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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 the value of five alternative market sectors for agricultural 

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

ld`rtqdr `mc nas`hm btqqdms hmenql`shnm nm sgqdd ne sgd rdbsnqr+ E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr+ E`ql Qds`hk

(formerly known as Farm Direct) and Farm Activities (formerly termed On-Farm 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 defined to respondents as follows: 

 

Á 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, pies and sausages, from farmers and growers 

who sell at stalls or tables there. 

Á 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 U-Pick farm, or by Internet or mail from a farm.  

Á Farm or Ranch Activities: This includes things like staying in a farmhouse or on a guest 
ranch; attending a 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 farm or ranch. 

Á Local Food: Food 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 September 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 OF FARMERSõ MARKETS, 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 years (from 57% to 69%, a gain of 12% 
vgn edks sgdx jmdv Ɔ` knsƇ nq ƆrnldsghmfƇ `ants sgdl(. Only 2% of the population had not 

heard of E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsrcompared to approximately 10% for the other channels. Farm Retail 

and Farm Activities made modest gains in familiarity (+2% and +3% respectively), but were 

mnvgdqd md`q `r vdkk tmcdqrsnnc `r E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr '37% kndv Ɔ` knsƇ nq ƆrnldsghmfƇ `ants

Farm Retail and 33% about Farm Activities).  
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FARMERSõ MARKETS, FARM RETAIL AND FARM ACTIVITIES MARKET SIZE 

Market penetration, the proportion of households in the population that purchased from each 

channel, has remained relatively stable since 2004 Ƅ rkhfgskx to enq E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr 'eqnl 48$

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 increase in the number 

ne gntrdgnkcr otqbg`rhmf eqnl E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr- Nver the twelve month period September 

2007 to August 2008, 847,000 Alberta households uhrhsdc ` E`qldqrƇ L`qjds, a gain of 112,000 

since 2004. The estimated number of households purchasing from Farm Retail outlets was 

433,000 (up 11,000) and the estimated number purchasing Farm Activities was 142,000 (down 

12,000).  
 

FARMERSõ MARKETS, FARM RETAIL AND FARM ACTIVITIES MARKET VALUE 

Average spending per visit increased 3/$+ eqnl #24 sn #34 enq E`qldqrƇMarkets, an amount 

well in excess of inflation. Per trip spending changes for Farm Activities was even higher at 40%, 
from $124 to $174, but there was little change in per visit spending for Farm Retail (from $109 

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

 

Taking the number of visits/trips made in the past twelve months into account, annual spending 

odq gntrdgnkc qnrd enq E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr eqnl #206 sn #338 `mc enq E`ql @bshuhshdr eqnl #224

to $441. However, Farm Retail spending per household appears to have dropped 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 confidence interval for each estimate is shown in the body of the 

report. 

 

Á From September 2007 to August 2008, E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr 'dwbktchmf bq`esr(were valued at 

$380 million, up from $233 million in 2004, a 63% increase reflecting both population 
growth and higher per visit spending. 

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

Á Farm Activities increased from $52 million to $62 million (+21%) despite a loss in the 
number of households using the product. The change was due to substantially higher per 

visit expenditures and a small increase in purchase frequency.  

 

Respondent expectations for next year suggest that market growth will come more from 

higher expenditures by current purchasers than from new market entrants, particularly for Farm 

Qds`hk- Enq E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr `mc E`ql Qds`hk sgdrd ghfgdq dwodmchstqdr vhkk cdodmc nm vgdsgdq

the expected increase in frequency of visits/trips takes place, more so than an increase in per 

uhrhs.sqho dwodmchstqd- Sghr o`qshbtk`qkx `ookhdr sn E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr+ vghbg mnv `ood`q sn ad `

maturing rather than a high growth channel. For Farm Activities, little growth can be expected 
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from current purchasers; rather, the ability to attract new market entrants will be key to 

growing the sector. 

 

SEASONAL USE OF FARMERSõ MARKETS, FARM RETAIL AND FARM ACTIVITIES 

16$ ne E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr otqbg`rdqr trdc sghr bg`mmdk xd`q qntmcƄ the highest of the products 

examined (20% for Farm Retail and 18% for Farm Activities). The majority of purchasers, 70% 

enq E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr+ 64$ enq E`ql Qds`hk `mc 70$ enq E`ql @bshuhshdr vdms nmkx hm rtlldq+

while 3% or fewer purchased only in winter.  

 

In addition, among those who did visit during a season, frequency of purchase was higher in the 

six-lnmsg rtlldq odqhnc sg`m sgd vhmsdq '6-3 ur- 4-6 uhrhsr enq E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr `mc 3-5 ur- 3-2

for Farm Retail)1 while average spending per household over the summer was higher too ($384 
vs- #155 enq E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr `mc #27/ ur- #122 enq E`ql Qds`hk(- 

 

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

70$ ne `kk uhrhsr `mc 72$ ne dwodmchstqdr vdqd l`cd hm rtlldq enq E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr `mc 70$

and 87% respectively for Farm Retail. In both 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 the majority of frequent 

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

 

FARMERSõ MARKETS, FARM RETAIL AND FARM ACTIVITIES MARKET PROFILES 

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

 

Á The most distinguishing ed`stqd ne E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr rgnoodqr v`r hmbnld+ vhsg `
substantially higher penetration rate being found in the highest household income group 

(over $120,000). 

Empty nesters and 45-54 year olds, married/common-law household heads and females 

had ` ghfgdq oqnodmrhsx sn rgno `s E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr+ `knmf vhsg B`kf`qx qdrhcdmsr vgn

were also more likely to buy year-round. 

Younger adult households (singles and couples), older singles, farm/ranch residents and 
those with the lowest education (high school or less) and income (under $50,000) were 

less likely to use the channel. Residents of major urban centres (Fort McMurray, Grande 

Prairie, Lethbridge, Medicine Hat and Red Deer) were especially likely to be summer-only 

purchasers. 

Higher expenditures at FaqldqrƇ L`qjdsr vdqd `rrnbh`sdc vhsg k`qfdq rhyd gntrdgnkcr vghkd

high purchase frequency and high expenditures were most likely to be found in the highest 

income group (over $120,000). 

Á Farm Retail purchasers were more often young families (with the youngest children in 
elementary school). Equally differentiating of this market was that users were found 

                                                   
1. Estimates are not available for Farm ActivitiesƇ winter purchases due to very small sample bases. 
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proportionately more often in rural locations Ƅ living on farms/ranches or in small towns, 

villages and hamlets. Rural residents were also more familiar with Farm Retail than people 

living in large urban centres and farmers/ranchers were themselves more likely than average 

to buy year-round.  

The channel was used relatively less often by young singles/couples, 18-34 year olds, those 

who were separated/divorced/widowed and in the lowest education group. 

Á The key distinguishing criterion for purchase of Farm Activities was the presence of pre-
school and elementary school-age children in the household, with the result that Farm 

Activities purchasers had the largest family size. The chance of participating in Farm 
Activities declined steadily with respondent age, being at its peak among the child-raising 

18-34 year old age groups. 

Farm Activities also appealed somewhat more to residents of the City of Edmonton Ƅ who 

tended to be summer-only visitors Ƅ and to residents of small (rural) towns, villages and 

hamlets. Awareness and year-round visitation was higher in rural areas and among 

farm/ranch residents. 

Higher expenditures on Farm Activities were associated with the presence 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), the equivalent of 1,279,000 households. 

 

Of the total population, almost one-third 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, this is likely to be a growing market. 

 

Market value  

L`qjds u`ktd enq Knb`k Ennc otqbg`rdc `s E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr `mc E`ql Qds`hk ntskdsr v`r
investigated when asking questions about these alternative channels.  

 

Á On average, $38 of the $45 spent per visit to FarmersƇ L`qjdsr v`r sgntfgs sn ad nm Knb`k
Food. The average spent by purchasing households over the past year was estimated at 

$363.  

Sgd sns`k u`ktd ne Knb`k Ennc otqbg`rdc `s E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr v`r drshl`sdc `s #2/1 lhkkhnm+

82% of which was spent over the six month summer period. Local Food made up 79% of 

sns`k drshl`sdc E`qldqrƇ L`qjds dwodmchstqdr- 

Á For Farm 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 past year being estimated 

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 question about Local 

Food. Two dominant suppliers of Local Food in Alberta were identified: 

 

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

Á The second most widely used outlet was F`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr `s 34$+ mentioned by a much 
higher proportion for Local Food than for general food purchases (10%). 

Á 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%). 

Á Other important general suppliers 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 identified based on demand-side purchasing 

patterns: 

 

Á Segment I: 33% of the market focused their Local Food purchases at Supermarkets and did 
not mention using any of the outlets used by Segment II.  

Á Segment II: 36% of the market antfgs Knb`k Ennc eqnl E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr+ Earm Retail, 
Small Grocery stores (often in rural areas) and/or a CSA/Box Program, but not from 

Supermarkets.  

Á Segment III: 22% of households patronized both the above groups of outlets for Local 
Food. 

Á Segment IV: The balance, 9%, purchased Local Food only from other types and 
combinations of outlets. 

 

Perceptions of Local Food  

In response to an open-ended question, Albertans identified three key benefits for buying Local 

Food as well as a variety of other less widely held beliefs. 

 

Á 35% felt that Local Food is fresher than food that was picked earlier in order to be shipped 
a longer distance. Freshness was associated with having a better taste (mentioned as a 

admdehs ax 6$( `r hs v`r ohbjdc qhodq `mc v`r `krn mns ƉoqnbdrrdcƊ sn oqdrdqud nq qhodm sgd

food. Purchasers were more concerned about freshness than non-purchasers (37% vs. 

14%), emphasizing the influence of this benefit. 
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Á The 31% who identified that buying Local Food helps support the local economy saw the 
benefit as accruing to local people, families and neighbours, stores, businesses and industry.  

Á 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. Non-purchasers were particularly likely to see this as a benefit of buying Local 

Food (35%). 

Á While about half the respondents mentioned either or both support for the local economy 
and/or local farmers (49% unduplicated), many more referred to benefits to the local 

community rather 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. 

Á The next most frequently 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. 

Á Trust in the food and knowing its origin was strongly linked to the category of safety. 
Together, the two were referred to by 14% of households (unduplicated). Trust was 

sometimes based on knowledge of individual farmers and sometimes on confidence in the 

national and provincial regulatory systems. Trust was important in generating assurance 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.  

Á 01$ sgntfgs sg`s Knb`k Ennc hr ne Ɖfnnc pt`khsxƊ- Sghr sdql `ood`qdc snembrace 
perceptions of taste and freshness or other intrinsic food qualities, and confidence in local 

standards and the conscientiousness of local farmers. 

Á There was a perception or expectation that Local Food is healthy as it has fewer chemicals, 
pesticides, additives and preservatives, is nutritious/wholesome or is organic. 11% 

(unduplicated) mentioned one or more items within this theme. 

Á Other benefits included being grown close to home (10%) and reduced environmental 
impacts due to less transportation being needed (8%).  

 

There were three key barriers to buying Local Food: 

 

Á 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. This issue was 

predominantly raised by Local Food purchasers (38% vs. 9% of non-purchasers) suggesting 

that availability is limiting increased consumption. 

Á Inconvenience was mentioned by 26% and included: resistance to shopping at non-usual 
food suppliers; the days `mc gntqr ne nodq`shnm+ sq`eehb+ bqnvchmf `mc o`qjhmf `s E`qldqrƇ

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 non-purchasers and is a particular barrier to increasing market participation. 

