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Executive Summary:
Vermont Locally Grown Collaborative

This report examines Vermonters6 perceptions
the Vermont Sustainable Agriculture Network (SAN), the DepartmE@ommunity
Development and Applied Economics (CDAE) and the Center for Rural Studies (CRS) at the
University of Vermont conducted preliminary research through a survey analysis and focus
groups. This report is designed to provide information that wsisaf the direction and
marketing efforts for the Vermont Locally Grown Collaborative.
The following report is divided into three components: the 2003 Vermonter Poll survey
results and analysis; a summary of focus group discussions; and an overBigyiafcal
campaigns across the nation. Survey questions related to local food buying were developed for
the statewide 2003 Vermonter Poll in February, and data were then analyzed through bivariate
and regression analysis. Further, to gain a clearergiofthow to continue and how to better
differentiate target groups, six focus groups in three regions of Vermont were conducted in May
2003, and discussions were recorded and assimilated. Finally, to gather additional
recommendations, ideas and stratefjiesr t he Locally Grown Coll abor at
|l ocal & campaigns and programs across the nation

In summary, preliminary research from survey and focus group data suggests:

e Accordingtosurveyresuls, Ver montersd6 spend an average o0
consumed at home, while $25 of that amount is spent on local food consumed at
home.

e Consumers want to buy local foods and feel that buying local is importan& large
portion of survey respondents stated thlaén considering vegetables, milk and meat,
6l ocal 8 was more important than 6organic, 6 al
¢ Price and convenience are barriers to many consumers.
¢ Freshness and supporting local farmers/economy are triggers to buyidgcally
grown products.
e Focusing the campaign on increasing consumer
increase purchases of beverages, meat & fish, vegetables, candy, and herbs.
¢ There may be some confusion among consumers in the area of where local foods are
available. Eighty-one percent of Vermonters stated they bought local food products in
the supermarket. However, focus groups revealed there were some misconceptions as to
what qualified a local food product, and whether supermarkets offered an adequate
sdection of locally grown foods.
e Focus group respondents revealed they would like to see more local foods sold at
supermarkets.
¢ Identification of local foods can be confusing to consumer§¥hough 76% of survey
respondents claimed local foods were easgidatify, focus groups revealed that
respondents were not sure what the labels really meant.
e In survey and focus group datalittle to no connection surfaced between local foods
and institutions in Vermont. Many buy local programs and campaigns acrossgtion
have worked to diligently to establish profitable relationships between local farmers and
institutions, and can serve as examples for
e Most consumers report some local buying (95%).
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Section (ne:

2003 Vermonter Poll Analysis:
Local Food Buying in Vermont

Presentation by Jane Kolondinsky, PhD
summarized by Erin Croom



Local Food Buying in Vermont

|. Introduction

In preparation for the direction and marketing efforta @bcally Grown
collaborative, the Vermont Sustainable Agriculture Network (SAN) collaborated with the
Department of Community Development and Applied Economics (CDAE) and the
Center for Rural Studies (CRS) at the University of Vermont to conduct prefimina
research. Survey questions for the statewide 2003 Vermonter Poll were jointly developed
and focused on local food product purchases (food at home) and opinions on local foods.
Through bivariate and regression analysis of the survey results, this ctundly f
¢ Local food expenditures have the potential to increase regardless of how
much a consumer is currently spending on local food products.
¢ Lower income consumers buy a different array of products as do higher
income consumers, and are less likely to dugctly from the farmer.
¢ Consumer s e x pleca orgahiofood poducts compzte with
expenditures on local nesrganic food products. Food products that are both
organic and local may have a niche in the market.
¢ Focusing the campaignorcim easi ng consumerso attitud:
should increase purchases of meat and fish, vegetables, candy, beverages and
herbs.

[l. Methodoloqy

The data used in this report were collected by the Center for Rural Studies at the
University of Vermontasgpr t of t he annual AVver monter Pol l
conducted between the hours of 4:00 p.m. and 9:00 p.m. beginning on February 18, 2003
and ending on February 26, 2003. The telephone polling was conducted from the
University of Vermont using computaided telephone interviewing (CATI). The sample
for the poll was drawn through random digit dialing and used all of the telephone
exchanges in the state of Vermont as the sampling frame. Only Vermont residents over
the age of eighteen were interviewed. Thk ipoluded questions on food and
agricultural issues in the state of Vermont. This study focused on 436 to 478 respondents,
and is representative of the Vermont population (over 18 years of age). Bivariate and
Multivariate analysis were conducted for thiady.

