness and Education
Consumer awareness is closely related
to the development of new markets.
New business opportunities, like niche
products and farmers' markets, are
advanced by consumer awareness.
Technology can provide a medium to
educate consumers. Specific consumer
education topics include: a) the true cost
to produce and distribute food; b) the
“value” of local food; ¢) nutrition and
food preparation; and d) the tradeoffs
between different food production

methods and distribution models.

Regulation and Incentives
While some respondents called for more
government action through education,

marketing programs, purchasing
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The Pennsylvania Farm Bureau works with the
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental
Protection on a farmer-to-farmer mentoring
program to ensure compliance with
environmental regulations. They also give DEP
farm tours to increase mutual understanding.

- Pennsylvania Farm Bureau

policies, and market development,
other respondents cautioned that the
government should not intervene at all,
or only to “level the playing field” by
removing incentives. Federal Farm Bill
commodity subsidies, are one example
of a subsidy that many participants
perceived as disproportionately
benefiting producers in other parts of
the country, namely large-scale
Midwest producers. The most recent
Farm Bill, passed in the summer of
2008, has some new provisions for fruit
and vegetable growers, which could
better support Greater Philadelphia’s

growers.

Another recommendation was to
standardize interstate regulations and
labeling laws. For example, some parts
of Pennsylvania are regulated by
federal and state milk marketing
orders, which set minimum and
maximum prices, while others are only
regulated by state milk marketing
orders, which means that they have
only one set of regulation requirements

to meet.

150

Other respondents suggested zoning
changes that improve food access,
encourage production in urban areas, and
minimize right-to-farm issues with new
neighbors in rural areas.

Commercial fisheries specifically
referenced “capacity reduction” and
suggested that fisheries be allowed to
combine permits for different fish on one
boat to save on fuel and capital costs.
They also suggested that boats be allowed
to transfer a fishing permit to another

boat if the permitted boat is damaged.

Leadership and Support
Respondents suggested 21
recommendations that can be
categorized as leadership and support.
Some recommendations suggested that
local and state governments should
show leadership and support of local
food producers by purchasing more
from the region. Other
recommendations suggested that
elected officials be educated on what
farming means and how it is affected
by public policy, such as zoning and

safety regulations.



Some participants, specifically farmers,
also wanted to minimize competing
with nonprofit farms for market share,
citing the perception that nonprofits
can sell products at a reduced rate.
Many nonprofit farms have a central
mission to educate people about
farming practice, yet some respondents
commented that such focus may erode
the emphasis on farming as a business.
Other respondents suggested that
nonprofits provide more specialized
services, like legal assistance for tenant
farmers or writing assistance for

grants, loans, and business planning.

Coordination and Dialogue
Another 21 recommendations were
made regarding increased coordination
and dialogue among different
stakeholders. One respondent
suggested that NJDA and NJDEP
adopt the same definitions and
regulations for water allocation and tie
water allocation permits to preserved
farmland, further insuring the farming

operation’s long-term viability. Another

respondent suggested the creation of a
Food Policy Council or advisory board
that connects multiple food system
stakeholders on an ongoing basis to
talk about policies and issues in the
food system. The City of Philadelphia
has recognized the need for a city food
policy council and adopted a landmark
Food Charter in October 2008; the

council is in formation.

Similarly, an online clearinghouse, or
another form of coordinated information-
sharing, could be created. Citing the
increase in farmers' markets across the
region, a respondent recommended that
an agency or organization undertake
regional strategic planning for farmers'
markets to ensure success. This type of
coordination is ongoing within two
Philadelphia-based organizations.
Currently, The Food Trust coordinates
the locations and hours of operation for
its 30 farmers' markets, while Farm to
City coordinates 15 markets located in

and around Philadelphia.
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Another idea was to create a regional
“local Philly” brand, in addition to the
successful Jersey Fresh and PA Preferred
brands, and facilitate distribution. This,
too, 1s undertaken to a large extent by a
multitude of organizations and
collaborative initiatives, including City
Harvest, The Common Market, and Buy
Fresh Buy Local.

Models:

What are some programs, policies,
or initiatives from outside of the

region that impress you?

While Greater Philadelphia is recognized
as a leader and innovator in food system
initiatives, more can be learned from
other places. Survey participants were
asked to identify best management
practices (BMPs). They were categorized
into the following themes: collaborations;
transportation; financing and resources;
community enterprises or community
food security; government / publicly

funded support; new markets; farm to

(=]
—_—
(=]
B
—_
-
=
-
(=]
(=]
=
(=]
—_
(=—
==
=
=
-
E—
(=]
=
==
E—
(=]
=
(=]
(=]
=1
[=—]
=
-
B—
(=]
-
P




(=2
[—
(=2
—
—_
-
=
—_{
(=2
_~
==
(=]
—
=
(==
==
=
-
E—
(=2
—
==
E—
(=2
—
(=2
(=]
=—1
=
P
-~
E—
_~—
—_
(=

school; and education, training, and
technical assistance. Study Committee
members narrowed down the suggestions
by voting at a Stakeholder Committee
meeting, resulting in six BMP case
studies included in Appendix J: Best

Management Practices.

Additional Research:

What would you like to know about

this region’s food system?

Another purpose of the food system study is
to identify missing information, data, or
services that may benefit the region’s
stakeholders. Over 100 research questions
or requested data points were generated
(they are provided in more detail in
Appendix G: Identified Research and
Service Gaps). These results will inform
and shape subsequent parts of this study,
and could be a resource for other
researchers. Figure 4.7: Identified
Research Gaps in the Greater
Philadelphia Food System outlines the

top 10 categories of missing data or research.

FIGURE 4.7

Identified Research Gaps in the

Greater Philadelphia Food System
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Scaling up local

Respondents wanted to know more about
the changes needed to introduce local
food to larger food systems, such as
institutional buyers and supermarket
chains. They also wondered about the
current amount of local and regional food
produced, consumed, and sold in rural
and suburban places. If local demand is

increasing, what is needed to meet that
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demand? Finally, there was a
fundamental question about what the
local landscape and agricultural industry

would look like if scaled up.

Land availability and capacity
Without a local supply of land, the region
cannot have a local supply of food. Many
respondents wanted to know more about

land availability and where the most



viable and productive land areas are
located in the region. Other respondents
asked questions such as, “Is there
enough arable land in the 100-Mile
Foodshed to feed the Philadelphia
metropolitan area?” and “How does

seasonality affect the local food supply?”