Á Information and labelling was a barrier to 17%. This covered lack of knowledge of where to 
buy Local Food; deficiencies in in-store identification of product origin, particularly in 
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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 issues. These concerns 

were more important to non-purchasers than purchasers. 

Á Other barriers were: not needing to purchase Local Food (e.g., grow their own) 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 over non-local and that one of the 

barriers to choosing it was being unable to identify it. 

 

Á When asked how often they choose to buy items grown or made in Alberta rather than 
elsewhere when a choice is available, almost two-sghqcr r`hc sgdx Ɔ`kv`xrƇ '16$( nq

ƆeqdptdmskxƇ '26$( cn rn+ bnmehqlhmf ` ghfg kdudk ne hmsdqdrs hm Knb`k Ennc- 

Á However, only one-third found it easy to recognize items that are grown or made in 
@kadqs`+ vhsg 0/$ r`xhmf hs hr ƆmdudqƇ+ 14$ Ɔq`qdkxƇ `mc 18$ Ɔnbb`rhnm`kkxƇ d`rx sn cn rn- 

 

Non-purchasers of Local Food purchasers found it more difficult to recognize Alberta products, 

but close to two-thirds 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. The main distinguishing characteristics were that 

incidence of use of Local Food was slightly higher than average in empty nester households, 

while lower market penetration occurred in younger households Ƅ among young singles, 

couples and groups and in pre-school 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. 
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 1. 

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. 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 significant contributors 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 potential increase 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 potential. ARD would now like 

to repeat these measures for three of the rdbsnqr+ E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr+ E`ql Qds`hk 'enqldqkx

known as Farm Direct) and Farm Activities (formerly termed On-Farm Ag Activities). Infact 

Research and Consulting Inc. prepared the 2004 baseline estimates. 

 
Since 2004, increasing interest has been expressed within ARD 

about the trend to purchase Local Food+ cdehmdc `r+ ƉEnnc fqnvm nq

l`cd hm @kadqs`Ɗ. In preparation for building a business case for 

promoting the purchase of Local Food, research from other 

jurisdictions has been reviewed and a major three-pronged effort is 

underway to examine the provincial market. The specific 

component that the present study dealt with was the Alberta 

consumer perspective of Local Food. 

 

Purpose and objectives  

The purpose of the study was two-fold: 

 

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

Á To obtain benchmark information on the proportion of these alternative markets that is 
made up of Alberta grown or made foods and to hmudrshf`sd @kadqs` bnmrtldqrƇ

perceptions of Local Food. 

 

For each alternative market channel, ARD v`r hmsdqdrsdc hm sq`bjhmf bg`mfdr hm Ə 

 
1. Consumer awareness 

2. Market penetration  

3. Total market value  

4. Market growth potential  

5. Market profiles  

 

For the purpose of 
this stu dy, Local 
Food was defined 
as: 

òFood grown or 
made in Albertaó 



2. 

Ə `mc hm cdsdrmining: 

 

6. Market value of Local Food purchased through these alternative market channels 

7. Market growth potential for Local Food 

8. Consumer perceptions of Local Food, and 

9. Consumer market profiles for Local Food. 

 

Methodology  

SURVEY METHOD 

A telephone survey of randomly selected households located throughout the province of 

Alberta was undertaken during September 2008. Interviews were conducted with male or 
female household heads who felt they would be, "in a position to talk about past purchases and 

expenditures made by your household". As a result, answers reflected the purchasing behaviour 

of all members of the household. Since this was the overriding criterion for respondent 

selection, a gender quota was not imposed for the initial sample. (One was added for the 

oversample to ensure a minimum of 40% males and maximum of 60% females). As it 

transpired, the views of both men and women were well represented through the achieved 

41:59 split, the same as in 2004. 

 

Separate samples were prepared for six geographic areas. Random digit dialling was conducted, 

which included unlisted, non-published numbers (these make up a substantial proportion of 

large urban centres' residential telephone bases).  

 
An average of 2.5 and up to 8 calls was made to each valid in-service telephone number. 

Appendix II shows the disposition of attempted and successful calls, using the call summary 

standard endorsed by the Market Research and Intelligence Association (MRIA). 

 

Interviews were conducted using Computer Aided Telephone Interviewing (CATI). 

 

SAMPLE SIZE 

The initial survey wave included a sample of 1015 completed interviews, covering both user 

and non-user households.  

 

As the number of respondents who would qualify as purchasers of Farm Activities was 

anticipated to be limited, an Ɖnudqr`lokdƊ ne 4/0 gntrdgnkcr v`r bnlokdsdc, increasing the 

number of Farm Activities qualifiers by 53. 

 
The additional qualifying interviews were folded into the original sample by proportionately 

downweighting the responses of all households taking at least one Farm Activities trip (both 

from the initial sample and oversample). The incidence rates were very similar in the two 

samples (10.0% and 10.6%). However, to maintain the integrity of the initial sample results and 

to replicate the procedure used in 2004, it was decided to weight to the incidence rate 

measured in the initial round, rather than to average the two.  



 

 3. 

By increasing the sample size and applying these weights, the reliability of the Farm Activities 

results was increased, i.e., the margin of sample error and the confidence interval were 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 sample used in the analysis) is ±3.1%. This means that if the survey were to be 

repeated 20 times, we would expect to see the total line results within 3.1% of those 
measured in this sample on 19 of those occasions.  

 

The sample size obtained for each product, including Local Food, and the associated margin of 

error, is shown in Table 1. 

 

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

product  

 Number of purchasing 
households  

Margin of 
error (95% 

level of 
confidence ) 

Unweighted 
sample  

Weighted 
sample  

Farmers' Markets 604 n/a ± 4.1% 

Farm Retail 309 n/a ± 5.7% 

Farm Activities  154 101 ± 8.1% 

Local Food  912 n/a ± 3.3% 

Total Sample  1068  1015 ± 3.1% 

 

Other sub-sample findings, such as those of different geographic, demographic and purchase 

intensity groups, have larger margins of error associated with their results, since sub-sample 

sizes were smaller. The graph below provides 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%)
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SAMPLE DISTRIBUTION 

The sample was distributed proportionately to the population of households in each of six 

regions, based on Canada Post statistics for "total residential points of call" during 

September/October 2008. The distribution, and the obtained sample is shown in Table 2: 

 

Table 2: Population and sample size by sampling regi on  

 Number of 
Households  

Household 

Distribution  
% 

Obtained 

Sample - 
Unweighted  

Obtained 

Sample - 
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 120,540 8.5 114 88 

   Total Edmonton CMA 452,415 31.8 363 322 

Other Major Centres (Fort 

McMurray, Grande Prairie, 

Lethbridge, Medicine Hat, Red 

Deer) 

140,599 9.9 105 101 

Rural 367,887 25.9 274 260 

Total Alberta  1,422 ,958  100.0  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 was used as in 

2004 to ensure that any changes were real and not a by-product of the research design itself. 

However, one change needed to be made and another was introduced at client request. These 

are discussed in Appendix III for future reference and action. 

 
In addition, a new set of questions was introduced to address purchase and perceptions of 

Local Food. Qtdrshnmr nm sgd u`ktd ne Knb`k Ennc otqbg`rdc `s E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr `mc uh` E`ql

Retail channels were also added. 

 

The questionnaire was pre-piloted to assess the time needed for the repetition of the three 

alternative market 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 survey times averaged 12.3 minutes for the main sample and 3.3 minutes for the 

oversample. The main sample questionnaire is included as Appendix V. The oversample 

questionnaire included three sections: screening, Farm Activities and demographics, with the 

only change being that non-purchasers of Farm Activities were terminated immediately. 

 
The approach used to measure the value of the alternative markets was developed on the 

basis of research conducted in 2004 with members of the public. It was designed to assist 

respondents in providing the most accurate data from which to derive market estimates. The 
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downside was that it did result in a complex questionnaire, with greater than normal challenges 

in questionnaire programming and data analysis.  

 

The survey was analyzed using SPSS, an advanced statistical analysis program. All questions 

were extensively cross-tabulated. In addition, special programs were written to prepare case-

based per purchase and annual visit/trip and expenditure estimates, as well as confidence 

intervals for key incidence and expenditure measures. These were then extrapolated to the 
population of Alberta households using formulae in Excel. The output from the SPSS analysis 

for each of the products is shown in a separate volume of tabulations. The output from the 

Excel analyses is included in tables in the written report.  

 

Minor differences between the tabulations and the graphs or charts in 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 populations can be reached in a household telephone survey Ƅ for example, 

the homeless, residents of continuing care facilities, prisons and households without a land line. 

 

Since the sample was based on household heads rather than individuals in the population, the 
most appropriate comparisons are with household measures. Three estimates could be 

obtained from Statistics Canada data for this study: household structure, household size and 

household income. The validating figures are based on the 2006 Census, which had 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, there is a margin 

of error associated with each survey figure (see Table 3).  

 

The obtained distribution indicates that the survey included somewhat more families and 

couple households, and somewhat fewer non-family households, than are found in the general 

population. 

 

A comparison of individual respondent-based information (rather than household statistics) 

with available Census 2006 profiles is shown in Appendix II. These results suggest that the 
individuals surveyed may have included fewer younger households (with household heads 

under age 35) and more mature households, a direction 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 trends. This comparison is shown in Appendix 

IV. Any differences are in the same direction as noted above, but much less significant than 

when compared to the Census-based population data.  
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Table 3: Comparison of survey distribution with Census data  

Category and Definition  

200 6 
Census 

% 

Survey 
(n=10 15) 

% 

Househo ld Structure  
Census: One family household Ƅ couple with children at 

home  

Survey: A married/couple respondent in a 2+ person 
household with children of any age 

31 38 

Census: One family household Ƅ couple without children at 

home 

Survey: A married/couple respondent without children of 
any age in the household 

25 33 

Census: One family household - Lone parent families 

Survey: A non-married/couple respondent in a 2+ person 

household with children of any age 

8 8 

Census: Multi-family household or one family household with 

additional persons 

Survey: Not available 

6 Included above 

Census: Two or more person, non-family household 

Survey: Household with 3+ persons, no children 
5 3 

Census: One person household 

Survey: One person household 
25 18 

Average Household Size 2.6 2.8 

Average Household Income  * $84,000 $81,000 

* Census data covers the year 2005; survey data refers to 2007. The survey calculation is based on mid-point 

estimates of a limited number of categories. 

 

REPORT FORMAT 

Key findings from the numerous tables and analyses produced for each market are presented 

and discussed in the remainder of this report. For more detail on answers to each question in 

the survey, the reader is referred to the tabulations. Data from the 2004 baseline measures are 

included for comparison, to identify trends. 

 

The remainder of the report is split into five sections: 
 

Á The first examines awareness of each product. Since awareness must exist for consumers 
to move through subsequent phases of interest, desire and action, this is a critical 

foundation for measuring the potential for market change.  

Á The second section looks at market penetration, that is, the number of households that 
purchased each product over the previous twelve months, and the number that plan to 

enter or exit the market in the next year.  
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Á The third section deals with the estimated value of each market in the previous year and as 
projected for the next twelve months. It includes a discussion of frequency and value of 

purchases and addresses expected changes in purchasing behaviour among current 

purchasers.  

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

Á The fifth and last section examines purchasing behaviour and perceptions relating to Local 
Food. 