For the purpose of the survey, local food products were defined as food grown,
harvested, or produced anywhere in the state of Vermont. Consumers were categorized as
having low, medium or high importance of buying local food products and, exersdit
on local foods were categorized into 3 groups: < $10, >$10 and <=$10, and >$25 (based
on the distribution of the data).



[1l. Description

A. Demographics:

The mean age of respondents was 48 years old. Forty percent were college
educated. The avage number of family size is three, with 37 % of families having
children under the age 18 living with them. Tweptght percent of households reported
incomes over $65,000 while 10% reported incomes under $20,000. Seventeen percent of
respondents livenia single adult household

Table 1: Demographics of Respondents
Variables reported

Mean years of age 48 years
College educated 40 %
Average number of members in family 3
Families with children 37%

Households with incomes over $65,00C 28%
Householdsvith incomes over $20,000 10%
Live in single adult household 17%

B. Food Buying Behaviors:

Consumers reported spending an average of $97 per week total on food at home,
and an average of $26 per week on local food products at home. Per capitategsend
for food at home were reported at $41.24. Seventy percent of consumers report
buying organic foods and 95% of people report buying local foods. Seeigiypercent
of consumers reported purchasing food at coops, natural food stores, direfarireer,
farmer 6s mar k et -fivea peccentCoScarsiemers r8prted invway easy to
identify local foods and 26 % always read food labels. The total food budget spent at
home was 76%, while the food budget spent away from home was 24%.

Table 2 Average Food Buying Behaviors:

Variables Reported

$ spent per week on Food at Home $97.00
$ spent per week on Local Food products $26.00
$ spent per capita on Food at Home $41.24
Report buying organic 71%
Report buying local 95%
Report purchasintpcal food at coops, natural food 78%
stores, direct from far
CSAObs

Report purchasing local food at supermarkets 81%
Always read food labels 26%
Percent of total food budget spent at home 76%

Percent of total food budget speway from home 24%




Many consumers reported that they identified local food products by use of store
labels (42%), while 13% identified local food if they purchased it directly from a farm.
Ten percent of consumers identified local foods by the Veri@eal of Quality. The
majority of respondents (75%) stated that local foods were easy to identify-tiorty

percent of respondents were in the d6édmedi umbd
only 8% were categor i zed hemaskedaboutthey a &éhi gho
expenditures on local food products, 67% responded spending between $10 and $25
dollars a week.
Table 3: Local Food Products
Variables reported Percentage
Consumers who identify local foods by  42%
store labels
Consumers find loddoods hard to identify 25%
Found local to be of either medium or hic 50%
importance
Spent between $10 and $25 aweek on  67%
local food
Spent over $25 a week on local food 32%
IV. Bivariate Analysis

There is a rel at i on sating@f thdimgonaerce of lodcalh e ¢ on s u
and their expenditures on local foods. People who ranked as perceiving local foods as
having o6middlebd i mportance purchased more be
vegetables, compared t o npbtrtance Expdnditures®m e r ank e
vegetables, jams, candy, pasta and pizza did not differ by importance. Expenditures and
importance were related with beverages, herbs, meat and fish. However, importance does
not matter for cheese and milk, coffee orice créedm.r e consumer s i n the O
i mportance category buy organic. Fewer consu

category buy organic. The group that was in the highest local expenditure group also had
the highest organic expenditures.

V. Multivariat e Results

A. Basics:

Univariate and bivariate analyses give some indication of what is important.
However, multivariate analyses give a more complete picture. We know that some people
(5%) do not report any local buying. Also, food buying is not linedrthare is much
variability in expenditures. As income increases, food expenditures increase at a
decreasing rate. There is more variation in food spending at high expenditure levels than
at low expenditure levels. The following discussion is based egrassion analysis



where local food expenditure was modeled as very dependent on a variety of
demographic factors and buying habits.

B. The Effect of Demographics:

For every additional person in the household, local buying increases by $2.62. If a
houséold makes less than $20,000 per year, their local expenditures are $3.10 less than
if their incomes are over $20,000 per year. There is no effect of being in the highest
income category (over $65,000), or education, or family type. For eveygdiincrase
in age, there is a decrease in local expenditures by $0.92.

