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Executive Summary

INTRODUCTION

Alberta Agriculture and Rural Development (ARD) has for some time been devoting resources

to the development of new opportunities for farmers to market their products. In 2004, ARD

established a baseline estimate of theewal five alternative market sectors for agricultural

products and services and investigated their growth potential. ARD wished to repeat these

l d rtgdr "~ mc nas hm btggdms hmengl shnm nm sgqd
(formerly knowras Farm Direct) and Farm Activities (formerly terme@&&@m Ag Activities).

Since 2004, increasing interest has been expressed about the trend to purchase Local Food, so

this sector was added to the 2008 survey.

These alternative markets were definetegpondents as follows:

A Farmers' Markets: A place or space which is open on a regular scheduled basis, where one
can buy fresh fruits and vegetables, flowers, bedding plants, herbs and other farm products,
including processed food like honey, jams, piesaasages, from farmers and growers
who sell at stalls or tables there.

A Farm Retail purchasing: Buying products like fresh fruit and vegetables, flowers, bedding
plants, herbs, meat and other farm products, including wine, honey, jams, pies and sausages,
at a farm or ranch gate, a farm or ranch store or stand, a roadside stall, a greenhouse ON
A FARM, a tPick farm, or by Internet or mail from a farm.

A Farm or Ranch Activities: This includes things like staying in a farmhouse or on a guest
ranch; attendga horseback riding camp on a ranch; taking a wagon or sleigh ride; going
through a maze; a petting farm; or going on a tour of different farms with unusual animals
like elk, ostrich, llama or bison, or something similar that you PAY to do on a fach.or ra

A Local FoodFood grown or made in Alberta.

A telephone survey of 1,015 randomly selected Alberta household heads who felt they would
be, "in a position to talk about past purchases and expenditures made by your household" was
undertaken during Septbar 2008 and a supplementary sample of 53 households that had
taken Farm Activities trips was added to this (on a weighted basis) to increase the reliability of
the Farm Activities results.

AWARENESS OFFARMER®OMARKETS FARM RETAIL AND FARM ACTIVITIES

Farmers' Markets remained the best known of the three alternative agricultural markets and

depth of knowledge even increased over the past four {fears57% to 69%, a gain1%

vgn edks sgdx j mdv O .Qaly2%0fthepopationrhadchestg h mf C *~ ant s
heardofE * g | d g r émparedtp abgroximately 10% for the other channels. Farm Retail

and Farm Activities made modest gains in fam{id&®¥yand +3% respectivelyut were

mnvgdgd md g " r vdkk t 3wy sDhcknsCEngq!| dgmICd 4g hy
Farm Retail and 338boutFarm Activities).



FARMER®OMARKETS FARM RETAIL AND FARM ACTIVITIES MARKET SIE

Market penetration, the proportion of households in the population that putéltasesach
channelhasremained ratively stableince 200br Kk hf gskx t o enqg E ql dqr
to 60%) and slightly down for Farm Retail (from 34% to 30%) and Farm Activities (from 12% to
10%).

Nevertheless, due to strong population growth, there was a substantial incteararmber

ne gntrdgnkcr ot gbg " rvdrthd twelvg manth feriod Segtegmbe&d L~ qj d
2007 to August 200847,000 Alberta householdsh r hs d ¢ =~ ,BEganlodlg20a L qj d
since 2004The estimated number of households purchasingfesmRetaibutlets was

433,000 (up 11,000) and testimatechumber purchasirfearm Activitiesas142,000(down

12,000)

FARMERIMARKETS FARM RETAIL AND FARM ACTIVITIES MARKET VALUE

Avera@ spending per visitincreaséd8+ eqnl #24 sMarkéts3ahameoung E gl d
well in excess of inflation. Per trip spending changes for Farm Activitesniviager at 40%,

from $124 to $174, but there was little change in per visit spending for Farm Retail (from $109

to $116, or 7%b a level below inflation).

Taking the number of visits/trips made in the past twelve months into account, annual spending
odg gntrdgnkc gnrd engqg E gqgldqrC L gjdsr eqnl
to $441. However, Farm Retail spending per household appears tirdygped from $453

to $417.

The total estimated market value for each channel was as follows. It should be noted that since
the estimates are based on a sample survey, the figures below may not be precise, but fall
within a margin of error. The confidencterval for each estimate is shown in the body of the
report.

A Fom September 2007 to August 2088™ g | dgqr C L g dwarevalubdwd k t ¢ h mf
$380 million, up from $233 million in 2004, a 63% increase reflecting both population
growth and highgper visit spending.

A Farm Retail was estimated to be worth $181 million, down from $191 million in 2004
(-5%) due both to a loss in marketnetratiorand a limited increase in per visit spending.

A Farm Activities increased from $52 million to $éBm{+21%)despite a loss in the
number of households using the product. dlrengevas due to substantially higher per
visit expenditures and a small increase in purchase frequency.

Respondent expectations for next year suggest that market growtimvalmore from

higher expenditures by current purchasers than from new market entrants, particularly for Farm
Qds hk- Eng E gldgrC L gqgjdsr "mc E gl Qds hk
the expected increase in frequency of visitstakes place, more so than an increase in per
uhrhs.sgho dwodmchstqgd- Sghr o gshbtk gkx "o
maturing rather than a high growth channel. For Farm Actittigeg,dwth can be expected
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from current purchass rather, the ability to attract new market entrants will be key to
growing tle sector

SEASONAL USE OF FARMERIMARKETS FARM RETAIL AND FARM ACTIVITIES

16$ ne E qldqrC L qgjdsr ot ttheghigmestgfthegradutts s ghr bg
examned (20% for Farm Retail and 18% for Farm Activities). The majority of purchasers, 70%

enqg E qldqgqrC L gjdsr+ 64%$ enqg E gl Qds hk “~mc 7
while 3% or fewer purchased only in winter.

In addition, among those whal diisitduringa season, frequency of purchase was higher in the

sixl nmsg rtlldq odghnc sg m sgd vhmsdq "6-3 ur- 4
for Farm Retallwhile average spending per household over the summer was higher too ($384

v¢ #155 enq E qldqrC L gjdsr “mc #27/ ur- #1122

Once the number of purchasers in each season was also taken into account, it was found that

70 ne " kk uhrhsr "mc 72% ne dwodmchstqgdr vdgd
and 87%espectively for Farm Rethilboth cases, but particularly for Farm Retail, the trend

since 2004 has been to a higher proportion of visits and expenditures occurring in summer.

Extending the season could provide new growth opportunities, since theg/ragfoequent

purchasers and the majority of heavy annual spenders were year round customers.

FARMERIMARKETS FARM RETAIL AND FARM ACTIVITIES MARKET PRTFILES

Distinctive market characteristics for each of these markets were as follows:

A The mostdistnguishing d * st gqd ne E gl dgrC L qgqjdsr rgnoodqr
substantially higher penetration rate being found in the highest household income group
(over $120,000).

Empty nesters and 4%} year olds, married/commtaw household heads and females

had ghfgdg ognodmrhsx sn rgno s E qldqgrC L qj
were also more likely to buy yeaund.

Younger adult households (singles and couples), older singles, farm/ranch residents and

those with the lowest education (high schardess) and income (under $50,000) were

less likely to use the channel. Residents of major urban ¢EattédcMurray, Grande

Prairie, Lethbridge, Medicine Hat and Red Deer) were especially likely to be@ugnmer

purchasers

Higher expendituresatéfd d gr C L gqj dsr vdqgqd “rrnbh sdc vhsg
high purchase frequency and high expenditures were most likely to be found in the highest
income group (over $120,000).

A Farm Retail purchasers were more often young families (with the yohiide=n in
elementary school). Equally differentiating of this market was that users were found

Estimates are not available for Farm Actifitieter purchases due to very small sample bases.
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proportionately more often in rural locatidséving on farms/ranches or in small towns,

villages and hamlets. Rural residents were also more famikarmitfRetail than people

living in large urban centres and farmers/ranchers were themselves more likely than average
to buy yeairound.

The channel was used relatively less often by young singles/coddlggat®lds, those
who were separated/divoraaddowed and in the lowest education group.

A The key distinguishing criterion for purchase of Farm Activities was the prgsence of
school and elementary schagle children in the household, with the result that Farm
Activities purchasers had the lard@stily size. The chance of participating in Farm
Activities declined steadily with respondent age, being at its peak among-thisiokild
18-34 year old age groups.

Farm Activities also appealed somewhat more to residents of the City of Edbwhimn
tended to be summeonly visitord and to residents of small (rural) towns, villages and
hamlets. Awareness and yeaund visitation was higher in rural areas and among
farm/ranch residents.

Higher expenditures on Farm Activities were associated wiphetbence of young
children (6 to 12 years of age) and an above average household income.

LoCAL FOOD

Market size and growth

90% of Alberta households indicated that they had purchased Local Food in the past twelve
months(September 2007 to August 2008)e equivalent of 1,279,000 households.

Of the total population, almost otieird of households thought they would either buy more
Local Food in the next year (27%) or would start to purchase Local Food (5%). As only 3%
thought they would buy less, thilkisly to be a growing market.

Market value

L " gjds u ktd enq Knb k Ennc otgbg rdc ~s E q
investigated when asking questions about these alternative channels.

A On average, $38 of the $45 spent per visitto Fahers * qj dsr v 'r sgntfgs
Food. The average spent by purchasing households over the past year was estimated at
$363.

Sgd sns k u ktd ne Knb k Ennc otgbg rdc s

82% of which was spent over the signth summer period. Local Food made up 79% of
sns k drshl sdc E gldgrC L gqgjds dwodmchst gt

A ForFarm Retail outlets, $92 of the $116 spent per visit to was thought to be on Local
Food, with the average spent by purchasing households over the pashgesstheated
at $359.
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The total value of Local Food bought through this channel was estimated at $154 million,
86% of which was spent during the summer and 14% in winter. Local Food made up 85%
of total estimated Farm Retail expenditures.

Purchasing outl ets

At the start of the survey respondents were asked on a spontaneous basis where they had
bought food in the past 12 months. Later they were asked the same questionoghbut
Food Two dominant suppliers of Local Food in Alberta were identified:

A The pimary source was a Supermarket (56%). However, Supermarkets were not nearly as
important as suppliers of Local Food as they were for food generally (90%).

A The second most widely used outlet wasgFl d g r C L ° mentidred by & muct8 4 $ +
higher proportia for Local Food than for general food purchases (10%).

A Other outlets mentioned by a substantial number of Local Food purchasers were Farm
Retail channels (15% vs. 1% for food in general) and Small Grocery stores (11% vs. 9%).

A Other important general supgis of food, Warehouse Club stores and Supercentres/Mass
Merchandisers (mentioned by 18% and 16% of households respectively) were rarely
thought to be a source of Local Food purchases (4% and 3%).

Four Local Food purchasing segments were identifieddradethaneside purchasing
patterns:

A Segment |: 33% of the marketused theit.ocal Foogurchaseat Supermarkets and did
not mention using arof the outletsused by Segment I

A Segmentll: 36% ofthemarkeh t f gs Knb >k Ennc aenRethil, E- ql dgr C L
Small Grocery storésften in rural areagind/or a CSA/Box Program, but not from
Supermarkets.

A Segment llI: 22% leduseholds patronized bathe above groupsf outlets for Local
Food.

A Segment IVEhe balance, 9%, purchased Local Foodrontyother types and
combinations of outlets.

Perceptions of Local Food

In response to an opeended question, Albertans identified three key benefits for buying Local
Food as well as a variety of other less widely held beliefs.

A 35% felt that Local Foasl fresher than food that wpikedearlierin order to be shipped
alongerdistanceFreshness was associated with having a better taste (mentioned as a
admdehs ax 6%$( "r hs v’ r ohbjdc gqghodq "~ mc v r
food. Puchasers were more concerned about freshness thapurohasers (37% vs.

14%), emphasizing the influence of this benefit.



A The 31% who identified that buying Local Food helps support the local economy saw the
benefit as accruing to local people, famil@si@ighbours, stores, businesses and industry.

A Support to the local farmer was mentioned by 25%. Some had in mind local or Alberta
farmers, some the broader agricultural industry, which they thought needed help to stay in
business. Nepurchasers were gaoularly likely to see this as a benefit of buying Local
Food (35%).

A While about half the respondents mentioned either or both support for the local economy
and/or local farmer@9% unduplicategdinany more referred tbenefits tahe local
community rdter than the province overall. Only 15% specifically mentioned that Local
Food supports the Alberta economy, Alberta farmers, Alberta products and Albertans living
and working here, or expressed patriotic sentiments about the province.

A The next most frequely mentioned benefit was inexpensive or cheaper price at 14%, but
often these comments were made on the basis of expectations (due to lower
transportation costs) than knowledge.

A Trust in the food and knowing its origin was strongly linked to the catégafgty.
Together, the two were referred to by 14% of househ@ldduplicated)Trust was
sometimes based on knowledge of individual farmers and sometimes on confidence in the
national and provincial regulatory systems. Trust was important in geassatiance that
the food is what it claims to be (e.g., organic). Safety was explicitly described as food
cleanliness and the lack of bacterial contaminants or unwanted additives.

A 01$ sgntfgs sg° s Knb k Ennc hambrace Bfnnc pt -
perceptions of taste and freshness or other intrinsic food qualities, and confidence in local
standards and the conscientiousness of local farmers.

A There was a perception or expectation that Local Food is healthy aewéashemicals,
pesticidesadditives and preservatives, is nutritious/wholesome or is organic. 11%
(unduplicatedinentionedone or moreitems within this theme.

