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Local Food Systems in North-Central Florida: 

Consumer Characteristics and Economic Impacts 

 

Executive Summary 

Direct and intermediated marketing of food products to local consumers in the United States has developed 

rapidly over the past 10 years, in response to concerns about food safety and quality, and local economic 

development, however, the characteristics of local food systems have not been widely studied. With support of a 

research grant, a public mail survey was conducted with a random sample of 2,500 households in a ten-county  

region of north-central  Florida to document local food purchasing patterns and economic impacts, and attitudes 

toward local foods. Usable survey responses were received from 621 respondents, representing a 25 percent 

response rate. Survey respondents were predominantly female, middle aged, middle income, and well educated 

compared to the overall Florida population (Figure ES1). Survey sample data were weighted based on location 

(county), age, education and income factors to account for differences in sampling intensity. The value of local 

food purchases reported by survey respondents was expanded to estimate the total annual value for all north-

central Florida households. 

Figure ES1. Summary of survey respondent demographic characteristics compared to the Florida 

population 
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The weighted share of respondents who reported purchasing local food or through local market channels 

included 59.2 percent at retail grocery stores, 71.0 percent at farmer’s markets, roadside stands or self-harvest 

(“U-pick”) operations, 1.6 percent from Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) organizations, 10.1 percent 

purchasing directly from producers by special arrangement in advance, and 21.1 percent at restaurants or other 

food service establishments (Figure ES2). Respondents reported shopping at farmer’s markets or roadside stands 

on a weekly basis (13.8%), twice weekly (3.1%), every other week (7.2%), monthly (22.9%) or at other or 

irregular intervals (19.8%), and the remainder didn’t know or gave no answer (33.2%). 

Figure ES2. Summary of participation in local food marketing channels in north-central Florida 

 

Although there is no standard accepted geographic definition of “local” foods, the most common definition 

reported was “within a radius of 100 miles of home”, chosen by 25.6 percent of respondents, and a substantial 

number chose the more expansive definition of “within the state of Florida” (24.7%), while many chose the more 

restrictive definitions of “within my county” (20.5%) or “within my own city or town (14.5%) (Figure ES3).  

Figure ES3. Area in which foods are considered to be “local” reported by survey respondents in north-

central Florida 

 

Values represent weighted percentages of survey respondents for largest area chosen. 
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The total annual value of foods purchased through local market channels in north-central Florida during 2011-12 

was estimated at $559 million, including $414 million from grocery stores, $126 million from farmer’s markets, 

roadside stands and U-pick operations, $11.6 million from restaurants and food services, $7.1 million by special 

arrangement with producers, and $1.1 million from CSAs (Figure ES4). The total value of local food purchases 

averaged $1,353 per household annually. Local foods purchased through direct-to-consumer market channels  

(farmer’s markets, roadside stands, U-pick, special arrangement, CSA) were valued at $134 million, and local 

foods purchased for at-home consumption (excluding restaurants), amounted to $548 million. The total value of 

all foods purchased for at-home consumption, including non-local foods purchased at retail stores, was estimated 

at $2.184 billion. Local foods represented 25.1 percent of total food purchases for at-home consumption, and 

20.2 percent of total food purchases at retail stores. These values are much higher than has been reported in the 

literature, and suggest that local food systems in Florida are better developed than most other areas of the United 

States, perhaps due to the favorable year-round growing conditions. 

Figure ES4. Summary of local foods purchased through market channels in north-central Florida in  

2011-12 

 

Values represent weighted purchases reported by survey respondents. 

For local foods purchased from all sources in north-central Florida, the largest food category was vegetables, 

valued at $120 million (M), representing 21.5 percent of the total, followed closely by fruits ($109M, 19.5%), 

beef ($44M, 7.8%), fish ($42M, 7.5%), poultry ($39M, 7.0%), honey ($33M, 5.9%), beverages such as juices, 

beer or wine ($32M, 5.6%), prepared foods such as breads, pastries, jams or jellies ($31M, 5.6%), dairy (30M, 

5.3%), pork, lamb and other meats ($26M, 4.6%), nuts ($25M, 4.4%), eggs ($23M, 4.1%), and other 

miscellaneous foods ($7M, 1.2%) (Figure ES5).  
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Figure ES5. Summary of types of foods purchased through local market channels in north-central Florida 

in 2011-12 

 

The total economic impacts of new final demand for locally produced food purchases in Florida were estimated 

using a regional economic model (IMPLAN). The total value of local food purchases through direct-to-consumer 

market channels (farmer’s markets, roadside stands, U-pick, CSA and special arrangement with growers) were 

assigned directly to farm or food manufacturing producer industry sectors, while local foods purchased at retail 

stores were margined (split) between producers, retailers, wholesalers and truck transportation firms, and 

purchases from restaurants were split between producers, food services, wholesalers and transportation. The 

producer margins were considered as new final demand to the region, by displacement of competitive 

international and domestic imports, and therefore subject to direct, indirect and induced multiplier effects, 

however, the retailer and food service sector gross margins were treated as regional economic contributions 

subject only to direct multiplier effects. The total economic impacts for the region in 2011-12 were estimated at 

10,927 fulltime and part-time jobs, $267 million in labor income (employee wages, salaries and benefits), $466 

million in value added contribution to Gross State Product, $913 million in industry output or revenues, and $41 

million in indirect business taxes, expressed in 2013 dollars (Table ES1).  

Table ES1. Summary of total economic impacts of local food purchases in north-central Florida in 2011-12 

Impact Type 
Employment 

(Jobs) 

Labor 

Income 

(M$) 

Value 

Added 

(M$) 

Output 

(M$) 

Indirect 

Business 

Taxes (M$) 

Producer Margin-Direct Effect 4,870 $78.0 $159.3 $383.5 -$0.4 

                        Indirect Effect 1,191 $30.2 $49.2 $115.7 $2.9 

                        Induced Effect 2,235 $82.9 $144.0 $234.0 $12.8 

                        Total Effect 8,296 $191.1 $352.5 $733.3 $15.3 

Retailer Margin-Direct Effect 2,486 $73.1 $109.0 $170.4 $24.8 

Restaurant Margin-Direct Effect 145 $3.0 $4.7 $8.9 $0.7 

Total All Industries 10,927 $267.1 $466.2 $912.5 $40.8 

Values in millions 2013 dollars; employment represents fulltime and part-time jobs. Estimates reflect total multiplier effects for producer 

margin, and direct effects only for retailer and restaurant margins. 
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The attributes of local food systems that were indicated by respondents as “very important” were “freshness” 

(92.6%), and “food safety” (80.8%), followed by “nutrition (65.4%), “price” (63.9%), “food security” (58.2%), 

“pesticide free (49.2%), “shelf life” (44.5%), “reduced transportation” (30.5%) “organic certified” (22.6%) and 

“having a relationship to producers” (13.1%) (Figure ES6).  

Figure ES6. Summary of important attributes for local food systems in north-central Florida 

 

The factors that were regarded as potentially “very limiting” for local food systems by at least 20 percent of 

weighted respondents were “high price” (35.2%), “seasonal availability only certain times of year” (21.8%), 

“unavailability or limited selection of local foods in your area” (21.3%), and “farmer’s market days or times are 

inconvenient” (20.9%) (Figure ES7). 

Figure ES7. Summary of factors limiting purchases of local foods in north-central Florida 
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Statistical analysis of the survey data revealed that several demographic variables were significantly related 

(p<0.05) to the total value of local food purchases, including respondent Gender, Household income and Florida 

region, and the two factor interactions of Age x Household income, Age x Educational attainment, Age x 

Gender, Household income x Number of persons in household and Household income x Dwelling type. In 

addition, respondent importance ratings of the attribute “Having a relationship to producers” was a significant 

predictor of total local food purchases, and the attribute “Pesticide free” was a predictor of local food purchases 

at retail stores. The limiting factors of “Seasonality…” and “Lacking transportation to markets” were 

significantly related to local food purchasing at retail stores. 

Average annual purchases were highest for respondents aged 45-64 years ($1,632) and 85 or over ($2,515), and 

purchases by males ($851) were slightly greater than females ($790), although these differences were not 

statistically significant (Figure ES8). Purchases of local food were positively associated with larger household 

size, with households of two persons ($1,775) greater than one-person households ($1,073). Residents of 

medium cities and towns had higher purchase of local foods ($1,745 and 2,051, respectively) than did residents 

of rural areas ($1,141). Purchases were generally larger for respondents who considered the state to be “local” 

($1,795) than for those who considered it to be the “city or town” ($1,254) or “county” ($1,160), although not 

significantly. In contrast to previous study findings, local food purchases were not consistently related to annual 

household income or educational attainment. Respondents who reported that the attributes of “Nutrition” and 

“Having a relationship to producers” were either “very important” or “moderately important” had greater 

purchases of local food than those for whom it was “not important”, and respondents who indicated that the 

attribute “Reduced transportation” was “moderately important” had higher purchases than those for whom it was 

“very important” or “not important”. Local food purchases were higher for respondents indicating that the 

limiting factor “Farmer’s markets are inconvenient” was “moderately limiting” rather than “not limiting”. 

Interestingly, there were no consistent findings in relation to the limiting factors “High price”, “Unavailability of 

local foods in my area” or “Seasonality”.   

Implications of the study findings for food policy are briefly discussed. Results of the survey for all statewide 

respondents in Florida are provided in a companion report. 
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Figure ES8. Summary of mean annual purchases of local foods in north-central Florida by demographic 

factor level 

 

Statistically significant differences (p<0.05) in mean values are indicated by an asterisk. 

 



1 

 

Local Food Systems in North-Central Florida: 

Consumer Characteristics and Economic Impacts 

Introduction 

Demand for locally produced food is rapidly growing in the United States, due to concerns about sustainability, 

nutrition, food safety and security, farmland retention, and economic development (Figures 1 and  2). There is no 

standard definition of “local” food, but a commonly accepted definition is that it is produced within 100 miles of 

where it is consumed. Local food systems consist of a variety of direct-to-consumer market channels, including 

farmer’s markets, roadside stands, self-harvesting or “U-pick” operations, and Community Supported 

Agriculture (CSA) buying clubs. In addition, locally produced food may be distributed through traditional 

intermediated market channels such as regional food wholesalers, retail grocery stores, consumer-owned 

cooperatives, restaurants, and institutional food service establishments. Some potential benefits of local and 

direct food marketing that have been suggested include:  

• Reduced marketing costs through less reliance on brokers, wholesalers and traditional retailers 

• Enhanced sustainability: reduced transportation costs and carbon footprint 

• Enhanced freshness and nutrition  

• Reduced spoilage and increased shelf life 

• Consumers may have relationship to producer 

• Enhanced food safety/traceability/accountability 

• Enhanced food security 

• Supports local economic development, job creation, and business retention. 

Based on the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Agricultural Resource Management Survey in 2008 there were 

107,200 farms in the United States engaged in direct-to-consumer or intermediated marketing of local food 

products with a value of $4.8 billion that year (Low and Vogel, 2011). The authors concluded that one-half to 

two-thirds of these local-food sales occurred through intermediate channels. Earlier government data collection 

efforts on locally produced food sales focused primarily on direct farmer-to-consumer sales. Local and direct 

food marketing has experienced strong growth in the U.S.  Direct-to-consumer sales have increased since 1992 

(Figure 1). In 2007, direct-to-consumer food sales represented 0.4 percent of total agricultural product sales, and 

0.21 percent of total at-home food consumption in the U.S. (Martinez et al., 2010). The number of farmer’s 

markets in the U.S. increased from less than 2,000 in 1994 to over 7,000 in 2011 (Figure 2). The number of 

farm-to-school food programs in the U.S. increased from only 2 in 1996 to over 2,000 in 2009 (National Farm to 

School Network). There were over 1,400 Community Supported Agriculture operations in the U.S. in 2010 

(National Center for Appropriate Technology). The largest food commodities marketed directly to consumers 

were fruits and nuts ($344 million), vegetables and melons ($335 million), beef ($141 million) and other animal 

products ($236 million). Note that direct-to-consumer sales does not include intermediated sales to grocery 

stores, wholesalers, restaurants, etc. 
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Local food systems are more developed in some parts of the U.S., including New England, the upper Midwest, 

Mountain southwest and Pacific coast regions, however, they have been less developed in the southern U.S., in 

spite of favorable climatic conditions for year-round food production and significant production of fruits and 

vegetables (Figure 3). Direct-to-consumer sales in Florida in 2007 were reportedly valued at $19.36 million 

(UDSA-NASS, U.S. Census of Agriculture). 

In examining consumer participation and expenditures on local foods, there have been numerous intercept 

surveys of local food consumers at farmers markets over the years, but relatively few that randomly sampled 

local food purchasers from the general population. In the largest study of this nature, Smith and Sharp (2008) 

conducted interviews with 1,500 randomly selected Ohio residents about their purchases of locally produced 

food during 2007. The survey was limited to consumers who had purchased local foods directly from farmers, 

not grocery stores that carried local foods. It was found that 96 percent of Ohio respondents had purchased 

locally grown foods during 2007, and 79 percent did so either occasionally or frequently. The median annual 

expenditures on local foods in this survey were $68 per household.   

DeSisto et al. (2009) conducted a telephone survey of 412 primary shoppers in Chittenden County, Vermont in 

the fall of 2007. For all possible venues, including grocery stores, wholesale clubs, big box stores, general stores, 

and farmers markets, 58.5 percent of respondents had purchased local foods within the last seven days, with over 

60 percent of respondents making these purchases at grocery stores, while only six percent reported purchasing 

local foods at farmers markets. This result was likely due to the time of year when there are few farmers’ markets 

in operation in Vermont. On average, respondents spent $16 on local foods during the previous week, including 

those who did not purchase any local foods, which would be equivalent to $64 monthly, or $768 annually, if the 

week chosen was representative. 

Conner et al. (2010) conducted a random statewide telephone survey in the fall of 2008 of 953 Michigan 

residents who purchased food for their households. Sixty-one percent of respondents had visited farmers markets 

in the last year, averaging four visits in the most recent month, and three-quarters of respondents purchased 

locally grown food in the last year. In a separate article by Ross et al. (2010), it was reported that 55 percent of 

respondents from the same survey had purchased local foods at farmer’s markets during the previous month and 

that their expenditures averaged $14.75. 

A total of 703 primary household shoppers from nine counties in western North Carolina were interviewed by 

telephone in April of 2011 regarding their food purchase habits (TJH Research and Strategy, no date available).  

A majority of consumers (60%) reported purchasing locally grown food weekly when in season, and an 

additional 23 percent bought local food monthly. These included purchases made directly and indirectly from 

local producers. By multiplying the average reported monthly total expenditures on all food ($339) by the 

reported share of monthly expenditures for local food (15.88%), the average expenditure for local food can be 

estimated at $53.81 monthly or $646 annually. 
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A survey of 282 residents of Renville County Minnesota in 2011 by Pesch (2012) revealed that 40 percent of 

respondents had purchased local foods at farmers markets, 22 had purchased at roadside stands, and 18 

purchased directly from a farm during the previous year. It is notable that 49 percent of Renville respondents had 

also obtained local food from a family or friend’s garden, and another 28 percent from hunting and fishing.  

Median per person spending on local food at farmers markets and local farms was estimated at $6.25 and $2.57 

per week, respectively, or $325 and $107 annually. The average household size of survey respondents was 2.31,  

so equivalent weekly amounts per household were $14.44 and $5.93 per week, respectively, or $751 and $308 

annually. One caveat is that Renville cannot be considered typical because nearly 70 percent of respondents 

reported raising at least one type of food for their own consumption, although the amounts were small. 

The economic impacts of local food systems have been assessed in a few studies. Local food production and 

marketing is generally more labor intensive than conventional large scale production and wholesale marketing. 