 

Due to sample and sub-sample sizes that were often too small to yield statistically significant 

differences, the discussion of inter-group differences should be interpreted as being directional 

only. Distinctions between sub-group profiles and/or behaviours that are suggested by the data 

may be useful in understanding each alternative market and in planning future development 
strategies. 
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Summary of Findings  

1. Awareness of Alternative Agricultural Markets  

PRODUCT DEFINITIONS 

Consumer orientated definitions used to describe each of the alternative markets to survey 

respondents formed part of the first question asked- Sgd cdehmhshnmr enq E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr `mc

Farm Retail were almost identical to those used in 2004, with the addition of a few further 

examples, while the definition for Farm Activities was identical. The questions read as follows: 

 

Á How much do you know about Farmers' Markets, that is, 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, 

pies and sausages, from farmers and growers who sell at stalls or tables there. 

Á How much do you know about Farm Retail purchasing, that is, 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 U-Pick farm, or by Internet or mail 

from a farm.  

Á 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 guest ranch; attending a 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 farm or ranch. 

 

In the remainder of this report, these alternative agricultural markets (a supply-side designation) 

are also referred to interchangeably as "products", "markets" and "channels". 

 

AWARENESS AND FAMILIARITY   

Each of the above descriptions was followed by the question: ƉOverall, would you say you 

know a lot about it, know something about it, know a little about it, have heard of but know 

nothing about it or you have never heard of it?Ɗ 
 

This measure provides a reading of awareness (have or have not heard of it) as well as 

familiarity (how much is known about it).  

 

The results are shown in Exhibit 1 and compared to levels achieved in 2004. They show that 

Albertans remain far more familiar with E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsrthan the other products. This is 

demonstrated by higher levels of knowledgeability, where over two-thirds knew "a lot" or 

"something" about E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr, while few said they had only heard of them or had never 

heard of them Ƅ and this proportion decreased over the past four years. 
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Exhibit 1: Familiarity with Alternative Agricultural Markets
(Base = Total Sample: 1015 weighted, 1068 unweighted)

21%

30%

11%

10%

10%

11%

36%

39%

24%

27%

20%

22%

30%

21%

32%

34%

31%

28%

10%

7%

24%

18%

28%

27%

9%

10%

10%

11%

3

2

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

Farmers' Markets     

2004

2008

Farm Retail             

2004

2008

Farm Activities        

2004

2008

Percent of Households

Know a Lot Know Something Know a Little Heard of, but Know Nothing Never Heard of It

  
 

 

Both Farm Retail and Farm Activities made modest gains in familiarity. However, a substantial 

proportion of the population Ƅ ranging from about 25% to 40% Ƅ continued to have no 

knowledge about them, even if they had heard of them previously. 

 

Potential for market expansion remains should more people understand what the markets have 

to offer. 

 

Exhibit 2 shows Ƅ as might be expected Ƅ that purchasers of all products were likely to be 
more familiar with them than non-purchasers. However, the gains in familiarity that are a 

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

Farm Activities. Familiarity remained essentially the same as four years ago among non-

otqbg`rdqr- F`hmr vdqd entmc `lnmf E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr mnm-purchasers. 
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Exhibit 2: Average Familiarity Score by Whether Purchased the 

Product or Not  (Base = Total Sample: 1015 weighted, 1068 unweighted)
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2. Current and projected market size 

MARKET SIZE 

Bnmrhrsdms vhsg sgd e`q ghfgdq kdudk ne `v`qdmdrr entmc enq E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr+ sghr `krn qdl`hmdc

the most widely used alternative agricultural market, with 60% of the population indicating that 

they had m̀ cd `s kd`rs nmd otqbg`rd `s ` E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsin the past year. The figure is not 

rs`shrshb`kkx cheedqdms eqnl sgd 48$ vgn g`c otqbg`rdc eqnl E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr hm 1//3- Sge 

results may be seen in Exhibit 3. 

 

Exhibit 3: Incidence of Purchase of Alternative Agricultural Markets
 (Base = Total Sample: 1015 weighted, 1068 unweighted)
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The other products showed similar stability. 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 of 1.42 million households in Alberta, results suggest 

that 981,000 households purchased from at least one of the alternative agricultural channels 

over the period September 2007 to August 2008, the majority from E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr.  
 

Estimates of the number of households supporting each channel in the past year are shown in 

Exhibit 4. Along with the point Ƅ nq ƉadrsƊƄ estimate, the upper and lower bounds of the 

confidence interval are displayed. Based on the sample error associated with the user sample 

size obtained for each channel, the ƉsqtdƊ mtladq l`x khd `mxvgdqd adsvddm sgdrd antmcr+

not necessarily at the point estimate. From these results it may be seen that: 

 

Á E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr f`hmdc `m `cchshnm`k 001+/// otqbg`rhmf gntrdgnkcr+ enq ` sns`k ne
847,000. This gain stemmed primarily from population growth2, but was also a result of 

slightly increased market penetration. E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr vdqd sgd nmkx oqnctbs sn rgnv `

                                                   
2. Total number of households in 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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statistically significant change over 2004 as demonstrated by the lack of overlap between 

the 2004 upper bound and the 2008 lower bound. 

Á There was an increase in the number of households purchasing via Farm Retail channels to 
433,000, a gain of 11,000 due entirely to population growth since market penetration 

decreased. Market size in 2008 was not significantly different to 2004 as demonstrated by 

the overlap between the estimation lines. 

Á Despite population growth, there may have been a decline in the number of households 
engaging in Farm Activities (the best estimate suggests a loss of 12,000 households). 

However, the difference between the 2004 and 2008 measures was not significant. 

 

Exhibit 4: Market Size of Alternative Agricultural Markets
(Base = Total Sample: 1015 weighted, 1068 unweighted) 
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PROJECTED MARKET GROWTH  

Survey respondents who had not purchased a product in the preceding twelve months were 

asked about their likelihood of doing so in the next year. The question asked was: "If 0 means 

'no chance' and 10 means 'certain or almost certain', what number would you choose between 

0 and 10 to describe how likely you and members of your household would be to purchase Ə 

(product) in Alberta in the next 12 months?" 

 

Households that provided a rating above the mid-point (six or higher Ƅ see Exhibit 5 for the 

distribution of responses where ratings of 6+ are shown in green) were assumed to be 

interested in the product. The results indicate that, among non-purchasing household heads 
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who were aware of a product, higher levels of interest were shown for E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr and 

Farm Retail than for Farm Activities.  

 

However, the degree of imsdqdrs hm E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr g`r cqnoodc rtartantially among non-

purchasers since 2004, declining from 26% to 15% with a rating of six or higher Ə suggesting 

that this product is less likely to attract new customers now than previously.  

 
Interest remained stable 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 Product in the 

Next Year (Base=Non-Purchasers Who Were Aware of the Product)
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These results are used in Table 4, which converts the proportion of the population likely to 

become purchasers to the total number of new households that may enter the market. The 

table also shows the current market size and the number of households that do not plan to 

continue to purchase a product next year. When added together, these numbers provide an 

estimate of potential market size in the next year. Finally, the table shows the percentage 

increase the total potential change in market size represents over the existing population of 

purchasing households.   

 

This information is also summarized graphically in Exhibit 6. 
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Table 4: Projected growth in market size (number of purchasing  

households  in thousands ) in the next year  

 2004  2008  

 

Estimate  
(000)  

Confidence 
Interval  

Estimate  
(000)  

Confidence 
Interval  

 Lower 
bound  

(000)  

Upper 
bound  

(000)  

Lower 
bound  

(000)  

Upper 
bound  

(000)  

Farmers' Markets  (n=1007)  (n=1015)  

# of new households interested 

in purchasing in next 12 months 
120 97 142 79 59 98 

# of households that purchased 

in the past 12 months 
735 697 772 847 804 890 

# purchasing households that 

will not continue to do so 
-10 3 17 -8 -2 -15 

PROJECTED MARKET SIZE IN 12  

MONTHS 
844  791  898  917  861 973  

Projected rate of growth in the 

next 12 months %* 
14.9% 13.5% 16.3% 8.3% 7.1% 9.4% 

Farm Retail  (n=1007)  (n=1015)  

# of new households interested 

in purchasing in next 12 months 
99 78 119  121   96   145  

# of households that purchased 

in the past 12 months 
422 385 458  433   393   473  

# purchasing households that 

will not continue to do so 
-12 -5 -20  -6   -**   -11  

PROJECTED MARKET SIZE IN 12  

MONTHS 
508  458  557   548    489    607  

Projected rate of growth in the 

next 12 months %* 
20.5% 19.0% 21.7% 26.5% 24.4% 28.3% 

Farm Activities   (wn=1007  un=1150)  (wn=1015  un=1068)  

# of new households interested 

in purchasing in next 12 months 
76 58 95  77   57   97  

# of households that purchased 

in the past 12 months 
154 129 179  142   115   168  

# purchasing households that 

will not continue to do so 
-21 -11 -31 -11   -3   -19  

PROJECTED MARKET SIZE IN 12  

MONTHS 
210  176  243   207    169    246   

Projected rate of growth in the 

next 12 months %* 
36.0% 36.4% 35.7% 46.5% 46.6% 46.5% 

Note: Figures may not add due to rounding. 

) A`rdc nm bnmrtldqrƇ rs`sdc dwodbs`shnmr 'h-d-+ mns oqnidbshnmr a`rdc nm otqbg`rhmf c`s` nq sqdmcr(. 

** Less than 1000 households. 
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Observations that may be made about the data in Table 4 and Exhibit 6 are as follows: 

 

Á Interest among non-purchasers was highest for Farm Retail, a change over the 2004 findings 
vgdm E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr vdqd onhrdc sn fqnv lnrs- 

Á The number of current 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.  

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

Á Sgd q`sd ne fqnvsg hm mdv E`qldqrƇ L`qjds btrsnldqr hr dwodbsdcto be considerably 
slower next year than four years ago. 

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

 

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

Households)
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Table 4 also provides an opportunity to compare growth projections made in 2004 with 

market estimates for 2008. It needs to be recognized that 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 knowing whether changes in the predicted direction and of 
the predicted magnitude took place in 2005 and whether different expectations might have 

been measured in the intervening years.  

 

However, if one assumes that the 2004 projection should have held true over the past four 

years, shmbd E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr vas the only product to have shown growth in the predicted 

direction Ƅ and since most of that growth was accounted for by population increase Ƅ the 
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projected changes may better be regarded and treated as a statement of consumer interest 

and intentions, to be supported and actualized through marketing, rather than as an accurate 

predictor of future volume.  

 

The 2008 estimated market size for Farm Activities fell short of projections, even at the lower 

bound of the 2004 confidence interval. For Farm Retail, the one year projection may have been 

achieved Ƅ ats nmkx he nmd `rrtldr sgd 1//7 toodq antmc drshl`sd hr bknrdq sn sgd ƉsqtdƊ
figure and compares it to the 2004 lower bound. As a result, it is suggested that the projected 

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

interest and intentions. 
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3. Market value 

To estimate the value of each alternative agricultural market, one key objective of this study, 

respondents were asked to provide several pieces of information. These included: 

 

Á The season in which each product was purchased. Three seasons were defined in 2008: fall 
from September to October 2007, winter from November 2007 to April 2008, and 

summer from May to August 2008. For consistency with the previous survey, fall and 

summer were combined into a six-month summer period, analogous to the summer of 

2003 (May to October 2003), while winter had the same definition (November to April in 

both 2004 and 2008). The combined 2007/08 fall/summer period is referred to as 

ƉrtlldqƊ sgqntfgnts sghr qdonqs- 

Á The number of times purchases were made in each season by any member of the 
household. The question was phrased, "How many times did you or any members of your 

household purchardƏ! nq !Gnv l`mx sqhor chc xnt fn nm vgdqd xnt nq ldladqr ne xntq

gntrdgnkc o`hc sn s`jd o`qs hm Ə! 

