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Executive Summary: 
Vermont Locally Grown Collaborative 

 
This report examines Vermontersô perceptions and purchasing of local food. On behalf of 

the Vermont Sustainable Agriculture Network (SAN), the Department of Community 

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 will assist in 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 overview of Buy Local 

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 clearer picture of how 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 strategies for the Locally Grown Collaborative, a sample of óbuy 

localô campaigns and programs across the nation were researched and summarized for this report.  

 

In summary, preliminary research from survey and focus group data suggests:  
 According to survey results, Vermontersô spend an average of $97 on food 

consumed at home, while $25 of that amount is spent on local food consumed at 

home.  

 Consumers want to buy local foods and feel that buying local is important. A large 

portion of survey respondents stated that when considering vegetables, milk and meat, 

ólocalô was more important than óorganic,ô and ólocalô was competitive with óprice.ô  

 Price and convenience are barriers to many consumers.  

 Freshness and supporting local farmers/economy are triggers to buying locally 

grown products.  

 Focusing the campaign on increasing consumersô commitment to local should 
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 

selection of locally grown foods.  

 Focus group respondents revealed they would like to see more local foods sold at 

supermarkets.   

 Identification of local foods can be confusing to consumers. Though 76% of survey 

respondents claimed local foods were easy to identify, focus groups revealed that 

respondents were not sure what the labels really meant.  

 In survey and focus group data, little to no connection surfaced between local foods 

and institutions in Vermont. Many buy local programs and campaigns across the nation 

have worked to diligently to establish profitable relationships between local farmers and 

institutions, and can serve as examples for Vermontôs initiative.  

 Most consumers report some local buying (95%). 
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Local Food Buying in Vermont 
 

 

I. Introduction  

 

In preparation for the direction and marketing efforts of a Locally 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 preliminary 

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 study found:  

Ç Local food expenditures have the potential to increase regardless of how 

much a consumer is currently spending on local food products. 

Ç Lower income consumers buy a different array of products as do higher 

income consumers, and are less likely to buy directly from the farmer. 

Ç Consumersô expenditures on non-local organic food products compete with 

expenditures on local non-organic food products. Food products that are both 

organic and local may have a niche in the market.    

Ç Focusing the campaign on increasing consumersô attitude towards local 

should increase purchases of meat and fish, vegetables, candy, beverages and 

herbs.   

 

II. Methodology 
 

The data used in this report were collected by the Center for Rural Studies at the 

University of Vermont as part of the annual ñVermonter Poll.ò The polling was 

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 computer-aided 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). Bivariate and 

Multivariate analysis were conducted for this study.  

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, expenditures 

on local foods were categorized into 3 groups: < $10, >$10 and <=$10, and >$25 (based 

on the distribution of the data). 

 

 

 

 



   

3 

III. Description  

 

A. Demographics:  

The mean age of respondents was 48 years old. Forty percent were college 

educated. The average number of family size is three, with 37 % of families having 

children under the age 18 living with them. Twenty-eight percent of households reported 

incomes over $65,000 while 10% reported incomes under $20,000.  Seventeen percent of 

respondents live in a 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 $65,000 28% 

Households with 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 capita expenditures 

for food at home were reported at $41.24. Seventy-one percent of consumers report 

buying organic foods and 95% of people report buying local foods. Seventy-eight percent 

of consumers reported purchasing food at coops, natural food stores, direct from farmer, 

farmerôs market and CSAôs. Seventy-five percent of consumers reported it was 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 purchasing local food at coops, natural food 

stores, direct from farmer, farmerôs markets, and 

CSAôs 

78% 

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 spent away from home 24% 
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 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 Vermont Seal of Quality.  The 

majority of respondents (75%) stated that local foods were easy to identify.  Forty-two 

percent of respondents were in the ómediumô importance category for local foods, while 

only 8% were categorized as having a óhighô importance. When asked about their 

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 

store labels 

42% 

Consumers find local foods hard to identify 25% 

Found local to be of either medium or high 

importance 

50% 

Spent between $10 and $25 a week on 

local food 

67% 

Spent over $25 a week on local food 32% 

 