Another related question is “What are
the costs associated with converting land

to agricultural use?”

Finally, for urban areas, questions were
raised about the availability of vacant
land for community agriculture and the
possibility of farming on public land,
such as parts of Fairmount Park. Several
respondents specifically asked if the City
of Philadelphia maintained an inventory

of vacant land or publicly owned land.

Related to the question of how much
land it would take to feed Greater
Philadelphia is the question, “How
much locally produced food is consumed
within the region.” In urban and under-
served areas, like Camden City and
Chester City, there is little known by

the local residents about where

consumers should go to purchase fresh
and healthy food. Several survey
respondents suggested that DVRPC’s
study create specific charts and maps
inventorying local food producers,
retailers, restaurants, and other food
system agents. Some of these maps are
in Part 1: Agricultural Resources

and Part 3: The Food Economy.

Distribution

Distribution is one of the least well-
known and understood components of
the food system, although many people
are involved in distributing food.
Several respondents wanted
information on where and how
businesses receive products, and if one
can identify hubs, or whether there is
logic to concentrations within the
current system. This type of
information is very challenging to
collect due to how complicated the food
distribution system is. As one person
explained, “How can you [accurately]
account for the distribution of [local]
milk when some of it is sent out of state

and re-imported as butter?”
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Delaware Avenue Distribution Center,
Philadelphia

PHOTO CREDIT: DVRPC

Related to distribution is
understanding or improving
procurement policies. The average food
system stakeholder has little
knowledge of how large entities like
governments, institutions, and
corporations buy large amounts of food.
Additionally, many of these large
entities have streamlined how many
contracts they maintain and when food
is delivered. Several small producers
identified meeting their buyers’ needs
as a challenge. Some local governments
find developing procurement policies to
be a challenge and an inefficient use of

staff time.
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Farmland Preservation

Many survey participants wanted to
know how farmland preservation and
open space protection support the
region’s farming and food system.

“Are farms that produce food for people
being preserved?” “What types of farms
are currently preserved?” “Why are
some vegetable growers hesitant to

preserve their land?”

Several respondents suggested that “an
audit” be conducted to determine if
farmland preservation programs are
preserving more land that grows food
for people or just more “gentleman
farms”- properties which a person may
farm as a hobby or for pleasure, but
which are not generating large
amounts of income. Other questions
that could be answered in a farmland
preservation audit are: “Is the best
farmland being preserved?;” “How 1is

the program supporting the farmer?;”

“Are there innovative ways to fund
preservation;” “Are there other ways to
keep land in agricultural use rather
than remove its development rights;”
and “Do farmland preservation
programs create artificial price
increases in the real estate market for

both farmers and homebuyers?”

Burlington County’s farmland
preservation program, one of the first
preservation programs in the United
States, has struggled with some of
these questions. The county has
preserved over 21,600 acres from 1985
to 2007, constituting about 25% of its
active agricultural land.® The county
estimates that it will reach its goal of
preserving 70,000 acres in the next 10
years, and at that time, the program
will shift from a preservation program
to an agricultural development and

viability program.

Low-income and

healthy food access

Survey respondents revealed the
competing challenges between
providing local foods that are affordable
and ensuring that the farmer receive a
reasonable price for the product. Many
participants suggested that future
studies look closer at the economic (and
community) development potential of
federal food assistance programs like
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program (SNAP) and the Farmers'
Market Nutrition Program.

The surveying effort revealed that
many organizations are undertaking
specific efforts to marry local production
with food access. The SHARE Food
Program and the Pennsylvania
Horticultural Society’s Philadelphia
Green program have matched up food
banks with local gardeners to provide
food to needy Philadelphians in a
project called City Harvest.

87 According to DVRPC's 2005 Land Use file, Burlington County had 77,009 acres of agricultural land and 6,886 acres of agricultural wetlands or bogs.
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A larger challenge facing Greater
Philadelphia is determining how the
region maximizes the overlapping
benefits between health, affordability,

and local food producers.

Clearinghouse

Although many researchers and
organizations based in the region and
throughout the country are conducting
studies, publishing information, and
producing results, most respondents
expressed the need for consolidation
and interpretation of data or enhanced
accessibility to information. For
example, an online clearinghouse
tailored for Greater Philadelphia food
system stakeholders could list farmer
training programs or collate county

health codes for food handling.

Definitions

Two of the more basic unresolved
issues are 1) a definition of local food,
and 2) an agreement on the most
important components of “local” food

production values, such as

interpersonal relationships, healthy
food, energy conservation, land
conservation, worker treatment, and

local economy support.

Some survey respondents were
confused as to the roles of
organizations within the food system.
For example, “What is the role of a land

grant university in the food system?”

Food prices

Given the challenges of rising food
prices and production costs, many
survey respondents wanted to know
more about Greater Philadelphia’s food
economy in regard to the global food
economy (“How are prices of food
produced in Pennsylvania affected by
prices of food produced in China?”).
Other respondents are uncertain as to
why production costs and food prices
have dramatically increased in the last

two to three years.

Some farmers interviewed for this

study were curious as to the costs of
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different production methods, and
specifically wanted to know “Are there
ways to reduce transitioning costs
[associated with transition from
conventional to certified organic or

from wholesale to direct-to-market]?”

SUMMARY

As can be expected in any surveying
effort, respondents’ opinions are
somewhat conflicting and
contradictory. These contradictions
reflect the diversity of stakeholders
engaged in the surveying effort, as well
as the different mediums used to gather
the opinions—in-person interviews, phone
interviews, tours, roundtable

conversations, and online surveys.

DVRPC identified the following
contradictions, perceptions and

observations:

* Respondents perceive an increased
consolidation of farms, although there
appears to be more people interested
in farming as a profession;
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* There is increasing demand for local
food, but a loss of food production in
the foodshed;

* There is increasing collaboration
between farms, but increasing
tensions between farmers using
different methods;

* Farmers are making less money,
while food prices rise; and

* Some respondents think that
increased local food production will
decrease the price of food, but local
food often commands a higher price
paid by more affluent buyers.

Some of these conflicting perceptions
were explored in Part 1: Agricultural

Resources.