Á Expenditure on the last visit/trip in each season. If a respondent could not remember the 

exact amount, s/he was asked to estimate. Special instructions were included for several 
products in both survey years: 

· Purchasers at E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsrwere asked to exclude spending on crafts. 

· Farm Activities purchasers were asked to include expenses for transportation, food and 

beverages, accommodation, recreation, entertainment and shopping at their 
destination. 

 

The findings are first discussed separately for each question and then the estimates generated 

by combining the data are presented. 

 

SEASONALITY 

Seasonal profiles for the alternative markets are depicted in Exhibit 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. Although Farm Activities 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 winter-only users. 
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Exhibit 7: Season in Which Purchased Product
(Base=Total Purchasers of Each Product)
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FREQUENCY OF PURCHASE  

Exhibit 8 depicts the average number of visits/trips made for each product over the year and 

during each 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 during the twelve month 

period by purchasers who provided complete information for all the seasons in which they 
visited, while the figures for summer and winter are based on people providing complete 

information just for that season. As a result, the seasonal figures cannot be added, and the 

bases vary. 

 

From Exhibit 8 it may be seen that: 

 

Á More frequent visisr vdqd l`cd sn E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr sg`m enq E`ql Qds`hk+ vhsg sgd knvdrs
frequency found for Farm Activities.  

Á The number of visits/trips made in the two six-month seasons Ƅ among households 
purchasing in the season at all Ƅ was similar for all products except E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr, which 

were visited more often during the summer. 

Á No changes of consequence in purchase frequency have taken place since 2004. 
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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) 
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Note: The summer and winter averages cannot be added, as people who bought only in one season are not 

included in the calculation for the other. All purchasers are included 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 households purchased these 

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 
Table 5, along with the estimated number of visits/trips made from September 2007 to August 

2008. 

 

What is particularly striking from these numbers is that over one million more trips were made 

to E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsrin 2008 than in 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  

Confidence Interval  
2008  

 
Visits 

(million ) 

% 
Distrib -
ution  

Visits 
(million ) 

% 
Distrib -
ution  

Lower 
bound 

(million ) 

Upper 
bound 

(million ) 

Farmers' Markets  

Summer 

(n=580/554)* 
5.12 80 6.08 81 5.17 7.06 

Winter 
(n=174/151) 

1.29 20 1.40 19 .97 1.90 

Full Year 

(n=594/549) 
6.38 100 7.43 100 6.25 8.70 

Farm Retail  

Summer 

(n=314/273) 
1.76  76 1.89 81 1.46 2.36 

Winter 

(n=101/58) 
.56  24 .43 19 .22 .70 

Full Year 

(n=341/276) 
2.33  100 2.32 100 1.76 2.95 

Farm Activities  

Summer 
(n=139/144) 

.29  77 .30 - - 1.00 

Winter 

(n=40/22) 
.09  23 **  **  **  **  

Full Year 
(n=157/143) 

.38  100 .38 - .22 .59 

*   Bases are for 2004 and 2008 respectively 

** Unreliable data due to small sample base.  

Note:   Seasonal figures may not add to exactly the same number as annual figures, due to missing data 

(responses of "don't know") for one or other season.  

Confidence 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. 

 

 
Averages, such as those shown in Exhibit 8, do not tell the full story. A small number of 

households that purchase very frequently can result in a mean that is significantly higher than 

the median (the point at which half the population purchase more, and half purchase less). 

Exhibit 9 shows the distribution of the number of purchases made over the twelve month 

period for each product. 

 

From this graph it may be seen that frequency patterns 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)
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Á E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr otqbg`rdqr sdmc sn ad qdftk`q rgnoodqr: relatively few went only once or 
twice in the year. Most visited more often than once a quarter, with one in five going more 

often than once a month. 

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

frequently.  

Á The largest 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/ TRIP EXPENDITURES  

The amount that households spent on the average visit/trip during the year September 2007 Ƅ 

August 2008 varied from a low of $45 per purchase at E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr, to a high of $174 on 

Farm Activities (see Exhibit 10). 

 
This graph also shows that per visit spending has increased for all products since 2004: 7% for 

Farm Qds`hk+ 2/$ enq E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr `mc 3/$ enq E`ql @bshuhshdr- Sgd bnrs hmbqd`rdr enq

E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr `mc E`ql @bshuhshdr vdkk dwbddc sgd oqnuhmbh`k q`sd ne hmek`shnm+ ats e`kk rgnqs

for Farm Retail3. 

 

                                                   
3. Food 14%, Recreation, education and reading 2%, All-items 9%. Consumer Price Index, 2004 to September 

2008. 



22. 

Exhibit 10: Average Expenditure Per Trip/Visit in the Past Year
(Base=Total Purchasers of Each Product)
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ANNUAL HOUSEHOLD EXPENDITURES  

Average total expenditures over the past 12 months by purchasing households may be seen in 

Exhibit 11. 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)
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Note: The summer 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 2004, annual household expenditures rose substantially for 

E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr '31$( `mc E`ql @bshuhshdr '21$(- Gnvdudq+ sgdoverall value of Farm Retail 

purchases dropped (-8%), though it rose marginally in summer (6%). 

 

Also of interest is that spending in winter was much lower than in summer, and that the 

disparity appears to be growing compared with 2004 expenditures. 

 
As with purchase frequency, averages hide wide variation in spending. The distribution of 

estimated annual expenditures for each product is shown in Exhibit 12. 

 

This graph indicates that: 

 

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

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

 

Exhibit 12: Distribution of Expenditures Made in the Past Twelve 

Months (Base=Total Purchasers of Each Product) 
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CURRENT MARKET VALUE  

The findings in this section take into account the combination of the number of purchasers, the 

number of times they purchased each product each season and how much they spent on the 

last purchase in the 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 households in the province.  
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This provides an estimate of the value of each market for the twelve month period, September 

2007 to August 2008. The estimates are shown in Table 6, split by season. E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr

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 ð August 2008 (in millions of dollars)   

 
Estimate 2004  Estimate 2008  

Confidence Interval  
2008  

 
Value  

($million ) 

% 
Distrib -
ution  

Value 
($million ) 

% Distrib -
ution  

Lower  
bound  

($million ) 

Upper  
bound  

($million ) 

Farmers' Markets  

Summer 

(n=569/539)* 
189.2  81 315.2 83 250.3 385.5 

Winter (n=173/143) 43.4  19 65.5 17 41.5 94.2 

Full Year 
(n=583/533) 

232.9 100 380.2 100 302.0 464.8 

Farm Retail  

Summer 

(n=312/268) 
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=339/270) 
191.1 100 180.7 100 126.9 242.1 

Farm Activities   

Summer 

(n=132/141) 
45.2  85 64.9 - 27.9 113.4 

Winter (n=35/21) 7.7  15 ** **  **  **  

Full Year 

(n=148/139) 
51.6 100 62.5 - 30.6 103.6 

*   Bases are 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") for one or other season.  

Confidence 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. 

 
 

Sgd u`ktd ne E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr g`r fqnvm ax #036-2 lhkkhnm rhmbd 1//3+ ` 52$ hmbqd`rd+

reflecting both the growth in the size of the population and substantially higher spending per 

visit. 
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The value of Farm Activities increased by $10.9 million, which represents a 21% change. This 

occurred despite a net loss in the number of purchasing households. It was due to slightly 

increased frequency of purchase and, most importantly, substantially increased per visit 

expenditures. 

 

Farm Retail is the only market to have declined, with the current value estimated at $10.4 

million less than in 2004 (-5%). This was primarily due to a loss in market penetration (although 
the number of purchasing households increased very slightly due to population growth) and the 

small, below inflation, average increase in spending on each purchase. 

 

The wide variation in value reflected at the upper and lower bounds of the estimates was in 

large part due to the size of the samples of purchasers interviewed. For example, for Farm 

Activities, which included a sample of 139 purchasers (unweighted) who provided the 

necessary information for all seasons, the range represented by the confidence interval was in 

excess of 50% of the point estimate. In contrast, for E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr, which had a usable 

sample size of 533, the confidence interval represented a spread of 20% to 25% around the 

point estimate. Another influence on 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 the impact of the loss of winter sales for Farm Retail. 

 

Exhibit 13: Comparison of Seasonal Distribution of Number of 

Purchases (Visits/Trips) and Total Expenditures
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PROJECTED MARKET VALUE 

Table 7 presents figures relating to the projected value of the market in the next twelve 

months. It includes: the value of purchases that may be made by households not currently in 

the market,4 the value of purchases made in the past year, the change in the value of purchases 

anticipated by current purchasers in the next year, the total estimated value in the next year 

and the percent change this represents over the previous twelve months.  

 

Exhibit 14 shows the same information graphically. 
 

                                                   
4. Computed by multiplying the number of visits/trips respondents whose chance of purchasing was 6/10 or 

higher expect to make, by the weighted annual average per trip expenditure of all current purchasers.  

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

Months)
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Observations which may be made about these figures are that: 

 

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

Á Sgd l`inq bg`mfd hm rodmchmf enq E`qldqrƇ L`qjets comes from increased spending by 
existing purchasers, suggesting that this may be a maturing market. 

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

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

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



 

 27. 

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

of dollars)   

 2004  2008  

 

Estimate  
($million)  

Confidence Interval  

Estimate  
($million)  

Confidence Interval  

 Lower 
bound  

($million)  

Upper 
bound  

($million)  

Lower 
bou nd  

($million)  

Upper 
bound  

($million)  

Farmers' Markets        

Value of purchases by new households 

interested in purchasing in next year 

(n=94/50)* 

26.1 15.3 39.9 22.6 13.1 34.8 

Value of purchases in the past year 

(n=583/533) 
232.9 193.9 274.8 380.2 302.0 464.8 

Change in value of purchases by current 

purchasers in next year (n=579/521) 
30.4 14.4 47.9 87.0 53.1 124.1 

PROJECTED MARKET VALUE IN 12  

MONTHS  
289.4  223.5  362.6  489.9  368. 2 623. 7 

Projected rate of growth in the next 12 

months %**  
24.3% 15.3% 32.0% 28.8% 21.9% 34.2% 

Farm Retail        

Value of purchases by new households 

interested in purchasing in next year 
(n=78/79) 

52.3 26.9 85.3 64.2 37.5 98.0 

Value of purchases in the past year 

(n=339/270) 
191.1 118.3 274.6 180.7 126.9 242.1 

Change in value of purchases by current 
purchasers in next year (n=333/273) 

25.5 .0 55.4 47.5 17.7 82.4 

PROJECTED MARKET VALUE IN 12  

MONTHS  
268.9  145.2  415.3  292.4  182. 1 422 .5 

Projected rate of growth in the next 12 

months %**  
40.7% 22.8% 51.2% 61.8% 43.5% 74.5% 

Farm Activities        

Value of purchases by new households 

interested in purchasing in next year 

(n=77/50) 

25.0 15.0 37.6 29.0 15.4 46.7 

Value of purchases in the past year 

(n=148/139) 
51.6 23.0 88.1 62.5 30.6 103.6 

Change in value of purchases by current 

purchasers in next year (n=152/134) 
2.3 -3.9 10.7 5.5 -2.6 16.8 

PROJECTED MARKET VALUE IN 12  

MONTHS  
78.9  34.1  136.5  96.9  43.3  167. 2 

Projected rate of growth in the next 12 

months %**  
52.9% 48.3% 54.9% 55.2% 41.9% 61.3% 

*   Bases are for 2004 and 2008 respectively. 