A Other benefits included being grown close to home (10%) and reduced environmental
impacts due to lessamsportation bag needed (8%).

There were three key barriers to buying Local Food:

A Lack of product availability, mentioned by 35%, mainly reflected a lack of ready availability
and choice in the supermarket or store where they usually shop. It also included not being
able to get items that are not grown or produced here and seasonal availability. There was
a perception either that not much food is grown in Alberta or that not much stays in the
province, and that there are not enough places to buy Local Food. Thimssue
predominantly raised by Local Food purchasers (38% vs. 9%pafcimsers) suggesting
that availability is limiting increased consumption.

A Inconvenience was mentioned by 26% and included: resistance to shopphHug@lnon
food suppliers; thedaysmc gnt qr ne nodq shnm+ sqgq eehb+
Markets; and less convenient locations of places to buy Local Food (it takes planning and an
effort, while transportation may be an obstacle). Inconvenience was mentioned more often
by nonrpurchasers and is a particular barrier to increasing rpareipation

A Information and labelling was a barrier to 17%. This covered lack of knowledge of where to
buy Local Food; deficiencies istore identification of product origin, particularly in



supermarkets; perceived poor marketing and advertising for Local Food, including
awareness promotion to raise interest in buying it. Product labelling by manufacturers/
producers was suggested as one way to address some of these issaerideens

were more important to nospurchasers than purchasers.

A Other barriers were: not needing to purchase Local Food (e.g., grow their owi) at 13
perceived high/er costs (13%) and limited selection or variety (5%, mentioned only by
purchasers).

Ease of identifica tion of Local Food

Comments made when respondents were talking about benefits and barriers suggested that
there would be preference for Alberta made or grown food overlocal and that onef the
barriers to choosing it wdeing unable to identify it.

A When asked how often they choose to buy items grown or made in Alberta rather than
elsewhere when choice isvailable, almosttwoghgcr r " hc sgdx O kv xr C
JdegqdptdmskxC '"26%$( cn rn+ bnmehgl hmf °~ ghfg kc

A However, on} onethird found it easy to recognize items that are grown or made in
@kadgs  + vhsg 0/% r xhmf hs hr OmdudgC+ 14$%$ Oc

Non-purchasers of Local Food purchasers found it more difficult to recognize Alberta,products
but close to twethirds of purchasers had difficulty too, so this is clearly an important barrier.

Market profile

Because of the high proportion of households purchasing Local Food, the market profile was
similar to that of the overall population. Tiin distinguishing characteristics were that
incidence of use of Local Food was slightly higher than average in empty nester households,
whilelower market penetration occurred in younger houselskltaong young singles,

couples and groups and in {s&ool families where the household head tended to be under

35 years of age. A lower level of use was also found in the lowest education group.

Xi.
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Introduction

AlbertaAgriculture and Rural Development (ARD) has for some time been devoting resources
to the development of new opportunities farrhers to market their products. This has

included research, distribution channel support and advice on how farmers can access and
maximize their returns, among other activities.

Alternative markets for agriculture products and services may be sigoificdmitors to

economic impact across North America and a viable alternative for agriculture producers and
processors seeking to diversify their operations. It is a way to market goods and services to
bypass other intermediary channels, with a poteriabse in income.

In 2004, ARD established a baseline estimate of the value of five alternative market sectors for
agricultural products and services and investigated their growth pétebtiabuld now like

to repeat these measures for three ofthd b s nqr + E gl dgr C L qjdsr+ E ql
known as Farm Direct) and Farm Activities (formerly termel@a@n Ag Activities). Infact

Research and Consulting preparedhe 2004 baseline estimates

Since 2004, increasing interest has been eggresin ARD For the purpose of

about the trend to purchase Local Feod ¢ d e h md ¢~ r | ihis sty dy, Local nvm n(
I ~ cd h mIn@temactoprsfor Building a business case for| Food was defined
promoting the purchase of Local Food, research from other as:

jurisdictions has been reviewed and a major{maeged effort is
underway to examine the provincial market. The specific
component that the present study dealt witls theAlberta
consumer perspectivd Local Food

OFood gr
n

0
made | A

Purpose and objectives
The purpose of the study was tald:

A To obtain current infonation on each alternative market, including growth over the past
four years, along with continuing growth potential; and

A To obtain benchmark information on the proportion of these alternative markets that is
made up of Alberta grown or made foods anthtmu dr shf "~ sd @kadqgs bnmrt|
perceptions of Local Food.

For each alternative marketchanrhBDV " r hmsdqgdrsdc hm sqg bj hmf bg 1

Consumer awareness
Market penetration
Total market value
Market growth potential
Market profiles

akrwpPE
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Market value of Local Food purchased through these alternative market channels
Market growth potential for Local Food

Consumer perceptions of Local Food, and

Consumer market profiles for Local Food.

© N

Methodology

SURVEY METHOD

A telephone surveyf@andomly selected households located throughout the province of
Alberta wasindertakerduringSeptembeR0@8. Interviews were conducted with male or

female household heads who felt teuld be,"in a position to talk about past purchases and
expenditues made by your household% a result, answers reflected the purchasing behaviour
of all members of the househadBince this was the overriding criterion for respondent
selection, a gender quota was not impdsedhe initial sampléOne was added fahe
oversample to ensure a minimum of 40% males and maximum of 60% fAm#les).

transpired, the views of both men and women were well represented through the achieved
4159 split the same as in 2004

Separate samples were prepared for six geogragasRandom digit diallingas conducted,
whichincluded ulisted, norpublished numbelshesemake up a substantial proportion of
large urban centreesidential telephone bages

An average a2.5and up to8 calls vasmade to each valid-servicgelephone number.
Appendixll shows the disposition of attempted and successful calls, usalbshemary
standarcendorsed by thdlarket Researdmnd Intelligence AssociatiMRIA)

Interviews were conducted using Computer Aided Telephone Intiexyig®ATI).

SAMPLE SIZE

The initial survey wave includesbanple of 105 completednterviewscovering both user
and nonruser households

Asthe numberof respondents who would qualify as purchasfdetarm Activities was
anticipated to bémitedanbnudqr " | okdD ne 4/ 0,ingreaggtiieg nk cr
number of Farm Activities qualifieys53

The additionajualifyingnterviews were folded into the original sample by proportionately
downweighting the responses of all househaldsgat least ond=arm Activities trifboth

from the initial sample and oversamplag incidence ratasere very similain the two
samples10.0% andl06%) Howeverto maintain the integrity of the initial sample results and
to replicate the procedure usad2004 it was decided to weight to the incidence rate
measured in thanitialround, rather thato average the two.

v



Byincreasing the sample size apglying these weightise reliability of th&arm Activities
resultsvas increasede., the margiof sample error anthe confidence intervalewe reduced
without changing the base numbers

At the 95% level of confidence, the maximum sample margin of error for a random sample of
1068 (the total samplesed in the analypis+3.1%. This means thi&the survey were to be
repeated 20 times, we would expect to seettttal lineresults withir3.1% of those

measured in this sample on 19 of those occasions.

The sample size obtained for each prodactuding Local Fooahd the associated margin of
error, isshownin Table 1

Table 1: Sample size and margin of error for purchasers of each
product

Number of purchasing Margin of
households error (95%

Unweighted Weighted level of
sample sample confidence )

Farmers' Markets
FarmReil

Farm Activities
Local Food

Total Sample

Other subsampldindings, such as those of different geographic, demographiccade
intensitygroupshave larger margins of error asated with their results, sirmgsample
sizes were smaller. T9mphbelowprovides a reference to the margin of error associated
with various (unweighted) sample sizes.

Maximum Sample Error for Different Sample Sizes at the
95% Level of Confidence (i.e., for a response of 50%)

20% (@-20:0%
18% |
16% 1

é 14% | B14.2%
L1206 |
o P
*Ij 10% —08-10:0%
T 8%
= 2.
S 6% 7 e
S 40 58%  Bec.gm.
4% 5.0% . o SRRELELTEY 1 MR, EEET = SR L
" 4 5% v B B s T T 1
. 35% 32% o9 2.6% 2.2%
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SAMPLE DISTRIBUTION

The sample was distributpbportionately tdhe populatiorof households in each of six
regions, based on Canada Post statistics for "total residential pointduringall”
SeptembdOctober 2008. The distributionand the obtained sample is shown in Table 2

Table 2: Population and sample size by sampling regi on
Household  Obtained Obtained

Number of Distribution Sample - Sample -

Households % Unweighted Weighted
City of Calgary 434,514 30.5 329 314
Calgary Region 27,543 1.9 28 19
Total Calgary CMA 462,057 32.4 357 333
City of Edmonton 331,875 23.3 249 234
Edmonton Region 120540 8.5 114 88
Total Edmonton CMA 452415 31.8 363 322

Other Major Centres (Fort
McMurray, Grande Prairie,

Lethbridge, Medicine Hat, Rec 140599 9.9 105 101
Deer)
Rural 367887 25.9 274 260

Total Alberta 1,422 ,958 1,068 1,015

CMA = Census Metropolitan Area
Note: Rural =All areas other than those listed.

QUESTIONNAIRE

For the three alternative markets being monitored, the same question approach w&asrused
2004to ensure that any changes were real and not@dnuct of the researctiesigritself.
However,one change needed the made anémther wasintroduced at client request. These
are discussed in AppendiXar future referencand action

In addition, a new set of questions was introduced to addresageiiand perceptions of
Local FoodQt dr shnmr nm sgd u ktd ne Knb k Ennc
Retail channels weatsoadded.

The questionnaire wgse-piloted to assess the time needed for the repetition of the three
alternative m&et sections and the Local Food questions were geared to the estimated time
remaining. A pilot test resulted in further scaling down of this section.

Final srvey time averaged 12.3 minutes for the main sample &ndiButes for the
oversampleTheman samplejuestionnaire is includadAppendixV. The oversample
guestionnaire includedrée sectionsscreening, Farm Activities and demographics, with the
only change being that nporchasers of Farm Activities were terminated immediately.

The approah used to measure the value of the alternative marketdewakkped on the
basis ofesearch caductedin 2004with members of the publitt was designed &ssist
respondergin providinghe mostaccurate datdom which toderivemarket estimate3he
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downside was that did result in acomplexquestionnaireyith greater than normal challenges
in questionnairprogrammin@gnddata analysis

The survey was analyzed using SPSftlvanced statistical analysis progdagquestions

were extensivelgrosstabulated. In addition, special programs were written to prepare case
basedper purchasandannual visit/trip arekpenditure estimateas well asonfidence
intervaldor key incidence and expenditure measurieese were then extrapolated to the
population of Alberta householdsingformulae irExcel The outputfrom the SPSS analysis
for each of the producisshown in a separate volumetabulationsThe output from the

Excel analysésincluded irtables irthe written report.

Minordiferencesdetween the tabulations and tgephsor chartsin this report are due to
rounding of numbers.

VALIDATION OF SAMPLE QUALITY

It is useful to examine how representative of the population the final sample proved to be.
Obviously, not all populat®ean be reached in a household telephone stifgyexample,
the homeless, residents of continuing care facilities, prisons and households without a land line.

Snce the sample was based on household heads rather than individuals in the population, the
most appropriate comparisons are with household measaregestimates could be

obtained from Statistics Canada datahis studyhousehold structure, household size

household income. The validating figures are based on thh€@d8uswhich hd slightly

different definitions; also some changes may reasonably be expected to have taken place since
then. Furthermore, it should be remembered that since the survey is a sample, thargiis a

of error associated with each survey figseeTable3).

The obtained distributiandicateghat the survejncluded somewhat more families and
couple householgdand somewhat fewetonfamilyhouseholdghan are found in thgeneral
population

A comparison of individual respondbased informationgther than household statistics)

with available Census 2006 profiles is shown in Appendix Il. These results suggest that the
individuals surveyed may have included fewer younger households (with household heads
under age 35) and moraature households, @&ekction that is consistent with the above
household data

Perhaps a more important comparison is between the 2008 and the 2004 surveys, since that
influences the estimates and conclusions about trendsofipigrisons shown in Appendix

IV. Any diffeneces are in the same direction as noted above, but mudigessarthan

when compared tthe Censusbased population data.



Table 3: Comparison of survey distribution with  Census data
Survey

(n=1015)
Category and Definition %

Househo Id Structure

CensusOne family household couplewith children at

home 31 38
Survey: A married/couple respondent in a 2+ person

household with children of any age

Census: One family househbldouple without children at
home

SurveyA married/coupleaspondentvithout children of
any age in the household

25 33

CensusOne family householdLone parent families
Survey: A nomarried/couple respondent in a 2+ persor 8 8
household with children of any age

Census: Muitamily household or one familyusehold witt
additional persons 6 Indudedabove
Survey: Not available

Census: Two or more person, Afamily household

Survey: dHusehold with 3+ persons, no children 2 €
Census: One person household o5 18
Survey: One person household

Average Household Size 26 28
Average Household Income * $84000 $81,000

* Census data covers the y@&05 survey data refers to ZD0The survegalculation is based on mpdint
estimates of a limited number of categories.

REPORTFORMAT

Key findings from theumerow tables and analyses produced for ezatiketare presented
anddiscussed in the remainder of this regeot. more detail on answers to each question in
the survey, the reader is referred to the tabulatat from the 2004 baseline measures are
inclued for comparison, to identify trends.

The remainder of the report is split iritee sections

A The first examines awareness of each product. Since awareness must exist for consumers
to move through subsequent phases of interest, desire and actigr trisical
foundation for measuring the potential for market change.

