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Summary

Beneath all the excitement and hype, the food sector of the Austin economy extends far
beyond the latest hot restaurant or interesting trailer. Agricultural products have been
locally grown from the moment the city was founded, food manufacturing has been an area
of opportunity for local entrepreneurs for decades, and local grocery stores increasingly
serve residents as well as visitors (and have become tourist destinations themselves). This
report is concerned with economic development, which means that the focus is on the
portion of the above activity that either brings new money to Austin (making it primary
activity) or allows us to not have to buy products from elsewhere. This primary activity
related to food creates the total annual impacts outlined below.

Table 1: 2011 Economic Impact of the Food Sector in Austin ($Millions)

Agriculture $596.4 $264.8 $200.1 9,384 $5.18

Food Mfg. $737.9 $288.3 $133.7 4,519 $3.46

Food Distribution $331.4 $215.4 $29.2 781 $0.76

Groceries $449.1 $287.0 $34.1 1,187 $2.80

Eating & Drinking $1,988.1 $1,121.4 $623.2 27,680 $51.21
Conpmat | e | sues | sioms | @ | saa |
Source: TXP

The food sector in Austin touches every element of the community, although it has seldom
been identified directly as a source of economic growth and development. However, the
analysis and findings presented here suggest that view should be changed, and that food has
an economic impact commensurate with many other core aspects of the local economy.
Moreover, food is an area where Austin expresses itself. This has implications for our
external brand, but it also is important to local quality of life, and by extension the economy.
As TXP has written elsewhere, quality of life is an increasingly important factor in economic
development. This is especially the case in Austin, where there is a strong sense that its
elements come together in a unique and special way that serves to attract and retain both
residents and firms.

As was the case with the creative sector, the sum of the food sector is greater than the parts,
and the parts are interconnected. However, the ties could be stronger; if local farmers and
food artisans are able to produce and sell more to Austin consumers, restaurants, and
institutional buyers, each will benefit to the gain of the overall community. The challenge

is to identify the key actors, investments, policies, programs, and regulatory changes that can
create ongoing progress toward this goal.
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Overview

From our vantage point, the food sector in Austin (at least at the point of consumption),
appears to be taking its turn as the latest reason for the rest of the world to pay homage to
Central Texas. Not that the list of accolades isn’t already extensive. For example, Austin
took the top spot for the third year in a row on Forbes’ list of “America’s 20 Fastest Growing
Cities.” Forbes also thinks we’re the best city for Young People and Jobs. Kiplinger thinks
these trends will continue, naming Austin the best city for the Next Decade. According to the
Austin Business Journal, “Austin is home to some of the best events for entrepreneurs, it
hosts some of the best bars in America for beer seekers, has one of the best schools for
entrepreneurs, is hitched to some of the best food trucks, is home to one of the coolest co-
working joints, and the University of Texas stood strong on a list of the nation’s best colleges
for the dollar.” No wonder Austin has been named the No. 1 destination on the rise in the
United States by TripAdvisor. In that same vein, Southern Living summed up the local
restaurant scene recently on their website:

Austin's restaurant scene is as hot as its notorious summers. With a posse of star chefs
(Tyson Cole of Uchi and Uchiko; David Bull at Congress; Bryce Gilmore at Barley Swine;
James Holmes at Olivia and Lucy's Fried Chicken), there are ample opportunities to swill
and chomp in style. Barbecue groupies camp out at Franklin Barbecue, Aaron Franklin's
shrine to brisket. Top chef Paul Qui is poised to open his first brick and mortar
restaurant early next year. An increasingly bustling strip on South First Street provides
modern ethnic (Elizabeth Street Café for French Vietnamese, and Sway, a new Thai
restaurant), and smart bistros. Austin's hip East side serves up artisan bread, pretzels,
and craft beer (at Easy Tiger), East Asian food trucks, urban farm dinners, and cocktail
shrines. . . Add live music at every turn, tacos galore, and lethal margaritas and you’ll
see why locals are smitten with Austin’s indie style.

Beneath all the excitement and hype, the food sector of the Austin economy extends far
beyond the latest hot restaurant or trailer. Agricultural products have been locally grown
from the moment the city was founded, with the variety and quality available likely never
higher than at present. Food manufacturing has been an area of opportunity for local
entrepreneurs for decades, from soup makers to nut providers and everything in between,
while local grocery stores increasingly serve visitors as well as residents (and have become
tourist destinations themselves).

In light of the above, Austin City Council passed Resolution 20120802-072, which directs the
City Manager to conduct an economic impact analysis of urban agriculture and the local food
sector in the City of Austin. For these purposes, the local food sector includes agriculture,
food-related manufacturing & distribution, food consumed at home, eating & drinking
places, and food waste. This effort is concerned with economic development, which means
that the focus is on the portion of the above activity that either brings new money to Austin
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(making it primary activity) or allows us to not have to buy products from elsewhere (also
called import substitution — more on this later). Bearing this in mind, the structure of the
report is to provide context on the role that local food plays in the economy, develop an
economic impact assessment of each aspect of the food sector in Austin, provide overall
findings, and offer recommendations that can promote local food sector economic
development.

Local Food in Context

As human beings, food is central to our sense of identity. As described by anthropologist
Claude Fischler, the way any given human group eats helps it assert its diversity, hierarchy,
and organization, and at the same time, both its oneness and the otherness of whoever eats
differently. In a similar vein, followers of the local food movement promote the values and
benefits of consuming locally grown food in a collaborative effort to build more locally based,
self-reliant food systems. The systems are in direct contrast with the global industrial food
system, which has a much wider geographic reach. As we shall see in this section, defining
what constitutes “local” is complicated, and without a definitive answer.

In May 2010, the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) published a report Local
Food Systems: Concepts, Impacts, and Issues’. The report is a comprehensive literature
review of food systems in the United States, including ways to define local food, estimates of
market size, descriptions of local food consumers and producers, and some preliminary
estimates as to the economic and health impact of the local food movement. Information in
this section was primarily taken directly from this USDA report.

U.S. Food Production

Throughout most of human history, eating local was not a movement but a necessity, with
the vast majority of food bought and consumed grown locally. Up through the first half of
the 20" century, few foods in the United States were processed or packaged, and the
majority of fruits and vegetables, fish, and dairy products typically traveled less than a day to
market.’> For most communities, consumption of food was dictated by what was in season

locally.

! Fischler, Claude (June 1, 1988). Food, self, and identity. Social Science Information, Volume 27 (2) 275.

2 Martinez, Steve; Hand, Michael; Da Pra, Michelle; Pollack, Susan; Ralston, Katherine; Smith, Travis; Vogel,
Stephen; Clark, Shellye; Lohr, Luanne; Low, Sarah; and Newman, Constance (May, 2010). Local Food Systems:
Concepts, Impacts, and Issues. United States Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Report Number 97.