)) A`rdc nm bnmrtldqrƇ rs`sdc dwodbs`shnmr 'h-d-+ mns oqnidbshnmr a`rdc nm otqbg`rhmf c`s` nq sqdmds).
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However, the possible range in the estimates of the rate of change suggested by the upper and 

lower bounds of the confidence interval is extremely large. Taking these figures into 

consideration, the three markets may show little change in market value, while Farm Activities 

could even show a substantial decline.  

 

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 survey participants 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 magnitude took place 

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 and 2008. This 

was considerably lower than expected from the 2004 projections. 

 

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

 
Estimate  
($million)  

Confidence Interval  

Lower bound  
($million)  

Upper bound  
($ million)  

Farmersõ Markets     
2004 232.9 193.9 274.9 

2008 380.2 302.0 464.8 

AVERAGE ANNUAL RATE OF GROWTH  +13.0% +11.7% +14.0% 
Farm Retail     
2004 191.1 118.3 274.6 
2008 180.7 126.9 242.1 

AVERAGE ANNUAL RATE OF GROWTH  -1.4% +1.8% -3.1% 
Farm Activities     
2004 51.6 23.0 88.1 
2008 62.5 30.6 103.6 

AVERAGE ANNUAL RATE OF GROWTH  +4.9% +7.4% +4.1% 

 

 

In 2008, market value for all three markets lay within or exceeded the confidence interval 

established in 2004 for projected value in one year. However, if one presumes that 2004 

growth projections should have held true for each of the past four years, the estimate of $380 
lhkkhnm rodms nm E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr hm 1//7 v`r sgd nmkx oqnctbs sn g`ud rgnvm bg`mfd vhsghm

the confidence interval ($343 million to $835 million projected over 4 years). As a result, 

projected changes in Table 7 may better be regarded and treated as a statement of maximum 

potential, based on consumer expectations and intentions, to be supported and actualized 

through marketing, rather than as an accurate predictor of future value. The discussion that 

follows describes just what the expectations and intentions for 2009 are. 

 

Comparison of the projected rate of growth for market size and market value in Exhibit 15 

demonstrates that more growth is likely to occur from an increase in the value of purchases 
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than from an increase in market size (i.e., the number of purchasing households) for all the 

products, and this was most noticeable for Farm Retail.  

 

Exhibit 15: Comparison of Estimated Growth Rates for Market Size 

(Purchasing Households) And Market Value (Annual Expenditures)
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These findings imply that purchase frequency and/or per purchase spending is probably on the 

rise. Two questions asked of current purchasers provided data relating to likely changes in 
purchase behaviour. They were: 

 

Á ƉIn the next 12 months, do you expect that you and members of your household will 
spend more, less or the same as last year, on Ə 'oqnctbs(>Ɗ 

Á ƉVhkk sg`s ad adb`trd xnt vhkk fn Ə 'lnqd.kdrr( nesdm+ nq adb`trd xnt&kk rodmc Ə
(more/less) per visit, or both or some other reason?Ɗ  

 

The responses to these questions are shown in Exhibits 16 and 17. Approximately two-thirds 

of current purchasers do not expect to change their purchasing behaviour.  This is a marked 

decline from the 75% level measured in 2004.  

 

Thd chqdbshnm ne bg`mfd dwodbsdc hr sn rodmc lnqd enq E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr `mc E`ql Qds`hk+ `s

least in part because there is an expectation of continuing inflationary pressure. Few expect to 

spend less on food through these channels. 

 

However, the primary direction of change for Farm Activities is to spend less, which should be 

interpreted as a warning sign. 
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Exhibit 16: Expected Changes in Spending by Current Purchasers
(Base=Total Purchasers of Each Product)
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Exhibit 17 shows that the total increase in spending by current purchasers is likely to come 

more from additional purchases (visits/trips) for FarmersƇ L`qjdsr `mc E`ql Qds`hk sg`m ax

spending more per purchase. For Farm Activities the small 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 Activities vhkk ad sn l`jd edvdq sqhor- Enq E`qldqrƇ

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. 

 

In all, this means that growth 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 more on keeping them in the market 
or preventing erosion of purchase frequency, than on addressing lower spending on each 

purchasing occasion. 
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Exhibit 17: Whether Anticipate Changing Number of Visits/Trips or 

Changing Spending Per Visit/Trip 
(Base=Current Purchasers Expecting to Change)
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4. Market pr ofiles  

DEMOGRAPHIC AND GEOGRAPHIC PURCHASER PROFILES  

Demographics can be divided into three broad groups: gender, social characteristics and 

economic characteristics. Each is discussed separately below. 

 

Gender  

Exhibit 18 shows that there were no significant differences between men and women reporting 

use of the alternative l`qjds bg`mmdkr+ `ksgntfg lnqd edl`kdr qdonqsdc atxhmf eqnl E`qldqrƇ

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)

57%

30%

10%

61%

31%

10%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Farmers' Markets Farm Retail Farm Activities

P
e
rc

e
n
t 
P

u
rc

h
a
s
in

g
 in

 E
a
c
h
 G

e
n
d
e
r. Male purchasers

Female purchasers
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from each source. The primary comparison is between the demographic groups within the market. Thus 57% 

ne l`kdr atx eqnl E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr bnlo`qdc sn 50$ ne edl`kdr+ vghkd sgere is little or no difference 

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 child. Combined, these social measures provide a 

description of household lifestage. Purchasers in each market are profiled on these 

characteristics in Exhibits 19 to 21.
 

 

 



 

 33. 

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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Exhibit 21: Market Penetration by Age, 2008
(Base = Total Sample in Each Age Group)
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E`qldqrƇ L`qjds otqbg`rdqr vdqd chrshmbshud enq adhmf entmc lnrs nesdm hm dlosx mdrsdq 

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 among 45-55 year olds and 

among those who were married/living common-law. 

 

Farm Retail purchasers had a quite 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, 18-34 year olds and singles. 

 

Farm Activities showed the most distinctive profile, drawing strongly from households with 

children, especially pre-school and elementary school children. This corresponded with having 

the largest family size, an average of 3.5 people per household (refer to purchaser profiles in 

Table 11, Appendix IV). The chance of participating in Farm Activities declined steadily with 

age, being at its peak among the child-raising 18-34 year old age groups. 

 

Economic characteristics  

Economic characteristics measured in the survey included household income and respondent 

education. Purchasers 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)
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Exhibit 23: Market Penetration by Education Level, 2008
(Base = Total Sample in Each Education Group)
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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 or less. This suggests that affordability is 

one criterion for use. 

 

Sgd ghfgdrs hmbhcdmbd ne E`qldqrƇ L`qjds otqbg`rdqr v`r entmc hm sgd ghfgdrs hmbnld fqnto-

E`qldqrƇ L`qjds otqbg`rdqr `krn sdmcdc sn ad lnqd ghfgkx dctb`sdc 'onrs-secondary or 
university), but income was by far the most distinguishing characteristic. 

 

Among Farm Retail and Farm Activities purchasers, economic factors were not as important as 

the presence of children in the household. 

 

Geographic location  

Exhibit 24 examines market penetration for each product by community size and geographic 

location. 

 

E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr oqnudc sn ad onotk`q hm `kk rhydr ne bnlltmhsx `mc hm ansg tqa`m `mc qtq`k

locations, though a higher proportion of Calgary residents appear to support the channel. 

 

Farm Retail was quite 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 factor as the presence of 

young families. It is instructive that people living in rural areas Ƅ and especially those living on 

farms/ranches Ƅ were considerably more familiar with the channel than those living in the large 

urban centres.5 

                                                   
5. Average rural awareness rated at 3.36 and farm/ranch residents 3.49, compared to urban scores of 

approximately 3.00 out of 5.00. 
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Farm Activities appealed somewhat more in the City of Edmonton and among residents of 

small (rural) towns, villages and hamlets. Awareness of Farm Activities was also higher in rural 

areas and among farm/ranch residents.6 However, the presence of children in the household 

remained the key distinguishing criterion for purchase. 

 

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

than describing incidence of use, as discussed above, it shows what proportion of all users fell 

into each demographic or geographic group. Differences were consistent with the more 

sensitive measure of incidence/market penetration described above. The distribution obtained 

in 2004 is also shown in the appended table. However, when making comparisons between the 

years, differences in overall sample make-up should be considered. In general, the direction of 

differences that distinguished each market was similar, even though the numbers were slightly 

different in 2004 and 2008. 

 

SEASONAL PROFILES 

Geographic location proved to be somewhat more important than demographic factors in 

profiling differences between purchasers in various seasons, as follows: 
 

Á Enq E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr+ qesidents of the major urban centres (Fort McMurray, Grande Prairie, 

Lethbridge, Medicine Hat and Red Deer) were especially likely to be summer-only 
purchasers (89% vs. 70% for all households). This trend was even stronger than in 2004. 

City of Calgary households were somewhat more likely to buy year-round (36% vs. 27% 

overall). 

                                                   
6. Average rural awareness rated at 3.17 and farm/ranch residents 3.49, compared to urban scores of 

approximately 2.80-3.00 out of 5.00. 
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Á Farmers/ranchers bought Farm Retail more often in both seasons (29% vs. 20% of all 
households).  

Á Residents of major urban centres and the City of Edmonton were more likely to 
concentrate their purchases of Farm Activities in summer only (92%, 91% vs. 81% for all 

households). In contrast, rural residents took part more often on a year round basis (27% 

vs. 18% province-wide).  

Á This is the only market where demographics also played a role in seasonal choice. Young 
single and couple households without children focused more on summer activities (91%), 

while women and those in either the lowest or highest income brackets reported 

somewhat more year-round participation (23%, 24% and 26% respectively). 

 

DEGREE OF USE PROFILES 

It is sometimes helpful when defining target markets to focus on those households that 

contribute most, that is, that make the highest expenditures. For example, the top spenders at 

E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr g`c `mmt`k dwodmchstqdr `udq`fhmf #1486 per household (termed heavy 
spenders), vs. $288 for medium and $65 for light spenders.  

 

Three different Degree of Use groups were defined for each alternative market, each with 

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

during which at least one item was purchased); the amount spent on the 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 purchase). The three levels 

defined and the bases obtained are shown in Appendix V. In each case, the ƉhighƊ or ƉheavyƊ 

level was designed to include approximately the top 20% of the market. 

 

A comparison of the profiles of households associated with the Degree of Use groups yielded 

a number of differences of note for each product.  
 

Farmersõ Markets  

Á Higher expenditures, both on the last purchase and for the year, were associated with 
larger size households, while all categories of high/heavy purchasers had an above average 

household income. 

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

Á Low or light purchasers were more likely to visit only in summer, while over half of all 
eqdptdms otqbg`rdqr `mc gd`ux `mmt`k rodmcdqr uhrhsdc E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr hm ansg rd`rnmr- 

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

Á Annual expenditures averaged $1486 for heavy spenders, $288 for medium and $65 for 
light spenders.  
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Á However, it is low and light purchasers who were 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 spend even more, a change that may net an 

additional average contribution three times higher than the average for all purchasing 

households ($298 vs. $103). 