A Thesecond section looks marketpenetrationthat is, the number of households that
purchased each product over fhieviousgwelve months, and the number that plan to
enter or ext the market in the next year.



A The third section deals with the estimated value of each markepiretheusyear and as
projected for the next twelve months. It includes a discussion of frequency and value of
purchases and addresses expected changaschasing behaviour among current
purchasers.

A The fourth section profiles the demographic, geographic and behaviour characteristics of
each alternative market.

A Thefifth and last secti@xamines purchasing behaviour and perceptions relating to Local
Food.

Due to sample andubsamplesizes that were often too small to yield statistically significant
differences, the discussion of hggerup differences should be interpreted as being directional
only.Distinctons between suggroup profilesind/or belaviourghatare suggestealy the data
may be useful in understandeéaghalternativanarket and in planning future development
strategies.



Summary of Findings

1. Awareness of Alternative Agricultural Markets

PRODUCT DEFINITIONS

Consumer orientatedddintions used to describe each of the alternative markets to survey
respondents formed part of the first questionaskedsgd cdehmhshnmr enqg E°
Farm Retail were almost identical to those used in 2@d4the addition of a few further

exanples while the definition for Farm Activities was idenfibal questions read as follows

A How much do you know aboufarmers' Marketthat is, lace or space which is open
on a regular scheduled basis, where one can buy fresh fruits and vefigtadies,
bedding plantsierbs and other farm products, including processed fodubtiky jams,
pies and sausages, from farmers and growers who sell at stalls or tables there.

A How much do you know about FafRetailpurchasinghat is, buying productkd fresh
fruit and vegetables, flowers, bedding plants, herbs, meat and other farm products, including
wine, honeyjams, pies and sausages, at a farm or ranch gate, a farm or ranch store or
stand, a roadside stall, a greenhouse ON A FARNRiekUWarmor by Internet or mail
from a farm.

A How much do you know about Farm or Ranch Activities that you pay to participate in. This
includes things like staying in a farmhouse or on a guesataraiing a horseback riding
camp on a ranch; taking a wagonleigh ride; going through a maze; a petting farm; or
going on a tour of different farms with unusual animals like elk, ostrich, llama or bison, or
something similar that you PAY to do on a farm or ranch.

In the remainder of this report, these altereatgricultural markets (a supgilyedesignation)
are also referred to interchangeably as "products”, "markets" and "channels".

AWARENESSAND FAMILIARITY

Each of the above descriptions was followed by the qud®igerall, would you say you
know a lot dout it, know something about it, know a little about it, have heard of but know
nothing about it or you have never heard @& it?

This measurprovides a reading afvarenesghave or have not heard of it) as well as
familiaritthow much is known abouj.i

The results arshownin Exhibit 1 andompared to levels achieved in 2004eyshow that
Albertangemainfar morefamiliar witte © q | d q r tBanlthe otherdosoductThis is
demonstrated by higher levels of knowledgeahitigreovertwo-thirdsknew "a lot" or
"something" abol * q | d g r ,@vhile fewgsaid teely had only heard of them orrieackr
heard of thenb andthis proportion decreased over the past four years.



Exhibit 1: Familiarity with Alternative Agricultural Markets
(Base = Total Sample: 1015 weighted, 1068 unweighted)

Percent of Households
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Farmers' Markets
2004 30% | 10%
[ | [ |
2008 39% 21% 7%
Farm Retail
T ——
2004 24% | 32% | 24%
[ [ [ [ [ ~o |
2008 27% | 34% | 18%
Farm Activities
2004 20% 31% | 28%
[ [ [ I\ | |
2008 22% 28% | 27%

B Know a Lot OKnow Something O Know a Little @ Heard of, but Know Nothing B Never Heard of It

Both Farm Retail and Farm Activities made modest gains in faimdiagtyer, a substantial
proportion of the populatios rangingrom about 25% to 40% continuedto haveno
knowledgeaboutthem, even if they had heard of them previously.

Potential for marke¢xpansiomemains shoulohore people understand what thearketshave
to offer.

Exhibit 2showsb asmight be expectet that purchasers of all products were likely to be

more familiar with them than ngurchasers. However, the gains in familiarity that are a

necessary precursor to increasing market penetration have not occurred for Farm Retail and

Farm Activities-amiliant remained essentially the same as four years ago ameng non

otgbg rdqr- F hmr vdgd eputhasrs.” | nmf E  ql dqgqr C L ¢



Exhibit 2: Average Familiarity Score by Whether Purchased the
Product or Not (Base = Total Sample: 1015 weighted, 1068 unweighted)

5
3.97 4.22
4 ._r'_‘/ﬂ 3.89 3.79 3.80 371 3.82
’ O—————-o0 I
o sl —
5 3.10
(=]
& 3 341 3.04- 1 Z 291 g——p 2.9
® 3.09 0
g 266 2.79 2.80 2.86
o 2
>
<
1
O T T T T T T T T
2004 2008 2004 2008 2004 2008
Farmers' Markets Farm Retail Farm Activities

5=Know alot about them

4=Know something about them

3=Know a little about them

2=Have heard of, but know nothing about them
I=Have never heard of them

—x— Total Sample —o— Non-Purchasers —C— Purchasers
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2. Current and projected market size

MARKET SIZE

Bnmr hrsdms vhsg sgd e gq ghfgdq kdudk ne "~ v gdmd
the most widely used alternative agitural market, with 60% of the population indicating that
theyhadmcd s kd ' rs nmd otigthepastydar. The figureig€nog !l dgqr C L ¢
rs shrshb kkx cheedgdms eqnl sgd 48% vgn g ¢ ot
resultsmay ke seen in Exhibit 3.

Exhibit 3: Incidence of Purchase of Alternative Agricultural Markets
(Base = Total Sample: 1015 weighted, 1068 unweighted)

100%

80%
59% 60%

60% -+

34%

40% - 30%

20% -+

Percent of Alberta Households

0% -

2004 2008 2004 2008 2004 2008
Farmers' Markets Farm Retail Farm Activities

The other products showed similardity. Although both Farm Retail and Farm Activities
appeared to have been purchased by fewer households than in 2004, the differences were
within the margin of error for the survey.

When projected to the total population o#2.million households inbdrta,results suggest
that981,000householdpurchased fromt least one of thalternativeagriculturathannels
over the periodSeptembe007 to August2008, the majority front = q | dqr.C L gj dsr

Estimatesf the number of households supporting ednoel in the past yeare shown in

Exhibit 4Along with the poinbn q DBtaedtimatd)the upper and lower bounds of the

confidence interval are displaygalsed on the sample error associated with the user sample
sizeobtainedfor each channel,tidés qt d D mt | adg | " x khd ~ mxvgdgd ad
not necessarily at the point estim&®m these results it may be seen that:

A E qldgrC L qjdsr f hmdc "m “cchshnm k 001+///
847,000. This gain stemmed primaoiy fpopulation growth but was also a result of
slightlyincreased market penetratien. ql dqr C L gj dsr vdgd sgd nmkx

2 Total number of households Alberta in 2004 was 1.24 million. There was an increase from 2004 to 2008 of
over 180,000 households or almost 15%, based on population growth alone.
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statisticallgignificant change over 2004 as demonstrated by the lack of overlap between
the 2004 upper bound and th®@8 lower bound.

A There was an increase in the number of households purchasing via Farm Retilachannel
433,000, a gain of 11,000 due entirely to population growth since market penetration
decreased. Market size in 2008 was not significantly diffe280d&s demonstrated by
the overlap between the estimation lines

A Despite population growth, themeayhave been a decline in the numbé&households
engaging in Farm Activitidse(best estimate suggeatoss of 12,000 households).
However, the difi@nce between the 2004 and 2008 measures was not significant.

Exhibit 4: Market Size of Alternative Agricultural Markets
(Base =Total Sample: 1015 weighted, 1068 unw eighted)

1000
o 900 890 Top=Upperbound |
5 gﬂ WPoint estimate |
=< 800 772 804
i 735 Bottom=Lower bound
o 700 e97 — 7 —0 b
o
D
g - 600
T o
=8 500
£ c 458 473
8= 422 433
S 400 T3g5 393
5
o 300
o
é 200 . 179 168
5 154 * 142
d 100 129 11

2004 2008 2004 2008 2004 2008
Farmers' Markets Farm Retail Farm Activities

PROJECTED MARKET GROWTH

Survey espondents who had not purchased a product iptbeedngtwelve monthsvere
asked about their likelihood of doing so in the next year. The question asked waesarif

'no chance' and 10 mearettain oralmost certainivhat number would you choose between
0 and 10 to describe how likely you and membéy®ur household would be furchase
(product)in Alberta in the next 12 montHs?

Households that provided a ratigove the migpoint (sixor higherb see Exhibib for the

distribution ofesponsesvhere ratings of 6+ are shown in grgemere assoned to be
interested in the producthe results indicate that, among-paoinchasing household heads

12.



who were aware of a product, highkeves of interestwereshownforE™ gl dgr &hdL  qj dsr
Farm Retail than for Farm Activities

However, the degreeahis d gdr s hm E gl dqgr @ntidlyampndsen g r cqnoo
purchasersince 2004declining from 26% to 15% with a rating of six or highsuggesting
that this product is less likely to attract new customers now than previously.

Interest remainestable for Farm Retail at 14% and for Farm Activities at 7% (8% in 2004).

In all cases, the proportion showing very little interest (rated one or two) has grown, while
those expressing no interest (zero) remained the same.

Exhibit 5: Non-Purchaser Chances of Purchasing Each Productin the
Next Year (Base=Non-Purchasers Who Were Aware of the Product)

Percent of Aware Non-Purchasers
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%

Farmers' Markets

2004 (n=377)

6%- 8% | 6% | 19% [ 6% 4%
‘ ‘ ~12% ‘|7%|‘ 15% |3p

2008 (n=386)

Farm Retail

2004 (n=572) 11% [5%| 15% |4 [3[ShIER

8% |:6%| % |3|2

2008 (n=602)

Farm Activities

2004 (wn=777)

6% o] 11% |3|2
- COEEEEE)|

B 0 - No Chance/Almost NoChance 01 m2 03 @4 05 06 @7 @8 @9 m 10 - Certain/Practically Certain |

2008 (Wn=800)

These results are uséa Tabled, whichconvertshe proportion ofthe populatiorikelyto
become purchasers to tihetal numberf newhouseholdshat may enter the markethe
table also shows theurrent market sizend the number of households that do not plan to
continueto purchase a product next ye#hen added together, these numbprevide an
estimate of potential market size in the next y@aallythe tableshowsthe percentage
increase th totalpotentialchange in market sirepresers over the existing populatiari
purchasing households

Thisinformation is also sumnzad graphically in Exhi@it
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Table 4: Projected growth in market size (number of purchasing
households in thousands ) in the next year

Confidence Confidence
: Interval
Estimate

Lower  Upper (000) Lower  Upper

bound bound bound bound

((0]0]0)] (000) ((00]0)] (0]0]0)]
Farmers' Markets (n=1007) (n=1015)
# of new hpusgholds interesty 120 97 142 79 59 98
in purchasing in next 12 mon
# of households that purchas 735 697 772 847 804 890
in the past 12 months
#_purchasmg haseholds that 10 3 17 8 2 15
will not continue to do so
PROJECTEDMARKET SIZE IN12 844 791 898 917 861 973
MONTHS
Projected rate of growtim the 0 0 0 0 0 0
next 12 month<s 14.9% 13.5% 16.3% 8.3% 7.1% 9.4%
Farm Retail (n=1007) (n=1015)
# of new hpusgholdmterestec 99 78 119 121 96 145
in purchasing in next 12 mon
# of households that purchas 492 385 458 433 393 473
in the past 12 months
#_purchasmg households tha 12 5 20 6 o 11
will not continue to do so
PROJECTEDMARKET SIZE IN12 508 458 557 548 489 607
MONTHS
Projected rate of growtim the 0 0 0 0 o 0
next 12 month<s 20.5% 19.0% 21.7% | 265% 24.4% 28.3%
Farm Activities (wn=1007 un=1150) (wn=1015 un=1068)
# of new hpusgholds interesty 76 58 95 77 57 97
in purchasing in next 12 mos
# of households that purchas 154 129 179 142 115 168
in the past 12 months
#_purchasm_g households tha 21 11 31 11 3 19
will not continue to do so
PROJECTEDMARKET SIZE IN12 210 176 243 207 169 246
MONTHS
Projected rate of growtim the 0 0 0 0 0 0
next 12 month<s 36.0% 36.4% 35.7%| 46.5% 46.6% 46.5%
Note: Figtes may not add due to rounding
) A rdc nm bnmrtldgrC rs sdc dwodbs shnmr ' h-d-+ mns

** | ess than 100Bouseholds
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Observations that may be made about the data in Table 4 and Exhibit 6 are as follows:

A Interest among nepurchasers was highest for Farm Retail, a change over the 2004 findings
vgdm E gldgrC L qjdsr vdgd onhrdc sn fqgnv | nr

A The number of awent buyers that were unlikely to continue purchasing the product next
year was again highest for Farm Activities. The fact that these trips are often high value
purchases that may only be made intermittently probably contributes to these results.

A The hghest rate of annual growth in market size is again expected for the smallest product,
Farm Activities.

A Sgd g sd ne fgnvsg hm mdv HobgtodsmgeraBly L  gj ds btr
slower next year than four years ago.

A None of the alternative agritural markets have reached a saturation point; all are
projected to grow in size.