® Giovannucci, D; Barnham, E; and Pirog, R. (2010). Defining and Marketing “Local” Foods: Geographic Indications
for U.S. Products. Journal of World Intellectual Property, Special Issue: The Law and Economics of Geographical
Indications, Vol. 13, March 2010.
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After World War Il, regional and global specialization became the norm due in part to
improvements in refrigerated trucking and lower transportation costs. Now perishable items
such as meats, eggs, fruits, and vegetables could easily be transported across the country
and the globe at affordable prices. Regions began to specialize, based on their land and
climate, and mono-cropping (in the case of fruits and vegetable) and factory farming (in the
case of animal products) became the norm. For example, fruit and tree nut production
became concentrated in California and Florida because of their climate and environment.

As the U.S. consumer was exposed to a wider array of choice, consumer tastes and
preferences changed as well. Tropical fruits such as bananas, pineapples, mangos, and
papayas typically cannot be produced profitably in the U.S., but are regularly imported from
other countries due to consumer demand. Other factors have increased U.S. imports of food
products as well, including a growing immigrant population, improvements in shipping and
guarantine methods, and the implementation of free-trade agreements. Agricultural exports
have helped some farmers stay economically viable even in the face of changing domestic
demand. For example, because Americans consume fewer grapefruit products than in the
past, nearly half of all U.S. grapefruit was exported in the first decade of the 2000’s.

Today, the mainstream food production-distribution network starts on large, industrial
farms, where products are transported to a centralized facility for further packaging,
processing, and/or inspection, then transported nationally or internationally to finally reach
their destination. As farms have consolidated over the past 50 years, so has the food
processing industry. This means that food is transported over vastly greater distances, and
the production and processing of our food is in the hands of a relatively small number of
corporations.® This is in direct contrast to local food production-distribution networks, which
often start on smaller, sustainable family farms. Farm products are transported over shorter
distances, generally processed either on the farm itself, or with smaller processors.

According to the USDA report, there is an increasing demand for locally produced foods in
the U.S. Four out of five respondents to a 2006 national survey said they purchased fresh
produce directly from growers either occasionally or always. In another survey, half of
respondents said they purchased food directly from growers either via farmers’ markets,
joining a Community Supported Agriculture program (CSA), or buying direct from the farmer.

Interest in local food is the result of several movements. The environmental movement
considers the carbon footprint of food, and eschews long-distance transfer of food as
contributing to greenhouse gas emissions. The community food-security movement is
interested in providing access to healthy food for all income groups, and the Slow Food

* Local & Regional Food Systems. Grace Communications Foundation. Retrieved from http://www.gracelinks.org
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movement encourages traditional ways of growing, producing, and preparing foods. The
local food movement also reflects an interest in supporting local farmers and better
understanding where our food comes from. Regardless of the motivation, Americans are

increasingly drawn to consume local foods.

Defining Local

Whereas organic food has a legal definition, there is no universally accepted definition of
local food. In general, it refers to food that is grown (or raised) and harvested close to
consumers’ homes, then distributed over much shorter distances than is common in the
conventional global industrial food system. Using geography to define food as local can be
complicated, however. Federal law defines “local” as within 400 miles or inside the state,
whichever is less. A “locavore” is defined by the New Oxford American Dictionary as a
resident who tries to eat food only produced within a 100-mile radius. Others disagree with
the 100-mile radius, finding it either too broad or too restrictive. A 2008 survey found that
half of consumers surveyed described local as “made or produced within a hundred miles”
(of their homes), while another 37% described local as “made or produced in my state.””
Closer to home, Central Texas is home to 114 farms occupying over 9,400 acres that produce
vegetables, fruits, nuts, and livestock in the five county Austin MSA region (Bastrop, Caldwell,
Hays, Travis, and Williamson). In a 2011 report done for the Sustainable Food Center (SFC),
the author calls for a delineation of what constitutes the specific boundaries of the Central
Texas foodshed —i.e., what is “local” to the Austin area. It is not unreasonable to assume the
five county region is equivalent to local, however, as the primary market for their products is
in the Austin metropolitan area.®

Population density is a factor in determining what constitutes local, because what is
considered local in a sparsely populated area may be quite different from what constitutes
local in a more heavily populated region. The ability to eat locally can also vary depending on
the type region in question; people who live in areas that are agriculturally productive year-
round would have an easier time sourcing food that is grown or raised close to their homes

than people in cold or arid regions.

In addition to geographic proximity, some consumers identify sustainable production and
distribution practices as part of what defines local. Practices that fall under this definition
include reducing use of synthetic chemicals and energy-based fertilizers, and implementing
fair farm labor practices and promoting animal welfare.

® Local & Regional Food Systems. Grace Communications Foundation. Retrieved from http://www.gracelinks.org.
6 Banks, Karen (2011). Central Texas Foodshed Assessment, a report produced for the Sustainable Food Center.

Retrieved from http://www.sustainablefoodcenter.org/about.
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Who produced the food, or “the story behind it,” is another powerful identifier that many
associate with the local food movement. The personality and ethics of the grower, the
attractiveness of the farm and surrounding landscape and the size of the farm (smaller =
better) are other factors that make up the story behind the food. Ultimately, without any
standard definition from which to draw, it is up to individual consumers to determine what
“local” means to them.

Local Food Markets

Local food distribution networks rely on two primary markets: the direct-to-consumer
market, where transactions are conducted directly between the farmers and consumers, and
the direct-to-retail/foodservice market, where farmers sell directly to restaurants, retail
stores, and institutions such as hospitals and schools.

Direct-to-consumer

Direct-to-consumer sales of agricultural products account for a small, but fast-growing
segment of U.S. agriculture. In 2007, 6 percent of all farms in the U.S. sold $1.2 billion worth
of farm products directly to consumers, or 0.8 percent of agriculture sales (excluding non-
edible products). Venues for direct-to-consumer marketing of local foods include farmers’
markets, community supported agriculture (CSAs), farm stands, on-farm sales, and “pick your
own” operations. Farmers’ markets are communal spaces in which multiple farmers gather
to sell their farm products directly to consumers. Historically, they were the primary way to
sell fresh products in urban centers, but their significance gradually declined as cities grew
larger and more mobile. Farmers’ markets may be municipally or privately managed, and
may be seasonal or year-round. Farmers usually pay a vendor’s fee to participate, which can
take the form of a flat space fee, a membership fee for the entire season, or a fee based on
percentage of vendor sales. The USDA reported that the number of farmers’ markets
increased from 1,755 in 1994 to 7,864 in 2012.

Most of the markets are concentrated in densely populated areas of the Northeast, Midwest,
and West Coast. According to a 2006 survey, the most popular product category sold at
farmers’ markets was fresh fruits and vegetables (sold by 92 percent of vendors), followed by
herbs and flowers, and honey, nuts and preserves. It is important to note that not all
products sold at farmers’ markets are part of the local food system.