There are many individuals,
organizations, and businesses involved
in various components of the Greater
Philadelphia Food System, making this
region rich in resources and expertise.
Food system activities vary widely.
There are differences in approach and
variation by state, and within urban
and rural contexts. For example, in

urban areas, non-profits and local

governments start farmers markets’ as
an economic development tool or to
increase a neighborhood’s food access.
In more rural areas, public entities fund
positions to find new and more
profitable “markets” (buyers) for

farmers.

Greater Philadelphia’s diverse
stakeholders had a range of perspectives
on opportunities, challenges, and trends.
Greater Philadelphia benefits from its
proximity to major markets, the support
of the region’s institutions, educated
consumers and professional
organizations, and the fertile climate
and soils. However, the region is not
immune to rising production costs and
regulatory issues related to food safety,
water access, and the right to farm.
Producers perceive a lack of support
businesses and diminishing political
support from local governments or new
neighbors in suburbanizing areas.

The strongest emerging market is
perceived to be local, direct, and niche

markets. Those businesses that are
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serving these emerging markets are

thriving and expanding their operations.

Many compelling suggestions were
raised for changing the region’s food
system. Innovations in connecting
stakeholders in the food system using
new technologies could be useful.
Farming and food-related enterprises
could be incorporated more completely
in economic and new-market
development. Regulation can be
coordinated across agencies and be more
reflective of the needs of both large and
small farmers. Governments can
demonstrate leadership and support for
farming and preservation of high-value
soils. Stakeholders can enhance their

coordination and dialogue.

Finally, there is still much to be learned
about the food system beyond

the scope and scale of this study.

The identified research gaps range from
the extent and use of existing preserved
farmland to finding solutions for
affordable, healthy, and local food.



he Greater Philadelphia Food

System Study has explored the

range of opportunities, challenges,
and emerging trends within the 100-
Mile Foodshed through an analysis of
diverse stakeholders, an assessment of
agricultural resources, an exploration
of distribution channels and food
freight, and an identification of the food

economy.

What can this study tell us about the
differences between the current and
historical food system, the global,
national, and regional food systems,
Philadelphia and other metropolitan

areas, and food and other types of

agriculture? This chapter clarifies and
illustrates the answers to these
questions and concludes with framing
questions for DVRPC’s upcoming
planning phase. One of the greatest
findings was the number of projects
already underway and services already
offered within the Greater Philadelphia
food system. While some of those
projects have been highlighted
throughout this study, this chapter
adds more of those projects so as to
inform others, inspire collaboration,

and avoid redundancy.

FINDINGS

The information gathered from all four
parts of the Greater Philadelphia Food
System Study illuminated the

following:

* Development and Land Use
The 100-Mile Foodshed is one of the
densest regions in the country, with
more than 10% of the nation’s
population on 1% of the nation’s land.
This is an amazing market
opportunity for the region’s diverse

157

agricultural producers. However,
sprawling, low-density development
threatens the viability of agriculture
close to population centers and the
retention of some of the most valuable
soils in the United States.

* Cheap Food and Unhealthy Food

There is a national culture that
expects and demands cheap food, and
government incentives encourage
some producers to switch to more
profitable commodities or nonfood
products. Low prices threaten the
viability of farming, especially for
food-producing farmers. At the same
time, the American diet has proven to
cause health problems. In Greater
Philadelphia, there is an apparent
connection between levels of income,
access to healthy foods, and the
incidence of diet-related diseases.
Some programs and policies are
effective in addressing this challenge,
but more action and policy changes
are needed.

+ Capacity and Competition

The 100-Mile Foodshed’s local food
supply is not sufficient to meet
Greater Philadelphia’s consumer
demand. There is also a deficit of
nearly 2.8 million acres of farmland
that would be needed to supply the
current population. Additionally,
100-Mile Foodshed producers often
distribute their products to larger
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metropolitan areas, such as New
York City and Washington, DC,
thus increasing the food supply
deficit. The global food system, by
contrast, is seemingly efficient and
technologically advanced in filling
that insufficiency. Thus, Greater
Philadelphia, like all US cities and
large cities around the world, is
dependent on national and global
imports to feed itself and supply its
food manufacturing.

Consolidation in the

Food Economy

The global food system is made up of
an increasingly consolidated pool of
large, private actors with growing
influence over consumers and
regulators. That consolidation makes
it difficult to track supply chains,
which raises food safety concerns,
among other issues.

Scaling up Local Food

Efforts to strengthen a local food
system have gained momentum in
Greater Philadelphia. While
momentum has garnered national
attention for Philadelphia, it is not
yet reflected in aggregate data.

Legislating and Planning for Change
Policies and planning processes at all
levels of government can significantly
impact the regional food system.
They can simultaneously create

barriers and opportunities.
Innovative local policies can offset or
mitigate the negative impacts of
global issues.

Development and Land Use

As stakeholder interviews in Part 4
stated repeatedly, the 100-Mile
Foodshed is ideally suited for
agriculture because of fertile soil and
proximity to major North American
cities. Producers are responding to the
needs of the nearby population by
growing a range of products (from
livestock to dairy, from vegetables to
horticultural products) and branching
into agritourism, direct marketing, or
other farm-related sources of revenue
that benefit from proximity to markets.
According to the USDA Census of
Agriculture, agricultural activity is
taking place on only 28% of the
foodshed’s total land area, as compared
to 40% of the country’s land area.

The development pattern of lower-
density residential development on
prime farmland has led to a loss of

farmland and agricultural support
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services, and, according to the
Stakeholder Analysis, an increase in
“right to farm” issues between farmers
and new neighbors. Development has
also increased the value of remaining
farmland, making it less accessible for
current and potential producers and
pushing affordable land farther away.
High-value greenhouse, nursery, and
sod products® are more likely to be
grown in or near suburbanizing areas,
suggesting that increasing amounts of

farmland are not in food production.

In a home-rule state, local governments
have significant control of local land
use and development. A stronger food
system needs agriculture to remain a
dominant land use in some rural areas
and be an allowed use in urbanized

areas.

Local land use regulations also impact
where food 1s processed and
manufactured (typically in industrial
areas), the location and design of food
retail, how food is distributed through

road networks (moving the food to the



store), and public transit (moving the
consumer to the food). Municipal and
state governments may find it
necessary or beneficial to incentivize
large-scale food retailers, like
supermarkets, to locate near public

transit.