Exhibit 6: Potential Growth in Market Size, 2008/09 (Purchasing
Households)

1,200,000
1,000,000
800,000 4
[%2]
k=]
S 6000004
(4]
g 121,000
L 400000 830000 S
S
I+
s0000 | NN 427000
131,000
° i -6,000 oL
Farmers' Markets Farm Retail Farm Activities

-200,000

B Continuing Purchasers B | ost Purchasers O New Purchasers

Table 4 also provides an opportunity tongare growth projections made in 2004 with
market estimates for 2008. It needs tadsognizedhat survey participants provided
information about what they thought they might do in the next 12 months, so without an
annual measure there is no way of kngwvhether changes in the predicted direction and of
the predicted magnitude took place in 2@8@8whether different expectations might have
been measured in the intervening years.

However, if one assumes that the 2004 projection should have helderub® past four

years,s mb d E g | dagthe@nlylprodu¢t tbh save shovgnowth inthe predicted
directionb and since most of that growth was accounted for by population inereeese

15.



projected changes may better be regaraied treatedhs a satement ofconsumeinterest
andintentiors, to be supported and actualized through marketatgerthan as an accurate
predictor of futurezolume.

The 2008 stimated rarketsizefor Farm Activities fell shortmiojectionseven at the lower

bound ofthe 2004 confidence intervdtor Farm Retathe one year projectiomay have been
achievebat s nmkx he nmd " rrtldr sgd 1// 7 toodqg e
figure and compares it to the 2004 lower boukgla result, it is suggested tihe projected

rate of growth should not be used for any purpose other than to understand consumer

interest and intentions.

16.



3. Market value

To estimate the value of each alternative agricultural noar&&gy objective of this study,
respondents weresited to provide several pieces of information. These included:

A The season in which each product was purchi#isegeseasons were defingu 2008 fall
from September to October 200®jnter from November 2007 to April 2008, and
summerfrom May toAugust2008. For consistency with the previous survey, fall and
summer were combined into a-sronth summer period, analogous to the summer of
2003 (May to October 2003), while wintead the same definitioNlgvember to Apriin
both 2004and 2008. The combind 2007/08fallsummer period is referred to as
Drt|ID dsqggnt fgnts sghr gdongs-

A The number of times purchases were made in each season by any member of the
household. Téquestiorwas phrasedHow many times did you or any members of your
household purchad ®! nq ! Gnv | " mx sqhor chc xnt fn
gntrdgnkc o hc sn s jd o gs hm 9!

A Expenditure orthe last visit/trip in each season. If a respondent could not remember the
exact amount, s/he was asked to estimate. Special instructieisciuededor several
productsin both survey years

Purchasers & * ¢ | d g r @erelaskqdjtadexclude spending on crafts

Farm Activitiepurchasers were asked to include expenses for transportation, food and
beverages, accommodation, recreatioremment and shopping at their
destination.

The findings are first discussed sepafateyach questioand then the estimates generated
by combiimg the datare presented.

SEASONALITY
Seasonal profiles for taternative marketse depicted in Ewbit 7.

All markets continued to be predominantly seasonal, with greater access in the summer.
Summer has become increasingly important to both Farm Activities and Farm Retail, which had
a higher proportion of purchasers visit only in summer. AlthougA\E&vities showed a

stronger tendency for purchasing households to make these trips both in summer and winter,
the change does not appear to have made up for the loss of-ayensers.

17.



Exhibit 7: Season in Which Purchased Product

(Base=Total Purchasers of Each Product)

100%

wn=weighted; un=unweighted

(2]}
e 11%
2 27% 27% 22% 20% 2
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3 8% 3%
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I
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©
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S
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0% i T T T T
2004 2008 2004 2008 2004 2008
O Both Seasons (n=596) (n=604) (n=342) (n=309) (wn=120, (wn=101,
o Winter un=157)  un=154)
Farmers' Markets Farm Retalil Farm Activities
O Summer

FREQUENCYOF PURCHASE

Exhibit8 depicts the average number of visits/trips made for each product over the year and
during edgc season by households that purchased in that season. Note that the figure for the

annual number of visits/trips is the average number of visits made duvirefythenonth
periodby purchasensho provided complete information for all the seasons iritey
visited while the figures for summer and winter are based on peapleling complete

information just fothat seasors a result, the seasonal figures cannot be added, and the

bases vary.

From Exhibi8 it may be seen that

A More frequent visi r

vdqgd
frequency found for Farm Activities.

T cd

S

n E°

gl dgrC L qjdsr

A The number of visits/trips made in the twersbnth seasonis among households
purchasing in the season abaillas similar for all productsegt& ~ q | d qr ,@hidb ™ qj dsr

were visited more ofteduring thesummer

A No change®f consequenci purchase frequenbypve taken placgince 2004.

18.
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Exhibit 8: Average Number of Purchases by Season and for the Year
(Base=Total Purchasers of Each Product in each Season)
10.0
9.0 87 r———188
o 8.0
e 7.4
2 7.1
s 70
=t
E 6.0 5.9 5.7 55
= 50 O———54
- 4.0 po poi
@ . 45
=] 43 25 2.7
= 3.0 oI |
g 2.3
< 20 22 2.2
1.0
0.0 T T T T T T T
2004 2008 2004 2008 2004 2008
Farmers' Markets Farm Retail Farm Activities
*Winter data for Farm Activities not
shown due to small sample base —L— Over 2Months Summer Winter

Note: The summer and winter averagamot be addedas people who bought only in one season are not

incled in the calculation for the oth@dl purchasers atiacluded in the 12 month average.

While the average number of purchases may have been similar in each season among those
who bought in that season, overall, because so many more householdsgtiiebase
products in summer, roughly four out of five purchases occurred then.

Differences in the proportion of purchasing visits/trips made in each season may be seen in
Table5, along with the estimated number of visits/trips made from September 200Jutst

2008.

What isparticularlgtriking from these numbers is thaér one millionrmore trips were made
toE" gl dgr @ 2008 thap id 2004, yet the number of visits remained stable for Farm
Retail and Farm Activities over this period.
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Table 5: Estimated number of purchasing visits/trips by season
over a 12 month period (in millions of visits/trips)

Estimate 2004 Estimate 2008 Confldeggggnterval

% % Lower Upper
Visits Distrib - | Visits Distrib - bound bound
(million ) | ution (million ) | ution (million ) (million )

Farmers' Markets
Summer
(n=580554)*
Winter
(n=174/15))
Full Year
(n=594/549
Farm Retail
Summer
(n=314/273
Winter
(n=101/58)

Full Year
(n=341/276)
Farm Activities
Summer
(n=139144)
Winter
(n=40/22)

Full Year
(n=157/143) .38 100 .38 - .22 .59

* Bases artor 2004 and 2008aspectively

** Unreliable data due to smakhmplébase.

Note: Seasonal figures may not add to exactly the same number as annyaldeytoenissing data
(responses of "don't know") for one or other season.
Confidence intervals for annual estimatessmaller than the sum of the seasons woulsifee
more cases are included.

Figures may not add due to rounding.

5.12 80 6.08 81 5.7 7.06

1.29 20 1.40 19 97 1.90

6.38 100 7.43 100 6.25 8.70

1.76 76 1.89 81 1.46 2.3

.56 24 A3 19 22 .70

2.33 100 2.32 100 1.76 2.95

.29 77 .30 - - 1.0

. 0 9 2 3 *%* ** ** **

Averagessuch as those shown in Exi8bdo not tell the full storyA small number of
households that purchase very frequentlyesuit in a mean thatsgnificantligigher than

the median (the poirdt which half the population purchase more, and half purchase less
Exhibit9 shows the distribution of the number of purchases made ovawéheemonth
periodfor each product.

Fom this graph it may be seen tf@guencypatterns have not changed since the baseline
measure was done
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Exhibit 9: Number of Purchases Made in the Past Twelve Months
(Base=Total Purchasers of Each Product)

Percent Purchasing at Each Level of Frequency

0% 20% 40% Median 60% 80% 100%

Farmers' Markets
2004 (n=596) | 10% | 12% | 20% | 18% 22%

2008 (n=604) | 11% | 14% | 19% [ [13%] 1% [

Farm Retail
2004 (n=342) | 23% [ 19% | 26% [ 11% ] 11% [10% |
2008 (n=309) | 26% | 1% | [18% | 9% | 10% [Io%l]
Farm Activities
2004 (Wn=120, un=157) | 54% [ 20% | 16% [6%]|8
2008 (wn=101, un=154) | 52% [ 1o% [ 13% [5%18) 1

*Blank spaces in the graph represent responses
w ith incomplete information (e.g., "don't know"). | N1 02 DO3to4 DO5to6 H7toB O ]4+|

A E>qldgrC L qjdsr ot qbg’ mldtgely fesw eemtonlysoncead qdf t k  c
twice in the year. Most visited more often than ongeaatr, with one in five going more
often than once a month.

A The majority of Farm Retail purchasers made between one and four purchases, i.e.,
guarterly or less often; however, more than a quarter purchased directly from a farm more
frequently.

A The largst number of Farm Activities purchasers went on one trip during the past year,
the vast majority took two or fewer trips, and very few took more than four trips.

PER VISIT TRIPEXPENDITURES

The amount that households spent on the averagiriigitirng the yeaGeptembel007 b
August2008 varied from a low of45 per purchase & * q | d g r ,@ alighopf $d4on
Farm Activitietsee Exhibit@).

This graph also shows that per visit spending has increased for all products since 2004: 7% for
FarmQds " hk+ 2/ $ enq E qldgrC L gjdsr “mc 3/% enq
E gqgldgrC L qjdsr ~mc E gl @bshuhshdr vdkk dwbdd
for Farm Retdil

3 Food 14%, Recreation, education and reading 2%ms9%. Consumer Price Index, 2004 to September
2008.
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Exhibit 10: Average Expenditure Per Trip/Visit in the Past Year
(Base=Total Purchasers of Each Product)

$200 $174

Average Expenditure Per Visit/Trip

2004 2008 2004 2008 2004 2008
Farmers' Markets Farm Retail Farm Activities

ANNUAL HOUSEHOLD EXPENDITURES

Averageotal expendituresoverthe pastl2 monthsoy purchasing househotday be seen in
Exhibitl1. These figures show the impact that increased per visit/trip expenditures (and minor
changes in the number of visits/trips) had on annual household spending.

Exhibit 11: Average Household Expenditures by Season and for the
Year (Base=Total Purchasers of Each Product in Each Season)
$600
$500 $453 $463
$449 $441
=4 $409
S $400 /:I $384 $360 D\D $417 s
S 380
g $317 |:r/ § $337 |-
$300 $335
(0]
g $264 $266 $233
2 $200 $201
< $201
$100
$0 T T T T T T T T
2004 2008 2004 2008 2004 2008
Farmers' Markets Farm Retail Farm Activities
*Winter data for Farm Activities not shown due to small sample
base. Winter estimate for Farm Retail may not be reliable due to
small sample base. == Over 2 Months Summer Winter

Note: The smmmer and winter averages are not additive, as people who bought only in one season are not
included in the calculation for the other. However, they are included in the 12 month average.
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Over the four year period since 20@nuahousehold expendituresse substantially for
E - gldgrC L qjdsr '31%$( ° mcové&alhglue ofarmRetdi s h dr
purchases droppg@8%), though it rose marginally in summer (6%).

Also of interesisthat spending in winter was much lower than in sumamet that the
disparity appears to be growing compawéth 2004 expenditures

As with purchase frequency, avesduge wide variation in spendifidne distribution of
estimatecannual expenditurdsr each producis shown in Exhibi.

This graph glicates that:

A A substantial proportion of respondents in each individual market (about one in five) made
expenditures at the high end of the scale, over $500;

A Farm Activities had a higher proportion of light spenders than the other products
(particularlyinder $100), as well as a lower median.

Exhibit 12: Distribution of Expenditures Made in the Past Twelve
Months (Base=Total Purchasers of Each Product)
Percent of Purchasers Spending Amount
0% 20% 40% . 60% 80% 100%
Median
Farmers' Markets
2004 (n=596) 22% [ 18% 21% [ 20% [ 12% [6%)
2008 (n=604) 8% | 18% | 13% | 18% | 9% [ 31%]
Farm Retail
2004 (n=342) 29% [ 19% [|13% [ 20% | 11% [8% ]
2008 (n=309) | 25% [ 12% | 14% |[ 19% | 12% %)
Farm Activities |
2004 (Wn=120, un=157) 33% [ 15% [| 19% [ 12% | 9% [6%]
2008 (wn=101, un=154) | 29% _ [ 16% | | 15% [ 12% ] 8% 0%
Note: Blank space represents a
response of "Don't Know" O0$150 O $5:100 O0$10:200 0$201500 O $5011000 B $100H+ |

CURRENT MARKET VALUE

The findings this sectiotake into account theombination of theumber of purchasers, the
number of times they purchased each prodach seasoand how much they spent on the
lastpurchase ithe season. Annual expenditures wesitculatedor each respondent in the
survey (i.e., creating a case based estimate of expenditures) and then projected to the
population of households in the province.

23.
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This provides an estimate of the valtieach market for the twelve month peri@aptember
2007 to August 2008The estimates are shown in Tahleplitby seasoR = q| dgr C L~ qj ds
were valued at $380.2 million, Farm Retail at $180.7 million and Farm Activities at $62.5 million.