 

Farm Retail   

Á There were no consistent demographic or geographic indicators of higher spending on 
Farm Retail. 

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

Á 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. 

Á Annual expenditures averaged $1470 for heavy spenders, $295 for medium and $58 for 
light spenders.  

Á Medium current spenders appear to be poised to increase their annual expenditures most, 
with an increase twice the average for all purchasing households ($235 vs. $110). 

 

Farm Activities   

Á Higher expenditures, both on the last purchase and for the year, were associated with the 
presence of young children (6 to 12 years of age) in the household and all high/heavy 

purchaser categories had an above average household income. 

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

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

Á 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 undertook Farm Activities in both 

seasons. 

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

Á Annual expenditures averaged $1769 for heavy spenders, $270 for medium and $61 for 
light spenders (note though that bases were very small and results may not be reliable).  

Á Unlike the other products, frequent and heavy purchasers were more likely to change their 
spending in the next year, while infrequent visitors and low spenders were the ones 

indicating they would drop out of the market altogether (bases too small for further 

analysis).  
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5. Local Food  

Questions on Local Food were asked after all information on the 
alternative markets had been gathered.  

 

To investigate Local Food, survey respondents were asked about 

Ɖennc fqnvm nq l`cd hm @kadqs`ƊƄ the definition adopted for this 

study. It should be noted that if sgd sdql ƉKnb`k EnncƊhad been 

used instead, it might have triggered different associations, particularly for the perception 

questions. 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 respondents understood the term differently (e.g., as 100 kilometre food, from the local 

community, etc.) 

 

@ksgntfg sgd sdql ƉKnb`k EnncƊ v`r mns
used in questioning, it is used in the 

discussion which follows. 

 

MARKET SIZE 

90% of Alberta households indicated that 

they had purchased food grown or made in 

Alberta in the past 12 months (Exhibit 25). 

 

This translates into 1,279,000 purchasing 

households. 

 

From a marketing perspective, it is interesting 

that 6% did not know whether they had 

purchased Local Food or not. 
 

MARKET GROWTH 

Purchasing households were asked whether 

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) were asked 

whether they intend to buy such food in the 

next 12 months.  

 

The results are shown in Exhibit 26. The 

majority of households do not intend to 
change current amounts of Local Food 

Exhibit 26: Purchase Intentions for 

Food Grown or Made in Alberta in 

the Next 12 Months (n=1015)
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purchased '47$ sgd r`ld `mc 1$ vgn vnmƇs rs`qs atxhmf Knb`k Ennc(- 

 

However, among those who expect to change, the thrust is toward market growth. 27% 

expect to buy more than at present and 5% intend to start buying Local Food Ƅ for a total of 

one-third who expect to increase consumption.  

 

Only 3% will move in the opposite direction 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 they generally buy food. The very first question asked in the 

survey ẁ r+ ƉHm sgd o`rs 01 lnmsgr where did you buy food most often? Where else did you 
atx ennc hm sgd o`rs 01 lnmsgr>Ɗ Sgd `mrvdqr fhudmare based on spontaneous top of mind 

recall and are shown in Exhibit 27. 

 

Exhibit 27: Where Bought Food During the Past 12 Months - 2008  

(n=1015)
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It is evident that the vast majority of the population use a Supermarket (e.g., Superstore, 

Safeway, Sobeys, IGA, Co-op, Save-On Foods) as their main point of food purchase (80%) Ƅ 

and that most did not mention using any other store category (58% overall).  

 

Functioning more as a secondary source were Warehouse Club stores (e.g., Costco), 

Supercentres/Mass Merchandisers (e.g., Wal-Mart, Zellers, London Drugs, Shoppers Drug Mart) 

and E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr. 
 

Small Grocery stores were more often a primary than secondary source due to respondent 

location, which was more likely to be rural. 

 

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

mentioned buying food at E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr vdre twice as likely as the average to also 

purchase food at Small Grocery stores (20%) and vice-udqr` '10$(- E`qldqrƇ L`qjds otqbg`rdqr

also had an above average likelihood of buying at Farm Retail outlets (including farm gate, farm 

store, farm stand, roadside stall, U-pick farms, nurseries and greenhouses Ƅ 5%) and 

Natural/Oqf`mhb ennc rsnqdr '4$(- E`qldqrƇMarket users were somewhat less likely than 

average to mention buying food at Supermarkets, even though the vast majority did (78%). 

 
Other outlet types were almost always secondary food sources and rarely came to mind 

spontaneously. 

 

Local Food  

Exhibit 28 compares where purchasers of Local Food bought Alberta products with where the 

population reported that they generally shop for food.  

 
The primary source 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 E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr `s 34$ hmtotal, though only two-

thirds ne E`qldqrƇ L`qjds rgnoodqr bnmrhcdqdc sghr sgd ok`bd sgdx atx Knb`k Ennc lnrs nesdm- 

 

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

stores.7 

 

 

 

                                                   
7. About one-sghqc ne sgd ƉnsgdqƊ ntskdsr(1%) were reported be local stores in small towns, and may have been 

small grocery stores. 



42. 

Exhibit 28: Food and Local Food Suppliers Used during the Past 12 

Months - 2008  (n=1015)
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There appear to be two major demand-side purchasing segments, suggested by the findings 

that: 

 

Á Households that buy Local Food most often at Supermarkets were half as likely as the 
population as a whole to also mention buying Knb`k Ennc `s E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr '08$( `md 

Farm Retail (6%), implying that many Supermarket shoppers do not look beyond the 

Supermarket for Local food purchases. 
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Á Households buying most often through the other major Local Food channels Ƅ E`qldqrƇ
Markets, Small Grocery stores (often rural) and Farm Retail, were much less likely than 

average to also buy Local Food at a Supermarket (27%, 11% and 16% respectively).   

 

As a result, four Local Food purchasing segments were identified: 

 

Segment I 33% All households in this segment (100%) focused their Local Food 

purchases at Supermarkets and did not mention using any of the 

outlets used by Segment II 

Segment II 36% Sghr fqnto antfgs Knb`k Ennc eqnl E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr+ E`ql Qds`hk+

Small Grocery stores (often in rural areas) and/or a CSA/Box Program, 

but not from Supermarkets 

Segment III 22% Segment III patronized both the above groups of outlets for Local 

Food 

Segment IV 9% These households purchased Local Food only from other types and 

combinations of outlets, especially Supercentre/Mass Merchandiser, 

Speciality, Natural/Organic, Warehouse/Club stores and miscellaneous 

others 

 

These Local Food segments are defined by the dominant consumer purchasing patterns rather 

than supply-side logistics and perceptions. They do not exclude purchase at other outlets as 
well, but the proportion doing so was small. For example, 5% of Segment I households also 

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 asking respondents 

vgn g`c l`cd otqbg`rdr `s E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr `mcthrough Farm Retail channels about their 

spending on Local Food during their last purchase in each season. The question asked was, 

ƉGnv ltbg ne sghr `lntms v`r rodms nm ENNC fqnvm nq l`cd hm @kadqs`- Okd`rd exclude 

any food from BC or 

elsewhere, and any non-food 

hsdlrƊ- He sgd qdronmcdms v`r

not sure s/he was asked to 

estimate. 

 

Per visit expenditures  

The amount that households 

spent on the average visit 

during the year September 

2007 Ƅ August 2008 is 

shown in Exhibit 29, along 

with the average amount 

Exhibit 29: Average Expenditure Per Visit for the Year 

September 2007 to August 2008 
(Base=Total Purchasers of Local Food from Each Source)
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spent on Local Food. 

 

This graph shows that spending on Local Food made up the largest portion of sales on each 

visit at both sources Ƅ 72$ ne E`qldqrƇ L`qjds `mc 7/$ ne E`ql Qds`hkspending.  

 

Annual household  expenditures  

Average total expenditures 

over the past 12 months by 

households purchasing Local 

Food at these venues may be 

seen in Exhibit 30. The 

figures show the impact that 

the number of visits made 
had on spending. 

 

Spending in winter was lower 

than in summer both in total 

and for Local Food. On a per 

household basis, the 

proportion of the total 

represented by Local Food 

was higher for Farm Retail at 

75$ sg`m enq E`qldqrƇ

Markets at 81%. 

 

In addition, Local Food 
made up a higher proportion of total expenditures in winter than in summer (85% vs. 80% for 

E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr+ 85$ ur- 74$ enq E`ql Qds`hk(- 

 

Current market value  

The findings in this section take into account the combination of the number of purchasers, the 

number of times they purchased each product 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 households 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.  

 

Note: The summer 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. 

 

Exhibit 30: Average Household Expenditure on Local Food 

by Season and for the Year September 2007 to August 2008 
(Base=Total Purchasers of Local Food from Each Source)
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The estimates are shown in Table 9, split by season. Local Food at E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr vas valued 

at $302.0 million (79% of the total spent there) and Farm Retail at $154.5 million (85% of the 

total).8 

 

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

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

 Estimate 2008  Confidence Inter val 

 Value 
($000,000)  

% 
Distribution  

Lower bound  
($000,000)  

Upper bound  
($000,000)  

Farmers' Markets  

Summer (n=511) $248.6  82 $197.3 $304.2 

Winter (n=136) $55.5  18 $35.3 $79.6 

Full Year (n=506) $302.0  100 $238.7 $370.4 

Farm Retail  

Summer (n=268) $131.7 86 $88.0 $182.1 

Winter (n=58) $22.0 14 $11.3 $36.1 

Full Year (n=270) $154.5 100 $105.4 $210.7 

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.  

Confidence 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  

Although the survey did not directly 

address the amount by which 

households intend to increase or 

decrease their consumption of Local 

Food, a rough estimate was made 

based on the proportion of total 

expenditures that are made up by Local 

Food. The results may be seen in Table 

10 and Exhibit 31. 

 

These figures suggest that Local Food 

through Farm Retail channels will grow 
proportionately faster than through 

E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr+ vhsg sgd sns`k u`ktd

                                                   
8. Since the data here are expanded to include number of visits and projected to the total population rather than 

being simply based on averages, the percentage estimate for Local 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).  

Exhibit 31: Estimate of Potential 

Growth in Local Food Value by Market 
($ million in the Next 12 Months)

$302.0

$154.5

$88.6

$96.1

$0

$100

$200

$300

$400

$500

Farmers' Markets Farm Retail

V
a
lu

e
 (

$
 m

ill
io

n
)

Past 12 Months Change by Current and New  Purchasers

TOTAL:  $390.5                           $154.5               



46. 

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)   

 2008  

 

Estimate  
($million)  

Confidence Interval  

 Lower 
bound  

($million)  

Upper 
bound  

($million)  

Local Food - Farmers' Markets   

Value of purchases in the past year (n=506)  302.0  238.7  370.4 

Estimated change in value of purchases in next year 

(current purchasers and new market entries) 
88.6 53.4 128.3 

PROJECTED MARKET VALUE IN 12  MONTHS 390 .5 292 .1 498 .8 

Projected rate of growth in the next 12 months %* 29.3% 22.4% 34.6% 

Local Food - Farm Retail   

Value of purchases in the past year (n=270)  154.5  105.4  210.7 

Estimated change in value of purchases in next year 
(current purchasers and new market entries) 

96.1 47.4 155.3 

PROJECTED MARKET VALUE IN 12  MONTHS 250 .6 152 .8 366 .0 

Projected rate of growth in the next 12 months %* 62.2% 45.0% 73.7% 

) A`rdc nm bnmrtldqrƇ rs`sdc dwodbs`shnmr 'h-d-+ mns oqnidbshnmr a`rdc nm otqbg`rhmf c`s` nq sqdmcr( 

 
 

PERCEPTIONS OF LOCAL FOOD  

Perceived benefits of buying Local Food  

@kk rtqudx o`qshbho`msr vdqd `rjdc+ ƉVg`s cn xnt eddk hr sgd l`hm admdehs ne atxhmf ennc fqnvm

nq l`cd hm @kadqs`>Ɗ Cdrohsd `rjhmf enq sgd l`hm admdehs+ vgdm `mrvdqr vdqdbroken down 

into their component parts, on average each respondent had mentioned two benefits. These 

are shown in Exhibit 32. 