Looking at a sample of nine farmers’ markets in central Virginia is illustrative of the variation
in local food definitions. Four of the markets define “local” as goods grown or produced
within a 100-mile radius and in Virginia. Two markets required food to be grown within a 74-
mile radius, and one required food to be grown within the county. For the seven markets
with specific growing location requirements, site visits are conducted at five markets to
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verify compliance. One market had restrictions on reselling goods; a USDA survey said that
63 percent of farmers’ markets nationwide reported that vendors were required to sell only
the products they produced.

Figure 1: U.S. Farmer’ Market Growth, 1994-2012

1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012

Source: USDA, Agricultural Market Service, Farmers’ Market Survey

CSAs are programs in which consumers buy a share of a local farm’s projected harvest. The
idea originated in the 1960’s in Switzerland and Japan. Consumers are often required to pay
for their share of the harvest up front; this arrangement distributes the risks and rewards of
farming amongst both consumers and the farmer. Many CSA’s have adopted more flexible
payment schedules, offering two- to four-installment payment plans or payments on a
monthly basis. CSA participants often pick up their CSA shares in a communal location, or
the shares may be delivered directly to the customers.

Tens of thousands of families have joined CSAs, and in some areas of the country there is
more demand than there are CSA farms to fill it. The U.S. government does not track CSAs,
so there is no official count of how many CSAs there are in the U.S. However, LocalHarvest
(www.localharvest.org) has the most comprehensive directory of CSA farms, with over 4,000

listed in their grassroots database. The SFC Report indicated that as of 2007, there were 48
registered CSAs in the Central Texas region (based on the USDA Census of Agriculture).’
Edible Austin, a quarterly publication that promotes local food in Austin and Central Texas,
shows 22 CSAs listed on their website.?

7 Banks, Karen (2011). Central Texas Foodshed Assessment.
8 Edible Austin CSA’s, retrieved 3-4-13 from http://www.edibleaustin.com/content/csas-resources-108.
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Business organizations for CSAs include single farm, partnerships and farm cooperatives
(multiple farms), and limited liability corporations. An advantage of multi-farm CSAs is that
individual farms can specialize in production and pool their offerings to provide more variety
to customers. Nationally, the typical CSA offers a mix of between 8 and 12 types of produce
and herbs per week per shareholder during the growing season. Many CSAs offer non-
produce items for sale such as eggs, meat, and flowers. Twenty-nine percent of CSAs
surveyed did not produce all of their own products, with most reporting purchases from
other local growers.

A much smaller proportion of the direct-to-consumer market are options such as pick-your-
own (PYO) farms, on-site farm stands and stores, and community gardening. PYO operations
became popular in the 1930’s and 1940’s when produce prices were low and labor and
material costs were relatively higher. Some crops are better suited to PYO operations,
including berries, tomatoes, pumpkins, and Christmas trees. Roadside farm stands and on-
farm stores can either operate year round from a permanent structure or only during harvest
season from a truck, trailer or tent.

Community gardening, broadly defined, can be an urban, suburban, or rural garden that
grows flowers or vegetables. It can be one community plot, or can be many individual plots,
and can be located at a school, hospital, or in a neighborhood. According to the National
Gardening Association, 33 million households had a food garden at home, and 2 million had
one at the home of a friend, neighbor or relative, while 1 million participated in a traditional
community garden. In addition to benefitting the people who work the garden, community
gardens also benefit food banks, which often suffer from a lack of fresh vegetables. Research
also shows that gardening is correlated with increased awareness and consumption of fresh
fruits and vegetables and greater physical activity among children, urban adults, and seniors.

Direct-to-Retail/Foodservice Market

A growing component of local food systems are programs that provide farm products directly
to retail, foodservice, and institutions. These types of programs cut out the middlemen
involved in storing, processing, and/or transporting food destined for grocery and other retail
stores, restaurants, schools, hospitals, and other institutions. Some farmers rely on a “food
hub,” which is a centralized location where many farmers drop off their farm products for
distribution amongst multiple establishments. Most local food sold falls into this category.
According to USDA research, $5 billion in local foods were sold in 2007, but only $1.2 billion
of that was direct-to-consumer.

III

Grocery retailers promote local products as “special” or “premium” and tend to employ

common marketing strategies such as showing photographs of farmers or farm supplies.
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Fresh produce is the most popular local food item, followed by dairy and eggs. Small
independent grocery retailers are better positioned to incorporate local food as part of their
corporate identity. Grocers differ as to what they designate “local” — Whole Foods, for
example, has guidelines that vary from store to store. For Whole Foods, to be considered for
the local designation, products must have traveled less than a day (7 or fewer hours by car or
truck) from farm to store. However, most of its stores have established even shorter
maximum distances.

Some large retailers are getting into the local market as well. Wal-Mart and Safeway have
both expressed commitments to increase their focus on locally grown produce, and other
national retailers have launched local campaigns meant to highlight produce grown in a
particular state (“Fresh From Florida,” “Michigan’s Best,” etc.).

In 2006, Packaged Facts reported that 87 percent of fine-dining establishments served local
items, as did 75 percent of family dining and casual dining restaurants. Surveys conducted by
the National Restaurant Association show an increasing interest in local foods by restaurants
and their customers. In an annual survey of professional chefs from 2010, locally grown
produce ranked #1 in hot trends. Seventy percent of adults in the same survey reported they
were more likely to visit a restaurant that offered locally produced food items. In a survey of
restaurant chefs and food buyers, the vast majority promoted the use of local foods on their
menus or advertising materials, purchased ingredients directly from farmers or shopped at
farmers’ markets.

Farm to school programs are another growing component of the institutional market for
locally grown produce. These programs connect schools with local food producers with the
objectives of serving local, healthy food in school cafeterias; improving student nutrition;
providing agriculture, health, and nutrition education opportunities; and supporting local and
regional farmers. Figure 2 shows results of a 2012 web-based, nine-question survey sent to
representatives in all 50 states and the District of Columbia. The goal was to obtain basic
information about Farm to School activities in each state.
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Figure 2: Results from the 2011-2012 Farm to School Snapshot Survey

M Did nut respond to survey

D&ta hot avallable
= B Huve stste-wide policies that support Farm to Schoal
b 9 B No state-wide policles thet support Farm to School
.‘ ~ * Stata Agancy Support fora Farm to School Coordinator
’ * Maintain u listing af schools with Farm to Schaal programs

Source: National Farm to School Network, www.farmtoschool.org/publications

In a member survey of the School Nutrition Association, school food authorities were asked
about the extent they purchased local foods. Thirty-four percent of the 1,207 members
sampled answered yes, and 22 percent said they did not, but were considering doing so.
They also found that the largest districts were most likely to purchase local foods.

Characterizing Local Food Suppliers

In general, farmers engaged in direct marketing of local food are younger and more educated
than other farmers. Additionally, most farms that sell directly to consumers are small, and
generally have access to more profitable urban markets. Counties with the highest levels of
direct sales are concentrated in the urban corridors of the Northeast and the West Coast, as
shown in the figure below.
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Figure 3: Value of Direct Sales to Consumers by County (2007)

Legend 2
Median sales or less J \ AT )
$123,000 up to $1 million \
$1 million up to $2.5 million \K\\‘)
Bl $2 .5 million or more \;\ﬁ

Not available/disclosure issues

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

USDA data from 2007 show that direct-sales farms either located in metro counties or in
counties adjacent to metro counties accounted for 84 percent of all farms engaged in direct
sales. These farms earned nearly $1.1 billion in direct sales to consumers, or 89 percent of all
direct sales income.