 

IV. Bivariate Analysis 

 

There is a relationship between the consumersô rating of the importance of local 

and their expenditures on local foods. People who ranked as perceiving local foods as 

having ómiddleô importance purchased more beverages, candy, meats and fish, and 

vegetables, compared to those who were ranked as óhighô importance.  Expenditures on 

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 or ice cream. More consumers in the ómiddleô local 

importance category buy organic. Fewer consumers in the óhighô local importance 

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 linear and there 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 on a regression analysis 
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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 

household 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 every 10-year increase 

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 is no relationship 

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 Conclusions 

Ç  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 and fish, pasta & pizza. Also, lower income consumers are less likely to 

buy directly from a farmer, farmerôs market, or buy organic. Highest income 

consumers buy more beverages, jams, meat and fish, pasta, pizza and salsa and are 

more likely to buy directly from the farmer.  

Conclusion:  High and low income consumers purchase different array of local 

food products, and purchase local foods from different locations.  

 

Ç As importance of local foods increases in a purchase decision that includes price, 

organic and local, 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 

consumerôs perception of importance of local purchasing should be included in 

promotional materials.  

 

Ç 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 less on local foods.  
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Conclusion: Organic foods compete for local expenditures (or the perception 

thereof). If local and organic foods are combined, they could provide a 

competitive edge in the market place.  

 

Ç Most consumers report some local buying (95%).  

Conclusion: There is potential for more expenditures on local food products for 

every expenditure category.   

 

Ç Beverages (other than coffee and alcoholic), local cheese, and meat & fish gave the 

greatest gains in local expenditures according to multivariate analysis. Consumersô 

level of expenditures and perceptions of importance of local food were related to 

purchases of beverages, herbs, and meat & fish. Consumers categorized as perceiving 

local food buying as a ómiddleô importance purchased more beverages, candy, meat &  

fish, and vegetables compared to consumers in the óhighô importance category.  When 

examining the effect of buying habits, consumers purchasing local cheese increase 

local food expenditures by $4.57 a week, while consumer purchasing local meats and 

fish (+$4.16) and local beverages (+$6.66) also increase per week local food 

expenditures.   

Conclusion: Focusing the campaign on increasing consumersô commitment to 

local should increase purchases of beverages, meat & fish, vegetables, candy, and 

herbs.  

 

Ç Shopping at 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.   

 

Ç To gain a clearer picture of where to go from here and how target groups might be 

better differentiated, focus groups should be developed to answer the following 

questions:  

 

 What makes local important? 

 What does local mean to you?  

 How do you know you are buying local? 

 What would induce you to buy more local products?  

 Where would you like to see more local products offered?  
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2003 Vermonter Poll Results:  

Vermontersô Views on Local Food Products  
 

 

I. 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 into how Vermontersô view local food products, where they purchase these 

products and how they are identified.  This report focuses on Vermontersô buying 

behaviors and attitudes towards local food products.  

 

 II. Methods 

 

The data used in this report were collected by the Center for Rural Studies at the 

University of Vermont as part of the annual ñVermonter Poll.ò The polling was 

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 computer-aided 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). 
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III.  Results 

A. Vermonterôs óAt Homeô Food Expenditures 

Ç How much money does your household spend in an average week on ALL foods 

and beverages consumed AT home (grocery stores, etc)? 
 

Ç 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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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 
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B. Vermonterôs óAway From Homeô Food Expenditures 
 

Ç How much money does your household spend in an average week on ALL foods 

and beverages consumed AWAY from home (restaurants, etc)? 
 

Ç How much money does you household spend in an average week on all LOCAL 

foods and beverages consumed AWAY home (Restaurants, etc) 
 
 

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

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

 

 

 

Table 2:  Average dollar 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 home                             $9 
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C. Purchase of Organic Food Products 

 

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

produced food products?  