Despite the scarcity of land in urban
areas and the low affordability of
farmland in suburban areas, people
have been experimenting with growing
food in community gardens, vacant
lots, and public lands. See Urban

Agriculture.

Cheap Food and Unhealthy Food

As evidenced in Part 3: The Food
Economy, the average American
spends a smaller proportion of his or
her income on food than a citizen from
almost any other country. In fact, food
is 10 to 20% of consumer spending in

industrialized nations, while it is 60 to

80% of income in developing countries.
A United Nations Food and Agriculture
Organization (FAO) report also found
that commodity prices have fallen
somewhat internationally because of
the economic recession, but not as

quickly in developing countries.”!

The arguments for cheap and abundant
food are compelling as an issue of food
access, human services, and economic
development. For example, if food
remains cheap, people are able to
spend money on other necessary goods,
such as housing or transportation, or
consumer goods, like electronics and
clothing. If food is cheap and
agriculture is productive, fewer people
need to be farmers and can, instead,
find work in other sectors of the
economy. However, low food prices
negatively affect food producers.

In Part 4: Food System
Stakeholders Analysis, producers

favor higher food prices because they

% As noted in Part 1: Agricultural Resources, mushroom production and many fruits and vegetables grown within
permanent greenhouse structures are included within the greenhouse, nursery, and horticultural category.

?1 Hirsch, Jerry. “Grocers, manufacturers clash as wholesale costs move upward despite cheaper raw materials.”

Tribune Newspapers. Printed March 4, 2009.
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Urban Agriculture

For centuries, urbanites found creative ways to
use vacant or underutilized land to grow food
closer to home. Recently, urban agriculture has
become a field of interest for entrepreneurs,
hunger advocates, academics, elected officials,
and municipal administrators, as it can
increase the ability of residents to feed
themselves in dense areas, create spaces for
community connection, and provide
opportunities for revenue. Although community
gardens have been a long-standing tradition,
entrepreneurial urban farms are popping up in
Philadelphia, starting with Greensgrow Farms
in 1997, and increasing in 2009 to at least 10 of
various shapes, scales, and organizational
structures. These include Weavers Way, Mill
Creek, Flatrock, Teens 4 Good, Saul
Agricultural High School, Martin Luther King
High School, University City High School,
Grumplethorpe, Wyck, Emerald Street Urban
Farm, and the Philadelphia Orchard Project.
The USDA’s Census of Agriculture reports 17
farms operating within the city.
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City Harvest
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

City Harvest is a unique partnership between
community gardeners, the Philadelphia Prison
System, and local food assistance programs to
meet many objectives of different organizations.
The program was created and is coordinated by
the Pennsylvania Horticultural Society (PHS).
Inmates of the Philadelphia Prison system
“start” vegetable seedlings at a greenhouse,
gaining skills in horticulture, construction,
cooking, math, and marketing. The vegetable
starts are donated to community gardeners
throughout the city, who grow and donate the
produce to SHARE. SHARE, a local nonprofit,
distributes the harvested fresh food to food
cupboards, where the Health Promotion
Council provides nutrition education at the
food cupboards. The volunteer-driven program
produces more than 20,000 pounds of fresh
food annually, while strengthening community
connections, creating opportunities for prisoner
reentry, supporting community gardening, and
providing nutrition education.

can cover rising costs of production.
If prices drop too low, producers will
not be able to stay in business. For
example, in the summer of 2009, dairy
advocates attribute “low prices and
high production costs” to a milk crisis
and argue that dairy farmers are
currently “paid less than half the cost
of production.” Some estimate that as
many as one-third of dairy farmers
may go out of business if wholesale

milk prices do not rise.%?

Many argue that food is artificially
cheap because of subsidized inputs,
such as fossil fuels and water.
However, perhaps the most important
argument is that, while some food may
appear “cheap” to some consumers,
healthy food can be costly and
unavailable, especially for those with
lower incomes living in urban or rural
areas. As demonstrated in Part 3:
The Food Economy, those with lower

incomes consume relatively fewer

92 Farm Aid, email communication, June 10, 2009.
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calories and fat, but more sugar, than
those with higher incomes.

The Philadelphia metropolitan area
has a higher rate of diabetes than the
nation. When accounting for income,
the counties within Greater
Philadelphia with lower median
household income had higher rates of
both diabetes and obesity. It is possible
that healthy foods are not only
expensive for lower income areas, but
are also unavailable at retail outlets. It
is also possible that the time to prepare
fresh foods costs a lower-income

household more in lost work hours.

Of course, there are promising
Initiatives that are working on
addressing this complicated challenge.
Urban agriculture efforts like those
highlighted in this section bring local
food production closer to urban areas.
Organizations like The Food Trust and
the Urban Nutrition Initiative educate

youth about nutrition and cooking.



Capacity and Competition

Currently, the 100-Mile Foodshed does
not grow enough food to meet Greater
Philadelphia’s consumer demand. Part
1: Agricultural Resources
conservatively estimated that the
Philadelphia region has a deficit of
2,764,217 acres of farmland needed to
meet food demand. Part 2: Food
Distribution also demonstrated that
most food from the 100-Mile Foodshed is
destined for the 100-Mile Foodshed,
although not necessarily for Greater
Philadelphia, and predicts that
“inbound” movements from the nation
and world will continue to grow faster
than food movements within Greater
Philadelphia. Comparing the
agricultural resources findings with
expenditure data, there is a sizable
difference between total sales of
agricultural products in the 100-Mile
Foodshed ($6,732,916,000) and total food
expenditures in the Greater Philadelphia
MSA ($16,438,100,000), suggesting,
again, that Greater Philadelphia’s food
demand exceeds the 100-Mile Foodshed’s

supply, and food is needed from around

the country and world.

Finally, the food that is grown in the
100-Mile Foodshed is not necessarily
going to Greater Philadelphia because
of its relatively weak aggregate food
dollars. Consumers in Greater
Philadelphia spend the same
percentage of their income (12%) on
food as consumers in the metropolitan
areas of New York, Boston,
Washington, DC, and Baltimore.
However, metropolitan Philadelphia’s
lower median household income
equates to an average household food
expenditure of $5,600, which is
approximately $2,000 less than New
York and Washington, DC, and $1,000
less than Boston and Baltimore.
Aggregated, the Philadelphia MSA
spent $16 billion on food in 2007,
compared to $61 billion spent by New
Yorkers. DC residents spent $16
billion, despite a smaller population.
This means that Greater Philadelphia
1s a relatively less affluent market. For

producers, proximity to these other
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markets is an advantage because they
can get a higher price for their product.
For consumers, it means competition
for regional products and the threat of
higher prices. This also demonstrates
that Greater Philadelphia’s ports, with
their specialization in break bulk cargo
and perishable foods, provide access to
more affordable food for a lower-income

metropolitan area.