Table 6: Estimated market value by season for the year September
2007 9 August 2008 (in millions of dollars)

Estimate 2004 Estimate 2008

Confidence Interval

2008
% Lower Upper
Value Distrib - Value % Distrib-| bound bound
($million ) ution  [($million )  ution ($million ) ($million )

Farmers' Markets
Summer
(N=569539* 189.2 81 315.2 83 250.3 385.5
Winter (n=173143 43.4 19 65.5 17 415 94.2
Full Year
(n=583533) 232.9 100 380.2 100 302.0 4648
Farm Retalil
Summer
(n=312268) 139.4 73 156.7 87 108.1 212.4
Winter (n=101/57) 50.9 27 23.2 13 12.1 37.7
Full Year
(n=339270) 191.1 100 180.7 100 126.9 2421
Farm Activities
Summer
(n=132141) 45.2 85 64.9 - 279 113.4
Winter (n=3521) 7.7 15 *x i ** *x
Full Year
(n=148139 51.6 100 62.5 - 306 1036

* Basesre for 2004 and 2008 respectively

** Unreliable data due to small base.

Note: Seasonal figures may not add to the same number as annual figures due to missing data (responses
of "don't know"Yor one orother season.

Confidence intervals for annudlrmaates are smaller than the sum of the seasons would be, since
more cases are included.

Figures may not add due to rounding.

Sgd u  ktd ne E gqldqrC L gjdsr g ' r fgnvm ax #
reflectingooth the growth in the size dlfie populatiorandsubstantialllgigher spending per
Visit.
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The value of Farm Activitieereasedby $10.9 million, which represents a 2b#nge. This
occurreddespitea netloss in the number of purchasing households. It was due to slightly
increasedréquency of purchase and, most importantly, substantially increased per visit
expenditures.

Farm Retail is the only market to have declinedthaiturrent value estimated at $10.4
million less than in 20@46%) This was primarily due &doss irmarlket penetration (although
the number of purchasing househahdseasederyslightly due to population growtidthe
small below inflatioraveragencrease in spending on each purchase.

The wide variation in value reflected at the upper and lowerdsofithe estimates was in

large part due to the size of the samples of purchasers interviewed. For exaFgni, for
Activitieswhich included a sample 189 purchasersufweightedwho provided the

necessary informatidor all seasonshe range regsented by the conface intervalvas in

excess of 8% of the point estimate. In contrast,Hor q | d q r ,@hidh hagl pshisder

sample size &33, the confidence interval represented a spre@@%f to25% aroundthe

point estimate. Another influenae the size of the confidence interval was the wide variation
in estimated annual expenditures per household on the products (from less than $10 to over
$5,000).

The seasonal distribution of expenditures in 2008 showed an even lower value being generated
by winter sales than suggested by the number of visits made. The vast majority of expenditures
occur in the six month summer period. Exhibit 13 shows a comparison for both years. The
graph clearly shows tirapact of thdoss of winter sales for Farm Reta

Exhibit 13: Comparison of Seasonal Distribution of Number of
Purchases (Visits/Trips) and Total Expenditures
100%
15%
20%| [19% | |19% | | 17% 2496 [ 70| [ 19% [17% 23% | | 2%
80% - -
c
[=]
§ 609
8 %
£ *nla
= %
g 40% 80% [{81% |{81% | {83% 76% | 7305 [181% | [83% 779% H 8%
(6]
ol
20%
00/0 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
2004 2004 2008 2008 2004 2004 2008 2008 2004 2004 2008 2008
# $ # $ # $ # $ # $ # $
O Winter . S
Farmers' Markets Farm Retail Farm Activities
O Summer . .
*Winter data for Farm Activities not shown due to small sample base
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PROJECTED MARKET VALUE

Table7 presents figuraglating to the projected value of the market in the next twelve
months.tincludes: the value of purchases that may be made by households not currently in
the marketthe value of purchases made in the past year, the change in the value of purchases
articipated by current purchasers in the next year, the total estimateth\vhleieext year

and the percent change this represents theeprevious twelve months.

Exhibit B shows the same information graphically.

Value ($ million)

Exhibit 14: Potential Growth in Market Value ($ million in the Next 12
Months)

$550
$500
$450
$400
$350 -
$300 -
$250 -
$200 -
$150 -
$100 -
$50 -
$0 -

$22.6
$87.0

Farmers' Markets Farm Retail Farm Activities

‘ B Past 12 Months O Net Increase by Current Purchasers O New Purchasers

Observations which may be made about these figures are that:

All three alternative agricultural markets appear to be set to grow in value.

Sgd | "ing bg  mfd h metscomemnfcominéreased spendingyl d qr C
existing purchasers, suggesting that this may be amgratrket.

Both new purchasers and existing participants will increase the value of the Farm Retail
market.

Little growth can be expected from households cuypntchasing Farm Activities; rather,
the ability to attract new market entrants will be key to growing this sector.

The two products that usually require a visit to a farm, Farm Retail and Farm Activities,
seem poised to grow most substantially in viajumore than 50%.

26.
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Table 7: Estimated growth in market value in the next year ( in millions

of dollars)

Confidence Interval

Estimate Lower Upper Estimate
($million)  bound bound |($million)
($million)  ($million)

Farmers' Markets

Value of purchases by new househol

interested in purchasing in next year 26.1 15.3 39.9 22.6
(n=94/50)*

Value of purchases in the past year
(n=583/533)

Change in value of purchases by cur
purchasers in next year (n=579/521)
PROJECTEDMARKET VALUE IN 12
MONTHS

Projected rate ofrowth in the next 12
months %%

Farm Retail

Value of purchases by new househol
interested in purchasing in next year 52.3 26.9 85.3 64.2
(n=78/79)

Value of purchases in the past year
(n=339/270)

Change in value of purchases by cur
purchasers in next year (n=333/273)
PROJECTEDMARKET VALUE IN 12
MONTHS

Projected rate of growth in the next 1
months 9%

Farm Activities

Value of purchases by new househol
interested in purchasing in next year 25.0 15.0 37.6 29.0
(n=77/50)

Value of purchases imet past year
(n=148/139)

Change in value of purchases by cur
purchasers in next year (n=152/134)
PROJECTEDMARKET VALUE IN 12
MONTHS

Projected rate of growth in the next 1
months %

232.9 193.9 274.8 380.2

30.4 14.4 47.9 87.0

289.4 223.5 362.6 489.9

24.3% 15.3% 32.0% 28.8%

1911 118.3 274.6 180.7

25.5 .0 55.4 47.5

268.9 145.2 415.3 292.4

40.7% 22.8% 51.2% 61.8%

51.6 23.0 88.1 62.5

2.3 -3.9 10.7 5.5

78.9 34.1 136.5 96.9

52.9% 48.3% 54.9% 55.2%

Lower
bou nd

Upper
bound

($million)  ($million)

131

302.0

53.1

368.2

21.9%

375

126.9

17.7

182.1

43.5%

154

306

-2.6

43.3

419%

34.8

4648

124.1

623.7

34.2%

98.0

2421

824

422 .5

74.5%

467

1036

16.8

167.2

61.3%0

Confidence Interval

* Bases are for 2004 and 2008 respectively
)) A rdc nm bnmrtldgrC rs” sdc dwodbs s hadsmr

"h-d-+

27.

mn s

ogni



However, the possible range in the estimates of the rate of change suggested by the upper and
lower bounds of the confidee interval is extremely largaking these figures into

consideratiorthe three markets mahow little change in market valwbile Farm Activities

could evershow a substantidécline

As with market size, Table 7 also provides an opportunity to compare growth projections

made in 2004 with market value estimates for 2008. The data is based on information provided
by surveyparticipants about how often they thought they might visit and what they thought

they might spend in the next 12 months. Without an annual measure there is no way of
knowing whether changes in the predicted direction and of the predicted magnitudeceok pla

in 2005 and whether different expectations might have been measured in the intervening years.

Table 8 shows the annual rate of growth that actually occurred between 2004 arichi2008.
was considerably lower than expected from the 2004 projections.

Table 8: Annual growth in market value from 2004 to 2008
Confidence Interval

(gfr?imgx Lower bound | Upper bound
($million) ($ million)

Far mersdéd Mar ket s

2004 232.9 193.9 274.9
2008 380.2 302.0 4648
AVERAGE ANNUAL RATE OF GROWTH +13.0% +11.7% +14.0%
Farm Retalil

2004 191.1 118.3 274.6
2008 180.7 126.9 2421
AVERAGE ANNUAL RATE OF GROWTH -1.4% +1.8% -3.1%
Farm Activities

2004 51.6 23.0 88.1
2008 62.5 306 1036
AVERAGE ANNUAL RATE OF GROWTH +4.9% +7.4% +4.1%

In 2008, mar value for all three markets lay withirexceededhe confidence interval
established in 2004 for projected value in one year. However, if one presumes that 2004
growthprojectiors should have held true for each of the past four years, the esting3@0of

l hkkhnm rodms nm E qldgrC L qjdsr hm 1//7 v~
the confidence interval ($343 million to $835 million projected over 4 years). As a result,
projected changeas Table 7may better be regarded and treated asaement ofnaximum
potential, based otonsumer expectations and intentions, to be supported and actualized
through marketing, rather than as an accurate predictor of futurelaaitscussion that
follows describes just what teepectations anihtentionsfor 2009are.

Comparison of therojectedrate ofgrowthfor market size ancharketvalue ireExhibit 5
demonstratethat more growth is likely to occur from an increase in the value of purchases
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than from an increase in market gize, the nuiver of purchasg householdgor all the
products, and this was most noticeable for Farm.Retail

70.0%
60.0%
50.0%

40.0%

% Change

30.0%

20.0%

10.0%

0.0%

Exhibit 15: Comparison of Estimated Growth Rates for Market Size
(Purchasing Households) And Market Value (Annual Expenditures)

61.8%
A

/ 5%

/A 46.5%

/
28.89 / /

I /moﬁl

8.3% &

Farmers' Markets Farm Retail Farm Activities

=—z— 2008 % Change Market Size —o— 2008 % Change Market Value

These findingsnplythat purchase frequency andfmer purchase spendingi®bablyon the
rise. Two questions asked of current purchasers padodéda relatingp likely changes in
purchase behaviour. They were:

A Bn the next 12 months, do you expect that you and members of your household will
spend more, less or the same as lastye@,on oqribct bs ( >

A B/hkk sg° s ad adb trd xnt vhkk fn
(more/less) per visit, or bott some other reasé

© "I ngd. kdrr

The response® these questionare shown in Exhikil6 and17. Approximately twethirds
of currentpurchasers do not expect to change their purchasing behaiosiis a marked
decline from the 75% level measured in 2004.

Thd chgdbshnm ne bg mfd dwodbsdc hr
least in part because there is an expectation of continuing inflationary pressure. Few expect to
spend less on food through these channels.

s n

r odmc

However, the primary dirgon of change for Farm Activities is to spend less, which should be
interpreted as a warning sign.

29.
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100%

Exhibit 16: Expected Changes in Spending by Current Purchasers

(Base=Total Purchasers of Each Product)

o« 80%+H H @
o
o
< 0, o o
5 60% 1| 3% el e, | 64% 71% 66%
o
I
5 40T 1 1 [
€ 4% 0%
S 200 {0 - 15% 18%
& 22% 29% 26%
15% 14% 13%
0% T T T T
2004 2008 2004 2008 2004 2008
O Spend Same | (1=996)  (n=604) (n=342)  (n=309) (wn=120, (wn=101,
O Spend Less un=157)  un=154)
O SpendMore | Farmers’ Markets Farm Retail Farm Activities

Exhibit 17 shows that the total increase in spending by current purchasers is likely to come
more from additional purchases (visits/trips) for Fatimets ™ qj d s r
spending more per purchase. For Farm Actithigesmall proportion who will increase
spending will do so either by taking more trips and/or by spending more per trip.

However, the predominant change for Farm Activitiesk k
Markets and Farm Retail, where purchasers thought they would spend less, this was also

because they expected to use the channel less often rather than to reduce the value of their
purchases.

ad

s n

mc

]

d

E gl Qds

edvdaq

In all, this meansahgrowth in total expenditures among current purchasers will primarily be
the result of changes in purchase frequency, both in terms of increasing expenditures and
decreasing expenditures.

Prevention of loss from existing purchasers will depend méeepimg them in the market
or preventing erosion of purchase frequency, than on addressing lower spending on each

purchasing occasion.
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100% -80

Exhibit 17: Whether Anticipate Changing Number of Visits/Trips or
Changing Spending Per Visit/Trip
(Base=Current Purchasers Expecting to Change)

Percent of Current Purchasers That Expect to Change

% 60% 40% 20% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

100%

2004 (W

2008 (W

Farmers' Markets
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Farm Activities

63%
2004 (n=157)

| 68%

2008 (n=198)

1 51%
2004 (n=70) 22% Lm:—ﬁ%

59%
2008 (n=96) 10%

47%
n=34,un=45) |
46%
n=31,un=48) |

—144%

O Go more often O Go less often B Spend more per visit/trip O Spend less per visit/trip

B Other
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4. Market pr ofiles

DEMOGRAPHIC AND GEOGRAPHIC PURCHASERPROFILES

Demographics can be divided into three broad groups: gender, social characteristics and
economiccharacteristickach is discussed separately below.

Gender

Exhibitl8 shows that there were no sigrafit differences between men and women reporting
use ofthe alternatel " gj ds bg mmdkr + ~ksgntfg I ngd edl
Markets. This is to be expected, since both genders described household purchasing behaviour.

Exhibit 18: Market Penetration by Gender, 2008
(Base =Total Sample in Each Gender)
100%
5 O Male purchasers
g 80% O Female purchasers [—
]
< 61%
S 57%
S 60% :
£
(=]
£
8 A40% 30% 31%
2
g
— 0, -1
g 20% 10% 10%
o
e
0%
Farmers' Markets Farm Retail Farm Activities

Note: Exhibits 18 t@4 show the the proportion of respondents in each demographic group who purchase

from each source. The primary comparison is between the demographic groups within the market. Thus 57%
ne | “kdr atx eqnl E gl dqgr C L cefedsdtile ofnadiffierenged c sn 509%
between the sexes for Farm Retail and Farm Activities.