C. The Effect of Buying Habits:

Consumers who reported buying organic, spent $2.92 less on local foods.
Purchasing local cheese increases local food expenditures by $4.57 a week. Purchasing
local meats and fish increases local food expenditures by $4.16 per week. Purchasing
local beverages increases food expenditures by $6.66 per week. There is no relationship
between any other types of local food on total food expenditures. There istiumsblg
between expenditures of consumers who make purchases at alternative markets versus
conventional markets. For every dollar increase in food expenditures overall, local food
buying increases by one cent.

VI. Discussion, Recommendations and Concinns

¢ Lower income consumers (below median) who believe buying local is important
spend less on local food products than higher income consumers. Lower income
consumers buy more grains and cereals; these consumers purchase fewer prepared
foods, meat anddh, pasta & pizza. Also, lower income consumers are less likely to
buy directly from a farmer, farmer o6s marke
consumers buy more beverages, jams, meat and fish, pasta, pizza and salsa and are
more likely to buy directly fsm the farmer.
Conclusion: High and low income consumers purchase different array of local
food products, and purchase local foods from different locations.

¢ As importance of local foods increases in a purchase decision that includes price,
organic andocal, about $0.76 is gained for each unit increase in the importance of
buying local.
Conclusion:To increase local food expenditures, focusing on increasing a

consumer 6s imppertarce g local purchasifg should be included in
promotional mateals.

¢ More consumers in the middle local importance category buy organic, than
consumers in the higher importance category. The highest local expenditure group
has the highest organic expenditures. Consumers who reported buying organic, spent
$2.92 les®n local foods.



Conclusion:Organic foods compete for local expenditures (or the perception
thereoj. If local and organic foods are combined, they could provide a
competitive edge in the market place.

¢ Most consumers report some local buying (95%).
Conclusion:There is potential for more expenditures on local food products for
every expenditure category.

¢ Beverages (other than coffee and alcoholic), local cheese, and meat & fish gave the
greatest gains in local expenditures according to multiveaiatea | y si s. Consumer
level of expenditures and perceptions of importance of local food were related to
purchases of beverages, herbs, and meat & fish. Consumers categorized as perceiving
| ocal food buying as a O0Omi ddlocarily,imeatpkor t anc e
fish, and vegetables compared to consumer s
examining the effect of buying habits, consumers purchasing local cheese increase
local food expenditures by $4.57 a week, while consumer purchasing |caizl anel
fish (+$4.16) and local beverages (+$6.66) also increase per week local food
expenditures.

ConclusionFocusing the campaign on increasing
local should increase purchases of beverages, meat & fish, vegetables, candy, and
herbs.

¢ Shoppingat alternative markets and the importance of local are related.
Conclusion Focusing on and understanding distribution networks to increase
purchases of local foods could be beneficial.

¢ To gain a clearer picture of where to go fromehand how target groups might be
better differentiated, focus groups should be developed to answer the following
guestions:

What makes local important?

What does local mean to you?

How do you know you are buying local?

What would induce you to buy molecal products?

Where would you like to see more local products offered?
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2003 Vermonter Poll Results:
Ver mont ewsa @ocal Food Products

|. Introduction

The following report presents the results of a statewide public opinion poll
conducted in February 2003. Specifically, questions in this survey were developed to
gain insight i nto hopdvproduets, meere theypwohase thesew
products and how they are identified.
behaviors and attitudes towards local food products.

e

Il. Methods

The data used in this report were collected by the Center fat Rtudies at the

> O
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n o

University of Vermont as part of the annual

conducted between the hours of 4:00 p.m. and 9:00 p.m. beginning on February 18, 2003
and ending on February 26, 2003. The telephone polling was conducteithdrom

University of Vermont using computaided telephone interviewing (CATI). The sample

for the poll was drawn through random digit dialing and used all of the telephone
exchanges in the state of Vermont as the sampling frame. Only Vermont residents over
the age of eighteen were interviewed. The poll included questions on food and
agricultural issues in the state of Vermont. This study focused on 436 to 478 respondents,
and is representative of the Vermont population (over 18 years of age).



lll. Results
A. Vermonterds O0At Homed Food Expenditures

¢ How much money does your household spend in an average week on ALL foods
and beverages consumed AT home (grocery stores, etc)?

¢ How much money does you household spend in an average week on all LOCAL
foods and beverages consumed AT home (grocery stores, etc).