 

27.6%

72.4%

No

Yes

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

 

 

 

Table 3:  Yes or no, in the past 12 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 any local food products?  

(For the purpose of this study the term ñlocal food productsò refers to foods grown, 

harvested, or produced anywhere in the state of Vermont.) 

1.4%
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94.5%

Don't know
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Yes

 
 

Source: Center for Rural Studies, University of Vermont, Vermonter 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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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 5.4 

Prepared Food 5.4 

Herbs 5.1 

Pasta/Pizza 4.7 

Coffee 4.6 
Candy 2.2 
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F. Location of Local Food Products Purchased 

 

 

Figure 6: Please list all the types of places where your household buys local food 

products 
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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 whether or not a product is a local product?  
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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 

VFN 11 2.4 

SOQ 47 10.1 

Direct from farm 65 14.1 

Other 61 13.1 

Donôt know 13 2.7 

Total 462 100.0 
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H. Ease of Identification of Local Food Products 
 

Figure 8: Do you find local products to be easy to identify? 
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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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I. Vermonters Who Have Heard of the Vermont Fresh Network 

 

Figure 9: Have you ever heard of the Vermont Fresh Network (VFN)? 
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Source: Center for Rural 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 
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J. Importance of óLocal,ô óPrice,ô and óOrganicô 

 

The following questions were asked to ascertain how important respondents viewed the 

variables of ólocal,ô óprice,ô and organicô when considering vegetables, meat, and milk.  

 

Ç You are in a grocery store buying vegetables. When making your choice you will 

consider the vegetablesô price, whether itôs organic, and whether itôs locally-

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?  

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

 

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

considering Vegetables, Milk and Meat.  
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Source: Center for Rural Studies, University of Vermont, Vermonter Poll 2003 

 

 

 

 

Table 10: Total Average Points  

Local 14.8 

Organic 10.0 

Price 15.2 
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Executive Summary  

 

On behalf of the Vermont Sustainable Agriculture Networkôs collaborative of 12 

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 insight into Vermontersô perceptions of local food purchases and their activity 

in the marketplace. The following conclusions were based on the discussions. 

 

 Panelists often tied their personal definitions of ólocalô to where food was 
purchased.  

 Vermont grown and produced foods were considered to be fresh, of high quality 

and beneficial to local economy. 

 Most panelists agreed that ólocally grownô meant a food grown anywhere in the 
state of Vermont.  

 Panelists depend on reliable labels and clear store displays when identifying local 

food products in stores. 

 Major influences on buying local foods included freshness and supporting local 

farmers. 

 Major reasons for not buying more local foods included short growing season, 

lack of convenience, and lack of promotion and education of who and where to 

purchase local food. 

 Price was a major barrier if local foods were much more expensive than non-local 

food alternatives. However, most panelist were willing to pay a little more if the 

product was perceived as having a higher quality.  

 Panelists would like to see more local products sold at supermarkets. 

 The most important aspects of locally grown foods were quality (freshness, taste 

and nutrition) and price.  

 Panelists favored slogans with the terms ólocalô ófreshô and óVermont.ô   

 

Implications and recommendations include: 

Ç Focusing on panelistsô recognition and belief that Vermont local products are 

of high quality and are beneficial to the local economy.  

Ç Educating consumers on the actual costs of local foods and convenient ways 

to purchase them would be one way to eliminate the barriers of inconvenience 

and perception of high cost.  

Ç According to focus group feedback, the words óVermontô, ólocalô and ófreshô 

should be incorporated into a Buy Local slogan. 

Ç Strengthening the channels between institutions and local foods, so as to 

increase both consumption and awareness of local foods by the consumer.  
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Vermont Buy Local Focus Group Summary 
 

I. Introduction  

 

A. Background and Purpose 

 

In preparation for the Vermont Sustainable Agriculture Networkôs (SAN) Locally 

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 groups on behalf of SAN.  