In terms of products sold, vegetable and melon producers sold the highest percentage
directly to consumers (44 percent), with less for fruit and nut producers (17 percent),
livestock producers (7 percent), and other crop producers (2 percent). Fruit and nut
producers and vegetable and melon producers also earned higher direct sales per farm.

Today’s farm entrepreneur relies on direct sales to be a catalyst for other income-generating
on-farm entrepreneurial activities. According to the 2007 Census of Agriculture (Census), 14
percent of all farms participated in one or more of the following on-farm activities: direct
sales to consumers, value-added production of farm goods, custom-work, agritourism,
alternative energy production, sales of forest products, sales through community supported
agriculture, and organic production. Among direct-sale farms, 68 percent engaged in direct
sales alone, and earned $6,844 per farm. Conversely, 2 percent of direct-sales farms
engaged in three additional on-farm entrepreneurial activities, and averaged $28,651 in
direct sales per farm, or four times that of farms engaged in direct sales only.
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According to the Census, about 8,700 farms in the Austin MSA covered 1.7 million acres
during 2007, putting average farm size right at about 200 acres. Livestock accounted for 70
percent of all sales, while the bulk of local agricultural activity was in Williamson County, with
just over 61 percent.

Table 1: Agriculture in the Austin MSA: 2007 Census

mm Total Sales Crop Sales Livestock Sales

Bastrop 402,079 2,207 $38,188,000 $10,896,000 $27,292,000
Caldwell 304,737 1,421 $47,033,000 $7,463,000 $39,570,000
Hays 235,568 1,136 $11,452,000 $4,787,000 $6,665,000
Travis 262,481 1,214 $22,833,000 $15,411,000 $7,422,000
Williamson 541,618 2,728 $190,391,000 $54,513,000 $135,878,000

1,746,483 8,706 | $309,897,000 | $93,070,000 | $216,827,000

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture

Local food market development can be hindered by substantial barriers to market entry and
expansion. Some of the problems that local food producers or their customers experience,
according to the USDA report, include:
From the farmer’s perspective:
e Difficulty meeting demands for high volume, consistent quality, timely deliveries, and
out-of-season availability.
e Significant costs of direct marketing and on-farm processing, especially related to
time and labor.
e Risk when selling in local markets of low sales volume, competition from other local
sellers with same product, rejection based on quality requirements, inability to meet
specifications or logistical requirements, and buyers backing out of contracts.

From the customer’s perspective:
e Year-round availability, local and state regulations, working with multiple vendors,
obtaining adequate supply, reliable food quality, and on-time delivery.
e Limited knowledge of what products are available locally and at what times of year.
e Finding farmers who have the needed product, price, and delivery capacity.

e Inefficiencies in ordering, delivery and billing.

Small local farmers can pool resources and diversify tasks within the supply chain to
overcome some of these barriers. Providing a “one-stop shopping” experience for
institutional buyers, such as schools, can increase the likelihood of success. Using a third
party intermediary to pack, distribute, or ship local products is another way to increase the
volume of local food sold.
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In addition to the above-mentioned barriers, lack of infrastructure has a direct effect on
production capacity. As mentioned in the USDA report,

The local food supply chain lacks mid-scale, aggregation and distribution systems that
move local food into mainstream markets in a cost-effective manner. Lack of
investment capital for supply chain infrastructure such as vehicles, temperature-
controlled storage facilities, and processing plants can be a significant barrier to
starting local aggregation and distribution businesses.

Despite interest in regional foods, institutional food buyers in particular are hampered by
current ordering methods, complicated logistics, unreliable supply and on-time delivery.
School systems, which rely on a steady supply of precooked food, are often unprepared to
handle foods that come directly from farms due to limited storage and processing facilities at
schools, and the extra preparation time required for unprocessed produce.

The inability to trace farmers’ products that have been pooled with others is another barrier.
Without the ability to trace, buyers must assume higher levels of risk and liability in cases of
foodborne illness. However, traceability requirements are often cost-prohibitive for small
producers. Buyers have also complained about farmers’ lack of expertise and training in
areas such as risk management (related to weather, pests, etc.), quality inconsistencies, food
safety liability, and fluctuating input prices. In order for local food systems to grow, many
believe that leadership and training for young farmers is a necessary first step.

Lastly, regulations with regard to food safety and processing are often unclear, and confusing
for farmers. Federal, state, county, and municipal rules may not always mesh perfectly, so
what is considered “voluntary” as a food safety requirement by the Federal Government may
not be interpreted as such by state enforcing officials.

Characterizing Local Food Demand

The local food movement has captured the attention of American consumers, producers,
food marketers, and policymakers. In this section, we summarize the USDA report’s reasons
for interest in local food markets from the perspective of the consumer, restaurants, and
food retailers.
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Consumers

Several national studies have examined the characteristics, perceptions, and attitudes of
local food buyers. Participants in a 2009 national study cited the following reasons for
buying local:’

e Freshness (82 percent)

e Support for local economy (75 percent)

e Knowing the source of the product (58 percent)
Two national studies found that local food consumers are socioeconomically diverse’®,
while other studies have found local food buyers to be higher-earning, higher-educated
professionals.’” Characteristics common to consumers buying local food were those who
enjoy cooking, growing a food garden, frequenting health food stores, and purchasing
organic food. Interestingly, environmental and health-related attitudes were not cited as
important reasons for those buying local foods. Other studies indicated that local food
consumers tended to be female, older, more educated, higher income earners, and members
of environmental groups.” CSA membership was found to be positively linked to higher
education, a preference for organic products, and finding out about CSA via word-of-mouth.
Consumers who don’t buy local do so due to difficulty finding local food markets, limited
accessibility, limited awareness of farmers’ market locations, inconvenience, and high prices.
CSA membership is deterred by a lack of product choice and the amount of produce
provided, as well as transportation and inconvenience of pickup place and/or time. Time-
constraining factors (such as having children under the age of 18) affect this decision more
than income level does.

Other studies have creatively measured the additional premium that consumers would be
willing to pay for locally produced foods in ten states.* Products in the studies included
produce (potatoes, strawberries, and salad greens), animal products (beef and pork), and
value added products (syrup, salsa, blueberry products, and applesauce). The results of the

° Food Marketing Institute (2009). U.S. Grocery Shopper Trends, Food Marketing Institute: Arlington, VA.

10 Keeling-Bond, J., Thilmany, D., and Bond, C. (2009). What Influences Consumer Choice of Fresh Produce
Purchase Location? Journal of Agricultural and Applied Economics, 41(1):61-74.