Figure 1: Average dollar expenditures on all food and local food consumed at home.
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At home Local Home

Source: Center for Rural Studies, University of Vermont, Vermonter Poll 2003

Table 1: Weekly Expenditures on all foods and local foods consumed at home.

Weekly Expenditures
in Dollars

All food at home $97
Local food at home $25




B. Vermonter 6s OFoedd&ypendituresm Ho me 6

¢ How much money does your household spend in an average week on ALL foods
and beverages consumed AWAY from home (restaurants, etc)?

¢ How much money does you household spend in an average week on all LOCAL
foods and beverages consumed AWKWome (Restaurants, etc)

Figure 2: Average dollar expenditures on all food and local foods consumed away
from home.

40

301

204
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Away Local Aw ay

Source: Center for Rural Studies, University of Vermont, Vermonter Poll 2003

Table 2: Average dolar expenditures on all food and local foods consumed away
from home.

Weekly
Expenditures in
Dollars
All food away from home $29
Local food away from hom $9
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C. Purchase of Organic Food Produts

Figure 3: Yes or no, in the past 12 months have you purchased any organically
produced food products?

No
27.6%

Yes

72.4%

Source: Center for Rural Studies, University of Vermont, Vermonter Poll 2003

Table 3: Yes or no, in the pa42 months have you purchased any organically produced
food products?

Frequency Percent

Yes 331 72.4
No 126 27.6
Total 457 100.0
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D. Purchase of Local Food Products

Figure 4: Yes or no, in the past 12 months have you purchased anjolodgdroducts?
(For the purpose of this study the term Al oc
harvested, or produced anywhere in the state of Vermont.)

Don't know
1.4%

No
4.1%

Yes

94.5%

Source: Center for Rural Studies, University of Vermormtivonter Poll 2003

Table 4:Yes or no, in the past 12 months have you purchased any local food products?
Frequency Percent

Yes 606 94.5
No 26 4.1
Don't know 9 1.4
Total 641 100.0
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E. Types of Local Food Products Purchased

Figure 5: List all the types of local food products that you have purchased in the last
twelve months. (Most frequent responses)
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o 407 252159
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Source: Center for Rural Studies, University of Vermont, Vermonter Poll 2003

Table 5: List all the types of local food products that you have purchased in the last
twelve months. (Complete List)

Local Food Percent
Vegetables 83.2
Milk 58
Cheese 54,2
Maple Syrup 36.7
Meat & Fish 25.2
Ice Cream 12.9
Other 9.6
Jams 9.2
Sauces/Salsa 8.8
Alcohol 8.3
Cereal/Grain 7.3
Honey 6.5
Flour mixes 5.6
Beverages 54
Prepared Food 5.4
Herbs 5.1
Pasta/Pizza 4.7
Coffee 4.6
Candy 2.2

13



F. Location of Local Food Products Purchased

Figure 6: Please list all theypes of places where your household buys local food
products

Percent

Source: Center for Rural Studies, University of Vermont, Vermonter Poll 2003

Table 6: Types of places where local food products are purchased
Locations Percent

supermarket 80.9
direct-farmer 25.9
cooperatives 24.9
general store 15.4
natural food store 12.1
other 9.1
convenience store 9
restaurant 4.3
CSA 1.7
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G. Identification of Local Food Products

Figure 7: How do you primarily identify vether or not a product is a local product?

store sign

8.6%

don't know

2.71%

other

13.1% store label

42.4%

direct fromfarm

14.1%

Seal of Quality organic label

10.1% 6.5%

VEN
2.4%

Source: Center for Rural Studies, University of Vermont, Vermonter Poll 2003

Table 7:How do you primarily identify whether or not a product is a local product?

Frequency Percent
Store sign 40 8.6
Store label 196 42 .4
Organic label 30 6.5
VEN 11 24
SOQ 47 10.1
Direct from farm 65 141
Other 61 131
Dondt knc 13 2.7
Total 462 100.0
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H. Ease of Identification of Local Food Products

Figure 8: Do yu find local products to be easy to identify?

Don't know

2.3%

No
22.1%

Yes

75.6%

Source: Center for Rural Studies, University of Vermont, Vermonter Poll 2003

Table 8: Do you find local products to be easy to identify?

Frequency Percent
Yes 351 75.6%
No 103 22.1%
Don't know 10 2.3%
Total 464 100.0%
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[. Vermonters Who Have Heard of the Vermont Fresh Network

Figure 9: Have you ever heard of the Vermont Fresh Network (VFN)?