 
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 comments made 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)
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Á Local Food freshness  means having the advantage of being fresher than product from 
dkrdvgdqd rhmbd hs cndrmƇs g`ud sn sq`udk+ vghkd qdctbhmf shld sn l`qjds9 ƉhtƇs certainly a lot 

more fresh than if it was coming from a truck from a million miles awayƊ 'nq Ldwhbn nq sgd

TR(+ `mc cndrmƇs Ɖg`ud sn rhs enq ` knmf shld v`hshmfƊ nq Ɖqnsshmf hm ` anwƊ- 

Knb`k Ennc oqnuhcdr sgd `rrtq`mbd sg`s+ Ɖxnt jmnv hsƇr eqdrgƊ nq ƉmdvƊ nq v`r Ɖohbjdc sgd

c`x adenqdƊ-    

Freshness was associated with perceptions of better taste/flavour. 60% of people who 
ldmshnmdc s`rsd `krn ldmshnmdc eqdrgmdrr+ rnldshldr dwok`hmhmf+ Ɖsgd s`rsd g`r `kk sn cn

vhsg sgd eqdrgmdrrƊ- Nsgdq cdrbqhoshnmr hmbktcdc9 Ɖs`rshmf qd`kƊ+ adhmf qhodq 'Ɖthey are picked 

vgdm sgdx `qd rtoonrdc sn ad ohbjdcƊ( `mc mns ƉoqnbdrrdcƊ sn oqdrdqud nq qhodm sgdl- 
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While freshness was the leading benefit overall and for Local Food purchasers, if was 

mentioned much less often by non-purchasers (14% vs. 37%). 

Á Support f or the economy  ld`mr Ɖrtoonqshmf ntq nvmƊ q`sgdq sg`m chrs`ms dbnmnlhdr-
It includes both the local community and the province. It covers support for local people, 

e`lhkhdr `mc mdhfgantqr+ rsnqdr+ atrhmdrrdr `mc hmctrsqx- Hs hmunkudr Ɖqdhmudrshmf knb`k cnklars 

into your local dbnmnlxƊ+ otsshmf lnmdx chqdbskx a`bj hmsn sgd g`mcr ne knb`kr+ jddohmf

money in the province and gdkohmf sn Ɖjddo sgd dbnmnlx fnhmfƊ nq ƉrsqnmfƊ- Hshelps to 

sustain employment. 

Á Support for the local farmer/producer/grower  was closely tied 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. 

Many mentioned providing hdko sn knb`k.@kadqs` e`qldqr hm fdmdq`k 'Ɖrtoonqs ntq nvm

e`qldqrƊ( `mc rnld sn sgd aqn`cdq `fqhbtkstq`k hmctrsqx 'Ɖbnmsqhatsd sn sgd vdkk-being of 
sgd `fqhbtkstqd hmctrsqxƊ(- Sghr hmbktcdc stimulating Ɖ`m hmctrsqx hm cdlhrdƊ ax contributing 

to the agriculstq`k dbnmnlx 'Ɖsgdx mddc dudqx ahs ne gdko sgdx b`m fdsƊ(- 

Nsgdqr tmcdqrsnnc sgd rtoonqs `r gdkohmf Ɖsgd onnq e`qldqrƊ improve their incomes, 

Ɖjddohmf sgd e`qldqr fnhmfƊ rn sgdx b`m `unhc rdkkhmf sgdhq k`mc+ nq gdkohmf Ɖsgd e`qldq l`jd

` edv dwsq` atbjrƊadb`trd Ɖsghmfr `qd qd`kkx fdsshmf sntfgdq enq sgdlƊ- Atxhmf Knb`k Ennc

provides money directly to the local/Alberta farmer rather than farmers elsewhere. It may 

gdko sn oqdrdqud rl`kk e`qlr+ Ɖgdkohmf sgdl sn bnmshmtd cnhmf vg`s sgdx cnƊ+ Ɖjddohmf

them in atrhmdrrƊ rn vd cnmƇs Ɖdmc to vhsgnts e`qldqrƊ- 

@ edv dwok`hmdc sg`s hs dmbntq`fdr knb`k e`qldqr ax Ɖfhuhmf oqnctbdqr ` l`qjdsƊ nq sg`s hs

cuts out the middle-man.  

Nmd q`sgdq cheedqdms lnshud v`r sn Ɖqdctbd e`qldqrƇ cdodmcdmbd nm fnudqmldms `hc `mc

hopefukkx qdctbd ntq s`wdrƊ- 

This was the only benefit that non-purchasers of Local Food were more likely to mention 

than purchasers (35% vs. 25%). 

 

Many of the remaining categories were strongly associated with one of the three leading 

benefits or with one another within a broader theme. These are discussed below. 

 

Á The category support for Alberta  identifies specifically the proportion of respondents 
vgn ldmshnmdc admdehsr sn sgd oqnuhmbd `r noonrdc sn nmkx trhmf sgd sdql Ɖknb`kƊ nq

ƉbnlltmhsxƊ- Hm k`qfd o`qs+ sghr b`sdfnqx hr ` rtards ne sgd svn oqduhntr nmdr+ Ɖrtoonqs enq

sgd knb`k dbnmnlxƊ `mc Ɖrtoonqs enq knb`k e`qldqrƊ- Hs hmbktcdc ldmshnmr ne sgd @kadqs`

economy, Alberta farmers, Alberta products and Albertans living and working here. The 

category also incltcdc dwoqdrrhnmr ne o`sqhnshrl khjd+ Ɖit's Albertan so I guess you want 

something from where you're fromƊ+ Ɖrtoonqs @kadqs` adb`trd xnt khud hm @kadqs`Ɗ `mc Ɖhs

hr ` oqnctbs ne @kadqs`- HsƇr ntq nvmƊ- Sgdqd vdqd rnldvg`s u`ftdq rs`sdldmsr ne rtoonqs

snn9 Ɖhs gdkor @kadqs`Ɗ- 
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As about half the respondents (49% unduplicated) mentioned 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%).  

Á The expectation of lowe r, cheaper, better or òreasonableó prices, being 
Ɖdbnmnlhb`kƊ nq needqhmf adssdq u`ktd enq lnmdx+ v`r `mnsgdq odqbdhudc admdehs ne atxhmf

Knb`k Ennc- Knvdq sq`mronqs`shnm bnrsr sn l`qjds 'Ɖbnrs kdrr enq f`rƊ+ Ɖgopefully it keeps 

the cost of food down because they donƇt have to transport it from places like ChinaƊ( v`r

by far the most frequent reason given for expecting lower prices. Reduced transportation 

costs may be beneficial hm sgdlrdkudr 'Ɖhs r`udr nm sq`mronqs bnrsrƊ(- 

One of the striking things about sghr b`sdfnqx v`r sg`s vghkd rnld r`hc+ Ɖhs hr trt`kkx
bgd`odqƊ nq ƉhsƇr knb`k+ xnt o`x ` khsskd kdrrƊ+ l`mx chc mns qd`kkx jmnv sgd oqhbd `mc l`cd

`rrtloshnmr9 ƉYou'd hope that stuff that is grown locally would be cheaperƊ+ ƉhsƇr oqna`akx

cheaper than buxhmf eqnl rnldvgdqd dkrdƊ+ Ɖhe sgdx oqhbd hs qhfgs H vhkk atx hsƊ- 

Gnvdudq+ sgdqd vdqd ` edv vgn edks+ Ɖsgdcost should be less but I donƇt think it isƊ nq dudm

sg`s Ɖsgdx sdmc sn bnrs lnqdƊ- 

Á Trust in the food and knowing its origin  was strongly linked to the category of 
safety. Together, the two were referred to by 14% of households (unduplicated). The 

theme hr b`ostqdc ax sghr qdronmcdms9 ƉI know where it is made, I know where it is grown 

and I trust the systemƊ. 

There was advantage to knowing the grower or knowing all the producers in their local 

`qd`9 ƉWell if you know your farmers you know whether he has a good reputathnmƊ- Sgdx

dminxdc bnmmdbshmf chqdbskx vhsg sgd e`qldq+ Ɖyou know youƇre buying it from people in 

your own community that care about quakhsxƊ+ Ɖit means a lot to me to buy food from the 

person who does the actual workƊ- Nmd odqrnm dudm rs`sdc+ Ɖht's good food, it's not 

corporate grown. I don't want to do with any corporate foods, I don't trust themƊ.  

Simply knowing where the food comes from was frequently mentioned: ƉH khjd sn jmnv
vgdqd oqnctbsr bnld eqnlƊ+ ƉHe H fn sn sgd fqddmgntrd H jmnv hsƇr addm fqnvm sgdqdƊ- This 

v`r hlonqs`ms hm fdmdq`shmf bnmehcdmbd sg`s sgd ennc hr vg`s hs bk`hlr sn ad 'ƉXnt jmnv

sg`s hs vhkk ad l`cd qhfgsƊ(+ drodbh`kkx `lnmf sgnrd vgn oqdedqqdc nqf`mhb+ ƉI know that 

what we get is organic, itƇs free range hensƊ-  

Nsgdqr sqtrs sgd rxrsdl9 Ɖwe know that our health regulations are followedƊ+ ƉI trust how 

we produce food here basicallyƊ+ Ɖxnt jmnv hsƇrtrustworthy because high standards of 

quality are always held here as opposed to other placesƊ- Qdronmcdmsr cqdv bnlo`qhrnmr

vhsg Ɖennc fthcdkhmdr hm sgd TRƊ `mc onhmsdc sn bnms`lhm`msr rtbg `r ldk`lhmd hm ennc

eqnl Bghm` `mc gd`ksg g`y`qcr hm sgd enql ne r`klnmdkk`+ Ɖenqdhfm atfrƊ+ Ɖdwnshb chrd`rdrƊ

`mc nsgdq Ɖvdhqc sghmfrƊ.  

Sqtrs v`r ` mdbdrr`qx oqdbtqrnq sn adkhduhmf Ɖsgd ennc hr r`ed sn d`sƊ+ vhsgnts `bst`kkx

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

quality control in the sxrsdl9 ƉI have more confidence that the food has been inspected 
and is safeƊ+ Ɖthe Canadian government and Alberta government has some good rules and 

regulations for the [beef] processors to followƊ- Nmd `rodbs sg`s cqdv ` mtladq ne

comments was belief in the 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 development due to shorter time to market.  