1 Zepeda, L. and Li, J. (2006). Who Buys Local Food? Journal of Food Distribution Research, Vol. 37, pp. 1-11.
2 Eor example: Eastwood, D.B., Brooker, J.R., and Gray, M.D. (March, 1999). Location and Other Market
Attributes Affecting Farmers’ Market Patronage: The Case of Tennessee. Journal of Food Distribution Research,
Vol. 30, pp. 63-72.

B For example: Brown, C. (2003). Consumers’ Preferences for Locally Produced Food: A Study in Southeast
Missouri, American Journal of Alternative Agriculture, Vol. 18, pp. 213-224.

14 Colorado, Ohio, Tennessee, Louisiana, Michigan, South Carolina, Kentucky, Pennsylvania, Maine, and West
Virginia, as well as New England.
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studies that measured the magnitude of the willingness to pay are in the following figure.
Variation in the results could be due to differences in study methodologies, but may be also
due to product perishability, base price, and regional differences in attitudes toward food.

Figure 4: Premium (%) Consumers Are Willing to Pay for Local Foods

Pennsylvania applesauce
Florida fresh produce

South Carolina animal products
South Carolina produce
Michigan greens

Louisiana strawberries

New England specialty products
Ohio strawberries

Colorado potatoes

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service compiled from various studies.

The USDA report also summarizes the results of studies that examined the determinants of
willingness to pay for locally produced food. In summary, the studies suggest that the
purchase of local food is widespread, and willingness to pay a premium is not limited to
consumers with higher incomes, but rather to consumers who placed a higher importance on
quality, nutrition, the environment, and helping farmers in their state. Not surprisingly,
when testing differences in knowledge, consumers who knew more about agriculture,
nutrition, and the environment are more likely to pay for locally produced food.

Restaurants and Institutions

From a restaurant’s perspective, local products add consumer appeal and allow them to
stand out from the competition. Chefs also buy locally produced foods for quality and
freshness, to access unique products, and to support local businesses. Being located in an
agricultural region increased the likelihood a restaurant would buy local. For institutions,
such as schools, buying foods that are free of pesticides was a primary reason they
purchased locally grown produce, as well as a desire for increased consumption of fruits and
vegetables.
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In a survey of buyers for foodservice establishments, reasons for purchasing locally grown
food included:™

e Locally grown foods have higher or better quality.

e Locally grown products are fresher.

e Positive relationships have developed with producers.

e Customer requests have been received for locally grown products, especially after
carrying local foods for a period of time.

e The availability of unique or specialty products.

Food Retailers

Unlike the interest researchers have shown in the local preferences of consumers, there are
few studies on retailers’ perspectives on local food. In a study of seven grocery store
owners, they reported that locally grown food is a growing trend that is important to
consumers and their organizations.’® Most perceived that consumer interest derived from
“their preference for high-quality fresh produce, and concerns about the local economy, food
safety, chemical use, and genetic engineering.”

In another study, it was reported that both farmers and retailers believe that increased
opportunities exist for selling more local foods if larger grocers began to source more local
farm products.”’” Consumers valued local foods for both their social and food quality
benefits. Social benefits included support for the local economy and environmental benefits.
Quality benefits included freshness, taste, and high quality.

Lastly, a number of large food retailers such as Safeway, Ahold, and Delhaize have included
local food procurement as part of their reported corporate social responsibility (CSR)
activities.® This interest in local food is seen as positively differentiating themselves from

the competition.

 Food Processing Center (2003). Approaching Foodservice Establishments With Locally Grown Products,

University of Nebraska-Institute of Agriculture and Natural Resources, Lincoln, NE.

16 Guptill, A., and Wilkins, J.L. (2002). Buying into the Food System: Trends in Food Retailing in the U.S. and

Implications for Local Foods, Agriculture and Human Values, Vol. 19, pp. 39-51.

7 Lawless, G. et al (1999). The Farmer-Food Buyer Dialogue Project, UNCC Occasional Paper No. 13, University of

Wisconsin-Madison Center for Cooperatives, Madison, WI.

18 . S , . . -
Corporate social responsibility reports are voluntary reports of a company’s social and environmental activities,

with accompanying financial information.
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Food Waste

According to the 2011 Austin Resource Recovery Zero Waste Master Plan (the Plan), an
equally important element of the food system is in waste materials.”® Food is a major
portion of the Nation’s waste stream yet it is also a valuable resource that can be used to
protect soil and water or grow Austin’s next generation of crops. Organics, such as yard
trimmings, food scraps, compostable food-soiled paper and untreated wood, are the largest
fraction of the national waste stream, representing more than 47 percent of materials
currently disposed in landfills based on a national average. When buried in a landfill,
organics do not break down as they would in nature or in a compost pile, and so in the
process become the number one source of human-caused methane released into the
atmosphere. Other research efforts show adding nutrient-rich compost made from food
scraps to the area’s soils helps it retain water, reducing need for additional watering.

Figure 5: Food Recovery Hierarchy

Feed Hungry People
Feed Animals

Source: USDA

Diverting these organics from Austin’s waste stream is a key element of the Plan. There are
many higher uses to consider instead of disposing food waste in landfills or through
incineration. Both the EPA and United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) recommend
the hierarchy in Figure 5 to make the most of excess food.

Yard trimmings and food waste organics are generated through residential settings,
commercial buildings, professional gardeners, food processors, restaurants, grocers, bars,
school cafeterias and landscapers. Given this large variety of sources, as well as the varied
collection methods available, the Austin Resource Recovery (ARR) Department is pursuing
alternative methods to divert organics from the waste stream, in addition to traditional
large-scale collection and processing methods. Working with stakeholders, ARR has several
initiatives underway and is in the planning stages to address organic waste. For example,

 http://austintexas.gov/sites/default/files/files/Trash_and_Recycling/MasterPlan_Final_12.30.pdf
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starting in January 2013, approximately 7,900 curbside residential City customers in five pilot
areas began receiving weekly collection of organic materials that allows food scraps to be
included in the weekly curbside collection of yard trimmings. Depending on how the pilot
areas perform, additional households could be added, with the goal providing curbside
organics collection to every ARR curbside customer by 2016.

Modeling the Economic Impact of Austin Food

As discussed in the introduction, an economic impact study should focus on net gains to the
community. In this case, that means activity that either produces products that are sold
outside the local area or become substitutes for locally-consumed goods made elsewhere,
and products sold to visitors. Collectively, this is known as primary economic activity. The
following provides detail by sector of the food economy on how the inputs for the economic
impact model were derived.

Estimates of Direct Impact

Agriculture

2007 Census of Agriculture estimates for Austin MSA were grown forward to 2011 by the
national growth rate for Agriculture, with 2007 Economic Census and Census of Agriculture
ratios then used to derive estimates of payroll/income and employment as a function of
gross sales. Note that income includes government subsidy payments, as federal dollars
flowing to Austin are net new local money. Also noteworthy is the fact that total MSA
Agriculture sales during 2007 were reported at approximately $310 million (two-thirds of
which was Livestock); direct MSA sales to customers were reported at $1.3 million. Based on
that, Austin MSA residents consumed about $0.82 worth of direct agricultural products in
2007; the national average was $4.02.