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

food sales: 13 versus 3 fulltime equivalent persons per million dollars sales, respectively (O’Hara, 2011). A 

study of 152 farmer’s markets in Iowa showed that these markets generated increased employment of 576 jobs 

and $17.8 million in personal income (Otto, 2010). A study of farmer’s markets in West Virginia found that they 

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

retailers (Hughes et al, 2008). In a study of the potential impact of locally sourced fruit and vegetable production 

on farms within 150 miles of large metropolitan areas in six Midwestern states, it was estimated that there would 

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

Market research has demonstrated that consumers have a willingness to pay a premium price for local foods, 

similar to the premium for organic certified food. For example, one study showed a willingness to pay a 

premium of 50 percent for fresh produce in Florida (Figure 4). 

Further development of local food systems and direct food marketing faces a number of behavioral, institutional 

and economic constraints, both for consumers and producers, including: 

• Unavailability or limited selection of foods 

• Seasonality (i.e. some foods available only certain times of year) 

• Higher costs for low volume production 

• Inconvenience of market outlet times and locations 

• Uncertainty of origin of food 

• Lack of knowledge for preparation of raw foods 

• Lack of storage capacity for large quantity purchases 

• Access to capital 

• Diseconomies of small scale operations 

• Greater labor requirements 

• Lack of market power for small producers 

• Food safety regulations 
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• Time requirements for direct-to-consumer marketing 

• Centralized purchasing for larger intermediary markets 

Against this background, a public survey effort was undertaken to document consumption patterns, economic 

values, and attitudes towards locally produced food in north-central Florida, in order to support public policy to 

better promote development of local food systems. 

Figure 1. Number of farms selling local foods directly to consumers and value of sales, 1978-2007 

 

Figure 2. Number of farmer’s markets in the United States, 1994-2011 
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Source: USDA, http://www.ams.usda.gov/AMSv1.0/ 

Figure 3. Value of direct-to-consumer food sales, by county, 2007 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. Consumer willingness to pay price premiums for local foods 

 

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, compiled from various studies, reproduced from Martinez, et al (2010). 

  

http://www.ams.usda.gov/AMSv1.0/
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Methods 

Survey Data Collection and Analysis 

The content of the survey questionnaire was developed in consultation with University of Florida faculty and a 

local food advisory panel (see Acknowledgements). The survey sought to collect information on frequency of 

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

“local”, frequency and value of purchases at farmer’s markets, roadside stands and U-pick operations, purchases 

from growers by special arrangement (apart from pick-ups at regular markets), food received from Community 

Supported Agriculture (CSA) groups, and value of local foods purchased at restaurants or other food service 

establishments.  Information of value of purchases was obtained for 13 food groups: fruits, vegetables, nuts, beef, 

poultry, fish, pork/lamb/other meats, eggs, dairy (milk, cheese, yoghurt), honey, beverages (juice, beer, wine), 

prepared foods (e.g. bread, jams, jellies, pastries, etc.), and miscellaneous other foods specified. In order to better 

understand the factors influencing local food purchasing behavior, the survey also gathered information on the 

geographic area understood by the term “local food”, perceived barriers to local food systems, and respondent 

demographic information (age, gender, educational attainment, household income, household size, type of 

residential area), as well as general open-ended comments about local food. A copy of the questionnaire is 

provided in Appendix B. 

A survey mailing list was obtained from Marketing Systems Group, Inc. (Horsham, PA) for a random sample of  

2,500 households located in a 10-county area of North-central Florida, including Alachua, Bradford, Clay, 

Columbia, Gilchrist, Levy, Marion, Putnam, Suwannee, Union counties. A map of the study area is provided in 

Figure 5. The study was part of a broader survey of 7,500 households statewide, and complete results for the 

statewide study area are provided in a companion report.  

Figure 5. Map of study region in north-central Florida  
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Two complete mailings of the survey questionnaire were mailed to the sample households during June-July, 

2012, together with a cover letter explaining the purpose of the survey, and postage-paid return envelope. An 

introductory postcard was sent one week before the first mailing, and reminder postcards were sent one week 

after each survey mailing, in keeping with survey research best practices as recommended by Dillman (2007). 

Correspondence was addressed to the “resident”, and the survey instructions asked for the survey to be 

completed by “the person in the household most responsible for purchasing food” who is an adult (aged 18+ 

years). Survey questionnaires were imprinted with a code number matched to the address listing, in order to 

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

home location of the respondent. The survey questionnaire and protocol were approved by the University of 

Florida Institutional Review Board for compliance with ethical standards for research on human subjects. 

The number of observations, sampled households, response rates and expansion factors for individual north-

central Florida counties are summarized in Table 1. A total of 625 questionnaires were returned for the survey, 

excluding duplicates received from the same household. In such cases, the survey which was most completely 

filled-out was used for the analysis. After eliminating a small number (6) of addresses for which survey mailings 

were returned as undeliverable, the overall survey response rate was 24.8 percent.  

Table 1. Local food consumption survey sample numbers and response rates in North-central Florida 

County Number of 
Observations 

Percent of 
Obs. 

Number 
Sampled 

Response 
Rate 

Number 
Households 

(2011) 

Alachua 179 28.8% 597 30.0% 100,565 

Bradford 11 1.8% 57 19.3% 9,472 

Clay 80 12.6% 421 19.0% 68,892 

Columbia 36 5.8% 149 24.2% 24,907 

Gilchrist 7 1.1% 35 20.0% 6,135 

Levy 16 2.6% 87 18.4% 16,393 

Marion 225 36.2% 871 25.8% 137,949 

Putnam 39 6.3% 168 23.2% 29,162 

Suwannee 23 3.7% 91 25.3% 16,014 

Union 5 0.8% 24 20.8% 4,048 

Total  625 100% 2,500 24.8% 413,537 

Source for Florida household numbers: University of Florida, Bureau of Economic and Business Research. 

 

Survey data were entered into Excel worksheets for tabulation and analysis. The value of food purchased from 

different sources, either on a periodic basis or annually, was reported in ranges of values, and the midpoint of the 

range was assigned as a point estimate of the value for purposes of quantitative analysis (e.g. amounts reported in 

range “$15 to $29” were assigned value of $22.50). Respondents who reported purchases in the largest range 

were also requested to provide a specific estimate of the value. The frequency of shopping trips for retail stores 

and farmer’s markets was converted to express as an annual number of shopping trips, and this number was 

multiplied by the reported amount spent on a typical trip to estimate the total annual value of purchases. The 

aggregate annual value of local foods purchased by all study area households was estimated based on values 

reported in the survey together with expansion factors that represent the ratio of the number of respondent  



8 

 

households to the total household population and demographic weighting factors. North-central Florida had a 

total of 413,537 households in 2011 (University of Florida-Bureau of Economic and Business Research), and the 

expansion factor used for these data was 663. 

Demographic characteristics of the survey respondents are summarized in Table 2. Over 73 percent of 

respondents in the study area were female, and 72 percent were between the ages of 45 and 84. About 48 percent 

of respondents had annual household income level less than $50,000, and 31 percent of respondents had 

household incomes of $50,000 to $99,000.  The overall weighted average household size was 2.37 persons, with 

about 47 percent of respondents living in two-person households, while 24 percent were one-person households 

and 25 percent were households with three to five persons. In terms of education, survey respondents, on 

average, had more years of schooling than the state’s population as a whole. Nearly half (48%) of respondents 

had a college or graduate/professional degree, another 25 percent had attended college but did not obtain a 

degree, and only 24 percent had primary school or high school education. Some 31 percent of respondents lived 

in medium- or large-sized cities (over 100,000 population), while 27 percent lived in small cities or towns, and 

23 percent resided in rural or unincorporated areas. Nearly 85 percent of respondents lived in single family 

dwellings, and 13 percent lived in multifamily dwellings. The demographic weighting factors shown in Table 2 

were combined with the geographic survey group weighting factor (663) to provide an overall sample weight for 

each respondent observation. 

Multiple linear regression analysis of the survey data was carried out using the Statistical Analysis System  

software SurveyReg procedure, with demographic and geographic weighting factors applied and using the 

“missing” option to retain observations with missing values (SAS, 2011). The estimated value of total retail food 

purchases and total purchases of local foods through each respective market channel were modeled as dependent 

variables in relation to all demographic and attribute factors (independent categorical variables).Certain two-

factor interactions, and appropriate tests of statistical significance were applied to determine those factors having 

an effect on purchasing behavior at a 95 percent or higher level of confidence, i.e. the probability of making a 

false inference was less than 5 percent. Differences in mean values of dependent variables for each level of the 

independent variables were tested using the Least Square Means statement and the Tukey-Kramer multiple 

comparison procedure.  
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Table 2. Demographic characteristics of north-central Florida survey respondents compared to the 

Florida population, and sample weighting factors 

Characteristic 
North-Central 

Florida Counties 

Florida 

Population 

(2012) 

Sample 

Weighting 

Factor 

Gender     

Male 150 24.2% 48.9%  

Female 455 73.4% 51.1%  

No answer 15 2.4%   

Age (years)     

18 to 24 27 4.4% 6.7% 1.9618 

25 to 44 118 19.0% 24.9% 1.2584 

45 to 64 250 40.3% 27.1% 0.6262 

65 to 84 195 31.5% 15.2% 0.4851 

85 or greater 14 2.3% 2.4% 1.1328 

No answer 16 2.6%  1.0000 

Household income last year     

Less than $25,000 169 27.2% 27.7% 1.0576 

$25,000 to $49,999 131 21.1% 27.4% 1.1135 

$50,000 to $74,999 128 20.6% 18.1% 0.7904 

$75,000 to $99,000 66 10.6% 10.5% 0.9194 

$100,000 to $149,000 37 6.0% 9.7% 1.1141 

$150,000 or more 26 4.2% 6.6% 1.0674 

Don’t know 16 2.6%  1.0000 

No answer 48 7.7%  1.0000 

Number of persons in household last year     

One 146 23.5%   

Two 291 46.9%   

Three to Five 155 25.0%   

Six or more 15 2.4%   

No answer 14 2.3%   

Educational attainment     

Primary school (through 9th grade) 20 3.3% 14.1% 4.8960 

High school diploma or GED 127 20.7% 30.4% 1.6093 

Some college, no degree 154 25.0% 20.8% 0.8021 

College degree (associate’s or bachelor’s) 186 30.2% 25.4% 0.7554 

Graduate/professional degree 111 18.0% 9.3% 0.4994 

No answer 17 2.8%  1.0000 

Type of area of residence (population)     

Large city (500,000+) 20 3.2%   

Medium city (100,000 to 499,999) 175 28.2%   

Small city (10,000 to 99,999) 168 27.1%   

Town (1,000 to 9,999) 79 12.7%   

Rural/unincorporated area 141 22.7%   

Don’t know 22 3.5%   

No answer 16 2.6%   

Household dwelling Type     

Single family 526 84.7%   

Multi family 82 13.2%   

Other 13 2.1%   

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

Total economic impacts of local food consumption in Florida were estimated using a regional economic model 

created with the IMPLAN software and county-level data for the state of Florida (version 3, MIG, Inc.). The 

IMPLAN system enables construction of input-output models and social accounting matrices that represent the 

structure of a regional economy in terms of transactions among 440 industry sectors, in addition to households, 

and governments. The IMPLAN model includes accounts for industrial commodity production, employment, 

labor and property income, household and institutional consumption, domestic and international trade (imports, 

exports), government taxes, transfer payments (such as welfare and retirement), and capital investment. The 

model can be used to estimate economic multipliers for each industry in the State, which can then be used to 

calculate their secondary (indirect and induced) effects. Local food purchases were considered to represent new 

final demand and thus generate secondary economic impacts or multiplier effects, since they displace foods that 

would otherwise be imported from outside the state. Indirect effects multipliers represent the economic activity 

generated in the supply chain through the purchase of intermediate inputs from vendors, while induced effects 

multipliers represent the impacts of spending by industry employee and proprietor households and governments 

(Miller and Blair, 2009). The total economic impacts of local food purchases are calculated as the sum of the 

direct, plus indirect, and induced effects.  

The IMPLAN model was constructed using the “trade flows” option in the software, which takes advantage of 

commodity flows information from the 2007 Economic Census and a gravity model to estimate the share of 

commodities purchased from local sources. The model included all social/institutional accounts for households, 

local, state, and federal governments, and capital investment internally (treated as endogenous).  

Industry/commodity specific multipliers used in the analysis are shown in Table 3. These multipliers represent 

total dollars generated per dollar of final demand (spending), or jobs generated per million dollars of sales of 

each commodity. Measures of economic impacts reported here include output or revenue, value added, 

employment (full-time, part-time, and seasonal positions), labor income (employee and business owner wages 

and benefits), and indirect business taxes paid to local, state, and federal governments. Value added is a broad 

measure of net economic activity that is comparable to the Gross Domestic Product (GDP), and represents the 

sum of labor and other property income, indirect business taxes, and capital consumption (depreciation). Value 

added also is equivalent to the difference between industry revenues and intermediate inputs purchased from 

other sectors.   

To estimate economic impacts of local food purchases through direct-to-consumer market channels (farmer’s 

markets, roadside stands, U-pick, CSA and special arrangement with growers), values were assigned  to the 

appropriate farm producer or food manufacturing industries (IMPLAN sectors 3 through 71)  and multiplied by 

the numbers shown in Table 3.  The value of local foods purchased at retail stores was margined (split) between 

producers, wholesalers, transportation, and retail stores, as shown in Table 4. Retail margins are estimated by the 

U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis and included in the IMPLAN software for the industries of interest in this 

study. Margins for restaurant sales of local foods were estimated from the IMPLAN restaurant industry 
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production function (sector number 413), to split local food purchases from restaurants between producers 

(25%), wholesalers (5%), transportation (5%) and food services (65%). Producer activity was considered as new 

final demand to the region, by displacement of competitive international and domestic imports, and therefore 

subject to direct, indirect and induced multiplier effects.  In contrast, the retailer, restaurant, wholesaler and 

transporter margins were treated as existing regional economic activity contributions subject only to direct 

multiplier effects (Watson et al, 2007). 

Table 3. Regional economic multipliers for selected agricultural and food industries for north-central 

Florida in 2011 

Food Commodity / 

Industry Group 
IMPLAN Industry Sector Number and 

Description 

Output 
Value 

Added 

Labor 

Income 

Indirect 

Business 

Taxes 

Employment  

Dollars per Dollar Final Demand (Spending) 
Jobs per Million 

Dollars Spending 

Vegetables 3. Vegetable & melon farming 1.957 1.112 0.596 0.044 17.69 

Fruits 4. Fruit farming 1.976 1.134 0.685 0.039 23.78 

Nuts 5. Tree nut farming 1.993 1.187 0.757 0.041 23.12 

Other foods 10. All other crop farming 1.815 0.747 0.459 0.021 13.85 

Beef 11. Cattle ranching & farming 2.166 0.652 0.327 0.017 20.08 

Dairy 12. Dairy cattle & milk production 1.917 0.821 0.312 0.031 16.46 

Poultry, Eggs 13. Poultry & egg production 1.738 0.512 0.299 0.025 7.04 

Other meats (pork, etc.) 

and Honey 

14. Animal production, except cattle, 

poultry & eggs 
1.928 1.013 0.482 0.028 38.32 

Fish 17. Commercial fishing 1.482 0.564 0.190 0.039 46.65 

Prepared foods,  69. All other food manufacturing 1.689 0.634 0.388 0.035 9.78 

Beverages (split) 72. Wineries 1.616 0.686 0.439 0.107 8.57 

 
54. Fruit and vegetable canning, 

pickling, and drying 
1.623 0.576 0.323 0.032 7.42 

Wholesale distribution 319. Wholesale trade businesses 2.105 1.387 0.756 0.230 17.87 

Retail grocery stores 324. Retail food & beverage stores 2.176 1.405 0.911 0.219 31.11 

Transportation 335. Transport by truck 1.837 0.848 0.571 0.051 17.49 

Restaurant services  413. Food services and drinking places 1.971 1.118 0.675 0.130 28.13 

Total multipliers equal the sum of the direct, indirect, and induced effects multipliers. 

Employment multipliers represent fulltime and part-time jobs per million dollars final demand. 