Beyond consumers, some of the 100-
Mile Foodshed’s top food employers
also rely on imported inputs.
Manufactured and processed foods are
the top type of commodity moving
through Greater Philadelphia in terms
of both weight and value,
demonstrating the economic
importance of the processing sector, as
well as the prevalence of processed

foods in the American diet.

Looking more closely at the

manufacturing data provided in Part
3: The Food Economy, Philadelphia
has a high location quotient (or more-

than-average employment) in the
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USDA Eastern Seaboard
Food Security Study

The USDA Agricultural Research Service,
partnering with land-grant universities, is
undertaking a comprehensive food security
analysis of local production capacity and
regional consumer demand along the dense
East Coast. Production capacity will be
determined by analyzing land availability and
soil suitability and by identifying biophysical,
infrastructure, energy, and policy constraints.
The study will also evaluate system viability in
order to determine a sustainable balance
between local production and imports to meet
the demand of population increases, while
considering potential risks from market
fluctuations, natural disasters, and climate
change.

manufacturing of dry pasta, chocolate
and confectionary products from cacao
beans, and creamery butter. Besides
butter, the inputs needed for the other
top manufacturing sectors do not or
cannot grow in the 100-Mile Foodshed
at a scale sufficient to supply wholesale
manufacturers. The metropolitan area
has specialized in food processing,
among other types of manufacturing,
but this is dependent on the resource-

intensive global food system.

Given these findings, one can surmise
that Greater Philadelphia’s population
consumes most of what is grown in or
near the metropolitan area, does not
have enough land to meet the demand,
and is increasingly dependent on food
sources farther away. Further
research, such as the USDA Eastern
Seaboard Study, will investigate the
East Coast’s needs and land capacity

for food production.

The global food system, which has
developed over the last 200 years due
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to technological efficiencies, has yielded
many economic benefits, reduced
hunger in many places, and enabled
labor specialization. This food system
has opened trade borders with
countries around the world, creating
wealth. The global food system is also
very efficient at transporting goods and
services to consumer markets.
However, the centralized, corporate,
global food system that feeds billions of
people worldwide also produces a range
of economic costs, negative
environmental impacts, and possible
crises, including: the rise of large
industrial monoculture farms that
reduce biodiversity and require
increased chemical fertilizers and
pesticides; environmental degradation
and contamination due to the increased
use of fertilizers and pesticides; and
widespread consolidation of food
producers due to the mechanisms of
financial markets, which make the
average consumer more vulnerable to
food safety issues and price increases,

while providing fewer choices.



More simplistically, Americans have
benefited from the large economies of
scale that the global food system offers.
With the start of the industrial
revolution and the emergence of
mechanized harvesting, America’s
population drastically shifted from rural
to urban, as fewer people were needed to
work in agriculture. In 1910, about one-
third (32%) of the working population
was considered a “farmer” or “farm
laborer.” In 2000, less than 1% of the
working population worked on a farm.
The implications of this consolidation

and expansion are outlined below.

Despite all of these advances and the
creation of a worldwide free market for
all goods, including food, the global food
system has plenty of inefficiencies,
treats many workers unjustly, and
degrades the landscape and natural

resources in some areas.

However, a relocalized food system can
also have all of these externalities.

Reducing the distance a food item travels

may not reduce that food item’s

environmental, social, and economic costs.

Long-distance travel is not necessarily
inefficient, especially if large volumes of
food are transported far distances on fuel-

efficient modes, such as water travel.

Ripening blackberries at a farm in
New Jersey
PHOTO CREDIT: BLUE COLTHARP

Time and freshness are other factors to
consider, particularly for highly
perishable goods like fruits and
vegetables. Within the United States,
nearly all food is transported in high
volumes over long distances by trucks,
which are less fuel efficient than ships

but can reduce spoilage and waste by

% Pollan, Michael. In Defense of Food. New York: Penguin, 2008.
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meeting time constraints more
consistently than water or rail travel.
Conversely, recent medical research
supports the assertion that fresh fruits
and vegetables left to ripen on the vine
longer have more nutritional value and
taste better, and that food harvested and
allowed to ripen during transport loses
nutritional value. However, some
medical research asserts that frozen
vegetables and fruits retain more
nutritional value than fresh vegetables,
as food items are usually frozen within

24 hours or less after harvest.”

Farming as an occupation is also
threatened by competition from other
professions and an aging farming
community. In order to increase the
number of farmers that we have in the
100-Mile Foodshed and the amount of
food that they produce for nearby
populations, knowledge about food and
agriculture needs to be passed down to a
new generation of farmers, some of
whom may not be from farming families

(see New Farmer Training).
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New Farmer Training

As the aging population of farmers retires, the
agricultural sector faces many challenges
associated with recruiting and supporting a
new workforce. New farmers struggle to find
access to capital for land, equipment, supplies,
and other operating expenses.

On a local level, Maysie’s Farm Conservation
Center in Glenmoore, Pennsylvania, has
developed the Sustainable Agriculture
Internship Training Alliance (SAITA), a
program intended to increase the availability
and variety of learning experiences for new
farmers and organic farm interns. Beyond
training in various agricultural practices, the
program also offers invaluable networking
opportunities.

The Southeastern Pennsylvania Agriculture
Partnership is an initiative of the Chester
County Economic Development Council in
collaboration with the Pennsylvania
Association for Sustainable Agriculture.
The program will use grant funds from the
Pennsylvania Department of Labor and
Industry to provide resources to help local
producers develop successful practices and
markets and to preserve regional farmland.

Additionally, farming needs to be
viewed as an attractive profession to
better compete with other
entrepreneurial and professional

careers.