Don't know
2.8%

Yes

28.7%

No
68.5%

Source: Center for Ral Studies, University of Vermont, Vermonter Poll 2003

Table 9:Have you ever heard of the Vermont Fresh Network (VFN)?
Frequency  Percent

Yes 133 28.7
No 318 68.5
Don't know 13 2.8
Total 464 100.0

17
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The following questions were asked to ascertain how important respondents viewed the
Oprice, 6 and

var

i abl es of

6l ocal

0

organicbo

¢ You are in a grocery store buyinggetablesWhen making your asice you will
consider t
produced. You have ten points to split among price, organic and locally produced.
What is most important to you when buying vegetables: Price, Organic or Local?

Figure 10: Points Allotted for the importance of Local, Organic and Price when

*( Respondents were asked the same question about meat and milk.)

he vegetabl esd

considering Vegetables, Milk and Meat.

price,-

Average Points

10

8

5.9

6.1

4.5 4.5

3.3

3.7

O Local
B Organic
O Price

Meat

Vegetable

Milk

Source: Center for Rural Studies, Universif Vermont, Vermonter Poll 2003

Table 10: Total Average Points

Local

Organic

Price

14.8
10.0
15.2

18
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Section Three:

Locally Grown Collaborative Focus Group Report
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Executive Summary

On behalfofte Ver mont Sustainable Agriculture N
organizations, six focus groups were conducted as preliminary research for a
statewide Locally Grown initiative. The purpose of these focus groups was to gain
greater i nsi g lpdrceptiang oblocy odmpurandses argl their activity
in the marketplace. The following conclusions were based on the discussions.

e Panelists often tied their personal defin
purchased.
¢ Vermont grown and produced foodem considered to be fresh, of high quality
and beneficial to local economy.
e Most panelists agreed that o6l ocally grown
state of Vermont.
e Panelists depend on reliable labels and clear store displays when identifylng loca
food products in stores.
¢ Major influences on buying local foods included freshness and supporting local
farmers.
e Major reasons for not buying more local foods included short growing season,
lack of convenience, and lack of promotion and education ofandovhere to
purchase local food.
e Price was a major barrier if local foods were much more expensive thdaagabn
food alternatives. However, most panelist were willing to pay a little more if the
product was perceived as having a higher quality.
e Paneliss would like to see more local products sold at supermarkets.
e The most important aspects of locally grown foods were quality (freshness, taste
and nutrition) and price.
e Panelists favored sl ogans with the terms

Implications and recommendations include:

¢ Focusing on panelistsé recognition and
of high quality and are beneficial to the local economy.

¢ Educating consumers on the actual costs of local foods and convenient ways
to purchasehtem would be one way to eliminate the barriers of inconvenience
and perception of high cost.

¢ According to focus group feedback, the
should be incorporated into a Buy Local slogan.

¢ Strengthening the channels betweetitiasons and local foods, so as to
increase both consumption and awareness of local foods by the consumer.

20



Vermont Buy Local Focus Group Summary

|. Introduction

A. Background and Purpose

In preparation for the Vermont Sustainable Agriculturée Neor k s ( SAN) Loc
Grown Collaborative, focus groups were held in three regions across the state. The
Center for Rural Studies and the Department of Community Development and Applied
Economics at the University of Vermont conducted these focus group=haif of SAN.
The purposes of these focus groups were to:
e Gain insight into panelistsodéd attitudes, Db
e Identify the O6triggersd and Obarriersod to
e Collect consumer feedback on potential buyal@togans for the upcoming
campaign.

B. Methods and Procedures

Based on information gained from the 2003 Food and Agricultural Vermonter

Poll, consumers possessed varying definition
each focus group this disesion began by asking for examples, definitions and

clarifications on what &élocald is and why pa
defined as o0l ocal, 6 while others are not. Af
clear preestablishedl e f i ni ti ons for 6l ocally grown food

were presented. This ensured consensus among group members and limited confusion in
data collection. After the new definitions were established, the groups discussed
identification of, infllences on, and locations to purchase locally grown and produced
foods. A dotexercise was then utilized to ascertain the importance of locally grown food
to the participants. Finally, potential slogans for a Vermont Buy Local campaign were
discussed and ved on. When appropriate, a brief summary of specific methodology is
stated for individual topics.