Source: IMPLAN (MIG, Inc., 2012). 
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Table 4.  Marketing margins for local foods sold by retail grocery stores 

IMPLAN Commodity Sector Name 
Sector 

Number 
Production 

Wholesale 

Distribution 

Services 

Retail Food 

& Beverage 

Stores 

Transportation 

Vegetables & Melons 3003 46.06% 16.64% 27.01% 10.29% 

Fruits 3004 49.98% 16.79% 26.94% 6.29% 

Tree nuts 3005 62.94% 4.35% 26.93% 5.77% 

All other crop farming products 3010 60.82% 3.93% 29.15% 6.11% 

Cattle from Ranches* 3011 66.83% 5.77% 25.50% 1.90% 

Dairy Cattle* 3012 67.35% 4.61% 26.90% 1.14% 

Poultry & Eggs 3013 67.40% 1.59% 26.94% 4.07% 

Animal Products Except Cattle & Poultry 3014 72.22% 0.19% 25.96% 1.62% 

Fish  3017 63.37% 7.43% 26.98% 2.22% 

Canned, pickled & dried fruits & vegetables  3054 62.47% 8.94% 26.96% 1.62% 

Fluid Milk 3055 67.33% 4.61% 26.92% 1.14% 

Processed animal (except poultry) meat 3059 66.85% 5.77% 25.47% 1.90% 

All other manufactured food products 3069 62.77% 9.18% 26.65% 1.41% 

Beer, ale, malt liquor and nonalcoholic beer 3071 50.21% 26.27% 21.67% 1.85% 

Wine and Brandies 3072 54.29% 23.63% 20.64% 1.45% 

* Margins were not available for these production sectors, so margins for Fluid Milk production and Animal Slaughter were used instead.  
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Results 

Food Purchasing Patterns 

Summary findings of the participation rates and frequency that survey respondents purchase from various local 

food marketing outlets are presented in Table 5. In north-central Florida, 59.2 percent of respondents reported 

purchasing local food at retail stores, while 17.0 percent did not, and 23.9 percent didn’t know or didn’t answer 

the question. Some 71 percent of respondents reported that they purchased local foods at farmer’s markets, 

roadside stands or U-pick operations, and 25.8 percent said they did not. The share of survey respondents who 

belonged to a Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) group was only 1.6 percent. The percentage of 

respondents who reported purchasing food from local producers by special arrangement, i.e. in advance and 

aside from purchases made at farmer’s markets or other direct farm-to-consumer outlets, was 10.1 percent 

overall. The share of respondents who reported purchasing local food items at restaurants or other food service 

establishments was 21.1 percent, while 48.1 percent did not and 30.8 percent did not know (Table 5).  

Table 5. Summary of survey respondent participation in local food marketing channels for north-central 

Florida 

Market Channel 
Participated 

Did Not 

Participate 

Don’t know 

or No answer 

Weighted Percentage of Respondents 

Retail grocery stores 59.2% 17.0% 23.9% 

Farmer's markets, roadside stands, U-pick 71.0% 25.8% 3.2% 

Community Supported Agriculture 1.6% 92.0% 6.5% 

Special arrangement 10.1% 81.6% 8.3% 

Restaurants 21.1% 48.1% 30.8% 

Results represent weighted percentages of respondents using sample weighting factors. 

 

 

Reported frequency of shopping or receiving food through various market channels is summarized in Table 6. 

For shopping at grocery stores or other retail food markets, the most common reported frequency was “weekly” 

(38.4%), followed by “twice weekly” (24.7%) and “every other week” (15.2%), with smaller percentages of 

respondents reportedly shopping “monthly” (9.7%), “daily” (5.3%), or at other or irregular intervals (5.0%), and 

1.7 percent didn’t know or did not answer the question.  Among the respondents shopping at farmer’s markets, 

22.9 percent purchased monthly, 13.8 percent purchased weekly, 7.2 percent purchased every other week, 3.1 

percent purchased twice weekly, 19.8  percent purchased at irregular or unspecified intervals, and 33.2 percent 

didn’t know or did not answer. Numerous respondents commented that they shop at farmer’s markets or other 

direct farm-to-consumer outlets for produce that is seasonally available. The frequency of receiving food from a 

CSA was most commonly monthly (Table 6).  
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Table 6. Frequency of survey respondents shopping or receiving foods through market channels in North-

central Florida 

 

Results for weighted percentages of respondents reflect sample weighting factors. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Market Channel / Shopping 

Frequency 

Number 
Observations 

Weighted 
Percentage 

Grocery stores or other retail markets 

Daily 25 5.3% 

Twice weekly 171 24.7% 

Weekly 254 38.4% 

Every other week 85 15.2% 

Monthly 37 9.7% 

Irregular or other interval 40 5.0% 

Don’t know 1 <0.0% 

No answer 11 1.7% 

Total 624 100% 

Farmer’s markets, roadside stands or U-pick operations 

Daily 1 0.1% 

Twice weekly 8 3.1% 

Weekly 86 13.8% 

Every other week 60 7.2% 

Monthly 136 22.9% 

Irregular or other interval 149 19.8% 

Don’t know 19 3.8% 

No answer 162 29.4% 

Total 621 100% 

Community Supported Agriculture 

Weekly 2 0.2% 

Biweekly 2 0.2% 

Monthly 3 0.5% 

Don’t know 1 0.2% 

No answer 615 98.9% 

Total 623 100% 
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Survey results on the types of foods respondents purchased through different local food market channels for 

north-central Florida and the state as a whole are summarized in Table 7. Fruits and vegetables were the most 

common type of food purchased for all local food outlets, with over 50 percent of consumers indicating they 

purchased fruits and vegetables at retail stores, and over 60 percent purchasing at farmers markets. Some 

respondents noted that they preferred to purchase fruits and vegetables at farmer’s markets and roadside stands 

rather than at grocery stores. Grocery stores were unique in that all food types except “other” were purchased by 

at least 19 percent of respondents. The share of respondents who purchased local foods besides fruits and 

vegetables through other outlets besides grocery stores was significantly smaller, except for restaurants. Besides 

fruits and vegetables, the most frequently purchased local foods at farmers markets were honey, prepared foods, 

nuts and eggs. The types of foods most commonly received from CSAs were vegetables, fruits, and honey, with 

smaller numbers receiving meats, fish, eggs, beverages or prepared foods. The foods most commonly purchased 

from producers by special arrangement were fruits and vegetables, dairy, nuts, and, pork, lamb and other meats. 

Some respondents noted that they purchased seafood products from a local fish market or originating from a 

specific locale, e.g. Key West shrimp. The types of local foods most commonly purchased at restaurants were 

fruits and vegetables, prepared foods, meats (beef, poultry, fish, pork, lamb, other), and beverages. Respondents 

commented that they patronize restaurants serving foods made with local ingredients, or establishments that 

advertise supporting local farmers. Several respondents noted that they commonly purchased local condiments 

such as spices, salsa, peanut butter, olive oil and sauces, bread or baked goods, or other prepared foods such as 

cereal, soups and chips. 
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Table 7. Summary of types of foods purchased through local food market channels in north-central 

Florida 

Market Channel / Food Type 
Number 

Respondents 

Weighted 

Percentage 

Local foods at retail stores 

  Fruits 342 55.0% 

Vegetables 351 56.4% 

Nuts 110 21.3% 

Beef  127 26.3% 

Poultry 132 25.5% 

Fish 129 25.5% 

Pork, lamb, other meats 96 19.5% 

Eggs 165 30.4% 

Dairy 165 30.0% 

Honey 139 22.9% 

Beverages  130 26.6% 

Prepared foods 156 30.1% 

Other 20 4.9% 

Farmer's markets, roadside stands and U-pick operations 

Fruits 415 64.4% 

Vegetables 421 64.8% 

Nuts 85 15.0% 

Beef  19 3.4% 

Poultry 18 3.5% 

Fish 39 7.2% 

Pork, lamb, other meats 20 5.4% 

Eggs 73 12.3% 

Dairy 39 6.9% 

Honey 138 17.9% 

Beverages  27 5.1% 

Prepared foods 114 15.6% 

Other 15 1.6% 

Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) 
 Fruits 5 20.3% 

Vegetables 7 23.6% 

Meats or fish 2 3.9% 

Eggs 1 1.9% 

Dairy 3 6.7% 

Honey 5 20.6% 

Beverages 1 10.5% 

Prepared foods 2 12.5% 

Purchased directly from local producers by special arrangement 

Fruits 30 29.3% 

Vegetables 35 31.7% 

Nuts 8 11.4% 

Beef  4 1.6% 

Poultry 5 1.8% 

Fish 4 3.9% 

Pork, lamb, other meats 16 7.3% 

Eggs 6 3.5% 

Dairy (milk, cheese, yogurt) 9 4.7% 

Honey 4 2.0% 

Prepared foods 3 2.0% 

Beverages (juice, beer, wine) 1 0.9% 

Restaurants or other food service establishments 

 Fruits and Vegetables 102 26.5% 

Meats (beef, poultry, fish, pork, lamb, other) 86 22.9% 

Eggs 28 8.9% 

Dairy (milk, cheese, yogurt) 34 11.0% 

Beverages (juice, beer, wine) 41 12.6% 

Prepared foods (baked goods, jams, jellies) 65 18.2% 
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The dollar amounts that respondents reported typically spending for food of all types on shopping trips to 

grocery stores are summarized in Table 8. The most commonly reported amount was “$50 to $99”, reported by 

30.9 percent of respondents, followed by the “$100 to $149” category  (25.6%) and “less than $50” (18.1%). 

Three-fourths of respondents spent less than $150 dollars on a typical visit to their grocery store.  

Table 8. Amount typically spent for food on shopping trips to grocery stores in north-central Florida 

Amount 
Number 

Observations 
Weighted 

Percentage 

Less than $50 104 18.1% 

$50 to $99 221 30.9% 

$100 to $149 173 25.6% 

$150 to $199 47 6.2% 

$200 to $299 39 11.1% 

$300 to $399 12 3.1% 

$400 or more 15 3.0% 

Don’t know  0 0.0% 

No answer 13 2.0% 

Total 624 18.1% 

 

 

Survey results on the types of foods purchased on typical trips to grocery stores and farmers markets in north-

central Florida are presented in Table 9. Except for fruits and vegetables, local foods were purchased by a higher 

weighted percentage of respondents at grocery stores compared to the other types of outlets. Fruits and 

vegetables had the highest frequency of purchases in the “5 to $14” range. The magnitude of purchases for most 

types of local foods dropped off drastically at amounts greater than $14 for both types of outlets. The frequency 

of local meat purchases were significantly higher at retail grocery stores compared to other outlets.  
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Table 9. Value of local food purchases, by food type, on typical shopping trips to retail grocery stores and 

farmer’s markets in north-central Florida 

Market Channel / Food 
Type 

Zero  
Less than 

$5 

$5 to 

$14 
$15 to $29 

$30 or 

more 

Don’t 

know 

No 

answer 

Weighted Percentage of Respondents 

Retail Grocery Stores        

Fruits 2.4% 16.5% 29.8% 5.9% 2.8% 1.7% 40.9% 

Vegetables 2.2% 16.0% 28.9% 8.5% 2.9% 2.0% 39.4% 

Nuts 17.7% 14.2% 5.4% 1.2% 0.4% 3.2% 57.9% 

Beef  12.9% 1.5% 12.4% 6.9% 5.5% 4.1% 56.8% 

Poultry 13.8% 4.4% 11.6% 7.8% 1.6% 3.9% 56.9% 

Fish 13.2% 4.8% 11.2% 6.8% 2.7% 4.6% 56.7% 

Pork, lamb, other meats 14.7% 4.0% 11.2% 3.5% 0.9% 7.3% 58.4% 

Eggs 11.2% 18.5% 9.2% 2.5% 0.2% 4.7% 53.6% 

Dairy 11.3% 12.6% 13.1% 3.5% 0.8% 5.4% 53.3% 

Honey 17.8% 12.0% 8.2% 2.7% 0.1% 4.6% 54.7% 

Beverages  13.1% 6.4% 11.1% 5.7% 3.4% 4.1% 56.2% 

Prepared foods 12.7% 12.4% 13.5% 1.9% 2.2% 3.3% 54.0% 

Other 6.6% 2.0% 2.2% 0.7% 0.0% 2.5% 86.0% 

Farmer’s Markets, Roadside Stands, U-Pick 

Fruits 0.8% 21.1% 36.5% 4.0% 2.8% 0.4% 34.4% 

Vegetables 1.7% 19.4% 35.6% 6.5% 3.4% 0.4% 33.2% 

Nuts 20.4% 7.3% 7.5% 0.1% 0.1% 0.6% 64.0% 

Beef  29.4% 0.4% 0.7% 2.0% 0.3% 0.7% 66.6% 

Poultry 29.2% 0.4% 1.0% 1.7% 0.4% 0.7% 66.6% 

Fish 27.9% 1.5% 3.7% 1.7% 0.4% 0.7% 64.2% 

Pork, lamb, other meats 26.7% 1.3% 2.2% 1.7% 0.2% 0.8% 67.1% 

Eggs 22.8% 7.8% 4.1% 0.3% 0.2% 0.5% 64.5% 

Dairy 26.9% 2.9% 3.7% 0.1% 0.2% 0.6% 65.6% 

Honey 20.4% 9.9% 6.3% 1.4% 0.3% 0.1% 61.6% 

Beverages  27.5% 1.9% 3.0% 0.2% 0.0% 1.0% 66.3% 

Prepared foods 22.5% 7.4% 6.9% 1.1% 0.2% 0.6% 61.3% 

Other foods 11.7% 0.5% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 86.4% 

 

Amounts spent annually for food purchases by special arrangement with local growers were reported by around  

11 percent of weighted respondents, with 4 percent of these spending less than $100, 5.3 percent spent $100 to 

$499, and 1.1 percent spent more than $500 (Table 10). About 18 percent of respondents reported spending for 

local food at restaurants in the past year, with 10 percent spending less than $100, 6.1 percent spending between 

$100 and $499, and 2.6 percent spending $500 or more (Table 10). The annual subscriber fee reported for CSAs 

averaged $168, and the average amount spent for regular user fees or periodic additional purchases was $16.50. 
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Table 10. Amount spent by survey respondents for purchases directly from local producers by special 

arrangement and foods consumed at restaurants during the past year 

Amount 

Special Arrangement Restaurants 

Number of 

Observations 

Weighted 

Percentage 

Number of 
Observations 

Weighted 
Percentage 

Less than $100 28 4.0% 67 10.0% 

$100 to $199 11 2.3% 24 3.7% 

$200 to $499 12 3.0% 24 2.4% 

$500 or more 2 1.1% 7 1.9% 

Don’t know 3 0.3% 23 2.6% 

No answer 566 89.3% 477 79.3% 

Total 622 100% 622 100% 

 

The average annual amounts spent per household for local foods reported by survey respondents are summarized 

in Table 11. The average total spending per household across all market channels was $1,353. Nearly $1,000 or 

74 percent of these expenditures occurred at retail stores. Average annual household spending was $305 at 

farmer’s markets, $28 at restaurants, $2.7 at CSAs and $17.2 by special arrangement with growers.  

Table 11. Summary of average annual spending per household for local foods in north-central Florida 

Local Food Market Channel 
Average Annual 

Spending 

Local foods at retail $1,000 

Farmer's markets, roadside stands, U-pick  $305 

Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) $2.7 

Special arrangement with farmer/grower $17.2 

Local food at restaurants $28.2 

Total $1,353 

  

Annual Value of Local Food Purchases 

The annual values of local food purchases by survey respondents were estimated based on information reported 

on frequency of shopping and amount spent on a typical trip for purchases at retail groceries or farmer’s markets, 

and annual values reported for CSAs, purchase by special arrangement, and at restaurants. These values were 

extrapolated to represent all households in the north-central Florida region using the survey sample expansion 

factors, as described in the methods section. The total value of all local foods purchases was estimated at $559 

million, including $414 million from retail grocery stores, $126 million from farmer’s markets, roadside stands 

and U-pick operations, $12 million from restaurants and food services, $7 million by special arrangement with 

farmers/growers, and $1 million from CSAs (Table 12). Purchases of local foods for at-home consumption (i.e. 

excluding restaurants) amounted to $548 million, and purchases of local foods through direct-to-consumer 

market channels (i.e. excluding retail stores and restaurants) were valued at $134 million. The total value of all 

local food purchases in the region for at-home consumption, including both local and non-local foods at grocery 
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stores, was estimated at $2.185 billion. Local foods represented 25.1 percent of total food purchases for at-home 

consumption, and 20.2 percent of food purchases at retail stores.  