Social characteristics

Social characteristics measured in the survey included age, marital status, household size,
presence of children and age of the youngest chibi@ed, these social measures provide a
description of household lifestage. Purchasers in each market are profiled on these
characteristics in Exhibits 19 to 21.
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Exhibit 19: Market Penetration by Household Lifestage, 2008
(Base =Total Sample in Each Lifestage Group)
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Exhibit 20: Market Penetration by Marital Status, 2008
(Base =Total Sample in Each Marital Status Group)
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Farmers' Markets Farm Retail Farm Activities
Exhibit 21: Market Penetration by Age, 2008
(Base =Total Sample in Each Age Group)
s 100%
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% 80% O 35-44 purchasers [
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households (i.e., older couples) and less often among both older singles and younger couples
and singles. Consistent with this, they were found more often ambbgdéar olds and

among those who were married/living comdzan

Farm Retail purchasersltzaquite different pattern, being used most often by young families
(with the youngest children in elementary school). They were used least often by young
singles/couples,-B8 year olds and singles.

Farm Activities showed the most distinctive prdféeying strongly from households with
children, especially pgehool and elementary school childfidns corresponded withaving

the largest family size, an average of 3.5 people per household (refer to purchaser profiles in
Tablell, Appendix IY. Thechance of participatingfarm Activitiedeclined steadily with

age, being at its peak amaing childraisingL8-34 year oldage groups

Economic characteristics

Economic characteristics measured in the survey included household income and respondent
educationPurchasers in each market are profiled on these characteristics in Exhibits 22 and 23.

Exhibit 22: Market Penetration by Household Income Group, 2008
(Base =Total Sample in Each Income Group)

T>J 100%
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Exhibit 23: Market Penetration by Education Level, 2008
(Base =Total Sample in Each Education Group)

100%

O High school or less purchasers

80% O Post-secondary purchasers

65%

62% B University purchasers

60%
49%

40% -

23%
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Percent Purchasing at Each Education
Level

0%

All three channels were less likely to be used by households in the lowest income group and
among people with an education level of high school oifleissuggests thaiffordabilitys

one criterion for use.

Sgd ghfgdrs hmbhcdmbd ne E qldqgqrC L gjds ot )
E " qldgrC L qjds otgbg rdqgr = kesaconsaymc dc sn a
university), bubhcome was by far the most distinguishing characteristic.

gbg
d | n

AmongFarm Retadnd Farm Activitiggurchaserseconomic factors were not as important as
the presence of children in the household.

Geographic location

Exhibit 24 examines market penetratiorefmch product by community size and geographic
location.

E - gldgrC L qjdsr oqnudc sn ad onotk g hm "~ kk rh
locations, though a higher proportion of Calgary residents appear to suppbérthel.

Farm Retail wagite different in appealing more in less urbanized areas of the province. It was
most popular among people living on farms/ranches themselves, followed by those living in
small (rural) towns, villages and hamlets. Location was as important a facumeasrhe of

young familieft is instructive that people living in rural alsesasd especially those living on
farms/rancheswere considerably more familiar with the channel than those living in the large
urban centres.

5 Average rural awareness rated at 3.36 andrimoh residents 3.49, compared to urban scores of

approximately 3.00 out of 5.00.
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Farm Activities appealed sammat more in the City of Edmonton and among residents of
smallrural) towns, villages and haml&tgareness of Farm Activities was also higher in rural
areas and among farm/ranch residartsvever, the presence of children in the household
remained théey distinguishing criteritmm purchase

Exhibit 24: Market Penetration by Community Size, 2008
(Base =Total Sample in Each Community Group)
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Greater detail is shown Appendix IYwhere the market for each product is profiRather

than describing incidence of use, as discussed above, it shows what proportion of all users fell
into each demogaphic or geographic group. Differences were consistent with the more
sensitive measure of incidence/market penetrégiscribed abovéhe distribution obtained

in 2004is also showim the appendedable However, vihen making comparisobstween the

yeas, differences in overall sample maeshould be considered. In general, the direction of
differences thatistinguishedach marketvassimilareven though the numbers were slightly
differentin 2004 and 2008

SEASONAL PROFILES

Geographic location pred to be somewhat more important than demographic factors in
profiling differences betwepuarchasers various seasons, as follows:

A Enq E gl d esidéehts bfthenpjat srivar cerdres (Fort McMurray, Grande Prairie,
Lethbridge, Medicine Hat aRéd Deer) were especially likely to be surroméy
purchasers (89% vs. 70% for all househ®his)trend wa even stronger than in 2004.
City of Calgary households were somewhat more likely to buyoyeat (36% vs. 27%
overall).

& Average rural awareness rated at 3.17 and farm/ranch residents 3.49, compared to urban scores of
approximately 2.88.00 out of 5.00.
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A Farmers/ranchers boudkarm Retail more often in both seasons (29% vs. 20% of all
households).

A Residents of major urban ocastand the City of Edmontawere morelikelyto
concentrate theipurchasgof Farm Activities in summenly (92% 91%vs. 8% for all
households In contrast, wral resident®ok part more often on a year round basis (27%
vs. 18% provinewide).

A This is the only market where demographics also played a role in seasonal choice. Young
single and couple households without children focused more on saativiges (91%),
while women and those eitherthe lowestor higlest income bracketgsported
somewhat more yeaound participatior23%, 24% and 26 respectively).

DEGREE OF USE PROFILS

It is sometimes helpful whdefiningarget marketto focus m those households that

contribute most, that is, that make the highest expendifmesxamplethe top spenders at

E - gqgldgrC L qjdsr g  c ‘l486perhdusedowfterchedddasyt qdr ~udgq’
spenders)vs. 888for medium and $&for light spaders.

Three different Degree of Use groups were deffoeéach alternative marketch with

three levels. They were based mmmber of purchases in the past year (i.e., visits or trips

during which at least one item was purchased); the amouniospiret last purchase (using a
weighted average where seasonal information was provided); and total expenditures in the past
year (a combination of number of purchases and value of the last puftieabege levels

defined and the bases obtained are shmwAppendix VIn each case, thRigtiDor Eheavp

level was designed to include approximalelyop 20% of the market.

A comparison of the profiles of househa@dsociated with theegree ofUse groups yielded
a number of differences of note for rgroduct.

Far mer sd Mar ket s

A Higher expenditures, both on the last purchase and for the year, were associated with
larger size householdshileall categories dfigh/heavy purchasers had an above average
household income.

A Higher frequency of visits aexpenditures wasinderstandablinked to higher familiarity.

A Low or light purchasers were more likely to visit only in summer, while over half of all
egdptdms otgbg rdgr " mc gd ux ~mmt k rodmcdaqgr

A Frequency ofyrchase was more important than amount speeach visin contributing
to greater annual expenditures.

A Annual expenditures averaged $1486 for heavy spenders, $288 for medium and $65 for
light spenders.

37.



A

However, it is low and light purchasers wigoe more likely to change their spending in
the next year, being especially likely to feel they will go more often. On the other hand,
high spenders were the ones who expected to speet more, a change that may net an
additional average contribution thteees higher thathe averagédor all purchasing
household$$298 vs. $103).

Farm Retall

A

A

There were naconsistentlemographic or geographic indicators of higher spending on
Farm Retail

Higher frequency of visits and expenditures was linked to higherits.

Low or light purchasers were much more likely to visit only in summer, while over half of
all frequent purchasers and many heavy annual spenders made Farm Retail purchases in
both seasons.

Annual expenditures averaged $1470 for heavy spen@@8sfdd medium and $58 for
light spenders.

Mediumcurrentspendersppear to be poised to increase their annual expenditures most,
with an increase twice the average for all purchasing houg&iakies. $10).

Farm Activities

A

38.

Higher expenditures, toon the last purchase and for the year, were associated with the
presence of young children (6 to 12 years of imgihle householdnd all high/heavy
purchasecategoriebad an above average household income.

Frequent visits and high annual expendgitueze found especially among rural Albertans
and much less so in the Edmonton and Calgary regions.

Higher frequency of visits and expenditures was linked to higher familiarity.

Low or light purchasers wemauchmore likely to visit only in summer, whiterohalf of
all frequent purchasers amdnyheavy annual spendensdertook Farm Activitiés both
seasons.

Frequency of purchase was more important than amount spent at each visit in contributing
to greater annual expenditures.

Annual expenditures aagred $769for heavy spenders2%0for medium and &1 for
light spenderéote though that bases were very small and results may not be reliable)

Unlike the other productrequentand heavypurchasers were more likely to change their
spending in theaxt yearwhile infrequent visitors and low spenders were the ones
indicating they would drop out of the market altogether (bases too small for further
analysis)



5. Local Food

Questions on Local Food were asked after all informationon{ | | ., =54 was
alternativenarkets had been gathered. defined as:

To investigate Local Food, survey respondentsaskesl about | © F00d g1 o
Pennc f gnvm n dthé definiion hdopte@loranis( Ma d e 1 n A
study. It should be noted thiés gd s dql Badbedn” k EnncD

used instead, it might have teiggl different associations, particularly for the perception
guestions. Incorporating the adopted definition into each question, however, did ensure clarity
and consistency in what was being discussed and avoided issues that might have been created
where espondents understood the term differently (@sd.00 kilometrefood, from the local
community, etc.)

@kSgntfg Sgd qu| P nh > k EnnecD v r mn s
used in questioning, it is used in the Exhibit 25: Purchase of Food Grown

discussion which follows. or Made in Alberta in the Past 12
Months - 2008 (n=1015)

MARKET SIZE
Non-
90% of Alberta households indézhthat P aser
they had purchased food grown or made in
Albertain the past 12 months (ExhiB). Dot Kno

6%
This translates inth279,00(urchasing Purchaser

households. 90%

From a marketing perspective, it is interesti
that 6% did not know whether they had
purchased Local &d or not.

>

g

Exhibit 26: Purchase Intentions for
MARKET GROWTH Food Grown or Made in Alberta in
the Next 12 Months (n=1015)

Buy more
27%

Purchasing households were asked wheth¢
they expected to buy more, the same
amount or less food grown or made in
Alberta in the next 12 months. Non
purchasing households (including those who
were not sure of their status) wereed
whether they intend to buy such food in thq
next 12 months.

1%
—_

Buy same
58%

The results are shown in Exhitfit The
majority of households do not intend to Don't

change current amounts of Local Food Kgg’/‘”
(1]

\Will not
start

2%
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purchased 4 7% sgd r 1 d "mc 1% vgn vnmCs rs gs at x
However, among those who expect to chartge thrust is toward market grow@i%

expect to buy more than at present and iB%ndto start buying Local Fo&gfor a total of

one-third who expect to increase consumption.

Only 3% will move in the oppositeeattion of less purchase of Local Food and 5% did not
know what they would do.

The trend is clearly toward growth.

PURCHASING OUTLETS

Food in general

All respondents were asked where tgeyerallypuyfood. The very first question asked in the
surveyw r + B HmMm s g dwhare did gou Buy fodd mossofiewwhere else did you

atx ennc hm sgd o r s &elbadechommmfaneo@op fgnthd ™ mr vd qr
recalland areshown in Exhibit2

Exhibit 27: Where Bought Food During the Past 12 Months - 2008
(n=1015)

Percent of Households

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Supermarket 80% 10%

Warehouse Club Store 8 14%
Supercentre/ Mass Merchandiser  [£% 16%
Farmers' Market 8%
Small Grocery Store %) 3
Butcher/ Bakery/ Deli/ Seafood 0]2
Natural/ Organic Food Store 0|
Restaurant 0
Convenience Store 0

From A Farm/ Ranch

Health Food Store 0 B8 Buy Most Often
CSA/ Box Program |g O Where Else Buy
Other |

Don't Know/Refused

None 0 58%
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It is evident that the vast majority of the population &garmarket (e.g., Superstore,
Safeway, Sobeys, IGA-@n SaveOn Foods) as their main point of food purchase (89%)
and that mostid notmention usngany other store category (58% overall).

Functioning more as a secondary source WearehouseClub stores €.g.Costco),
QupercentreMassMerchandisers (e.g., \Wart, Zellers,.ondon Drugs, Shoppers Drug Mart)
andE" gl dgr.C L qjdsr

SmallGrocery stores were more often a primary than secondary source due to respondent
locationwhich was more likely to aral

Special analyses considered the mix of sources used and showed that households that

mentioned buying food & q | d q r C reltwicg asdikely as thel averagalsn

purchase food démallGrocery stores (20%gndvicaud gr ~ ' 10$ (- E ql dgqr C L qj
also hadn above average likelihood of buyirfggan Retadutlets {ncludindarm gatefarm

store farm stangroadsde stall U-pick farms, nurseries and greenhouts&86) and

Naturaldg f * mhb ennc r dMarketusers'wdr&spomewltat lass lidepr C

averagd¢o mention buying food @upermarkets, even though the vast majority did (78%).

Other outlet typesvere almost always secondary food sources and rarely came to mind
spontaneously.

Local Food

Exhibit 3 compares wherpurchasers dfocal Food bought Alberta produetéh where the
populatiorreported that theygenerally shop for food

The primary sage for Local Food was a Supermarket. However, Supermarkets were not
nearly as important as suppliers of Local Food as they were for food generally (56% bought
Local Food there, compared to 90% who use Supermarkets).