 The purposes of these focus groups were to: 

 Gain insight into panelistsô attitudes, beliefs and experiences of ólocal foods.ô 

 Identify the ótriggersô and óbarriersô to purchasing local foods. 

 Collect consumer feedback on potential buy local slogans for the upcoming 

campaign. 

 

 

B. Methods and Procedures 

 

Based on information gained from the 2003 Food and Agricultural Vermonter 

Poll, consumers possessed varying definitions of the term ólocal food.ô For this reason, 

each focus group this discussion began by asking for examples, definitions and 

clarifications on what ólocalô is and why participants felt certain food products are 

defined as ólocal,ô while others are not. After discussing the panelistsô various definitions, 

clear pre-established definitions for ólocally grown foodô and ólocally produced foodô 

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, influences on, and locations to purchase locally grown and produced 

foods. A dot-exercise 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 voted 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 hours. Disagreement was encouraged 

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: 

 óInvolved consumerô (an individual familiar with the concept of a local food 

system or Community Supported Agriculture member) 

  óConventional shopperô (an individual who shopped most always at larger, chain 

grocers) 

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

 Low-income shopper.   

Each participant was given either $20 cash or a $25 gift certificate to the Gardenersô 

Supply Company.   
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C. Sample 

 

Six focus groups were held between May 12 and May 18, 2003. There were two 

focus groups held per region: Northeast Kingdom (Newport), Upper Valley (White River 

Junction), Chittenden County (Burlington).   The average age of the 33 panelists was 47 

years old.  Sixty-seven percent were female. Forty-nine percent of panelists stated that 

their household earned less than $20,000, while 13% 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. Six Key Discussion Topics: 

 

1. Respondentsô meanings of the term ólocalô pertaining to foods 

2. Identification 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 

 

 

II. Summary of Findings 

A.  Respondentsô Meanings of the term óLocalô Pertaining to Foods 

Each focus group began with an open discussion of the term ólocal.ô The purpose 

of beginning with this topic was to uncover discrepancies in individualsô definitions of 

the term ólocalô as the term relates to foods.  By gaining an understanding of how 

consumersô define ólocal,ô SAN will be able to understand the implications of using the 

term in a statewide campaign.  

Panelists were asked to list foods they described as ólocal,ô and then asked to 

explain why they would describe these foods as ólocal.ô Next, they explored their views 

of local food businesses and shared their criteria for defining a local food business. 

Finally, panelists were asked to consider the difference between ólocally grownô and 

ólocally produced foodsô and offer their own opinions and definitions for each. 

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 of local food business; 

a debate over the difference of locally grown and locally produced foods; and definitions 

of ólocal.ô  
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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, dairy 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 roadside 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 

help of labels or signs, that small independent stores, roadside stands and such carried 

mostly local produce.  When this assumption was challenged, participants admitted, ñthe 

only way you can know is if you ask.ò Panelists placed a high level of trust in roadside 

standsô verbal promise of offering local foods. Participants did not mention needing 

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

Labels were another indicator for defining local foods. If the label stated 

ñVermont,ò a local 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 defining a local food company was that it was based 

in Vermont. The group debated the relative importance of both the companiesô ownership 

and the origins of a productsô ingredients, as pertaining to the idea of a local business. 

These debates centered around companies whose 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 locally grown, ñItôs still local, what matters is that 

people are employed here.ò If locally owned franchises were part of a national chain, 
participants did not perceive them as local.  

 

3. Locally Grown vs. Locally Produced: 

 

Several times during the discussion, panelists 

used the term ólocalô for both locally grown and locally 

produced foods. When asked, most felt that there was a 

difference between the two terms, but that ultimately both 

were ólocalô and both terms had positive connotations.  

Panelists considered local foods to be fresh, of high 

quality and beneficial to the local economy.  

This being said, in this specific discussion 

Panelists considered 

local foods to be fresh, 

of high quality and 

beneficial to the local 

economy.  