Table 12. Expanded value of annual food purchases through local market channels in north-central 

Florida in 2011-12 

Category 
Million 

dollars 

Local foods at retail $413.5 

Farmer's markets, U-pick, roadside stands $126.0 

Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) $1.1 

Special arrangement with farmer/grower $7.1 

Local food at restaurants $11.6 

Total all local food market channels $559.4 

Total local food purchases for at-home consumption 

(excluding foods at restaurants) 
$547.7 

Total direct-to-consumer purchases (excluding foods at 

restaurants and grocery stores) 
$134.3 

Total all food (local & nonlocal) purchases for at-home 

consumption  
$2,184.9 

Local food purchases retail gross margin (40%) $165.4 

Local food purchases restaurant gross margin (50%) $5.8 

Percent local food purchases at retail 20.2% 

Percent local all food purchases for at-home consumption 25.1% 

Estimates based on survey results with weighting factors (see methods). 

 

For local foods purchased through all market channels, as shown in the bottom section of Table 13, the largest 

food category was vegetables at $120 million, representing 21.5 percent of the total, followed closely by fruits 

($109 million, 19.5%), then beef  ($44 million, 7.8%), fish ($42 million, 7.5%),  poultry ($39 million, 7.0%),  

honey ($33 million, 5.9%), beverages ($32 million, 5.6%),  prepared foods ($31 million, 5.6%), dairy ($30 

million, 5.3%), pork, lamb and other meats ($26 million, 4.6%), nuts ($25 million, 4.4%), eggs ($23 million, 

4.1%), and miscellaneous other foods ($7 million, 1.2%).  

For local foods purchased from retail grocery stores in north-central Florida, the largest food category was 

vegetables (18.5%), followed by fruits (16.6%), beef (9.5%), fish (8.6%), poultry (8.3%), and beverages (6.8%) 

(Table 13). For foods purchased at farmer’s markets and other direct market outlets, the largest food groups were 

also vegetables (31.4%) and fruits (28.9%), followed distantly by honey (8.3%), prepared foods (5.8%), and fish 

(4.6%). Among foods purchased from growers/ranchers by special arrangement, the largest food groups were 

again vegetables (31.7%) and fruits (29.3%), but then next were nuts (11.4%), eggs (7.3%), honey (4.7%), and 

fish (3.9%). The largest food groups for CSAs were vegetables (23.6%), then dairy (20.6%), fruits (20.3%) and 

prepared foods (12.5%). For restaurants and food service establishments, the largest local food groups were fruits 

and vegetables combined (26.5%), all meats combined (beef, poultry, fish, pork, lamb, other; 22.9%), prepared 

foods (18.2%) and beverages (12.6%). 
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Table 13. Expanded value of annual local food purchases in 2011-12, by market channel and food type 

Market Channel / Food Type 
North Central Florida Counties 

Value (M$) Percent  

Retail Grocery Stores   

Fruits $68.5 16.6% 

Vegetables $76.5 18.5% 

Nuts $18.3 4.4% 

Beef  $39.3 9.5% 

Poultry $34.2 8.3% 

Fish $35.5 8.6% 

Pork, lamb, other meats $22.3 5.4% 

Eggs $16.8 4.1% 

Dairy $25.3 6.1% 

Honey $22.4 5.4% 

Beverages  $28.0 6.8% 

Prepared foods $21.3 5.2% 

Other $5.0 1.2% 

Total All Food Types $413.5 100% 

Farmer’s Markets, Roadside Stands, U-Pick 

Fruits $36.4 28.9% 

Vegetables $39.5 31.4% 

Nuts $5.3 4.2% 

Beef  $3.7 3.0% 

Poultry $4.1 3.2% 

Fish $5.7 4.6% 

Pork, lamb, other meats $2.7 2.1% 

Eggs $4.5 3.6% 

Dairy $2.9 2.3% 

Honey $10.4 8.3% 

Beverages  $1.7 1.4% 

Prepared foods $7.4 5.8% 

Other $1.5 1.2% 

Total All Food Types $126.0 100% 

By Special Arrangement with Producer 

Fruits $2.1 29.3% 

Vegetables $2.3 31.7% 

Nuts $0.8 11.4% 

Beef  $0.1 1.6% 

Poultry $0.1 1.8% 

Fish $0.3 3.9% 

Eggs $0.5 7.3% 

Pork, lamb, other meats $0.2 3.5% 

Honey $0.3 4.7% 

Dairy (milk, cheese, yogurt) $0.1 2.0% 

Prepared foods $0.1 2.0% 

Beverages (juice, beer, wine) $0.1 0.9% 
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Market Channel / Food Type 
North Central Florida Counties 

Value (M$) Percent  

Total All Food Types $7.1 100% 

 

 

Community Supported Agriculture   

Fruits $0.2 20.3% 

Vegetables $0.3 23.6% 

Meats or fish $0.0 3.9% 

Honey $0.0 1.9% 

Eggs $0.1 6.7% 

Dairy $0.2 20.6% 

Beverages $0.1 10.5% 

Prepared foods $0.1 12.5% 

Total All Food Types $1.1 100% 

Restaurants /  Food Service   

Fruits and Vegetables $3.1 26.5% 

Meats (beef, poultry, fish, pork, lamb, other) $2.7 22.9% 

Eggs $1.0 8.9% 

Dairy (milk, cheese, yogurt) $1.3 11.0% 

Beverages (juice, beer, wine) $1.5 12.6% 

Prepared foods (baked goods, jams, jellies) $2.1 18.2% 

Total All Food Types $11.6 100% 

All Local Market Channels   

Fruits $108.8 19.5% 

Vegetables $120.1 21.5% 

Nuts $24.5 4.4% 

Beef  $43.9 7.8% 

Poultry $39.1 7.0% 

Fish $42.2 7.5% 

Pork, lamb, other meats $26.0 4.6% 

Eggs $23.0 4.1% 

Dairy $29.8 5.3% 

Honey $33.2 5.9% 

Beverages  $31.3 5.6% 

Prepared foods $31.1 5.6% 

Miscellaneous other foods $6.5 1.2% 

Total All Food Types $559.4 100% 

Value of meats (beef, poultry, fish, pork, other) split evenly for CSAs and restaurants.  

Estimates based on survey results and weighting factors. 
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Economic Impacts of Local Food Purchases 

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

described in the Methods section above. The total expended value of purchases of each food commodity or 

service group were assigned to specific IMPLAN industry sectors (Table 14). The total value of local food 

purchases through direct-to-consumer market channels (farmer’s markets, roadside stands, U-pick, CSA and 

special arrangement with growers) were assigned directly to producer industry sectors (3 through 71). The value 

of local foods purchased at retail stores was split among market channel stages based on margins shown in Table 

4. Purchases from restaurants were split between producers (25%), wholesalers (5%), transportation (5%) and 

food (restaurant) services (65%). Note again that the producer margins were considered as new final demand to 

the region, by displacement of comparable international and domestic imports, and therefore subject to direct, 

indirect and induced multiplier effects. In contrast, the retailer and food service sector gross margins were treated 

as regional economic contributions subject only to direct multiplier effects. 

Table 14. Summary of expenditures on local food purchases in north-central Florida in 2011-12, by 

IMPLAN industry sector 

Market 

Level Commodity / Service Code 

 Value 

(Million 

Dollars)  

Producers Vegetables & Melons 3003 $77.67 

 

Fruits 3004 $73.40 

 

Tree nuts 3005 $17.67 

 

All other crop farming products 3010 $4.57 

 

Cattle from Ranches 3011 $30.31 

 

Dairy Cattle 3012 $20.59 

 

Poultry & Eggs 3013 $44.13 

 

Animal Products Except Cattle & Poultry 3014 $46.20 

 

Fish 3017 $28.69 

 

Canned, pickled & dried fruits & vegetables 3054 $6.59 

 

All other manufactured food products 3069 $21.56 

 

Beer, ale, malt liquor and nonalcoholic beer 3071 $5.44 

 

Wine and Brandies 3072 $5.82 

 

Subtotal 

 

$382.65 

Retailers Wholesale trade businesses 3319 $39.64 

 

Retail Stores - Food and beverage 3324 $109.41 

 

Transport by truck 3335 $18.93 

 

Subtotal 

 

$167.98 

Food 

services Wholesale trade businesses 3319 $0.58 

 

Transport by truck 3335 $0.58 

 

Food services and drinking places 3413 $7.57 

 
Subtotal 

 
$8.73 

Total All Industries   $559.36 

 

 

The total impacts of local food purchases through all market channels were computed by multiplying 

expenditures in each industry sector (Table 14) by their respective IMPLAN multipliers (Table 3) and summing 

across those sectors. The total economic impacts for all local food purchases in north-central Florida include 
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10,927 fulltime and part-time jobs, $267 million in labor income, $466 million in value added contribution to 

Gross State product, $913 million in industry output or revenues, and $41 million in indirect business taxes paid 

to local, state and federal governments, as shown in Table 15. These estimates reflect the direct, indirect and 

induced regional multiplier effects of local food production to meet consumer demand. The total impact from 

producer activities, including direct, indirect and induced effects, were 8,296 jobs and $353 million in value 

added. The direct impact of local foods on retailers was 2,486  jobs and $109 million in value added, and the 

direct impacts of local food sales at restaurants was 145 jobs and $4.7 million in value added. 

Table 15. Summary of total economic impacts of local food purchases in north-central Florida in 2011-12 

Impact Type 
Employment 

(Jobs) 

Labor 

Income 

(M$) 

Value 

Added 

(M$) 

Output or 

Revenues 

(M$) 

Indirect 

Business 

Taxes 

(M$) 

Producers-Direct Effect 4,870 $78.0 $159.3 $383.5 -$0.4 

             -Indirect Effect 1,191 $30.2 $49.2 $115.7 $2.9 

             -Induced Effect 2,235 $82.9 $144.0 $234.0 $12.8 

             -Total Effect 8,296 $191.1 $352.5 $733.3 $15.3 

Retailers-Direct Effect 2,486 $73.1 $109.0 $170.4 $24.8 

Restaurants-Direct Effect 145 $3.0 $4.7 $8.9 $0.7 

Total All Industries 10,927 $267.1 $466.2 $912.5 $40.8 

Values in 2013 dollars. Employment represents fulltime and part-time jobs. 

Estimates reflect total multiplier effects for producer margin, and direct effects only for retailer and restaurant margins. 

 

Total economic impacts of local food purchases in north-central Florida were also estimated for major industry 

groups, as defined by the North American Industry Classification System (NAICS). Naturally, the largest 

impacts occurred in the Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries industry group representing food commodity 

production, including 5,401  jobs, $379 million in industry output and $161 million in value added (Table 16). 

The Retail Trade sector also had large impacts from retail sales of local foods, including 2,549 jobs, $141 million 

in output, and $95 million in value added. The Accommodation and Food Services sector, which encompasses 

restaurants, had impacts of 346 jobs and $10 million in value added. Wholesale Trade and 

Transportation/Warehousing sectors had impacts of 340 jobs and 295 jobs, respectively, representing the 

margined activities for local foods sold through intermediated market channels at grocery stores and restaurants. 

Other major industry groups with significant impacts by virtue of economic linkages captured in the regional 

multipliers, included Health and Social Services (379 jobs), Government (410 jobs), Professional, Scientific and 

Technical Services (173 jobs), Finance/Insurance (134 jobs), Real Estate and Rentals (143 jobs), and 

Administrative and Waste Services (137 jobs). 
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Table 16. Summary of total economic impacts of local food purchases in north-central Florida in 2011-12, 

by major economic sector 

Sector (NAICS) 
Employment 

(jobs) 

Output 

(M$) 

Value 

Added 

(M$) 

11 Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries 5,401 $379.1 $161.4 

21 Mining 5 $1.3 $0.2 

22 Utilities 13 $10.6 $5.3 

23 Construction 139 $12.6 $5.5 

31-33 Manufacturing 132 $59.8 $11.7 

42 Wholesale Trade 340 $53.2 $37.3 

44-45 Retail Trade 2,549 $141.3 $95.1 

48-49 Transportation & Warehousing 295 $33.8 $12.8 

51 Information 29 $10.0 $4.4 

52 Finance & Insurance 134 $28.9 $14.7 

53 Real Estate & Rental 143 $50.8 $34.2 

54 Professional- Scientific & Technical Services 173 $15.5 $9.0 

55 Management Of Companies 11 $1.7 $0.7 

56 Administrative & Waste Services 137 $7.5 $3.9 

61 Educational Services 60 $2.6 $1.4 

62 Health & Social Services 379 $35.0 $20.4 

71 Arts, Entertainment & Recreation 45 $2.9 $1.8 

72 Accommodation & Food Services 346 $19.5 $10.1 

81 Other Services 187 $11.0 $5.8 

92 Government 410 $35.4 $30.4 

Total All Sectors 10,927 $912.5 $466.2 

Values in 2013 dollars. Employment represents fulltime and part-time jobs. 

Estimates reflect total multiplier effects for producer margin, and direct effects only for retailer and restaurant margins. 

 

Consumer Attitudes About Local Foods 

A series of survey questions asked respondents about their attitudes toward local foods and food systems. In 

relation to the geographic area in which foods are viewed as “local” or “locally produced”, the largest number of 

responses (25.6%) were indicated for “within a 100 mile radius of home”, closely followed by “the state of 

Florida or bordering state” (24.7%). A somewhat lower share of responses were given for the more restrictive 

definitions of “own city or town” (14.5%) and “own county” (20.5%), while a small share (3.6%) embraced the  

most expansive definition of “the southeast U.S. region”, and 11.2 percent didn’t know or did not answer (Table 

17).  Note that respondents were allowed to choose any combination of the area definitions offered, but these 

data represent the total number and percentage of responses for the largest geographic area definition chosen. 

Some respondents commented that their conception of local food was based on the degree of freshness or length 

of time from harvest to market, rather than a geographic definition, and that they were willing to accept a broader 

definition of local in order to have access to a wider variety of foods. 
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Table 17. Area in which foods produced are considered to be local 

Area 
Number 

Observations 

Weighted 

Percentage 

Own city or town 57 14.5% 

Own county 141 20.5% 

Within a radius of 100 miles of home 197 25.6% 

The state of Florida or bordering state 168 24.7% 

The southeast U.S. region 19 3.6% 

Don’t know 21 6.5% 

No answer 21 4.7% 

Total 624 100% 

 

Respondents were asked to rate the importance of various attributes of local foods on a scale of “very important”, 

“moderately important” or “not important”, as shown in Table 18. The attributes that were identified as “very 

important” by the highest percentage of statewide respondents were “freshness” (92.6%) and “food safety” 

(80.8%), followed by “nutrition (65.4%), “price” (63.9%), “food security” (58.2%), “pesticide free (49.2%), and 

“shelf life” (44.5%). The attribute “reduced transportation” was rated as “very important” by only 30.5 percent of 

respondents, but as “moderately important” by an additional 26.3 percent. The attributes of “having a 

relationship to producers” and “organic certified” had the highest share of ratings as “not important”, at 42.7 and 

32.8 percent, respectively.  Numerous respondents commented that it is important to support their local 

community by buying local food, or to buy U.S. grown products generally. Comments also indicated that quality 

attributes such as color, flavor and appearance are important. Although “organic certified” was not highly rated 

as an attribute of local food, some respondents indicated that they generally associate local food with “organic”, 

“cage free” and “non-GMO” foods. 