Consolidation in the
Food Economy

The Stakeholder Analysis (Part 4) and
the Supply Chain Case Studies

(Part 2) revealed that private
businesses are the main actors
bringing food from farm to plate.
Farmers, food manufacturers,
distributors, freight forwarders, third-
party logistics consultants, corner store
operators, and food service workers are
all independent businesspeople that
develop and maintain proprietary
information and professional
relationships. The public entities that
interact with these businesses, in areas
like regulation, market support, and
financing, are also limited in their

ability to synthesize and disseminate
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information from or to all the parties.
It is no surprise that companies that
are in competition with one another are
less likely to share information and

collaborate.

Not only is the food system composed of
private entities, but these entities are
increasingly consolidating or becoming
vertically integrated (controlling more
components of the supply chain),
making their political influence and
market share greater, and putting
smaller businesses out of business.
Consolidation can be measured by
looking at the concentration ratio of the
top four firms in a specific industry.
For 2003, which 1is the latest
comprehensive data available, the top
four beef packers had an 83.5% market
share. The top four pork packers had a
66% market share. For chicken, it 1s
58.5%, and for turkey it is 55%.%
Consolidation and vertical integration

can reduce a company’s costs and



improve a product’s quality, but may
increase its possible instances of
contamination and will decrease a

consumer’s number of choices.

There is extensive consolidation in
other sectors of the food economy.

The top four food service firms account
for 52% of sales, 28%% in general-line
grocery wholesales, 20% in grocery
stores sales, and 14% in food
manufacturing sales.” In fact, for
distributors supplying a variety of
products via consolidation, the
percentage is even greater. SYSCO and
US Foodservice, the first and second
largest broad-line food service
suppliers in the country, in
combination served over 650,000
customers through 250 distribution

centers for over $57 billion in sales in

2007. They also employed over 77,000
people.®® For foodservice providers, the
top three in order are Compass Group,
Sodexo, and ARAMARK. ARAMARK 1is
headquartered in Philadelphia,
employing 250,000 people and
reporting $12 billion in sales for 2007.%7

A closer look at other local examples
reveals that Greater Philadelphia’s
regional food economy has some
independent initiatives, but is deeply
integrated into the national and global

food systems:

* Production
A stakeholder interviewed in Part 4
described New Jersey as a “shorts
and fills” market for the national food
system in produce. When there are
floods or droughts in other parts of
the country, the local producers have
a bigger share of the market and fill
the gaps with New Jersey product.

% Hendrickson, Mary and William Heffernan. Concentration of Agricultural Markets. April 2007.
Available online at www.nfu.org/wp-content/2007-heffernanreport.pdf. Accessed 30 June 2009.

% Applebaum, Eileen, Annette Bernhardt and Richard Murnane. Eds. “Too Many Cooks?2 Tracking Internal Labor
Market Dynamics in Food Service with Case Studies and Quantitative Data.” Low-Wage America: How Employers
Are Reshaping Opportunity in the Workplace. Russell Sage Foundation: New York, NY: 2003.

% Answers.com. “US Foodservice.” www.answers.com/topic/u-s-foodservice and

www.answers.com/topic/sysco-corporation. Accessed 8 July 2009.

7 www.answers.com/topic/aramark-corporation. Accessed 8 July 2009.
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Thomas Jefferson University Hospital
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Thomas Jefferson University Hospital has
Jjoined other healthcare facilities across the
country to overcome traditional contracting
challenges with larger food service vendors

by purchasing more locally grown products.
The aim is to improve nutrition for patients,
visitors, and staff, support the local economy,
and encourage sustainable production.

The hospital sponsors a weekly farmers' market
that connects the community with local farmers
and bakers. Its dining services are increasingly
purchasing local products through existing
vendors and directly from farmers or farmer-
owned cooperatives. The hospital is a founding
member of the Farm-to-Institution Working
Group, coordinated by Fair Food, addressing
the systematic challenges to connecting larger
institutional buyers with regional products.
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Philabundance and the Ports

The system of ports serving the Philadelphia
area has specialized in handling food items,
such as highly perishable fruits and vegetables
from Central and South America, and frozen
meat from Australia and New Zealand. This
serves Greater Philadelphia’s food economy,
which consists of lots of small and large vendors
and purchasers, ranging from restaurants to
institutions. The Philadelphia Regional Produce
Market is a marketplace for these vendors and
buyers and is a large asset for international
transportation companies and large food
producers. Vendors at the market then donate
surplus or unsold produce to Philabundance, a
nonprofit food distributor serving large food
banks, shelters, and emergency kitchens
throughout the Delaware Valley. After
distribution to client agencies, Philabundance
can use any surplus, if it exists, to trade with
other regional food banks for items that are in
short supply in Greater Philadelphia. For
example, because Philadelphia is a large “port of
entry” for fresh fruit from South America,
Philabundance can trade bananas for canned
goods from New York.

Producers are also dependent on
national suppliers of seeds,
machinery, fertilizers, and other inputs.

Processing

Part 3 highlighted the importance of
sugar, cocoa, and gluten for food
manufacturing.

Distribution

The Delaware River ports in
Delaware, Pennsylvania, and New
Jersey depend on global imports and
exports to employ residents, generate
further economic activity, and even
stimulate food access (see the
example of Philabundance and the
Ports). Auxiliary transporters in turn
depend on the port for their own
businesses.

Retail

Small independent grocery stores,
regional chain grocery stores, and
large institutional buyers, such as
schools and hospitals, often use
national vendors like SYSCO and
US Foods for the affordable prices
and convenient delivery options.

All of these examples demonstrate
that it is difficult to separate Greater
Philadelphia’s food system from the

national and global food systems.
This large system provides both
internal costs and benefits and
external costs and benefits. For
example, food service providers or
restaurants that outsource food
preparation save on transportation
costs (once peeled and sliced, fruits
and vegetables can weigh less) and on
worker compensation payments (fewer
employees using sharp knives).%
However, food can be less fresh or
companies may not have as much
autonomy in the type, quality, and
origin of products that they purchase,
relying instead on the decisions of the

supplier.

Despite the internal costs and
benefits, the consolidated food
systems potentially have numerous
negative environmental, social, and
economic impacts, including carbon
emissions and inequities in market or

food access.