Á Little explanation was offered by respondents relating to what was meant by Local Food 

being good quality + adssdq+ Ɖsgd adrsƊ nq Ɖ`s kd`rs `r fnnc `r `mx hmsdqm`shnm`kƊ- L`mx
rodbhehb`kkx onhmsdc sn @kadqs` adde `r `m dw`lokd+ ƉhsƇr sgd adrs vd g`ud hm sghr bntmsqxƊ+ nq

sghr pthqjx bnlldms9 ƉHe hs `hmƇs @kadqs` hs `hmƇs addeƊ- 

Factor analysis suggested that quality was aligned with two separate themes. One was the 

food itself, including good taste and freshness, being picked ripe and without deterioration 

from sitting in a box for months. The fddkhmf v`r dwoqdrrdc sg`s he xnt Ɖbuy chickens and 

turkey, you probably buy a better gradeƊ- 

Sgd nsgdq `rrnbh`shnm ne pt`khsx v`r vhsg sqtrs `mc ennc r`edsx+ rn Ɖxnt cnmƇs g`ud sn

vnqqxƊ- Bnmehcdmbd v`r dwoqdrrdc hm ghfg knb`k rs`mc`qcr+ pt`khsx bnmsqnk `md conscientious 

e`qldqr+ ƉThey keep a very close eye on what they produce - the scare with disease in 
animakrƊ+ ƉYou know what youƇre eating Ə hr healthy and trustworthy because high 

standards of quality are always held here as opposed to other placesƊ- Sge chances of 

bnms`lhm`shnm vdqd bnmrhcdqdc knvdq+ vhsg kdrr bg`mbd ne hkkmdrr+ ƉH jmnv hsƇr bkd`m `mc

addm hmrodbsdcƊ- 

Á Comments relating to Alberta grown or made food being local, grown close by or 

close to home  were frequently associated with the concept of freshness and quality due 

to the short time to market. 

Being local often meant accessibility and bnmudmhdmbd adb`trd nmd cndrmƇs g`ud sn sq`udk

far to buy, and results in savings in gas when shopping. It also provides support to the local 

community and local farmers.  

There was occasional reference to local meaning eating from within a 100 km radius, and a 

khmj sn jmnvhmf sgd nqhfhm ne sgd ennc+ Ɖit's fresh and look, grown in front of meƊ `mc Ɖit is 

nice to takj chqdbskx sn sgd e`qldqrƊ- 

Á Because of the key role played by less transportation in containing Local Food costs, there 

was an association between lower cost and reduction of environmental impacts , 
which were also mainly due to lesser shipping needs. As a result, many people who 

mentioned being kinder 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 

Ƅ such as pollution and climate change Ƅ eqnl b`qanm dlhrrhnmr 'Ɖfqddmgntrd f`rdrƊ(-

Buying Local Food helps people take ownership of the problem, making them happy to be 

Ɖqdctbhmf lx b`qanm ennsoqhmsƊ+ ƉH eddk lnqd r`mbshlnmhntrƊ- 

Á The final theme related to healthy food .  

L`mx rs`sdc sg`s Knb`k Ennc Ɖlhfgs adƊ nq Ɖoqna`akx hrƊ gd`ksghdq+ vghkd nsgdqr vdqd

bnmuhmbdc9 ƉXnt jmnv vg`s xntƇqd d`shmf hr gd`ksgxƊ- Sgdrd qdronmcdmsr sgntfgs Knb`k

Food was more nutritious and wholesome.  

They felt that Local Food is better for you because it has Ɖless pesticides and preservativesƊ

'hm o`qshbtk`q( `mc sg`s Ɖkdrr oqnbdrrhmf `mc bgdlhb`krƊis healthier 'dudm Ɖkdrr snwhbƊ(- @krn

cq`vhmf `ooqnu`k hm sghr fqnto v`r knvdq trd ne edqshkhydqr+ bqd`shmf ƉotqdƊ enncr+ mn
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additives like colourhmf nq gnqlnmdr+ `mc mn `mshahnshbr- Sgd sdql Ɖbgdlhb`krƊ v`r trdc

over and over again.  

Sgdqd v`r ` adkhde sg`s Knb`k Ennc nesdm hmbktcdc nqf`mhb nq m`stq`k enncr 'Ɖ` udqx ahf

rdkdbshnm ne nqf`mhbƊ(- @lnmf sgnrd vgn rs`sdc sg`s sgdhq oqdedqdmbd v`r enq nqganic food, 

the above-noted issues were regularly mentioned Ƅ but 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 Food, purchasers 

vdqd `rjdc+ ƉWhat is your main reason for not buying more ennc fqnvm nq l`cd hm @kadqs`>Ɗ+

while non-otqbg`rdqr vdqd `rjdc+ ƉWhat is your main reason for not buying food grown or 

l`cd hm @kadqs`>Ɗ 

 
On average, respondents provided 1.3 reasons. As may be seen from Exhibit 33, 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)
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Á Comments in the major category unavailable  referred primarily to product availability 
and included various constraints:  
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The primary barrier appeared to be a lack of ready availability and choice in the 

supermarket or store where they usually shop (ƉIt's just not available at the supermarket 

that I go toƊ+ Ɖhf it's there I buy it, if it's not I find an alternativeƊ(- Many mentioned that 

much ne sgd ennc sgdx rdd hr eqnl dkrdvgdqd9 Ɖ` lot of the food is from the U.S. or South 

AmericaƊ+ Ɖit seems like a lot of the major supermarkets don't stock Alberta made produce, 

they are bringing it from Chile insteadƊ- 

Some items that people want are just not grown or made here, primarily because of 
climatic limitations9 Ɖif something isn't produced from Alberta farms, we can't buy itƊ-

Examples given where there is no Alberta option were, bananas, peaches, oranges, grapes, 

rice and other fruit. 

Another factor was that produce availability is seasonal, with no supply possible in winter 

'Ɖyou can't get fresh carrots, peas and lettuce all year aroundƊ(Ə and there is a short 

growing season for products like berries. Only meat was acknowledged to be available 

year-round and that was rarely mentioned. 

Possibly as a result of the lack of visibility of Alberta products, there was a perception that 

Ɖthere isn't a lot of food grown in @kadqs`Ɗ, that Ɖkots of food probably leaves Alberta, but 

not too much staysƊ, making hs Ɖg`qc sn fdsƊ. The same lack of supply was occasionally 

hcdmshehdc enq l`mte`bstqdc oqnctbsr9 ƉProcessed food products are generally not from 

Alberta and if you can't get it made here then it's not availableƊ- 

Finally, it was noted that there are not enough 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`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr+ enkknvdc ax qn`crhcd rs`kkr and farms. 

Non-purchasers of Local Food rarely raised the issue of product unavailability (9% 

compared to 38% of purchasers). 

Á The second barrier was inconvenience , which included two main dimensions. 

Tied closely to the first barrier of availability was resistance to shopping at other, non-

supermarket/ grocery store, venudr9 ƉhsƇrnot at my regular grocer usually+ rn HƇd have to 

make an extra stopƊ+ Ɖvgdm H go to the grocery store whatƇs there is what I get. I donƇt go 

lookingƊ- Vghkd rnld hm sghr fqnto lhfgs oqdedq `mc bgnnrd Knb`k Ennc 'Ɖif it's there, like 

Alberta beef, I'll buy itƊ(+ nsgdqr chc mns o`x `ssdmshnm sn nqhfhm `s `kk9 Ɖwhatever is in the 

rsnqd HƇll pick upƊ- 

Another aspect of inconvenience v`r c`xr `mc gntqr ne nodq`shnm 'Ɖyou can't go at any 

timeƊ(-Seasonal, one day a week, Saturday-only opening and limited or business hour 

operations appeared to be an issue for people who work on those days, during those 

hours or have other priorities 'Ɖmost of them are only open one day a week or so many 
hours a week, 2-3 hours some of them, itƇs a limited timeƊ). Traffic, crowding and parking 

limitations also came into play9 Ɖsgd E`qldqrƇ L`qjds H know is on Whyte Ave, very little 

parking and very inconvenient to get to on a Saturday morning because itƇs only open for a 

few hoursƊ- 

Inconvenience was the largest barrier for non-purchasers of Local Food (35% vs. 21% of 

purchasers). 
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Many people who talked about these types of inconveniences also mentioned inconvenient 

location, so this is discussed next. 

Á The inconvenient location of places/s to buy Local Food  was, on its own, a 
relatively minor issue, but since it was closely linked to those just discussed, it is much more 

important as part of a constellation of inconvenience issues. Together, 26% of households 

(unduplicated) mentioned at least one form of inconvenience as a barrier. 

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

on the way from work, compared to outlets for Local Food, were the basis for the 

category of inconvenient location- Hs s`jdr lnqd deenqs sn fds sn ` E`qldqrƇ L`qjet 'ƉI just 

wonƇt go out of my wayƊ(- Enq dw`lokd+ Ɖyou have to plan to get to a E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsƊ `mc
ƉhsƇr garder to get to, less convenientƊ- Hs b`m `krn s`jd lnqd shld sn fds sgdqd-Access time 

adb`trd ne knb`shnm `ood`qdc sn ad sgd l`hm a`qqhdq gdqd Əats `krn Ɖk`yhmdrrƊ- 

In small centres in particular there appeared to be few choices of where to buy food and 

often no sources of Local Food nearby 'E`qldqrƇ L`qjdsr+ e`qlr nq qn`crhcd rs`mcr were all 

mentioned), so even if there was a preference for Alberta products, it was harder to act 

on: ƉhsƇr mns khjd H b`m rgno `qntmcƊ+Ɖiust in my area there aren't any roadside stands or 

stuff like thatƊ+Ɖthe farms are a little out of the way to get toƊ- 

Location of Local Food sources was a barrier for a number of other reasons: distance and 

bnrs ne f`r nq sq`mronqs`shnm sn fds sgdqd 'Ɖbasically transportation, we have to have the 

money to use the vehicleƊ(+ k`bj ne sq`mronqs`shnm `mc cheehbtksx ne s`jhmf ` atr+ drodbh`kkx

when physically challenged, and a sense of hs mns adhmf vnqsg sgd deenqs 'Ɖehud miles to buy 

carrots or potatoes is not worth it Ə and you can't buy bulk because you can't store fresh 

foodƊ(- 

Á Lack of information and labelling  are discussed together here since they too were 

interrelated. In all, since 17% mentioned these issues, labelling per se was not top of mind 

as a solution to the problem, but may well be one that would address many, if not most, of 
the concerns. 

One of the key issues here was lack of knowledge of where one can buy Alberta grown or 

made food. People indicated sg`s sgdx cnmƇs nesdm rdd hson the shelf Ƅ and many said that 

they cannot find it (ƉH cnm&s jmnv vgn rdkkr hs `mc vgdqd sgdx rdkk hsƊ). In some cases this 

reflected a lack of familiarity with existing ntskds knb`shnmr 'ƉHƇm not totally familiar where 

sgd e`ql l`qjdsr `qd vhsghm lx mdhfgantqgnncƊ( and they lacked sufficient interest to 

spend time looking for sources of Local Food 'ƉHcnmƇs g`ud shld sn rd`qbg enq hsƊ(- Hs v`r

notable that there were quite a few who specifically referred to foods other than fresh 

produce in this context: Ɖsgdqd hrnot enough processed food and natural food Ƅ we would 

buy Alberta grainƊ- 

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

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

jmnvhmf vgdsgdq sgd ennc v`r eqnl @kadqs` 'Ɖit's not clearly identifiedƊ+ Ɖit may well come 
from Alberta but youƇc never knowƊ(. What often followed this observation was a 

statement of interest in purchase if sgdx chc jmnv9 ƉI probably would buy more food grown 

in Alberta if it was advertised as suchƊ+ Ɖthey should have signs at Superstore that says 

product from Alberta Ə it just says Canada, it doesn't say AlbertaƊ- 