Table 18. Importance of attributes of local foods in North-central Florida 

Region / Attribute 

Very 

Important 

Moderately 

Important 

Not 

Important 

Don’t 

Know 

No 

answer 

Weighted Percentage of Respondents 

Freshness 92.6% 4.0% 0.2% 0.2% 3.0% 

Nutrition 65.4% 23.3% 3.5% 0.5% 7.2% 

Food safety 80.8% 8.9% 1.5% 0.9% 7.9% 

Food security 58.2% 15.9% 4.7% 6.1% 15.1% 

Organic certified 22.6% 24.2% 32.8% 2.1% 18.3% 

Pesticide-free 49.2% 28.7% 9.0% 1.8% 11.3% 

Price 63.9% 24.9% 3.3% 0.2% 7.7% 

Shelf life 44.5% 27.2% 10.2% 3.7% 14.5% 

Reduced transportation 30.5% 26.3% 17.8% 6.4% 19.1% 

Having relationship to producers 13.1% 13.8% 42.7% 10.4% 20.0% 
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Results for the survey question about how different factors may potentially limit the purchases of locally 

produced foods, on a scale of “very limiting”, “moderately limiting”, or “not limiting”, are shown in Table 19.  

The factors that were rated as “very limiting” by the highest percentage of respondents were “high price” 

(35.2%), seasonality (21.8%), “unavailability or limited selection of local foods in your area” (21.3%), and 

“farmer’s market days or times are inconvenient” (20.9%). Respondents commented that they could generally 

get local fruits and vegetables, but struggled to find local meats, seafood and dairy products. Low income 

respondents who use food stamps (Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program benefits) for purchasing food said 

that they could not afford to buy local. Respondents also indicated that they often did not know where to buy 

local food because it is not widely advertised, or not fully labeled at retail stores. It was suggested that more local 

food should be made available in grocery stores or through delivery services, and that longer hours of operation 

and better parking were needed to make shopping at farmer’s markets more convenient. Other factors that were 

rated as “moderately limiting” by a high percentage of respondents were “not knowing whether food is truly 

local as labeled” (31.2%), and “lacking storage capacity or refrigeration for quantity purchases” (26.0%). 

Respondents commented that some vendors at farmer’s markets were not local producers, which reduced their 

trust in purchasing from the market. Some respondents also commented that they had concerns about lack of 

refrigeration of perishable foods at farmer’s markets. Factors that were generally perceived as “not limiting” 

were “time required for preparation of local foods” (46.3%), “lacking knowledge to prepare local foods” (53.1%) 

and “lacking transportation to market locations” (50.5%).  

Table 19. Factors potentially limiting purchases of locally produced foods in North-central Florida 

Factor 

Very 

Limiting 

Moderately 

Limiting 

Not 

Limiting 

Don’t 

Know 

No 

answer 

Weighted Percentage of Respondents 

Unavailability or limited selection of local foods in your area 21.3% 41.8% 16.4% 8.5% 12.0% 

Seasonality (i.e. available only certain times of year) 21.8% 44.7% 13.5% 7.6% 12.4% 

Not knowing whether food is truly local as labeled 18.0% 31.2% 21.0% 15.1% 14.8% 

High price 35.2% 29.7% 13.4% 7.7% 13.9% 

Farmer’s market days or times are inconvenient 20.9% 25.0% 25.9% 12.7% 15.5% 

Congestion/parking at farmer’s markets 9.0% 20.2% 39.9% 12.5% 18.4% 

Time required for preparation of local foods 7.9% 21.1% 46.3% 7.4% 17.3% 

Lacking knowledge to prepare local foods 7.0% 13.6% 53.1% 8.4% 17.8% 

Lacking transportation to market locations 10.4% 14.3% 50.5% 8.3% 16.5% 

Lacking storage capacity or refrigeration for quantity purchases 18.8% 26.0% 33.3% 7.7% 14.2% 
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Socio-Economic Factors and Attitudes Affecting Local Food Purchases 

Statistical analysis of total local food purchases in relation to socio-economic factors and attitudes revealed that 

the variables of respondent Gender, Household income and Florida region, and the two factor interactions of Age 

x Household income, Age x Educational attainment, Age x Gender, Household income x Number of persons in 

household and Household income x Dwelling type were all statistically significant predictors of the total value of 

local food purchases through all market channels (p<0.05, according to F test), as summarized in Table 20. In 

addition, respondent ratings of the importance of the attribute “Having a relationship to producers” was a 

significant predictor of total local food purchases. The regression model for total local food purchases through all 

market channels had an R-square of 0.568, meaning that the model accounted for 56.8 percent of variation in the 

total value of local food purchases.  

The regression model for annual value of local foods purchased at retail stores had an R-square of 0.697, with 

socioeconomic factors that were statistically significant including: Age, Educational attainment, Dwelling type, 

Number of persons in household, Age x Household income, Age x Educational attainment, Household income x 

Number of persons in household, Household income x Dwelling type, and Dwelling type x Type of area. 

Attributes of local food systems that were significant predictors of local food purchases at retail stores were 

“Pesticide free”, and “Relationship to producer”, and the limiting factors “Seasonality” and “Lacking 

transportation to markets” were also predictors (Table 20).   

For the value of purchases at farmer’s markets, roadside stands and U-pick operations, the model had an R-

square of 0.599, and the significant socioeconomic factors were Age, Number of persons in household, and Age 

x Household income, however, no attributes of local foods or limiting factors were statistically significant (Table 

20). For purchases from producers by special arrangement, the model had a very high R-square of 0.818, with 

significant socioeconomic variables including Age, Household income, Florida Region, Dwelling type, Age x 

Household income and Household income x Dwelling type, and significant limiting factors were “Lacking 

knowledge to prepare local foods” and “Lacking storage for volume purchases”. For value of local foods 

consumed at restaurants, the model also had a relatively high R-square of 0.737, with significant socioeconomic 

variables for Age, Household income, Number of persons in household, Age x Household income, Household 

income x Number of persons in household, and Household income x Dwelling type. For value of purchases from 

Community Supported Agriculture, the model R-square was only 0.2050 and there were no statistically 

significant factors due to a very limited sample of respondents who reported purchasing through this channel 

(Table 20).  

Estimated regression coefficients for each factor level in the model of total value of local food purchases are 

presented in Appendix Table A1. The magnitude and direction of the coefficient is interpreted in relation to the 

“base” level for each factor denoted by the value zero, which in most cases is for observations with missing 

values (indicated by “.”) or “don’t know”.  
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Table 20. Summary of regression model results for total value of local food purchases in North-central Florida 

Effect 

Total Local Food Purchases 
Local food purchased at retail 

stores 

Farmer's markets, roadside 

stands, U-pick 

Community Supported 

Agriculture 

Special arrangement with 

farmers 
Local food at restaurants 

 DF 
F 

Value 
Pr > F   DF 

F 

Value 
Pr > F   DF 

F 

Value 
Pr > F   DF 

F 

Value 
Pr > F   DF 

F 

Value 
Pr > F   DF 

F 

Value 
Pr > F   

Model 180 466.3 <.0001 * 162 
3903.

8 
<.0001 * 176 93.58 <.0001 * 179 0.02 1   177 

1779.

6 
<.0001 * 161 26.71 <.0001 * 

Intercept 1 2.06 0.1514   1 2.99 0.0846   1 1.77 0.1835   1 0.22 0.639   1 11.66 0.0007 * 1 1.19 0.2751   

Age 5 2.14 0.0589   5 3.05 0.0101 * 5 4.11 0.0011 * 5 0.45 0.816   5 13.75 <.0001 * 5 2.66 0.0223 * 

Gender 2 3.02 0.0493 * 2 1.38 0.2537   2 1.48 0.2282   2 0.56 0.571   2 0.87 0.4208   2 1.04 0.3529   

Household Income 7 3.45 0.0012 * 7 1.78 0.0887   7 1.71 0.1047   7 0.34 0.934   7 6.85 <.0001 * 7 4.6 <.0001 * 

Educational 
Attainment 

5 1 0.4151   5 5.28 0.0001 * 5 0.31 0.9067   5 0.46 0.808   5 0.47 0.7966   5 0.97 0.4364   

Region 2 4.09 0.0171 * 2 1.36 0.2578   2 0.77 0.4649   2 0.34 0.714   2 4.07 0.0175 * 2 1.17 0.3123   

Dwelling Type 2 0.46 0.6328   2 4.42 0.0126 * 2 0.64 0.5303   2 1.05 0.349   2 11.51 <.0001 * 2 0.78 0.4582   

Number Persons In 
Household 

4 2.28 0.0592   4 6.97 <.0001 * 4 2.51 0.0409 * 4 0.39 0.818   4 0.6 0.6636   3 10.13 <.0001 * 

Type Of Area 6 0.88 0.5069   6 1.91 0.0781   6 0.45 0.8431   6 0.25 0.961   6 1.31 0.2499   6 0.72 0.6364   

Age*Household 

Income 
22 2.74 <.0001 * 17 3.63 <.0001 * 20 3.71 <.0001 * 22 0.15 1   21 4.58 <.0001 * 18 2.09 0.0058 * 

Age*Educational 

Attainment 
18 4.14 <.0001 * 13 4.3 <.0001 * 17 1.36 0.1489   18 0.18 1   17 1.12 0.3328   14 0.71 0.7669   

Age*Gender 6 2.93 0.0079 * 5 1.47 0.1978   6 0.76 0.6037   6 0.32 0.925   6 0.6 0.7271   4 1.45 0.2167   

Household 

Income*Number 
Persons In 

Household 

18 2.84 <.0001 * 17 4.21 <.0001 * 18 1.11 0.3394   18 0.15 1   18 1.42 0.1154   17 4.57 <.0001 * 

Household 
Income*Dwellin

g Type 

10 1.98 0.033 * 7 2.7 0.0096 * 8 0.88 0.5342   10 0.3 0.982   10 11.26 <.0001 * 8 3.55 0.0005 * 

Dwelling Type* 
Type Of Area 

8 0.86 0.5524   6 2.3 0.0342 * 8 0.68 0.7059   8 0.23 0.986   8 0.91 0.5115   8 0.66 0.7256   

Area Considered 

Local 
6 1.28 0.2648   6 0.85 0.5309   6 1.88 0.0814   6 0.42 0.866   6 1.49 0.1786   6 0.76 0.6003   

Attributes  

Freshness 
3 0.58 0.6281   2 1.44 0.2369   3 0.23 0.8733   3 0.09 0.967   3 0.98 0.4038   3 0.49 0.688   

Nutrition 4 0.75 0.5572   4 2.37 0.052   4 0.52 0.7207   4 0.28 0.889   4 1.72 0.1436   4 1.31 0.2668   

Food Safety 4 1.5 0.2016   4 1.24 0.2945   4 0.92 0.4515   4 0.35 0.845   4 0.58 0.6747   4 1.95 0.1015   

Food Security 4 1.33 0.2561   4 0.5 0.7327   4 0.93 0.4481   4 0.15 0.965   4 0.95 0.4362   4 0.57 0.6842   

Organic 4 0.56 0.6899   4 1.46 0.2147   4 0.5 0.7367   4 0.28 0.892   4 1.06 0.3772   4 1.7 0.1497   

Pesticide Free 4 0.48 0.7509   4 2.54 0.0393 * 4 0.07 0.9912   4 0.36 0.836   4 0.38 0.8256   4 0.32 0.8622   

Price 3 2.07 0.1035   3 1.55 0.2021   3 0.53 0.6623   3 0.73 0.532   3 2.07 0.1027   3 1.85 0.1366   

Shelf Life 4 0.69 0.5999   4 1.72 0.1436   4 1.61 0.1712   4 0.29 0.882   4 0.69 0.5993   4 1.29 0.2715   

Reduced 

Transportation 
4 1.98 0.0967   4 2.26 0.0616   4 0.28 0.8913   4 0.57 0.682   4 0.49 0.7467   4 0.23 0.9205   

Relationship To 
Producer 

4 4.57 0.0012 * 4 4.77 0.0009 * 4 2.28 0.0593   4 0.75 0.559   4 1.34 0.2535   4 0.38 0.8257   
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Effect 

Total Local Food Purchases 
Local food purchased at retail 

stores 

Farmer's markets, roadside 

stands, U-pick 

Community Supported 

Agriculture 

Special arrangement with 

farmers 
Local food at restaurants 

 DF 
F 

Value 
Pr > F   DF 

F 

Value 
Pr > F   DF 

F 

Value 
Pr > F   DF 

F 

Value 
Pr > F   DF 

F 

Value 
Pr > F   DF 

F 

Value 
Pr > F   

Limiting Factors 

Unavailability 
4 1.09 0.3594   4 1.13 0.3423   4 0.19 0.9426   4 0.42 0.791   4 1.47 0.2105   4 0.98 0.4208   

Seasonality 4 1.39 0.2352   4 2.44 0.0465 * 4 0.67 0.6159   4 0.42 0.792   4 0.91 0.4597   4 1.39 0.2377   

Not Knowing If 
Truly Local As 

Labeled 

4 1.34 0.2551   4 1.33 0.2573   4 0.82 0.5123   4 0.5 0.733   4 1.3 0.2699   4 0.48 0.7493   

High Price 4 0.1 0.9811   4 0.96 0.4298   4 0.31 0.8693   4 0.25 0.908   4 1.27 0.2811   4 0.82 0.511   

Farmers Markets 
Inconvenient 

4 2.38 0.0508   4 1.04 0.3865   4 0.76 0.549   4 0.32 0.867   4 0.7 0.5952   4 2.21 0.0667   

Congestion At 

Markets 
4 1.03 0.393   4 1.3 0.2675   4 0.54 0.7068   4 0.21 0.931   4 0.9 0.4635   4 1.08 0.3677   

Time To Prepare 4 0.23 0.9214   4 1.53 0.1912   4 0.79 0.5316   4 0.51 0.732   4 0.93 0.4454   4 1.33 0.2567   

Lacking 
Knowledge To 

Prepare Foods 

4 0.97 0.421   4 1.03 0.3904   4 0.61 0.6533   4 0.49 0.747   4 2.5 0.0415 * 4 1.2 0.3105   

Lacking 
Transportation 

To Market 

4 1.72 0.1449   4 2.72 0.0295 * 4 0.62 0.6457   4 0.26 0.906   4 0.77 0.5468   4 0.47 0.7605   

Lacking Storage 

For Volume 

Purchases 

4 0.49 0.7465   4 1.1 0.356   4 0.81 0.5167   4 0.27 0.899   4 3.24 0.0121 * 4 0.96 0.4303   

Number of 
Observations  

624 
  

 427 
   

595 
   

617 
   

581 
   

411 
  

Sum of Weights  3E+05    228808    317249    3E+05    311238    224391   

Weighted Mean  1646    1807    397.18    3.358    22.902    51.894   

Weighted Sum  6E+08    4E+08    1E+08    1E+06    7E+06    1E+07   

R-square  0.568    0.697    0.5993    0.206    0.8181    0.7365   

Root MSE  1854    1707.8    614.22    64.36    44.405    111.08   

Denominator DF   623       426       594       616       580       410     

Asterisks denote model effects that were statistically significant at the p<.05 level. “DF” stands for degrees of freedom. Source: SAS software, SurveyReg procedure (SAS Institute, 2011).  



31 

 

The estimated average annual purchases per respondent household of local foods through all market channels are 

summarized for each level of demographic variables in Table 21, with statistically significant differences 

(p<0.05) between mean values indicated by different letters. Average annual purchases were highest for 

respondents aged 45-64 years ($1,632) and 85 or over ($2,515), although these differences were not statistically 

significant. Purchases by males ($851) were slightly greater than females ($790), although again this difference 

was not statistically significant. Purchases of local food were positively associated with larger household size, 

with households of two persons ($1,775) greater than one-person households ($1,073). Residents of medium 

cities and towns had higher purchase of local foods ($1,745 and 2,051, respectively) than did residents of rural 

areas ($1,141). In contrast to previous study findings, local food purchases were not consistently related to 

annual household income or educational attainment, although there were suggestive differences. Purchases were 

generally larger for respondents who considered the state to be “local” ($1,795) than for those who considered it 

to be the “city or town” ($1,254) or “county” ($1,160), although not significantly so (Table 21). 