Food Manufacturing

2011 Austin MSA Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW) detailed employment
and wage data for NAICS codes that comprise Food Manufacturing was crossed against 2007
Economic Census ratios to derive gross sales estimates.

All Agriculture and Food Manufacturing is counted as net new spending; while some
inevitably is consumed by locals, the fractional amount is likely offset by the fact that locally-
produced goods provide import substitution.

Distribution and Visitor Spending

Total Distribution was calculated using the same sources and approach as Food
Manufacturing. Dean Runyon and Associates, as part of contract with State of Texas,
provides annual Austin MSA estimates of Visitor Spending for both Food at Home (Grocery
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Stores) and Eating & Drinking Places (Restaurants, Bars, etc.). Those figures collectively were
approximately $1.3 billion during 2011. Meanwhile, the Texas Comptroller’s Office tracks
total gross sales (unaudited) estimates for each sector for the Austin MSA, which totaled
approximately $8.6 billion during 2011. Therefore, visitor food and drink spending was
equivalent to about 15 percent of the total. This figure is consistent with a separate
methodology developed using the Consumer Expenditure Survey to estimate what Austin
MSA residents would be expected to spend on food and drink versus the actual total, with
the delta assumed to come from spending by those who reside outside the area. The actual
Dean Runyon estimates were used as inputs for Grocery and Eating and Drinking; the 15
percent ratio was applied to the Total Distribution figure.

Table 2: Total Austin MSA Activity in Food-Related Sectors (2011)

2011 Totals Sales ($Millions) Payroll ($Millions) Employment

Agriculture $350.1 $88.4 5,972

Food Manufacturing $454.4 $58.9 1,927

Food Distribution $1,228.2 $111.2 2,179

Groceries $5,072.2 $419.9 16,658

Eating & Drinking $3,509.6 $1,170.9 69,875
Source: TXP

Total sales activity in Austin MSA food-related sectors exceeded $10.6 billion last year, along
with slightly less than 100,000 jobs. The bulk of this activity serves retail consumers, either in
grocery stores or restaurant bars, as these segments account for about 90 percent of the
total.

Table 3: Primary Austin MSA Activity in Food-Related Sectors (2011)

Inputs to Impact Model Sales ($Millions) Payroll (SMillions) Employment

Agriculture $350.1 $88.4 5,972

Food Manufacturing $454.4 $58.9 1,927

Food Distribution $182.9 $16.6 324

Visitor Groceries $239.0 $19.8 785

Visitor Eating & Drinking $1,039.0 $346.6 20,686
Source: TXP

Per the discussion above concerning primary industries, all of the Austin MSA activity in
agriculture and food manufacturing is counted toward modeling food’s economic impact.
However, only the share of distribution and consumer food-related spending that can be
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attributed to those who live outside the community is what is appropriate for economic
impact modeling, which in this case is again about 15 percent of the total for distribution,
grocery stores, and eating & drinking places. As a result, while consumer-related is still the
majority of primary food-related activity in Austin, its share drops closer to 70 percent of the
primary food-related jobs in Austin.

Economic Impact Methodology

In an input-output analysis of new economic activity, it is useful to distinguish three types of
expenditure effects: direct, indirect, and induced. Direct effects are production changes
associated with the immediate effects or final demand changes. The payment made by an
out-of-town visitor to a hotel operator is an example of a direct effect, as would be the taxi
fare that visitor paid to be transported into town from the airport.

Indirect effects are production changes in backward-linked industries caused by the changing
input needs of directly affected industries — typically, additional purchases to produce
additional output. Satisfying the demand for an overnight stay will require the hotel
operator to purchase additional cleaning supplies and services, for example, and the taxi
driver will have to replace the gasoline consumed during the trip from the airport. These
downstream purchases affect the economic status of other local merchants and workers.

Induced effects are the changes in regional household spending patterns caused by changes
in household income generated from the direct and indirect effects. Both the hotel operator
and taxi driver experience increased income from the visitor’s stay, for example, as do the
cleaning supplies outlet and the gas station proprietor. Induced effects capture the way in
which this increased income is in turn spent in the local economy.

Figure 6: The Flow of Economic Impacts

Direct + Indirect + Induced S| Total Impact

Once the ripple effects have been calculated, the results can be expressed in a number of
ways. Four of the most common are “Output,” equivalent to sales; “Value-Added,” which
describes the difference between a firm’s top-line revenue and its cost of goods sold
(exclusive of labor-related costs); “Earnings,” which represents the compensation to
employees and proprietors; and “Employment,” which refers to permanent, full-time jobs
that have been created in the local economy. The interdependence between different
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sectors of the economy is reflected in the concept of a “multiplier.” An output multiplier, for
example, divides the total (direct, indirect and induced) effects of an initial spending injection
by the value of that injection —i.e., the direct effect.

In this analysis, the aggregate economic activity multiplier for the entire food sector is 1.86,
meaning that a dollar of direct activity creates an additional $0.86 of indirect and induced
activity. That $1.86 in turn creates $0.99 in value-added, and $0.46 in wages. On the jobs
side, the multiplier for the local food sector is 1.46, meaning that every two direct jobs create
approximately one additional job through the indirect and induced effects.

Summary Results

In 2011, the food sector of Austin’s economy (including the multiplier effects) accounted for
just over $4.1 billion in total economic activity, $2.2 billion in value-added, earnings of S1
billion in labor compensation, over $63 million in City tax revenues, and over 43,500
permanent jobs. These figures are impressive, and rival the impact of many other core
elements of the local economy (the creative sector, by comparison, collectively accounts for
$4.35 billion in annual economic activity). Within individual segments, agriculture was
responsible for just over 21 percent of the total jobs, manufacturing and distribution
contributed another 12 percent, and the balance is attributed to the impact of visitor
spending on retail food and at restaurants and bars. See Appendix 1 for detailed results.

Table 4: Total Austin MSA Food Sector Economic Impacts in 2011 ($Millions)

Agriculture $596.4 $264.8 $200.1 9,384 $5.18
Food Mfg. $737.9 $288.3 $133.7 4,519 $3.46
Food Distribution $331.4 $215.4 $29.2 781 $0.76
Groceries $449.1 $287.0 $34.1 1,187 $2.80
Eating & Drinking $1,988.1 $1,121.4 $623.2 27,680 $51.21
oot | a0z | 209 | 103 | w0 | s
Source: TXP
Findings

The findings that follow are based on evaluation of data, industry and overall economic
trends, input from local stakeholders, literature and best practices review, and interviews
and field visits with industry experts and organizations outside Austin. The goal, as in all
TXP economic development studies, was to identify significant themes leading to
recommendations that translate into action.
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Finding #1

The role of food in the local economy is intertwined across sectors and industries.