The second most widely used outlet\was q | d qr C L ° wtpltheugh onlystwe3 4 $ h m
thirdsne E gl dqr C L gjds rgnoodgr bnmrhcdgdc sghr s

Two other noteworthy sources of Local Food were Farm Retail channels and Small Grocery
stores.

Aboutones ghgc ne s g(d%) Bersrgpdrigdbe lndalstordsinrsmall towns, and may have been
small grocery stores.
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Exhibit 28: Food and Local Food Suppliers Used during the Past 12
Months - 2008 (n=1015)

Percent of Households

100% 80%

60%

40%

20%

0% 20%

40% 60% 80%

100%

Ware

Super

Small

Butch

Restal

Conve

From

CSA/

Intern

Other

Don't

None

Supermarket

centre/ Ma

Farmers' Market

Grocery Si

er/ Bakery.

Natural/ Organic

urant

Health Food Stor

et

ore

nience Store

A Farnv Ranch

Box Program

Know /Refused

house Club Store

ss Merchandiser

14%

Deli/ Seafood

Food Store

44%

80% 10%

O BuyFood Most Often
OWhere Else Buy Food

B BuyLocal Food Most Often

OWhere Else Buy Local Food

62%

58%

There apear to be twomajordemandsidepurchasingegmentsuggested by the findsng
that:

A

42.

Households that buy Local Food most often at Supermarkets were half astlikely as
population as a whote alsomentionbuyingK n b = k
Farm Retail (6%)mplying that mar§upermarket shoppers do not look beyond the

Qupermarket for Local food purchases

Ennc s

E gl dqgr C L



A Households buying most often through the othajorLocal Food channdisE * g | d g r C
Markets, Small Grocery stofefien ruralland Fan Retail, were much less likely than
average to also buy Local Food at a Supermarket (27%, 11% and 16% réspectively

As a resultfourLocal Food purchasisggmentsvere identified

Segment| 33% All households in this segm&h00%) focusetheir Lacal Food
purchases at Supermarkets and did not mention using any of the
outlets used by Segment Il

Segmentll 36% Sghr fgnto antfgs Knb k Ennc
Small Grocery stores (often in rural areas) and/or a CSA/Box Prc
but na from Supermarkets

Segment Ill 22% Segment Il patronized both the above groups of outlets for Loca
Food

Segment IV 9%  These households purchased Local Food only from other types ¢
combinations of outletespecially Supercentre/Mass Merchandise
Sreciality, Natural/Organic, Warehouse/Club stamesmiscellaneous
others

These Local Food segments are defindtidgominantonsumer purchasing patterns rather
than supphgide logistics and perceptiofisey do not exclude purchase at other outéests

well but the proportion doing so was smitr example, 5% 8egment householdslso
mentioned purchasing Local Food at a Warehouse/Club store.

MARKET VALUE

Part of the value of the Local Food market was assessed in the survey by askingteesponden

vgn g c¢c | “cd ot qbg" r thooughFarm EetaghamhejsbdalittHeir qj dsr ~ mc
spending on Local Food duringitiest purchase in each season. The question asked was,
bGnv Itbg ne sghr "I ntms v r rodmsexcluem ENNC f gnyv
any food from BC or
elsewhere, and any ndood Exhibit 29: Average Expenditure Per Visit for the Year
tamhe 07 to, August 2008

20? S(?Jrle ;/hz ;NaS gs(le(ed fog d q gBaEego[fIiﬁrgwaQer@i LocaIVFood rom Each Source)

$140
estimate. $116

$120

$100 $92

Per visit expenditures 580

$60

The amount that households $45 438
$40 1

spent on the average visit
during the year September $20 4 | F
2007bAugust 2008 is $0 . . . .

shownin Exhibit 9, along Total Local Food Total Local Food
Wlth the average amount Farmers' Markets Farm Retail

Average Expenditure Per
Visit
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spent on Local Food.

This graph shows that spendamgLocal Food made up the largest portion of salesach
visitat both source®7 2$ ne E ql dgr C L  qppeming mc 7/ $ ne E

Annual household expenditures

Average total expenditures N _

h t12 ths b Exhibit 30: Average Household Expenditure on Local Food
over the pas montns Dy by Season and for the Year September 2007 to August 2008
househ0|d$)ur0ha5ing Local (Base=Total Purchasers of Local Food from Each Source)
Food at these venuesay be $600
seen in Exhibit®B The $500 $449
. . $417
figures show the_ impact that e o B sass s350
the number of visits made 5 $384 ~—¢ $380
hadon spending. & e300 308 $322

. . . g $266
Spending in winter was lowef § %% $226 $233 $225
than in summer both in total $100
and for Local Foo®n a per
; $- . : . .

househ'OId baSﬂ']& Total Local Food Total Local Food
proportlon Of the tOtal Farmers' Markets Farm Retail
represented by Local FOOd | =L} Over 2 Months Summer Winter |

was higher for Farm Retail a

75% sg m enq Note: Thesummerand winter averages are not additive, as people

Markets at 81%. bought only in one season are not included in the calculation for the
other. However, they are included in the 12 month average.

In addition, Local Food
made up a higher proportion of toetpenditures iwinterthan insummer(85% vs. 80% for
E qldgrC L qjdsr+ 85% ur- 74% enq E gl Qds" h

Current market value

The findings in this section take into account the combination of the number of purchasers, the
number of times they purchasedacoduct each season and how much they spent on the

last purchase in each season. Annual expenditures were calculated for each respondent in the
survey (i.e., creating a case based estimate of expenditures) and then projected to the
population of househad in the province.

This provides an estimate of the value of Local Food purchases by market for the twelve
month period, September 2007 to August 2008.
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The estimates are shown in Ta®lsplit by seasobhocal Food aE * g | d qr Casvalueglj dsr v
at $302.0million(79% of the total spent there) afkdrm Retail &8154.5 million85% of the
total)®

Table 9: Estimated market value of Local Food by season for the

year September 2007 & August 2008 (in millions of dollars)

' Estimate 2008 Confidence Inter val
Value % Lower bound  Upper bound

($000,000) Distribution | ($000,000) ($000,000)

Farmers' Markets

Summer (n=%1) $2486 82 $1973 $3042
Winter (n=136) $555 18 $353 $796
Full Year (n=66) $32.0 100 $2387 $3704
Farm Retail

Summer (n268) $1317 86 $838.0 $1821
Winter (n=58) $220 14 $113 $36.1
Full Year (n270) $1545 100 $1054 $2107

Note: Seasonal figures may not add to the same number as annual figures, due to missing data (responses
of "don't know") for one or other season.

Conficence intervals for annual estimates are smaller than the sum of the seasons would be, since
more cases are included.

Figures may not add due to rounding.

Projected market value
Exhibit 31: Estimate of Potential

Although the survey did not directly Growth in Local Food Value by Market
address the amount by which ($ million in the Next 12 Months)
householdintend to increase or $500

TOTAL: $390.5 $154.5

decrease their consumption of Local
Food,a rough estimaterasmade
based on the proportion of total 5
expenditures that are made up by Localzg
Food.Theresultanay be seen in Table
10 and Exhibi81.

These figures suggest that LocatiFo
through Farm Retail channels will groy 1
proportionately faster than through Farmers' Markets Farm Retail

E" q | d qr c L qj dsr + l%l?l% Egnthsagagge bFa!Jreﬁta\mdmew H;rt\:h-algels ¢

&  Since the data here are expanded to include number of visits and projected to the total poathatitman
being simply based on averages, the percentage edtimadcal Food spending as a proportion of total
spending is slightly different than on a per visit basis or a per household basis (both shown on p. 44).
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of the increase being similar for both. However, wide variation in the potential value is found in
the upper and lower bounds.

Table 10: Estimated growth in market value  for Local Food in the
next year ( in millions of dollars)

Confidence Interval

Estimate  Lower Upper
($million)  bound bound
($million)  ($million)
Local Food - Farmers' Markets
Value of purchases in the past yea506) 302.0 238.7 3704
Estimatedtange in value of purchases in next: 88.6 534 1283
(current purchasers and new market entries)
PROJECTEDMARKET VALUE IN 12 MONTHS 390.5 292.1 498 .8
Projected rate of growth in the next 12 months 29.3% 22.%% 34.6%
Local Food - Farm Retail
Value of purchases in the past year (n=270) 154.5 1054 2107
Estimatedtange in value of purchases in next 96.1 474 1553
(current purchasers and new market entries)
PROJECTEDMARKET VALUE IN 12 MONTHS 250 .6 152 .8 366.0
Projected rate of growth in the next 12 months 62.206 45.00 73. 706
) A rdc nm bnmrtldqrC rs sdc dwodbs shnmr ' h-d-+ mn

PERCEPTIONS OALOCAL FOOD

Perceived benefits of buying Local Food

@kk rtqudx o gshbho msr vdgd " rjdc+ DVg s cn
ng | "cd hm @kadqgs >D Cdrohsd ° rhgrokemfiowe ng sgd
into their component parts, on average each respondent had mentionbdrtefds. These

are shown in Exhib®2.

The results show that Alberta households see three predominant benefits to Local Food:
freshness, providing support for the local economy and support to the local farmer.

Closer examination of the types of comnsemide for the leading categories provides more
depth of understanding of how Albertans perceive the main benefits
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Exhibit 32: Benefit/s of Buying Food Grown or Made in Alberta
(n=1015)

Percent of Households
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Food is fresh
Support the local economy

Support the local farmer

Support Alberta/ns

Food isinexpensive / cheaper

Food is good quality

Food islocal / close by

Trust the food / producers/ know where it comes from
Fewer environmental impacts

Food tastes good

Food is safe

Food is healthy

Support the community

Food is organic

Food has fewer additives / preservatives
Food has fewer pesticides / herbicides
Support small producers

Miscellaneous

Don't know/refused

None

A Local Foodreshness means having the advantage of being fresher than product from
dkrdvgdgd rhmbd hs cndr mCs g t€dertainlydos g udk+ v
more fresh than it was coming from a truck from a million miles®vay nq Ldwhbn ngqg
TR(+ "mc cndrmCs Bg ud sn rhs eng °~ knmf shl

Knb k Ennc oqnuhcdr sgd " rrtg mbd sg s+ bHDxnt
c X adengdD-

Freshness was associated with perceptions of better taste/flavour. 60% of people who

l dmshnmdc s rsd ~krn I dmshnmdc eqdrgmdrr + rn
vhsg sgd egdrgmdrr D- Nsgdqg cdrtheyérepcked mr h mbk
vgdm sgdx "~ gd rtoonrdc sn ad ohbjdcD( "~ mc mn
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While freshness was the leading benefit overall and for Local Food purchasers, if was
mentioned much less often by Apurchasers (14% vs. 37%).

Supportfortheeconomy | d> mr Brtoongshmf ntg nvmD q s
It includes both the local community and the province. It covers support for local people,

e Il hkhdr " mc mdhfgantqgr+ rsnqdr + atarshmdr r di
intoyourlocad b n mnl x D+ ot sshmf | nmdx chqgdbskx a bj
money in the provinceamgdd k o hmf sn Bj ddo sgd hdgstomnl x f nt

sustain employment

Support for the local farmer/producer/grower was closeltied to thoughts about
support for the economy, often being mentioned by the same people. However, not
everyone mentioned both, and overall fewer people referred to benefits for the farmer as
compared to benefits to the economy.

Manymentionedprovidingd k o s n knb k. @kadgs™ e gl dgr hm
e qgql doe D(nl d sn sgd aqn cdq =~ f qhbeibgost g k hr
sgd "~ fghbt kst qd stnmiatindd s px Dhe t Sg feantritbutimg & ¢ £ d c d 1
totheagricdt q k dbnmnl x ' Bsgdx mddc dudgx ahs n
Nsgdgr tmcdgrsnnc sgd r t oimpnogesheirimcomgsl k o h mf D
bjddohmf sgd e qldgqr fnhmfD rn sgdx b  m "~ ut
" edv dwasdgb " tartdo jEESTyhmfr "~ gd gd  kkx f dsshmf
provides money directly to the local/Alberta farmer rather than farmers elsewhere. It may

gdko sn ogdrdqud rl kk e qlr+ bBgdkohmf sgdl
theminat rhmdrrD rn vd cnmCs BDdmc to vhsgnts e

@ edv dwok hmdc sg s hs dmbntq fdr knb k e
cuts out the middienan.

Nmd gq sgdq cheedgdms I nshud v r sn Dbgdctbd
hopefk k x qgqdctbd ntg s wdr D-

This was the only benefit that aparchasers of Local Food were more likely to mention
than purchasers (35% vs. 25%).

Many of the remaining categories were strongly associated with onéhcéetheading
benefitsor with one andter within a broader theme. These are discussed below.

A

48.

The categorygupport for Alberta  identifies specifically the proportion of respondents

vgn I dmshnmdc admdehsr sn sgd ognuhmbd "~ r 1
Pbnl It mhsxDghHmbksdfdgwe khs+ srtards ne sgd
sgd knb k dbnmnl xD " mc Brtoongs enq knb k
economy, Alberta farmers, Alberta products and Albertans living and working here. The
category alsoiiclc d ¢ dwo q dr r h n nits Aloegan £o0 | guess yoswant | khjdH+
something from where you're frd+ Br t oongs @kadgs  adb trd »
hr ° oqnctbs ne @kadgs - HsCr ntq nvmD- Sg:¢
snim% BHdkor @kadqgs D-



As about half the respondents (48%@luplicatedmentioned either or both support for
the economy and/or farmers, this means that many more referred to a local or community
benefit than to a provincial one (15%).