The mean value of total annual local food purchases across attributes of local food and limiting factors are 

summarized in Tables 22 and 23, respectively. Respondents who reported that the attributes of “Nutrition” and 

“Having a relationship to producers” were either “very important” or “moderately important” had greater 

purchases of local food than those for whom it was “not important” (Table 22). Local food purchases were 

higher for respondents indicating that the limiting factor “Farmer’s markets are inconvenient” was “moderately 

limiting” rather than “not limiting” (Table 23). Interestingly, there were no consistent findings in relation to the 

limiting factors “High price”, “Unavailability of local foods in my area” or “Seasonality”, which are often cited 

as barriers to further development of local food systems.  
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Table 21. Summary of regression model estimates of value of total local food purchases per respondent  

household in north-central Florida in relation to demographic variable levels 

Factor / Level 

Mean 

Value Per 

Household 

Tukey 

Grouping 

Age (Years) 
 

  

18-24 $1,335 A 

25-44 $1,360 A 

45-64 $1,632 A 

65-84 $1,515 A 

85+ $2,515 A 

Gender 
 

  

Female $790 A 

Male $851 A 

Annual Household Income 
 

  

Less than $25,000 $1,377 B 

$25,000-$49,999 $1,878 AB 

$50,000-$74,999 $1,541 AB 

$75,000-$99,999 $1,246 B 

$100,000-$149,999 $929 B 

$150,000+ $1,095 AB 

Don't Know $2,552 A 

Educational Attainment 
 

  

Primary School $1,743 A 

High School $1,450 A 

College, No Degree $1,232 A 

College Degree $1,567 A 

Graduate Degree $2,118 A 

Number Persons In Household* 
 

  

One $1,073 B 

Two $1,775 A 

Three to Five $1,655 AB 

Six+ $2,306 AB 

Dwelling Type 
 

  

Single Family (S) $1,725 A 

Multifamily (M) $1,190 A 

Type of Residential Area 
  

Large City $1,848 AB 

Medium City $1,745 A 

Small City $1,648 AB 

Town $2,051 A 

Rural $1,141 B 

Don't Know $1,229 AB 

Area Considered Local 
  

City or Town $1,254 ABC 

County $1,160 AC 

100 Miles or Less $1,519 AB 

State $1,795 B 

Southeast Region $222 C 

Don't Know $2,107 AB 

Different letters indicate significant difference in mean value (p<.05). Significant factors shown with asterisk. 

Source: SAS software, SurveyReg procedure, LSMEANS, and Tukey-Kramer multiple comparison test (SAS Institute, 2011). 
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Table 22. Summary of regression model estimates of value of total local food purchases per respondent 

household in north-central Florida in relation to local food attribute variable levels 

Attributes Of Local Food 
Very 

Important 

Moderately 

Important 

Not 

Important 

Don't 

Know 

Freshness Non-est Non-est Non-est Non-est 

Nutrition $2,211 $2,234 $1,040 -$462 

Food Safety $1,248 $1,960 $2,520 $639 

Food Security $1,745 $1,756 $1,473 $2,008 

Organic $1,747 $1,578 $1,598 $1,405 

Pesticide Free $1,909 $1,444 $1,263 $664 

Price Non-est Non-est Non-est Non-est 

Shelf Life* $673 $590 $1,146 $3,794 

Reduced Transportation* $1,304 $1,573 $1,426 $604 

Relationship to Producer* $1,976 $2,171 $1,073 $1,792 

Asterisks indicate attributes with statistically significant differences in levels (P<.05). 

Source: SAS software, SurveyReg procedure, LSMEANS and Tukey-Kramer multiple comparison test (SAS Institute, 2011). 

 

Table 23. Summary of regression model estimates of value of total local food purchases per respondent 

household in north-central Florida in relation to limiting factor variable levels 

Factors Limiting 
Very 

Limiting 

Moderately 

Limiting 

Not 

Limiting 

Don't 

Know 

Unavailability In My Area $1,990 $1,888 $1,796 $978 

Seasonality $1,781 $1,532 $1,330 $2,061 

Not Knowing If Truly Local $1,506 $1,707 $1,394 $2,044 

High Price $1,402 $1,544 $1,308 $1,562 

Farmer's Markets Inconvenient* $1,429 $1,225 $1,895 $1,674 

Congestion at Markets $2,037 $1,308 $1,585 $1,107 

Time to Prepare Local Foods $2,043 $1,653 $1,110 $1,589 

Lacking Knowledge to Prepare Local Foods $505 $1,488 $1,686 $1,182 

Lacking Transportation to Markets $1,798 $1,343 $1,722 $860 

Lacking Storage for Volume Purchases $1,580 $1,832 $1,534 $1,663 

Asterisks indicate attributes with statistically significant differences in levels (P<.05). 

Source: SAS software, SurveyReg procedure, LSMEANS and Tukey-Kramer multiple comparison test (SAS Institute, 2011).  
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Discussion and Conclusions 

The present study represents the first known attempt to evaluate purchasing patterns and economic impacts of all 

forms of local food sales at a regional level within the State of Florida, based on empirical survey data. The 

survey sample of 621 usable responses represented a 24.8 percent response rate, which is deemed acceptable for 

a contemporary mail survey. The sample was generally representative of the north-central Florida population, 

however, the data were weighted to adjust for age, education and income factors to account for differences in 

sampling intensity. 

The weighted share of respondents who reported that they purchased local food at retail grocery stores (59%), 

farmer’s markets, roadside stands or U-pick operations (71%), and at restaurants (21%) indicate that a significant 

share of north-central Florida residents purchase locally grown or prepared foods through these venues, however, 

relatively few households in the region purchase food directly from producers (10%) or through Community 

Supported Agriculture (CSA) organizations (1.6%). In general, this study found that local food purchases in 

north-central Florida are similar to levels reported for other area studies that used surveys of a representative 

sample of households. 

Survey findings indicate that a majority of respondents held a rather expansive definition of what “local” food 

means; that it is produced “within a radius of 100 miles of home” (25.6%) or “within the state of Florida or 

bordering states” (24.7%), or even “within the southeast U.S. region” (3.6%), while a somewhat smaller share 

held the more restrictive definitions of “within my own city or town” (14.5%) or “within my county” (20.5%).  

In north-central Florida, local foods purchased for consumption at home (i.e. excluding restaurant purchases) 

represented 25 percent of total food purchases in 2011-12. The estimated total value of local foods purchased by 

consumers annually through all local market channels in north-central Florida was estimated at $559 million, or 

approximately $1,353 per household. Nearly three-quarters (74%) of all reported local food purchases were at 

retail stores ($414 million). The total value of direct farm-to-consumer sales in north-central Florida through 

farmer’s markets, roadside stands, U-pick operations, Community Supported Agriculture organizations, and by 

special arrangement with growers was estimated at $134 million. Local foods purchased for consumption at 

home (i.e. excluding restaurant purchases) were valued at $548 million, which represented 25 percent of total 

food purchases for consumption at-home ($2.184 billion). This is significantly higher than reported at the 

national level (Low and Vogel, 2011; USDA-NASS, Census of Agriculture, 2007). This suggests that local food 

systems in north-central Florida are better developed than most other areas of the United States, perhaps due to 

the favorable year-round growing conditions. However, these research findings should be taken with some 

reservations, because it is possible that some foods reported by respondents as being of local origin may in fact 

not have been local, since some market vendors or retailers may be misrepresenting the source of foods.  

Consistent with previous studies, this research found that vegetables and fruits were most commonly purchased 

food types through local market channels, together representing about 41 percent of all local food purchases or 
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$229 million, while animal products, including fish, beef, poultry, pork, lamb, other meats, dairy, honey and 

eggs, collectively represented $237 million or 42 percent of total local food purchases.  

This research confirmed that the reasons most people prefer local foods are the attributes “freshness”, “food 

safety” and “nutrition”. Other research has suggested that “having a relationship to producers” may be an 

important attribute, but this study found only a small minority (13%) considered this very important. This 

research also confirmed that “high price” and “unavailability or limited selection of local foods” due to local 

growing conditions and days of operation were commonly considered as barriers or limiting factors for further 

development of local food systems. A significant share of respondents also expressed concerns about “not 

knowing whether food is truly local as labeled”. Indeed, other recent research has shown that customers at 

farmer’s markets commonly have suspicions about the origin of food, and that this affects willingness to 

purchase, and the perception of benefits of buying local (Gao et al, 2012).  

This analysis estimated the total economic impact of locally produced food purchases in Florida using a regional 

IMPLAN input-output model, and attempted to account for the net loss of economic activity in retail grocery 

stores due to competitive displacement by alternative local-market channels. It was assumed that purchases 

through local market channels represented new final demand to the agriculture or food processing sectors, and 

that this replaced foods that would otherwise be imported to the state. The very large total economic impacts, 

including 10,927 fulltime and part-time jobs, and $466 million in value-added or Gross State Product, confirm 

that local food systems make an important economic contribution to the state.  

Statistical analysis of the survey data using multiple linear regression procedures found that demographic factors 

of age, gender, household income, and number of persons in the household were all significant predictors of 

local food purchasing behavior through one or more market channels. There were also significant interactions 

between these factors, indicating that demographic characteristics do not affect local food purchasing in a simple 

or uniform fashion. These complex relationships should be explored in further research.  

Among the implications of this research for policy, the results suggest that providing better access to farmer’s 

markets, and providing education on how to prepare and store local foods would support greater purchasing of 

local foods. Perhaps stronger regulations on labeling of source of origin, as is required for international imports, 

would help to address consumer’s concerns about truth in advertising of claims for local foods. Providing 

additional opportunities for local producers to gain exposure to consumers would support the strong desire 

expressed by survey respondents for having a relationship with producers. The fact that local foods are often 

higher in price than conventional mass market foods, or that they may not be as readily available as conventional 

foods, are often cited as limiting factors, however, these were not shown to be significant barriers in this 

research.   
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Appendix A: Summary of Regression Analysis Coefficients 

Table A1. Summary of estimated regression coefficients for model of total local food purchases in North-

central Florida 

Dependent Variable / Parameter Estimate 
Standard 

Error 

t 

Value 
Pr > |t|   

Intercept 1855.6 6771.4 0.27 0.784   

Age 45-64 -1859.7 4789.6 -0.39 0.698   

Age 65-84 6294.8 4405.3 1.43 0.154   

Age 25-44 1576.1 3959.5 0.40 0.691   

Age 18-24 4294.2 5540.7 0.78 0.439   

Age (Missing) 3074.5 4127.7 0.74 0.457   

Age 85+ 0.0 0.0 . .   

Household Income Less Than $25,000 8763.5 6107.5 1.43 0.152   

Household Income $25,000-$49,999 1901.7 6774.6 0.28 0.779   

Household Income $50,000-$74,999 -968.4 6562.9 -0.15 0.883   

Household Income $75,000-$99,000 3853.0 2273.8 1.69 0.091   

Household Income (Missing) 1109.3 3852.1 0.29 0.774   

Household Income $100,000-$149,000 1642.8 4569.2 0.36 0.719   

Household Income $150,000+ -5082.2 3178.8 -1.60 0.110   

Household Income Don't Know 0.0 0.0 . .   

Educational Attainment College Degree -8166.3 2942.9 -2.77 0.006 * 

Educational Attainment College, No Degree -1956.2 2727.3 -0.72 0.474   

Educational Attainment High School 580.9 2268.7 0.26 0.798   

Educational Attainment Graduate Degree -3267.3 3089.3 -1.06 0.291   

Educational Attainment Primary School -187.0 2626.7 -0.07 0.943   

Educational Attainment (Missing) 0.0 0.0 . .   

Region Gainesville 708.5 311.0 2.28 0.023 * 

Region Orlando -42.2 265.1 -0.16 0.874   

Region Jacksonville 0.0 0.0 . .   

Dwelling Type Single Family -6930.6 4302.1 -1.61 0.108   

Dwelling Type Multifamily -4695.7 3615.1 -1.30 0.194   

Dwelling Type 0.0 0.0 . .   

Gender Female -1995.5 1532.0 -1.30 0.193   

Gender Male 879.9 2372.2 0.37 0.711   

Gender (Missing) 0.0 0.0 . .   

Number Persons In Household Two 7088.5 2318.2 3.06 0.002 * 

Number Persons In Household Three To Five 6181.5 2400.7 2.57 0.010 * 

Number Persons In Household One 1689.0 2028.1 0.83 0.405   

Number Persons In Household Six Or More 4861.1 3374.1 1.44 0.150   

Number Persons In Household (Missing) 0.0 0.0 . .   

Type Of Residential Area Medium City -2008.4 1635.4 -1.23 0.220   

Type Of Residential Area Small City -4948.9 4063.5 -1.22 0.224   

Type Of Residential Area Rural -3835.8 3683.0 -1.04 0.298   

Type Of Residential Area Town -1904.2 1749.8 -1.09 0.277   

Type Of Residential Area Don't Know -3666.3 2053.8 -1.79 0.075   

Type Of Residential Area Large City -1527.4 2085.3 -0.73 0.464   

Type Of Residential Area (Missing) 0.0 0.0 . .   

Area Considered Local 100 Miles Or Less 930.6 625.5 1.49 0.137   

Area Considered Local State 1059.6 652.8 1.62 0.105   

Area Considered Local County 454.9 645.5 0.70 0.481   

Area Considered Local City Or Town 909.1 705.2 1.29 0.198   

Area Considered Local Don't Know 875.5 760.9 1.15 0.250   

Area Considered Local 495.6 910.6 0.54 0.586   

Area Considered Local Southeast Region 0.0 0.0 . .   

Attributes- Freshness Very Important -655.9 2372.6 -0.28 0.782   

Attributes- Freshness (Missing) -1036.2 2486.1 -0.42 0.677   

Attributes- Freshness Moderately Important -1329.1 2414.3 -0.55 0.582   

Attributes- Freshness Don't Know -3164.6 3225.2 -0.98 0.327   

Attributes- Freshness Not Important 0.0 0.0 . .   

Attributes- Nutrition Very Important -94.1 1369.5 -0.07 0.945   

Attributes- Nutrition Moderately Important -356.1 1396.5 -0.25 0.799   
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Dependent Variable / Parameter Estimate 
Standard 

Error 

t 

Value 
Pr > |t|   

Attributes- Nutrition (Missing) -24.7 1442.7 -0.02 0.986   

Attributes- Nutrition Not Important -1067.8 1312.0 -0.81 0.416   

Attributes- Nutrition Don't Know 0.0 0.0 . .   

Attributes- Food Safety Very Important -108.7 1093.6 -0.10 0.921   

Attributes- Food Safety Moderately Important 1051.7 1176.4 0.89 0.372   

Attributes- Food Safety (Missing) -145.2 1204.3 -0.12 0.904   

Attributes- Food Safety Not Important 724.5 1424.1 0.51 0.611   

Attributes- Food Safety Don't Know 0.0 0.0 . .   

Attributes- Food Security Very Important 310.9 570.0 0.55 0.586   

Attributes- Food Security (Missing) -670.5 736.9 -0.91 0.363   

Attributes- Food Security Moderately Important 8.1 639.5 0.01 0.990   

Attributes- Food Security Don't Know 297.9 646.4 0.46 0.645   

Attributes- Food Security Not Important 0.0 0.0 . .   

Attributes- Organic Not Important -294.6 580.2 -0.51 0.612   

Attributes- Organic Moderately Important -234.7 625.3 -0.38 0.708   

Attributes- Organic (Missing) -752.9 763.9 -0.99 0.325   

Attributes- Organic Very Important -65.3 728.1 -0.09 0.929   

Attributes- Organic Don't Know 0.0 0.0 . .   

Attributes- Pesticide Free Very Important -567.7 862.8 -0.66 0.511   

Attributes- Pesticide Free Moderately Important -797.5 894.9 -0.89 0.373   

Attributes- Pesticide Free (Missing) -401.6 981.8 -0.41 0.683   

Attributes- Pesticide Free Not Important -971.3 912.2 -1.06 0.287   

Attributes- Pesticide Free Don't Know 0.0 0.0 . .   