% Applebaum, Eileen, Annette Bernhardt and Richard Murnane. Eds. “Too Many Cooks?2 Tracking Internal Labor
Market Dynamics in Food Service with Case Studies and Quantitative Data.” Low-Wage America:
How Employers Are Reshaping Opportunity in the Workplace. Russell Sage Foundation: New York, NY: 2003.
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CSA share from Greensgrow Farms,
Philadelphia

PHOTO CREDIT: BECKY SWEGER

Scaling Up Local Food

Recently, media attention and
consumer interest have recognized the
virtues of “eating local” to support local
farmers, enjoy better tasting seasonal
food, lessen the environmental impact
of large-scale agricultural operations,
reduce food travel distance from farm
to plate, and provide knowledge of
where our food comes from. While
anecdotally there appears to be a major

local food movement, data sources do

not unequivocally reveal the impact of

local food and direct marketing.

The 2007 USDA Census of Agriculture
revealed a growth in specialty food
production, which means that farmers
are growing different types of food, and
the Economic Census revealed a
higher-than-average growth in
specialty food retail, suggesting that
consumers are finding more places to
get specialty and gourmet products.
The supply chain case studies showed
that local producers, like any
businesspeople, limit their risks by
using multiple distribution channels,
including direct markets, to reach the
end consumer. USDA Nutrition data
showed increased fruit and vegetable
consumption in Bucks, Chester,
Delaware, Montgomery, and
Philadelphia counties (the Philadelphia
metropolitan division), which may be
evidence that the nutrition education
and food access work done by
Philadelphia’s nonprofit organizations

and agencies is successful.
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The numbers from the censuses do not
reflect perceptions about the size or
impact of the local food movement.

For example, the Census of Agriculture
shows that direct marketing is a slim
proportion (1.4%) of all agricultural
sales in the 100-Mile Foodshed and less
than 0.5% of total sales nationally,
despite the focus on and success in
expanding farmers' markets,
community gardens, and CSAs.
Similarly, analysis in Part 3: The
Food Economy also did not reveal an
overwhelming majority of employees or
establishments in the food sectors as

compared to other economic sectors.

Although they may not be
distinguished as specialty or niche
items, it should be noted that products
produced locally are a significant part
of the current food supply. Analysis in
Part 2: Food Distribution suggests
that almost all the food grown within
the region is consumed within the

region. Given that direct marketing is
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The Fresh Food Financing Initiative

The Food Trust, partnering with

The Reinvestment Fund, Greater Philadelphia
Urban Affairs Coalition, and the
Commonuwealth of Pennsylvania, launched
the Fresh Food Financing Initiative, the first
statewide financing program that encourages
supermarket and grocery store development in
underserved neighborhoods. This innovative
program, with $120 million of funding from the
state, has supported 58 supermarket projects
and was recognized as a model for effective
government action by the Kennedy School of
Government and received special notice from
the White House Office of Urban Affairs.

only 1.4% of all agricultural sales in
the 100-Mile Foodshed, products must
be getting to market through wholesale
and other high-volume distribution
channels. Food grown locally may be
sold in supermarkets or served in
restaurants and cafeterias but not
labeled as “local.” For example, the food
processor Seabrook Farms, located in
Cumberland County, New Jersey,
produces frozen food for large brand
names, like Birds Eye, and store lines,
like Stop & Shop. Seabrook Farms buys
food grown within the 100-Mile
Foodshed, as well as from growers
along the East Coast. This complicates
the discussion about strengthening the
regional food system. Consumers are

already buying local food unknowingly.

As mentioned previously, strengthening
the regional food system may produce a
new set of negative impacts.

For example, will the energy needs of
increased greenhouse production for

fruits and vegetables out of season
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produce more carbon emissions and
higher energy costs than long-distance

transport of out-of-season produce?

When defining the regional food
system, we must also think about the
specific values and desired benefits
that are often assumed but not
necessarily inherent in local food
production. For example, is the goal
merely to shorten distances between
consumer and producer, or are there
more values that are yet to be

articulated?

Legislating and Planning
for Change

Despite the importance of private
actors in the food system, the public
sector has a substantial role to play
through regulation, legislation, and
programs. Government policies can
range from crop production to food and
nutrition assistance. Government

policies can also build barriers. Many



individuals and organizations

participating in the stakeholder

analysis in Part 4 felt a lack of support

from government officials.

For example, some mentioned the need
for more coordination between state
regulating agencies such as the
Department of Environmental
Protection and the Department of

Agriculture.

The different levels of government also
have various roles to play. The control
of land use by local governments was
discussed extensively in a previous
section. Other state and local
regulations with significant impacts on
the food system include water
permitting procedures and economic
development funding. (See Fresh
Food Financing Initiative on

previous page.)

At the federal level, the US Farm Bill
significantly influences what farmers
grow and how they grow it through the

commodity payments, conservation

incentives, and funding for biofuel
production, among other programs.
These programs do not affect the
nation equally, with a higher
percentage of commodity payments
made to the Midwest for large scale
production of corn, soybeans, and hay.
These crops, often referred to as
commodity crops, are also some of the
top crops by acreage in the 100-Mile
Foodshed, as evidenced in Part 1:
Agricultural Resources. The U.S,
Farm Bill also provides hunger relief
through the Food Stamp (SNAP)
program, and rural development, such

as broadband internet access.

Another significant piece of federal
legislation is the Child Nutrition
Reauthorization Act (CNRA). The

National School Lunch program is one

of the largest programs included in this

legislation and is administered by the
USDA. In Delaware, New Jersey, and
Pennsylvania alone, the National
School Lunch program reached 1.9
million students in 2008. It can be an

important point of intervention for
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Greenworks Philadelphia

Greenworks Philadelphia is the City of
Philadelphia’s sustainability plan organized
around five E’s—Energy, Environment, Equity,
Economy, and Engagement.