The expectationabwer , cheaper , better ,beingoreasonabl ed |
BDdbnmnl hb kD ng needghmf adssdqg u ktd eng | nmc
Knb  k Ennc- Knvdg sqgq mrongs opehlinitkespr sr sn |~ q]j

the cost of food dowibecatse they do®have to transport it from places li€RgindD ( v ~ r
by far the most frequent reason given for expecting lower prices. Reduced transportation
costs may be benefidmim s gdl rdkudr " Bhs r udr nm sqgq mrong

One of the striking thingsabaitg hr b sdfngx v r sg s vghkd rnld
bgd odgD nq DBhsCr knb k+ xnt o x °~ khsskd

“rrt | oYouldrhape at €uff that is grown locally would be ch&aper Phs Cr ogna” ak
cheaperthanbuh mf e qgn |l rnl dvgdgd dkrdD+ Dhe sgdx oqgh

Gnvdudqg+ sgdqgd v dapstshould eadess biignthirk it s v gb gidl m
sg s bsgdx sdmc sn bnrs | ngdD-

Trust in the food and knowing its origin was strongly linked tbe category of
safety Together, the two were referred to by 14% of householdduplicated)The
themehr b ost gdc abknow\ghere itignidadeo | kmow where i®is gbown
and | trust the systein

There was advantage to knowing the grosveknowing all the producers in their local

© g dWebif y&u know your farmers you know whether he has a good reputatD- S g d X

dmi nxdc bnmmdbs hmf yooknawybdds buying itdfbnspgopleigd e~ ql dg+ ¢
your own canmunity that care about gkich 8t méans dot to me to buy food from the

person who does the actualw@k Nmd o dqr rt'srgoati doddmitsnogd ™ sdc + Dh
corporate grown. | don't want to do with any corporate foods, | don't trustthem

Simply knowing where the food comesrfrwas frequently mentiondd’H k hj d sn j mnyv
vgdgd oqnctbsr bnld eqnl D+ DBHe H f iAhissn sgd f gc
v r hlongs ms hm fdmdg shmf bnmehcdmbd sg s sc¢
sg s hs vhkkdbatd kkgd ghmfs®@gnridnowthah oqgdedqgqgdc
whatwe get is organj@® free range hebs-

Nsgdgr s qt wesknavghadt our Realth ceutions areofeddD +truf how
we produce food here basicllly D x n t trugtwanthy beause®igh standards of

gualityarealways held her@sopposed to other plac&- Qdr onmcdmsr c¢cqgdv bnl o
vhsg Pennc fthcdkhmdr hm sgd TRD " mc onhmsdc s
eqnl Bghm " mc gd ksg ghygdgé¢m binfs@Pd Odwhshé
"mc nsgdg .Bvdhgc sghmfr D

Sgtrs v ' r ° mdbdrr gx ogdbtqgrng sn adkhduhmf &

having to know each producer. This trust was founded on belief in the standards and

quality control in thexsr s dlHawe mére confidence that the food has begyented

and is safe the @nadian government aAtberta government has some good rules and

regulations fathe [beef]processors to folloW - Nmd "rodbs sg s cqdv = 1
comments was beliefine cleanliness of Local Food, which included a lack of bacterial
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contaminants, including those from the use of raw sewage for fertilizer, and a lower chance
for bacterial developmedte to shorter time to market.

Little explanation was offered by resgents relating to what was meant by Local Food

beinggood quality + adssdq+ Bsgd adrsD nq B s kd rs
rodbhehb kkx onhmsdc sn @kadgs adde "r "m
sghr pthgjhxs bnhimdsms@k abdtges © hs ~ hmCs addeD-

Factor analysis suggested that quality was aligned with two separate themes. One was the
food itself, including good taste and freshhesg) picked ripe and without deterioration

from sitting in a box for months. Tked k h mf v~ r d w buy dhickems@nds g = s h «
turkey, you probably buy a better grRde

g {

Sgd nsgdgqg "rrnbh shnm ne pt khsx v r S
g ki

v
vngqxD- Bnmehcdmbd v r dwoqdr radlconsdentioug h
e g | Theyrkeep &very close eye on what they prodube scare with disease in
anim& r You kndv what yo@e eating® healthy and trustworthy because high
standards of qualigrealways held her@sopposed to other plac&s- e chances of
bnms I hm> shnm vdqd bnmrhcdgdc knvdqg+ vhsg |
addm hmrodbsdcD-

Comments relating to Alberta grown or made food b&ingl, grown close by or
close to home were frequently associated with the conadgteshness and quality due
to the short time to market.

h
f

Being locadftenmeantaccessibility aidn mud mhdmbd adb trd nmd cnc
far to buy and results in savings in gas when shopping. It also provides support to the local
community andbcal farmers.

There was occasional reference to local meaning eating from within a 100 km radius, and a
khmj sn j mnvhmf itsfyedh anddogigrdwmin froet ofsn®d " ieo n &+ D
nicetotk ] chqgdbskx sn sgd e gl dgr D-

Because of theely role played by less transportation in containing Local Food costs, there
was an association between lower costrandction of environmental impacts

which were also mainly due to lesser shipping needs. As a result, many people who
mentioned being kird to the environment also mentioned reduced food costs.

Environmentally friendly contributions by Local Food centred on reduction in the quantity

of fuel used, which also leads to savings in energy costs and reduced environmental damage
bsuch apolluton and climate changee gqnl b~ ganm dl hrr hnmr ' Bf q:
Buying Local Food helps people take ownership of the problem, making them happy to be
bDgdctbhmf | x b ganm ennsoghmsD+ DBPH eddk | n

The final theme related tezalthy food .

L mx rs sdc sg s Knb k Ennc Bl hfgs a
bnmuhmbdc9 BXnt jmnv vg' s xntCgd d° s
Food was more nutritious and wholesome.

They felt that Local Food is better for ymcauseét hasbess pesticides and preservaives
hm o gshbtk g( "~ mc sgshsathekkdwodmoBkdeéddr r & mivh i
cqg vhmf "~ oognu k hm sghr fqgnto v r knvdqg t



additives like colobarmf nqgq gnqgl nmdr + ~ mc mn "~ mshahnshbr - S
over and over again.

Sgdgd v ' r ° adkhde sg s Knb k Ennc nesdm hmbkt
rdkdbshnm ne ngf mhbD(- @ nmf sganictbody gn r s sdc
the abovenoted issues were regularly mentiobdalit they were far from the only ones

to support organic practices.

Perceived barriers to buying Local Food

In order to investigate the barriers that Albertans perceive to buying Local Fduakes

vdqd ‘Whatid yosr m&in reason for notbuyngree nnc fgnvm ng | "cd hm @
whilenoro t q b g ° r d g r Whatdsgyaur main jeason+or it buyfogd grown or

l "cd hm @kadqgs >0D

On average, respondents provided 1.3 reag@mmay be seen from Exhil3i8, the key
inhibitor was product unavailability. Two other widely identified barriers were inconvenience
and lack of information about Local Food.

Exhibit 33: Reasons for Not Buying (More) Food Grown or Made in
Alberta (n=1015)
Percent of Households
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%  50%

Unavailable 35%

Inconvenience 21% |

Lack information 16% |

No need 13% |

Cost 13%

Inconvenient location %

Selection

Not labeled |3%

Miscellaneous | 3%

TRy

| do buy locally, from Alberta 7% |

Donot know/

None 5%

H

fused

A Comments in the majarategoryunavailable refered primarily to product availability
and included various constraints:

51.



52.

The primary barr appeared to be kck of ready availability and choice in the

supermarket ostorewhere theyusuallyshop(Bt's just not available at the supermarket

that | go t@Bf it's therel buy it, if it's not find an alternatiii@ Many mentioned that

muchne sgd ennc sgdx lotdfdhe foad is &amrine U.8.lorSduwhg d q d 9
Americ® # se@ms like a lot of the major superke#s don't sick Alberta made produce,

they are bringing it from Ghihstea -

Someitemsthat peoplewantarejustnot grownor madehere primarily because of
climaic limitation8 if sBmething isn't produced froiberta farmswve can't buy D -
Examples givemhere there is no Alberta optiomere bananas, peaches, orangespes
riceand other fruit.

Another fator was that poduce availability is seasonal, with no supply passilteer
" yBu can't get fresh carrots, peas and lettuce all year &drehdthere isashort
growing season for products like ber@ady meatwas acknowledged to lawailable
yearroundand that was rarely mentioned.

Possibly as a result of the lack of visibility of Alberta protiectsyas gperception that

Bhere isn't a lot of food grown @k a dthasbok$of food probably leaves Albetat

not too much stayBmakngh s B g = .Jloe same ladk df supply veesasionally
hcdmshehdc enqg IProcedsed fobdptoductscare ganerallyt notgron® D
Alberta and if you can't get it made here then it's not avdilable

Finally, it was noted th&ietre are noenough places to buy Local Food, and those that do
exist may be seasonal. The outlets most strongly associated with Local Food appeared to
ad E gqldgrC L gjdsrandfmam&knvdc ax gn crhcd

Non-purchasers of Local Food rarely raised the isqredictunavailability (9%
compared to 38% of purchasers).

The second barrier wasconvenience , whichincludedwo maindimensions.

Tied closely to the first barrier of availability was resistance to shopping, abother

supermarket/ grocery storenud r 9 nobalh reyCagular grocer usually d mavekioC

make an extra stdp+ D gogtaltime gridery store wha§ there is what get Idon€go

lookin@- Vghkd rnld hm sghr ff gnt'ebtdthefelikess oqdedc
Alberta beefl'llbuyiD( + nsgdqr c¢chc mns Bdateversirstied ms hnm s
r s nligpitk uidE€

Another aspect ohconvenience " r ¢ Xr -~ mc gyotoqrtgomeanyn od g s h
timeD Seasonal,e day a weelSaturdaypnly openingnd limite or business hour
operationsappeared to be an issue for people who work on those dayisg those

hoursor have other prioritie's rlBost of them are only open one day a week or so many

hours a week,-3 hours some of themg@ta limited timB. Trafficcrowdingand parking

limitations alsoame into pl&y s gqd d g r &howis an\v hyts Ave] very little

parking and very incamient to get to on &aturday morning baaseit®@ only open for a

few hour® -

Inconvenience was the largest barrieném-purchasers of Local Food (35% vs. 21% of
purchasers).



Many people who talked about these types of inconveniences also mentioned inconvenient
location, so this is discussed next.

Theinconvenient location of places/s to buy Local Food was, on its owrg

relatively minor issue, but since it was closely linked to those just digdassech more
important as part of a constellation of inconvenience issues. Together, 26% of households
(unduplicatedinentionedat least one form dhconvenience as atbier.

The convenience of grocery store and supermarket locations which are close & home

on the way from workzompared to outlets for Local Food, were the basithéor

category of inconvenient location Hs s " j dr | nqd deerthst sn fds sn

won€go outof mywaip( En g oomhaveotkptbrto gettoB™ ql dqr C L gqj dsD °
b h sr@er to geto, less comsnientD- Hs b ™ m ~ krn s "Acogsstimegd shl d s
adb trd ne knb shnm " oodag¢dc &mna®dksgdmdrihf-a’

In small centres in particular thappeared to béew choices of where to buy fo@hd

oftenno sourcesof Local Fooshearby E* ql dgqr C L qj dsr 4wereadlql r nqg gn
mentioned, so even if there was a preferefmeAlbeta products it was harder to act

onnDhs Cr mns k hjflstinmyareathereqnerst any opadsida stddds or

stuff like thddBhe farms are a little out of the way to gebte

Location of Local Food sources was a barrier for a numb#resfreasons: distance and

bnrs ne f r ng s q basicalytransportatiom we hava to hadeshes gdqgd ' D
money tousethevehi@® + k bj ne sqg mrongs shnm "~ mc cheet
when physically challenged, and a seffsesof mns ad hmf vmilgssogouys gd deenqgs
carrots or potatoes is not worth@ and you can't buy bulk because you can't store fresh

foodD ( -

Lack of information and labelling  are discussed together here since they too were
interrelated. In allpsie 17% mentioned these issues, labpkingewas not top of mind

as a solution to the problem, but may well be one that would addeess if not mosgf
the concerns.

One of the key issues here was lack of knowledge of where one calbés growm or
made food Peopléndicateds g ° s s g d x conth€sheltsapdsdngnsaithdtd h s

they cannofinditbH cnm&s |j mnv vgn r J§lkkomedasesthisnc vgdqgd s
reflected a lack of familiarity watkistingn t s k d s kmmbt tomlly familiar whedeH C
sgd e ql I ~gqj dsr = q dandithey lackethsuffickent mtgrbsttg ant ggnn c DY

spend time looking f@ources ofocal Food ®H mMCs g ud smDI(d $Hs wdrgbg
notable that there were quite a few who spedificaferred to food other than fresh

produce in this contexb s g dngtenolngh prcessed food and natural fobave would

buyAlberta grai -

Linked to this was the lack of origin information, particularly in supermarkets, either in a

display, ingnage or on a product label. Many pointed out that they had no way of

j mnvhmf vgdsgdqg s gdit'seonhaearly identifigd#mdyy wdlc@eadqgs ™ ' D
from Alberta but yo@ never knovD.(Whatoften followecdthis observation was

statement ofriterest in purchasesfg d x ¢ hl probablywowldbuyBnore food grown

in Alberta if it was advertised as ddaheyBhould have signsatperstorghat says

product fromAlberta® it just say€anadait doesn't sayAlberteD -
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