Attributes- Price Very Important -1182.7 702.1 -1.68 0.093   

Attributes- Price Moderately Important -1230.3 731.0 -1.68 0.093   

Attributes- Price (Missing) -346.1 871.4 -0.40 0.691   

Attributes- Price Not Important 0.0 0.0 . .   

Attributes- Price Don't Know 0.0 0.0 . .   

Attributes- Shelf Life Very Important 823.0 750.9 1.10 0.274   

Attributes- Shelf Life Moderately Important 975.8 780.6 1.25 0.212   

Attributes- Shelf Life (Missing) 1147.0 867.0 1.32 0.186   

Attributes- Shelf Life Not Important 1315.8 896.1 1.47 0.143   

Attributes- Shelf Life Don't Know 0.0 0.0 . .   

Attributes- Reduced Transportation Moderately Important 518.4 449.8 1.15 0.250   

Attributes- Reduced Transportation Very Important 586.7 439.6 1.33 0.183   

Attributes- Reduced Transportation (Missing) 1734.4 639.9 2.71 0.007 * 

Attributes- Reduced Transportation Not Important 656.6 449.7 1.46 0.145   

Attributes- Reduced Transportation Don't Know 0.0 0.0 . .   

Attributes- Relationship To Producers Not Important -396.1 464.9 -0.85 0.395   

Attributes- Relationship To Producers (Missing) -977.3 621.6 -1.57 0.116   

Attributes- Relationship To Producers Moderately Important 758.4 535.0 1.42 0.157   

Attributes- Relationship To Producers Very Important 438.7 540.3 0.81 0.417   

Attributes- Relationship To Producers Don't Know 0.0 0.0 . .   

Limiting Factors-Unavailability Of Local Foods Moderately Limiting 985.9 622.5 1.58 0.114   

Limiting Factors-Unavailability Of Local Foods Very Limiting 751.7 618.8 1.21 0.225   

Limiting Factors-Unavailability Of Local Foods Not Limiting 595.3 716.1 0.83 0.406   

Limiting Factors-Unavailability Of Local Foods (Missing) 351.1 792.9 0.44 0.658   

Limiting Factors-Unavailability Of Local Foods Don't Know 0.0 0.0 . .   

Limiting Factors-Seasonality Of Local Foods Moderately Limiting -487.4 874.4 -0.56 0.577   

Limiting Factors-Seasonality Of Local Foods Very Limiting -198.0 883.4 -0.22 0.823   

Limiting Factors-Seasonality Of Local Foods Not Limiting -599.7 881.5 -0.68 0.497   

Limiting Factors-Seasonality Of Local Foods (Missing) -1471.7 1001.7 -1.47 0.142   

Limiting Factors-Seasonality Of Local Foods Don't Know 0.0 0.0 . .   

Limiting Factors-Not Knowing If Foods Are Truly Local As Labeled Moderately 

Limiting 
51.8 430.9 0.12 0.904 

  

Limiting Factors-Not Knowing If Foods Are Truly Local As Labeled Not Limiting -92.0 449.6 -0.20 0.838   

Limiting Factors-Not Knowing If Foods Are Truly Local As Labeled Very Limiting -345.3 477.3 -0.72 0.470   

Limiting Factors-Not Knowing If Foods Are Truly Local As Labeled (Missing) -1070.3 607.6 -1.76 0.079   

Limiting Factors-Not Knowing If Foods Are Truly Local As Labeled Don't Know 0.0 0.0 . .   

Limiting Factors-High Price Moderately Limiting -308.5 641.3 -0.48 0.631   

Limiting Factors-High Price Very Limiting -190.0 657.8 -0.29 0.773   

Limiting Factors-High Price (Missing) -141.7 773.8 -0.18 0.855   

Limiting Factors-High Price Not Limiting -267.2 649.9 -0.41 0.681   



40 

 

Dependent Variable / Parameter Estimate 
Standard 

Error 

t 

Value 
Pr > |t|   

Limiting Factors-High Price Don't Know 0.0 0.0 . .   

Limiting Factors-Farmer’s Markets Inconvenient Moderately Limiting -1180.3 670.0 -1.76 0.079   

Limiting Factors-Farmer’s Markets Inconvenient Not Limiting -704.6 623.3 -1.13 0.259   

Limiting Factors-Farmer’s Markets Inconvenient Very Limiting -1518.1 621.6 -2.44 0.015 * 

Limiting Factors-Farmer’s Markets Inconvenient (Missing) -1484.6 770.6 -1.93 0.055   

Limiting Factors-Farmer’s Markets Inconvenient Don't Know 0.0 0.0 . .   

Limiting Factors-Congestion At Markets Not Limiting -806.0 493.6 -1.63 0.103   

Limiting Factors-Congestion At Markets (Missing) -635.3 681.5 -0.93 0.352   

Limiting Factors-Congestion At Markets Moderately Limiting -706.5 497.5 -1.42 0.156   

Limiting Factors-Congestion At Markets Don't Know -1206.8 618.0 -1.95 0.051   

Limiting Factors-Congestion At Markets Very Limiting 0.0 0.0 . .   

Limiting Factors-Time To Prepare Local Foods Not Limiting 280.3 706.6 0.40 0.692   

Limiting Factors-Time To Prepare Local Foods Moderately Limiting 7.0 691.9 0.01 0.992   

Limiting Factors-Time To Prepare Local Foods (Missing) -411.6 1096.5 -0.38 0.708   

Limiting Factors-Time To Prepare Local Foods Very Limiting -215.1 964.4 -0.22 0.824   

Limiting Factors-Time To Prepare Local Foods Don't Know 0.0 0.0 . .   

Limiting Factors-Lacking Knowledge To Prepare Local Foods Not Limiting 634.7 680.6 0.93 0.351   

Limiting Factors-Lacking Knowledge To Prepare Local Foods (Missing) 2542.4 1307.0 1.95 0.052   

Limiting Factors-Lacking Knowledge To Prepare Local Foods Moderately Limiting 586.6 713.8 0.82 0.412   

Limiting Factors-Lacking Knowledge To Prepare Local Foods Very Limiting 1247.8 963.7 1.29 0.196   

Limiting Factors-Lacking Knowledge To Prepare Local Foods Don't Know 0.0 0.0 . .   

Limiting Factors-Lacking Transportation To Markets Not Limiting 1338.6 631.2 2.12 0.034 * 

Limiting Factors-Lacking Transportation To Markets (Missing) 1960.4 1218.7 1.61 0.108   

Limiting Factors-Lacking Transportation To Markets Moderately Limiting 886.1 707.7 1.25 0.211   

Limiting Factors-Lacking Transportation To Markets Very Limiting 1545.4 760.2 2.03 0.043 * 

Limiting Factors-Lacking Transportation To Markets Don't Know 0.0 0.0 . .   

Limiting Factors-Lacking Storage For Volume Purchases Not Limiting -705.8 789.8 -0.89 0.372   

Limiting Factors-Lacking Storage For Volume Purchases Moderately Limiting -351.6 776.0 -0.45 0.651   

Limiting Factors-Lacking Storage For Volume Purchases Very Limiting -433.7 788.5 -0.55 0.583   

Limiting Factors-Lacking Storage For Volume Purchases (Missing) -652.0 970.2 -0.67 0.502   

Limiting Factors-Lacking Storage For Volume Purchases Don't Know 0.0 0.0 . .   

Age*Household Income 45-64 Less Than $25,000 -2921.3 3887.9 -0.75 0.453   

Age*Household Income 45-64 $25,000-$49,999 -5148.0 3171.2 -1.62 0.105   

Age*Household Income 45-64 $50,000-$74,999 -1810.7 3917.0 -0.46 0.644   

Age*Household Income 45-64 $75,000-$99,000 1514.7 1523.7 0.99 0.321   

Age*Household Income 45-64 (Missing) 2106.9 2361.0 0.89 0.373   

Age*Household Income 45-64 $100,000-$149,000 -889.8 3786.8 -0.23 0.814   

Age*Household Income 45-64 $150,000+ -1835.7 2115.4 -0.87 0.386   

Age*Household Income 45-64 Don't Know 0.0 0.0 . .   

Age*Household Income 65-84 Less Than $25,000 -6850.4 3710.5 -1.85 0.065   

Age*Household Income 65-84 $25,000-$49,999 -9568.1 2999.5 -3.19 0.002 * 

Age*Household Income 65-84 $50,000-$74,999 -6530.1 3849.9 -1.70 0.090   

Age*Household Income 65-84 $75,000-$99,000 -3408.1 1521.2 -2.24 0.025 * 

Age*Household Income 65-84 (Missing) -442.1 2558.8 -0.17 0.863   

Age*Household Income 65-84 $100,000-$149,000 -2768.3 3815.5 -0.73 0.468   

Age*Household Income 65-84 $150,000+ -7772.1 2559.0 -3.04 0.003 * 

Age*Household Income 65-84 Don't Know 0.0 0.0 . .   

Age*Household Income 25-44 Less Than $25,000 -2406.0 3600.9 -0.67 0.504   

Age*Household Income 25-44 $25,000-$49,999 -5902.0 2872.9 -2.05 0.040 * 

Age*Household Income 25-44 $50,000-$74,999 -1549.8 3684.4 -0.42 0.674   

Age*Household Income 25-44 $75,000-$99,000 0.0 0.0 . .   

Age*Household Income 25-44 (Missing) 932.0 2311.3 0.40 0.687   

Age*Household Income 25-44 $100,000-$149,000 -17.4 3531.9 0.00 0.996   

Age*Household Income 25-44 $150,000+ 0.0 0.0 . .   

Age*Household Income 25-44 Don't Know 0.0 0.0 . .   

Age*Household Income 18-24 Less Than $25,000 910.2 3541.0 0.26 0.797   

Age*Household Income 18-24 $25,000-$49,999 -2441.6 3145.3 -0.78 0.438   

Age*Household Income 18-24 $50,000-$74,999 2162.0 3880.5 0.56 0.578   

Age*Household Income 18-24 $100,000-$149,000 3439.7 4079.0 0.84 0.399   

Age*Household Income 18-24 Don't Know 0.0 0.0 . .   

Age*Household Income (Missing) Less Than $25,000 -74.7 4363.3 -0.02 0.986   

Age*Household Income (Missing) $25,000-$49,999 0.0 0.0 . .   

Age*Household Income (Missing) (Missing) 0.0 0.0 . .   
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Dependent Variable / Parameter Estimate 
Standard 

Error 

t 

Value 
Pr > |t|   

Age*Household Income (Missing) Don't Know 0.0 0.0 . .   

Age*Household Income 85+ Less Than $25,000 0.0 0.0 . .   

Age*Household Income 85+ $25,000-$49,999 0.0 0.0 . .   

Age*Household Income 85+ $50,000-$74,999 0.0 0.0 . .   

Age*Household Income 85+ $100,000-$149,000 0.0 0.0 . .   

Age*Educational Attainment 45-64 College Degree 9606.6 3143.6 3.06 0.002 * 

Age*Educational Attainment 45-64 College, No Degree 3242.5 3039.6 1.07 0.287   

Age*Educational Attainment 45-64 High School 666.4 2666.4 0.25 0.803   

Age*Educational Attainment 45-64 Graduate Degree 5465.7 3438.3 1.59 0.112   

Age*Educational Attainment 45-64 Primary School 954.4 2800.5 0.34 0.733   

Age*Educational Attainment 45-64 (Missing) 0.0 0.0 . .   

Age*Educational Attainment 65-84 College Degree 10267.6 3327.9 3.09 0.002 * 

Age*Educational Attainment 65-84 College, No Degree 3472.3 3138.7 1.11 0.269   

Age*Educational Attainment 65-84 High School 836.5 2641.8 0.32 0.752   

Age*Educational Attainment 65-84 Graduate Degree 5317.7 3219.1 1.65 0.099   

Age*Educational Attainment 65-84 Primary School 1854.2 3295.9 0.56 0.574   

Age*Educational Attainment 65-84 (Missing) 0.0 0.0 . .   

Age*Educational Attainment 25-44 College Degree 5583.7 3152.7 1.77 0.077   

Age*Educational Attainment 25-44 College, No Degree -13.3 2844.4 0.00 0.996   

Age*Educational Attainment 25-44 High School -2996.5 2494.4 -1.20 0.230   

Age*Educational Attainment 25-44 Graduate Degree 1751.9 3221.2 0.54 0.587   

Age*Educational Attainment 25-44 Primary School -3088.0 2857.8 -1.08 0.280   

Age*Educational Attainment 25-44 (Missing) 0.0 0.0 . .   

Age*Educational Attainment 18-24 College Degree 0.0 0.0 . .   

Age*Educational Attainment 18-24 College, No Degree -7152.4 4163.7 -1.72 0.086   

Age*Educational Attainment 18-24 High School -12677.6 4445.4 -2.85 0.005 * 

Age*Educational Attainment 18-24 Graduate Degree -4352.5 4505.9 -0.97 0.334   

Age*Educational Attainment 18-24 Primary School 0.0 0.0 . .   

Age*Educational Attainment (Missing) College Degree 0.0 0.0 . .   

Age*Educational Attainment (Missing) College, No Degree 0.0 0.0 . .   

Age*Educational Attainment (Missing) High School 0.0 0.0 . .   

Age*Educational Attainment (Missing) Primary School 0.0 0.0 . .   

Age*Educational Attainment (Missing) (Missing) 0.0 0.0 . .   

Age*Educational Attainment 85+ College, No Degree 0.0 0.0 . .   

Age*Educational Attainment 85+ High School 0.0 0.0 . .   

Age*Educational Attainment 85+ Graduate Degree 0.0 0.0 . .   

Age*Gender 45-64 Female 3237.1 1834.3 1.76 0.078   

Age*Gender 45-64 Male 96.8 2587.1 0.04 0.970   

Age*Gender 45-64 (Missing) 0.0 0.0 . .   

Age*Gender 65-84 Female -1455.0 1580.3 -0.92 0.358   

Age*Gender 65-84 Male -4060.7 2408.7 -1.69 0.092   

Age*Gender 65-84 (Missing) 0.0 0.0 . .   

Age*Gender 25-44 Female 3278.7 1845.2 1.78 0.076   

Age*Gender 25-44 Male 0.0 0.0 . .   

Age*Gender 18-24 Female 2351.0 1823.3 1.29 0.198   

Age*Gender 18-24 Male 0.0 0.0 . .   

Age*Gender (Missing) Female 0.0 0.0 . .   

Age*Gender (Missing) (Missing) 0.0 0.0 . .   

Age*Gender 85+ Female 0.0 0.0 . .   

Age*Gender 85+ Male 0.0 0.0 . .   

Household Income*Number Persons In Household Less Than $25,000 Two -9263.8 2897.0 -3.20 0.002 * 

Household Income*Number Persons In Household Less Than $25,000 Three To Five -8252.2 2984.4 -2.77 0.006 * 

Household Income*Number Persons In Household Less Than $25,000 One -4163.1 2728.2 -1.53 0.128   

Household Income*Number Persons In Household Less Than $25,000 Six Or More -2012.0 4506.7 -0.45 0.655   

Household Income*Number Persons In Household Less Than $25,000 (Missing) 0.0 0.0 . .   

Household Income*Number Persons In Household $25,000-$49,999 Two 748.4 3072.8 0.24 0.808   

Household Income*Number Persons In Household $25,000-$49,999 Three To Five 1489.7 2683.0 0.56 0.579   

Household Income*Number Persons In Household $25,000-$49,999 One 5392.3 3036.1 1.78 0.076   

Household Income*Number Persons In Household $25,000-$49,999 Six Or More 0.0 0.0 . .   