Focus group discussions were recorded by both audiotape and note takers. The
duration of each discussion was approximately two h@issigreement was encaged
to help foster a balanced and representative discussion.

Participants were recruited and chosen by SAN regional coordinators.
Coordinators were directed to assign participants to the following categories:

e 0l nvol ved consumer 6iththeaconcaptofailocal fdod al f ami | i
system or Community Supported Agriculture member)

e 0Conventional shopperd (an individual wh
grocers)

e Co-op shopper (an individual who shopped very frequently at cooperatives)

e Low-incomeshopper.

Each participant was given either $20 cash
Supply Company.

21



C. Sample

Six focus groups were held between May 12 and May 18, 2003. There were two
focus groups held per region: Northeast Kingdom (NewpUpper Valley (White River
Junction), Chittenden County (Burlington)-he average age of ti38@ panelists was 47
years old. Sixtyseven percent were female. Fenipe percent of panelists stated that
their household earned less than $20,000, villiité earned over $50,000. When asked

about educational attainment, 75% of participants stated having at least some college

level education, of which 23% stated having obtained a bachelors degree or higher. See

appendix for regional demographics.

D. SixKey Discussion Topics:

1. Responmdeartistbgs of the term o6l ocal dé pertai
2. ldentification of local foods
3. Influences on buying local food
4. Location of food purchases
5. Importance of buying local food
6. Feedback on Buy Local Slogans
[l. Summary of Findings
A. Respondent sé Meanings of the term 6Local

Each focus group began with an open di scu
of beginning with this topic was to uncover
the tatm adsothe term relates to foods. By ¢
consumerso6 define Ol ocal, SAN wi || be abl e
term in a statewide campaign.

Panelists were asked to | imnaskedbtods t hey d
explain why they would describe these foods
of local food businesses and shared their criteria for defining a local food business.
Finally, panelists were askedlltypy goaoawndeandh

6l ocally produced foodsb©d

and

of fer t he

Great efforts were made to keep the initial discussion about the term local
separate from discussions about identification and location of food purchases. This
proved difficult as these two aspects served as a major way that individuals defined local
foods. The following written discussion is broken down into four sections: What is local
and why each example considered is local; the concept and criteria dblat&lusiness;
a debate over the difference of locally grown and locally produced foods; and definitions

A

of 6l ocal . o

22
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1.What is Local / Why is it local?

Though panelists gave a wide range of local food examples, most examples were
either produce, diy or bread. Meat products were also listed, but less consistently.
When asked what about these foods made them local, panelists frequently tied where the
food was purchased into their answers. For example, corn was local if/because it came
from a roadsid stand; likewise bread was local if/because it came from a local bakery. A
small independently owned store in the Upper Valley region was often cited as evidence
for why certain vegetables were defined as local. Panelists often assumed, without the
helpof labels or signs, that small independent stores, roadside stands and such carried

mostly | ocal produce. When this assumption
only way you can know is if you asite. 0 Panel.
stands6 verbal promise of offering |l ocal foo

certification or other standardized systems for proving the foods were local.

Labels were another indicator for defining local fadfishe label stated
A V e r maamotal address, or a recognizable farm name, the food was considered
local. Many participants admitted that they had not considered if the ingredients were
locally grown. Ultimately, people understood that farmers were a major part of making
food local.Evidence of this is seen in that most of the products listed as local are easily
associated with farms. Produce, cheese, bread, milk and meat could all feasibly come
from a neighbor farm.

2. Local food businesses:

The most important factor in definingacal food company was that it was based
in Vermont. The group debated the relative i
and the origins of a productsd6 ingredients,
These debates centered around con@sanhose brands are commonly associated with
Vermont, but are either no longer a Vermont owned company or do not necessarily use
100% locally grown ingredients. As one panelist stated concerning a Vermont beer
company whose ingredients are not all locglly o wn, Al t 6és still | ocal,
peoplearee mpl oyed here. o I f | ocally owned franch
participants did not perceive them as local.

3. Locally Grown vs. Locally Produced:

. . Several times during the discussigpanelists
Panelists considered used the term o6l ocal 6 for both

local foods to be fresh| ,roduced foods. When asked, most felt that there was a

of high quality and difference between the two terms, but that ultimately both
beneficial tothe local | wer e 61 ocal 6 and both terms had
economy. Panelists consated local foods to be fresh, of high

guality and beneficial to the local economy.
This being said, in this specific discussion
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