The Equity section recognizes the importance of
food access for all Philadelphians and
establishes the target to bring local food within
a 10-minute walk of 75% of residents by 2015.
Identified initiatives include expanding fresh
food outlets, such as farmers' markets and
community gardens; recreating technical
assistance, food sourcing, and vacant land
management, fostering commercial farming;
encouraging healthy neighborhood food retail;
expanding opportunities and support for food-
related entrepreneurship and workforce
development, and coordinating urban
agriculture with anti-hunger efforts.
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Food seems like it would be a
Care Food S Food ) .
are Fooc prograt, suminer £oo straightforward research topic.
Service program, Women, Infants and

Children (WIC) program, and the

Fresh Fruit and Vegetable program are

However, a closer look reveals how
complicated food is to grow,

o . . manufacture, transport, sell, buy, and
other significant programs included in P Y

the CNRA. Local food advocates are
trying to expand the legislation to

even consume. A Greater Philadelphia

resident’s expectations and diet have

Philadelphia Urban Food . .
vasepnie Jroarn Foo changed dramatically in the last 50

and Fitness Alliance make better connections between

; ears due to the year-round availabilit
Philadelphia is one of nine communities across school cafeterias, gardens, and local Y Y Y
the country chosen to be apart Of the Kellogg producerS, increase reimbursement Of fresh produce fI'Om around the WOI‘ld,
Food and Fitness Initiative, which asks . . . .
community leaders to address the complex rates for child nutrition programs to the widespread use of refrigerated

problems of food access, physical activity, and
the built environment. The first phase is a two-
to three-year planning process that brings food, and increase local purchasing. decreased price of processed foods.
together a coalition of community members,
city agencies, and other experts to create a long-
term action plan for the community. PUFFA’s Planning processes by governments and of fresh produce also benefits the
Action Plan was released in the Fall of 2009.

allow the purchase of higher-quality containers for transport, and the

Similarly, the year-round availability

nonprofits at all levels can make average household, with less disposable

significant changes in the national and income devoted to food purchases and

regional food systems. At the municipal fewer limits on diet due to seasonality.

level, the Greenworks plan is an example . . .
P P Changes in purchasing behavior have

of a local government creating a process ) i
also affected Greater Philadelphia’s

to measure progress toward goals. The

Philadelphia Urban Food and

Fitness Alliance (PUFFA) is a

community-driven planning process with

development patterns, as we rely less
on the region’s working landscapes for

food supply.

an emphasis on food access and health.

170




Given these circumstances and moving
forward into the planning phase, there
are two major themes that emerge:
first, perspective matters; and second,
advantages can also be challenges and

challenges can be opportunities.

Perspectives

All Greater Philadelphia food system
stakeholders have different
motivations, interests, and
perspectives on the issues and
challenges related to food. Any
discussion about proactively changing
the food system or planning for
uncontrollable changes in the global
food system must recognize differing,
even conflicting, opinions, as well as
the need to form collaborations to find

solutions.

The Greater Philadelphia Food System
has many different stakeholders

concerned about very specific aspects of
the system. For example, there is much

diversity among the foodshed’s farmers

and farming operations. While
similarities exist, there are significant
differences between New Jersey and
Pennsylvania farmers. There are also
differences between farmers within
geographic areas. These dissimilarities
require different solutions, such as
differing marketing messages,
regulations, and support businesses.
A fifth generation farmer in south
central Pennsylvania growing fruit on
a preserved orchard for the wholesale
market has many different needs from
a new farmer looking for land to raise
vegetables for an organic CSA in

central New Jersey.

Beyond the farm, other individuals,
organizations, industries, and
businesses also have their own
perspectives, motivations, and
interests. A nonprofit organization
concerned with food access and security
may not be as interested in local food
as an extension agent looking to
increase farmer profitability.

These different stakeholders need
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Delaware Valley Grantmakers —
Food Funders Affinity Group

In the spring of 2009, DVG formed a Food
Funders Affinity Group, based on members’
interest. The new group will meet several times
a year with a two-fold purpose: “To continue
learning, keeping each member and each other
informed, and to explore and facilitate
opportunities for collective action.”
Philadelphia’s philanthropy community is
organizing itself around the growing interest in
and importance of local food and food access.
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Philadelphia Urban Farm Network

Started in February 2007, this network of
urban farmers and farm supporters is an
online listserv to share resources, information,
and event announcements. Discussions range
from job openings to advice on sources for
earthworms, and the growing membership of
the online group demonstrates the growing
interest in urban agriculture and local food
production.

different technical assistance: one for
meeting needs, the other for finding niche
markets. A produce manager of a local
supermarket wants consistently sourced
products to meet the regular demands of
customers. A farmers' market must win
back its market share each spring.
Additionally, one relies on contracts with
distributors and vendors for its product,

while the other relies on good weather.

One perspective is not better than
another, but the exact tradeoffs and
intersections need to be clear as the

study moves forward into a plan.

Advantages and Challenges as
Opportunities

As stakeholders identified in Part 4,
the Greater Philadelphia food system’s
attributes can be seen as both
advantages and challenges.
Relocalizing a far-flung global food
system and relying less on imports
could be a long-term benefit, especially
when one considers the environmental

benefits and reduced infrastructure
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costs associated with retaining working
farm landscapes in this region.
Additionally, as more of the global
population enters the middle class and
the US dollar continues to decline, our
international trading partners may go
to the most profitable markets, which

may not be in the United States.

On the other hand, a sustainable
region cannot be protectionist.
Importing food benefits Greater
Philadelphia and nearly all
metropolitan areas. Because this area
has a temperate growing season,
Greater Philadelphia needs food
transported from domestic and
international sources during the cold
season. The trade of agricultural
products also supports developing
countries, as they gain footholds in the
global economy. Food imports feed a
large nonfarming population, and
cheap food imports feed the hungry and
disadvantaged and increase all
households' disposable income.

However, the Greater Philadelphia



food system is losing its working
farms, local food producers, and small
independent businesses because of the
relatively short-term problems of
expensive land, high taxes,
consolidating food economy, and
complicated distribution networks.
Greater Philadelphia and other
metropolitan areas will all face the
upcoming challenges of climate
change, sea-level rise, and peak oil,
not to mention an infrastructure
funding crisis. A strategy to prepare
for this changing global economy is to
ensure that we have the long-term
viability of working farms producing
food for nearby populations, while
maintaining relationships with a
larger network of markets and

producers.

Working farm in Gloucester County,
New Jersey
PHOTO CREDIT: DVRPC

Next Steps

The Greater Philadelphia Food
System Study is the first objective
phase in learning about the food
system and envisioning a more
sustainable and resilient food system
for Greater Philadelphia. In July
2009, DVRPC commenced a planning
phase that draws from the knowledge
gained from undertaking the study
and convening a large stakeholder

committee. A plan for a more
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sustainable and resilient food system
will produce recommendations for
different audiences, ranging from
federal and state policymakers to
county planners, and from non-profit

service providers to individuals.
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addresses a number of challenges and
opportunities facing the food system,
including: land constraints and
development pressures, contradicting
health effects of malnutrition and obesity,
food access in urban and rural areas, food

distribution, and economic development.
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