Household Income*Number Persons In Household $50,000-$74,999 Two -933.6 2795.7 -0.33 0.739   

Household Income*Number Persons In Household $50,000-$74,999 Three To Five -99.5 2492.1 -0.04 0.968   

Household Income*Number Persons In Household $50,000-$74,999 One 3844.8 2768.9 1.39 0.166   

Household Income*Number Persons In Household $50,000-$74,999 Six Or More 0.0 0.0 . .   
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Dependent Variable / Parameter Estimate 
Standard 

Error 

t 

Value 
Pr > |t|   

Household Income*Number Persons In Household $75,000-$99,000 Two -4931.1 1472.4 -3.35 0.001 * 

Household Income*Number Persons In Household $75,000-$99,000 Three To Five -3640.3 1733.6 -2.10 0.036 * 

Household Income*Number Persons In Household $75,000-$99,000 One 0.0 0.0 . .   

Household Income*Number Persons In Household (Missing) Two -6806.7 1458.1 -4.67 <.0001 * 

Household Income*Number Persons In Household (Missing) Three To Five -5713.7 1851.9 -3.09 0.002 * 

Household Income*Number Persons In Household (Missing) One 0.0 0.0 . .   

Household Income*Number Persons In Household (Missing) (Missing) 0.0 0.0 . .   

Household Income*Number Persons In Household $100,000-$149,000 Two -2083.0 2927.8 -0.71 0.477   

Household Income*Number Persons In Household $100,000-$149,000 Three To Five -1408.0 2497.0 -0.56 0.573   

Household Income*Number Persons In Household $100,000-$149,000 One 2532.5 2975.6 0.85 0.395   

Household Income*Number Persons In Household $100,000-$149,000 Six Or More 0.0 0.0 . .   

Household Income*Number Persons In Household $150,000+ Two 238.8 2104.6 0.11 0.910   

Household Income*Number Persons In Household $150,000+ Three To Five 0.0 0.0 . .   

Household Income*Number Persons In Household $150,000+ Six Or More 0.0 0.0 . .   

Household Income*Number Persons In Household Don't Know Two 0.0 0.0 . .   

Household Income*Number Persons In Household Don't Know Three To Five 0.0 0.0 . .   

Household Income*Number Persons In Household Don't Know One 0.0 0.0 . .   

Household Income*Dwelling Type Less Than $25,000 S 3324.2 5136.9 0.65 0.518   

Household Income*Dwelling Type Less Than $25,000 M 1332.0 4848.0 0.27 0.784   

Household Income*Dwelling Type Less Than $25,000 0.0 0.0 . .   

Household Income*Dwelling Type $25,000-$49,999 S 3379.3 4961.7 0.68 0.496   

Household Income*Dwelling Type $25,000-$49,999 M 4022.8 4679.5 0.86 0.390   

Household Income*Dwelling Type $25,000-$49,999 0.0 0.0 . .   

Household Income*Dwelling Type $50,000-$74,999 S 4144.0 3974.8 1.04 0.298   

Household Income*Dwelling Type $50,000-$74,999 M 2059.8 3851.9 0.53 0.593   

Household Income*Dwelling Type $50,000-$74,999 0.0 0.0 . .   

Household Income*Dwelling Type $75,000-$99,000 S -162.5 2120.0 -0.08 0.939   

Household Income*Dwelling Type $75,000-$99,000 M 0.0 0.0 . .   

Household Income*Dwelling Type (Missing) S 2696.9 2426.9 1.11 0.267   

Household Income*Dwelling Type (Missing) M 0.0 0.0 . .   

Household Income*Dwelling Type $100,000-$149,000 S 841.5 2233.6 0.38 0.707   

Household Income*Dwelling Type $100,000-$149,000 M 0.0 0.0 . .   

Household Income*Dwelling Type $150,000+ S 7005.1 3140.9 2.23 0.026 * 

Household Income*Dwelling Type $150,000+ M 0.0 0.0 . .   

Household Income*Dwelling Type $150,000+ 0.0 0.0 . .   

Household Income*Dwelling Type Don't Know S 0.0 0.0 . .   

Household Income*Dwelling Type Don't Know M 0.0 0.0 . .   

Dwelling Type*Type Of Residential Area S Medium City 1249.4 1593.8 0.78 0.433   

Dwelling Type*Type Of Residential Area S Small City 4539.5 4001.5 1.13 0.257   

Dwelling Type*Type Of Residential Area S Rural 2886.1 3605.4 0.80 0.424   

Dwelling Type*Type Of Residential Area S Town 1687.3 1556.8 1.08 0.279   

Dwelling Type*Type Of Residential Area S Don't Know 2740.8 2125.7 1.29 0.198   

Dwelling Type*Type Of Residential Area S Large City -269.5 2155.0 -0.13 0.901   

Dwelling Type*Type Of Residential Area S (Missing) 0.0 0.0 . .   

Dwelling Type*Type Of Residential Area M Medium City 0.0 0.0 . .   

Dwelling Type*Type Of Residential Area M Small City 3024.3 3759.1 0.80 0.421   

Dwelling Type*Type Of Residential Area M Rural 2609.9 3528.2 0.74 0.460   

Dwelling Type*Type Of Residential Area M Town 0.0 0.0 . .   

Dwelling Type*Type Of Residential Area M Don't Know 0.0 0.0 . .   

Dwelling Type*Type Of Residential Area M Large City 0.0 0.0 . .   

Dwelling Type*Type Of Residential Area M (Missing) 0.0 0.0 . .   

Dwelling Type*Type Of Residential Area  Small City 0.0 0.0 . .   

Dwelling Type*Type Of Residential Area  Rural 0.0 0.0 . .   

Dwelling Type*Type Of Residential Area  Town 0.0 0.0 . .   

Asterisks denote coefficients that were statistically significant at the p<.05 level. Estimates not available for “base” parameter levels with 

lowest frequency of observations within each dependent variable. Levels indicated by dots represent missing values. 

Source: SAS software, SurveyReg procedure (SAS Institute, 2011). 
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Appendix B: Local Food Survey Questionnaire 

 

Cover page of 5.5 x 8.5 inch booklet 
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Introduction and informed consent statement 

This survey is being conducted by the University of Florida to evaluate the characteristics and economic impacts 

of local food production and marketing in Florida. The survey is being sent to a random sample of households 

throughout the state. The project is sponsored by the Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services, 

the University of Florida-Office of Sustainability, and the Alachua County Sustainability Program.  

This survey is intended for the person primarily responsible for purchasing food for your household. If you are 

not the person responsible for food purchases, please pass on the survey to the appropriate person. Respondents 

must be at least 18 years of age. 

If you agree to participate, your identity will remain anonymous, and all information about your responses will 

be kept strictly confidential. Results of the study will be released to the public only as averages or totals for all 

survey respondents. Your participation is voluntary; you do not have to answer any question that you do not wish 

to, and you may stop at any time. The survey will require about 10 minutes to complete. 

For any questions about this survey, you may contact the investigator (see below). For questions about your 

rights as a research participant, contact the University of Florida Institutional Review Board (telephone 352-392-

0433). 

Thank you for your cooperation! 

Sincerely, Alan W. Hodges, Ph.D., Principal Investigator 

University of Florida-Institute of Food and Agricultural Sciences 

Food & Resource Economics Department 

PO Box 110240, Gainesville, FL  32611 

Telephone 352-392-1881 x 312, email AWHodges@ufl.edu 

 

General Food Purchasing Patterns 

 
1) How often do you typically shop for food for your household at grocery stores or other retail markets? (choose 

appropriate interval) 

_____Daily  _____Twice weekly 

_____Weekly  _____Every other week 

_____Monthly  _____Don’t know 

Irregular or other interval: ____________________ 

 

2) How much do you typically spend for food for your household on shopping trips to grocery stores? (choose 

appropriate range) 

_____less than $50 _____$50 to $99 

_____$100 to $149 _____$150 to $199 

_____$200 to $299 _____$300 to $399 

_____$400 or more, specify amount: $______________ 

 _____Don’t know 

 

Retail Shopping Patterns for Local Food 

 
3) Do you ever purchase food in grocery stores that is labeled as “local” or “locally produced”?   

____Yes  ____No  ____Don’t know 

If answer is “No” or “Don’t know” please skip to next section, question 5. 

 

mailto:AWHodges@ufl.edu
mailto:AWHodges@ufl.edu
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4) What kinds of foods that are labeled as locally produced do you purchase at grocery stores, and what is the 

average value of these purchases on a typical shopping trip? (check appropriate ranges) 

Food Type 

Average value of purchases on typical shopping trip 
Zero 

(don’t 

purchase) 

Less 

than 

$5 

$5 to 

$14 

$15 to 

$29 

$30 or 

more 

Don’t 

know 

Fruits ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Vegetables ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Nuts ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Beef  ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Poultry ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Fish ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Pork, lamb, other meats ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Eggs ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Dairy (milk, cheese, yogurt) ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Honey ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Beverages (juice, beer, wine) ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Prepared foods (baked goods, jams, jellies, etc.) ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Other, specify below ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Other local foods purchased: _____________________________________ 

 

Farmer’s Markets, Roadside Stands and U-Pick Operations 

 
5) Do you ever purchase food at local farmer’s markets, roadside stands, or U-pick operations?  

____Yes  ____No  ____Don’t know  

If answer is “No” or “Don’t know” skip to next section, question 8. 

 

6) How often do you purchase food at farmer’s markets, roadside stands or U-pick operations? (choose appropriate 

interval) 

_____Daily  _____Twice weekly _____Weekly  _____Every other week

 _____Monthly  _____Don’t know Irregular or other interval: _____________________ 

 

7) What kinds of foods do you purchase at farmer’s markets, roadside stands or U-pick operations and what is the 

average value of these purchases on a typical shopping trip? (check appropriate ranges)  

Food Type 

Average value of purchases on typical shopping trip 
Zero 

(don’t 

purchase) 

Less 

than 

$5 

$5 to 

$14 

$15 to 

$29 

$30 or 

more 

Don’t 

know 

Fruits ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Vegetables ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Nuts ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Beef  ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Poultry ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Fish ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Pork, lamb, other meats ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Eggs ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Dairy (milk, cheese, yogurt) ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Honey ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Beverages (juice, beer, wine) ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Prepared foods (baked goods, jams, jellies, etc.) ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Other, specify below ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Other local foods purchased: ___________________________________ 

 

Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) 

 
8) Do you belong to a Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) group? 
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  _____Yes _____No _____Don’t know 

If answer is “No” or “Don’t know” please skip to next section, question 12. 

 

9) What foods do you receive from the CSA? (check any that apply) 

_____Fruits  _____Vegetables 

_____Meats or fish _____Honey 

_____Eggs  _____Dairy (milk, cheese, yogurt) 

_____Beverages   _____Prepared foods 

_____Don’t know 

Other food type: ___________________________ 

 

10) How often do you receive food from the CSA? (check appropriate frequency) 

_____Weekly  _____Biweekly 

_____Monthly  _____Don’t know  Other interval, specify: ___________________ 

 

11) What is the annual fee that you pay for the CSA subscription, and what is the regular user fee for each food 

delivery, including any expenses for additional food items purchased? (indicate amount rounded to nearest 

whole dollar) 

Annual subscriber fee: $___________ _____Don’t know 

Regular user fee:  $___________  _____Don’t know  

 

Food Purchased Directly from Local Producers by Arrangement 

 
12) Do you ever purchase food directly from local producers by special arrangement made in advance, aside from 

purchases or pick-ups made at farmers markets, roadside stands or CSAs? 

_____Yes _____No _____Don’t know 

If answer is “No” or “Don’t know” skip to next  section, question 15. 

 

13) What kinds of foods do you purchase directly from local producers by special arrangement? (check any that 

apply) 

_____Fruits  _____Vegetables 

_____Nuts   _____Beef  

_____Poultry  _____Fish 

_____Eggs  _____Pork, lamb, other meats 

_____Honey  _____Dairy (milk, cheese, yogurt) 

_____Prepared foods _____Beverages (juice, beer, wine) 

_____Don’t know   

Other food type: _____________________ 

 

14) Approximately how much did you spend for purchases directly from local producers by special arrangement 

during the past year? (check appropriate range)  

_____Less than $100  _____$100 to $199 

_____$200 to $499  _____Don’t know 

_____$500 or more, specify amount: $____________ 

 

Local Food Purchased at Restaurants  

 
15) Do you ever purchase food items at restaurants or other food service establishments that are advertised as locally 

produced?  

_____Yes _____No _____Don’t know 

If answer is “No” or “don’t know” skip to next section, question 18. 
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16) What kinds of foods do you purchase at restaurants or other food service establishments that are advertised as 

locally produced (check  any that apply) 

_____Fruits and Vegetables 

_____Meats (beef, poultry, fish, pork, lamb, other) 

 _____Eggs 

_____Dairy (milk, cheese, yogurt) 

_____Beverages (juice, beer, wine) 

_____Prepared foods (baked goods, jams, jellies) 

_____Don’t know 

Other food type(s): _________________________________ 

 

17) Approximately how much did you spend for locally produced foods consumed at restaurants during the past 

year? (check appropriate range)  

_____Less than $100  _____$100 to $199 

_____$200 to $499  _____Don’t know 

_____$500 or more, specify amount: $____________ 

 

Consumer Attitudes Toward Local Food 

 
18) What do you consider to be the area in which local foods are produced? (check any that apply) 

 _____Your city or town  

_____Your county 

_____Within a radius of 100 miles of your home 

 _____The state of Florida or bordering state 

_____The southeast U.S. region 

 _____Don’t know 

 

19) What attributes of local foods are important to you? (check importance of each item) 

Attribute 
Very 

Important 

Moderately 

Important 

Not 

Important 

Don’t 

Know 

Freshness ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Nutrition ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Food safety ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Food security ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Organic certified ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Pesticide-free ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Price ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Shelf life ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Reduced transportation ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Having relationship to producer ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Other attribute(s) that are very or moderately important: 

__________________________________________________ 
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Barriers to Local Food Systems 

 
20) Which of the following possible factors limit the amount of your purchases of locally produced food? (check 

appropriate level for each item) 

Limiting Factor 
Very 

Limiting 

Moderately 

Limiting 

Not 

Limiting 

Don’t 

Know 

Unavailability or limited selection of local foods in your area ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Seasonality (i.e. available only certain times of year) ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Not knowing whether food is truly local as labeled ____ ____ ____ ____ 

High price ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Farmer’s market days or times are inconvenient ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Congestion/parking at farmer’s markets ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Time required for preparation of raw foods ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Lacking knowledge to prepare local foods ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Lacking transportation to market locations ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Lacking storage capacity or refrigeration for large quantity purchases ____ ____ ____ ____ 

Other factor(s) that are very or moderately limiting: __________________________________________ 

 

Respondent Information 

 
21) What is your gender?   

   _____Male _____Female 

 

22) What is your age in years? (check appropriate range) 

_____18 to 24  _____25 to 44 

_____45 to 64  _____65 to 84 

_____85 or greater 

 

23) What was your household income last year? (check appropriate range) 

_____Less than $25,000  _____$25,000 to $49,999 

 _____$50,000 to $74,999  _____$75,000 to $99,000 

 _____$100,000 to $149,000 _____$150,000 or more  _____Don’t know 

 

24) What was the number of persons residing in your household last year, including yourself? (check appropriate 

number) 

 _____One  _____Two 

 _____Three to Five  _____Six or more 

 

25) What is your education attainment? (check appropriate level) 

 _____Primary school (through 9
th

 grade)   

_____High school diploma or Graduate Equivalency Degree (GED) 

 _____Some college, no degree   

_____College degree (associate’s or bachelor’s) 

_____Graduate/professional degree 

 Other: _______________________ 

 

26) What type of area do you live in? (check appropriate type) 

_____Large city (population 500,000+) 

_____Medium city (population 100,000 to 499,999) 

_____Small city (population 10,000 to 99,999) 

_____Town (population 1,000 to 9,999) 

_____Rural/unincorporated area 

 _____Don’t know 
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Comments 

 
27) Please provide any comments you may have about local foods, or how local foods could be made more attractive 

to you for purchasing greater quantities or more frequently (write in space below). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

You have completed the survey. Please insert the survey booklet into the postage-paid return envelope 

provided, and deposit in the mail. Thank you for your cooperation! 