If the food sector of the economy is seen as a pyramid, then local agriculture represents the
peak, while food consumption by visitors provides the broad base. The economic impact
figures document this finding, as the dollar value of locally-grown food sold directly for
consumption (approximately $1.3 million in 2007, according to the Census) is literally a
thousand times smaller than tourist food spending (close to $1.3 billion that same year).
However, this “food pyramid” cannot be easily deconstructed, as substantial part of the
appeal for visitors is a sense that the food and drink they consume is grown, processed, or
provided by a local source. This is a crucial point, and reinforces the need to see the local
food sector holistically.

Finding #2

“Local food” is a powerful brand that means different things to different people at
different points along the food chain.

While the “local” brand is increasingly powerful when applied to Austin food, it means
different things to different people. Over the course of a number of conversations with
stakeholders in the area, the responses to the question “what do you think of when you hear
the expression ‘Austin food’?” ranged from “locally-produced using sustainable growing
practices” for some whose focus is agriculture to “[insert the name of locally-owned, iconic
restaurant here]” for those with a local small business orientation to “the trailer that serves
eggrolls with corn tortilla wrappers” for those who are Keeping It Weird to “Mexican and
BBQ!” for the old school set. The point, consistent with the first finding, is that the phrase
“Austin food” is a big tent that touches every part of the community, with the common
denominator that it is valuable and important across the spectrum.

Finding #3

Austin’s burgeoning food scene is garnering external attention, reinforcing the overall
tourism value proposition.

The introduction to this report outlined some of the external attention being paid to Austin
food. In order to take it a step further, TXP contracted with I&0 Communications to use the
social media analytical tools at their disposal to evaluate the nature and scope of the
conversation. The findings (more fully outlined in Appendix 3) were interesting; it appears
that the majority of the discussion on the Austin food scene now takes place outside Austin,
and that interest spikes in and around major Austin tourist events and/or mention of Austin
food in other media. While none of that is especially surprising, it does document that the
food sector is an important element of the overall tourism asset package (along with visitor
food spending accounting for slightly less than $2.5 billion in economic impact last year), and
that social media and more traditional channels actually serve to reinforce each other for
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these purposes. Even more evidence of the role of food in tourism: the listing of food events
recently by the Austin American-Statesman that are explicitly part of South by Southwest®
(SXSwe).

Finding #4

Strong demand creates substantial room for growth and economic development in the
local food sector.

The appeal of Austin food to visitors is evident in the impact figures and the media attention
(both social and traditional) that has surged in recent years. At the same time, conversations
with chefs, retailers, and institutional buyers all reinforce the notion that consumer desire for
local products, per the value of the “Austin food” brand in its many forms, is very strong. As
a result, economic development efforts across this sector likely would bear fruit. Further
expanding demand and growing supply will yield much greater overall economic activity in
this space, with the additional benefit of hopefully causing prices to drop, creating net gains
for all concerned.

Finding #5

Locally-produced food has larger multiplier effects than food “imported” from outside the
region that is consumed in Austin.

Significant time and energy has been devoted in recent years to documenting the fact that
“local” economic activity has a larger impact on the regional economy than alternatives that
rely more extensively on inputs procured from outside the trade area. Simply put, local
production (or local processing, in the case of food manufacturing) means that more money
stays in the region (i.e., has a higher multiplier) than would otherwise be the case, yielding a
larger overall local economic impact. As with much economic thinking, this is hardly a novel
concept, as developing nations have made import substitution, where economic
development focuses on domestically producing goods and services currently provided by
overseas firms, a cornerstone of trade policy for centuries. The same approach applies here,
and properly implemented, can have similar positive effects. An important caveat is to retain
the idea of comparative advantage, where nations or regions produce what they do well
relative to their competitors. The translation: it likely makes little sense to attempt to grow
agricultural products locally (at least using conventional techniques) that are not well-suited
to Central Texas growing conditions. However, expansion of cost-competitive agriculture, as
well as increased food-related processing and production, is a logical economic development
target. This is especially true in light of Finding #4, and points toward the policy
recommendations that follow.
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Finding #6

In spite of Austin’s bounty, issues related to hunger and food access remain.

While the focus of this report is on food sector-related economic impact and economic
development, there clearly are much broader issues related to food that have community
implications. The SFC Report provides substantial documentation of the interaction between
hunger and food access.” To quote from the Introduction:

According to a report by Feeding America and the Capital Area Food Bank (CAFB),
between 200,900 and 368,800 people seek help from the CAFB annually. Of those
households receiving services from CAFB, only 24.5 percent are employed, 78.3 percent
have income below 130 percent of the federal poverty level, 80 percent are food
insecure, and only 26 percent receive Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program
(SNAP) benefits.”

Further information that illuminates the issues and some of their implications can be found
in Appendix 5, which includes maps. Specific programs to explicitly address these issues are
beyond the scope and expertise of this project, but economic development efforts that lead
to wider availability of fresh food at lower costs inevitably will have positive community
effects beyond the economic gains that accrue to producers, processors, and consumers.

Recommendations

The following recommendations are based on the findings articulated above. In general,
these should be viewed as providing general guidance, rather than outlining a specific
program of work. By the same token, some are directed towards the City, while others might
be implemented by the City in conjunction with other organizations, and some may occur
entirely without direct City involvement.

Recommendation #1

Conduct detailed feasibility analysis related to creating a permanent food market(s), and a
food hub(s).

Responds to Findings: 1-6

Permanent food markets and food hubs could well speak to all of the major findings of this
report, as they offer the possibility of enhancing the Austin food sector in a way that appeals
to both tourists and locals. In that context, the field visits to the Pacific Northwest were eye-
opening in many ways, perhaps none more so than in visiting the markets and organizations
that provide a bridge between local producers and customers. 21 Acres Center for Local

2 Available at http://www.sustainablefoodcenter.org/about/reports.
! Data originally drawn from Hunger in America 2010: Local Report Prepared for The Capital Area Food Banks of
Texas, Inc. by Mabil, et al. Available at http://cafbtx.convio.net/site/DocServer/4408.
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Food & Sustainable Living is a comprehensive campus with a farm, school, food hub,
commercial kitchen, market and green-built facility outside Seattle.”” The site is the first
operating, community-oriented food hub in the region and serves as an aggregation and
distribution site for Seattle and Tacoma deliveries of food produced in the region. It helps
local farms grow their profitability by providing a central point of purchase and reducing
travel time. The Puget Sound Food Network, which is associated with 21 Acres, supports
increased production, distribution and consumption of regionally produced foods. »

Included in members services:

o weekly list of products for direct sale to increasing number of independent
producers, commercial and institutional buyers, and logistical partners in the Puget
Sound region;

e discounts on popular Northwest Agriculture Business Center (NABC) workshops and
invitations to participate in marketing events; and

e exclusive access to online network to list or locate products, post photos, and reach
potential customers or vendors.

Collectively, 21 Acres and the Puget Sound Food Network serve as the connection between
farmers, small scale processors, and local consumers. This is an important function that
could add substantial value in Austin. Restaurants, institutional buyers, and other food
retailers all expressed interest is some type of centralized local food market; business form
(cooperative, for-profit, 501c3, or something else) and location (physical, virtual or some

combination) are yet to be determined.

Pike Place Market in Seattle, by contrast, is one of the premier permanent markets in the
nation. Operating since the early 1900s, Pike Place hosts 90-120 farmers and artisans in a
central urban public market, as well as being home to permanent restaurants and shops
(including the original Starbucks and Sur La Table) that collectively account for over $100
million in sales annually. Approximately 60 percent of the 10 million annual patrons are
tourists (including 900,000 from cruise ships). Organized as a redevelopment authority, Pike
Place owns and manages 14 buildings on 9 acres, including 350 affordable apartments for
seniors, a child-care center and senior center, and medical clinic. Some keys to their success

include:

z http://21acres.org/farm-to-table/regional-food-hub-at-21-acres
2 http://www.psfn.org/index.php
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e easy access via public and alternative transportation (bus, street car, walking, bikes);

e the presence of major retail outlets, fish markets, and restaurants that pay premium
rent (i.e., Sur La Table, etc.); and,

e working with day vendors to make sure they gross sufficient revenue ( $500-
$800/day) to be worth the effort.

Several important lessons emerged. First, there is no real “one-size fits all” approach to
creating food hubs or permanent markets, and additional analysis and research would be
necessary to determine the appropriate mix, location(s), and scale of efforts for Austin. This
may or may not involve the City. In Portland, for example, the approximately 45 markets are
privately developed, owned and managed, although they do rely on the city for assistance
with parking and other regulatory issues. However, these are not permanent markets, and so
do not enjoy either the infrastructure or market presence of Pike Place. In terms of the
“product mix” in the market, it was clear that the relationship between day vendors and
larger, permanent tenants was very much one of synergy - visitors are drawn to the ever-
changing diversity of products from day vendors and then extend their stay for a meal or to
go shopping for home goods, to the benefit of all. This interconnection likely would
translate, suggesting a diversity of both providers and product offerings would be
appropriate. Animportant caveat to this view is that, in order to maximize the value, the
overall experience must feel authentic to Austin.

Recommendation #2

Identify infrastructure, facilities, and programs that could further support local food
manufacturing/processing.

Responds to Findings: 1,2,4,5

Food processing traditionally (at least in the most recent sense) is largely about economies of
scale, wide-spread distribution, and a focus on cost-competitiveness. However, the artisan
movement has created demand for not only locally-sourced agriculture, but small-batch
value-added products made locally as well. While Austin hosts a range of successful
processed food entrepreneurs (such as Lamme’s Candies, Sweet Leaf Tea, Tito’s Vodka, etc.)
additional resources related to business development and processing capacity could make
the situation even better. An example of this type of resource is the Oregon State Food
Innovation Center in Portland, which provides comprehensive technical assistance to start-up
food manufacturers. Faculty and staff work with clients on product development, nutrition
analysis and sourcing of ingredients, packaging, food safety, marketing and distribution.
Contract processing facilities seems to be an area of opportunity as well, as there does not
appear to be a slaughterhouse in the Austin area focused on smaller-scale producers.
Overall, the basic idea is to bring the same kind of business support and networks (including
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financing) that have sprung up around technology-related activity in Austin to the food

sector, in the process creating additional infrastructure related to food manufacturing.

Recommendation #3

Work to make vacant lands available for urban agriculture.

Responds to Findings: 1-6

The map that follows illustrates land within the City that currently has an agricultural

exemption (marked in green). Collectively, these 535 parcels account for approximately

8,000 acres, about 4 percent of Austin’s total land mass. This does not necessarily mean that

all of that land is being used for urban agriculture, as properties that have an ag exemption

often are not actually working farms. Moreover, the average size is 15 acres; below that size,

there apparently can be issues with appraisal standards that can interfere with securing the

exemption. Texas State Representative Eddie Rodriguez, who founded the bipartisan Farm

to Table caucus at the Texas Legislature, has introduced legislation that might alleviate that

situation.”* Meanwhile, the City has begun the process of investigating what has been done

elsewhere to make vacant lands available for urban agriculture. See Appendix 4 for more

information.

Figure 7: Ag Exempt Parcels in the City of Austin
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Source: Travis County Appraisal District, TXP

* 1B 1306 of 83" Regular Session of the Texas Legislature, details available at http://www.capitol.state.tx.us
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Recommendation #4

Investigate and promote resources to provide economic development support to local
farmers.

Responds to Findings: 1-5

A range of resources exist that can provide financial and technical support to urban farming.
For example, the USDA has recently announced a new micro-lending program that makes
available up to $35,000 at competitive interest rates for operating expenses. Terms are
somewhat flexible, although repayment must occur within seven years. Meanwhile, the
Texas A&M Agrilife Extension Service makes available locally their Strong Starts: Urban
Farming 101 series “to teach new and aspiring small acreage farmers with an interest in
sustainable methods.” According to their annual report, 35 participants from 11 Central
Texas counties attended last year, with “most owning five acres or less.” Seminar topics
included business and marketing strategies; appropriate vegetable and fruit varieties;
techniques and strategies for urban farms; a site visit to a local urban farm, and resources
available to small farmers including TDA, USDA-NRCS, and USDA-FSA. The report states that
“participants reported increased knowledge and intention to implement best management
practices. 95 percent gained understanding of business planning and marketing strategies for
small farming operations, and nearly 70 percent reported planning to utilize creative,
community-centered income streams, such as holding farm camps, hosting special events, or
adding a small Bed and Breakfast facility to their operations. One participants comment was:
“Very good experience led by capable experts. Considering this was the first of its kind, very
well done. This should be replicated in the counties surrounding all large metropolitan

areas.”

Beyond these resources, the market-related recommendations outlined above could have a
measurable impact on increasing demand for local food and improving market conditions for
local farmers and artisans. Zoning and regulation also is an issue, with Portland an example
of a regulatory environment that better accommodates urban agriculture and farm stands.
Finally, additional focused technical assistance around business planning, securing financing,
etc. could be provided through the City’s Small Business Development office.

Recommendation #5

Explore ways to use mobile vendors to mitigate access issues in certain parts of the
community.

Responds to Finding: 6

As discussed above it’s clear that access and affordability issues around fresh food remain for
many segments of our community. There are a range of ideas on how best to deal with this
problem (such incentivizing grocery stores, expanding the footprint of community gardens
and farmer’s markets, SNAP multiplier programs, subsidized public transportation to expand
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access, etc.) that have either been implemented or explored elsewhere. However, mobile
vendors appear to be a largely untried idea locally that could be part of the answer. In
Portland, My Street Grocery is a community mobile grocer that sees itself as “a traveling
farmers market or a mini grocery story on wheels.” Another interesting version of this model
is New York City’s Green Cart initiative. Since 2008, the ci