SEPTEMBER, 2015

LOCAL FOODS

TO INSTITUTIONS
CUMBERLAND COUNTY, MAINE

LOCAL FOODS TO INSTITUTIONS STUDY | SEPTEMBER, 2015
TABLE OF CONTENTS:

The following survey and report were prepared by:

BACKGROUND………………………………………………………..………3

Stephanie Carver, Senior Planner, GPCOG

STUDY OVERVIEW AND GOALS………………………………………3

Rick Harbison, Planner and GIS Specialist, GPCOG

GENERAL FINDINGS.……………..…………….…………………………4

Jennifer Brennan, Director of Special Projects, GPCOG

RESPONDENT CHARACTERISTICS……………………………….…..5

Rebeccah Schaffner, Director of Sustain Southern Maine, GPCOG

INTEREST/ABILITY TO PURCHASE LOCAL FOODS……….….. 6

Caroline Paras, Economic and Community Planner, GPCOG

CURRENT PURCHASING TRENDS………………………………...…7

Kristen Walker, University of Southern Maine

VEGETABLE PURCHASING ………………………………………...…. 8

Andrea Flannery, University of Southern Maine

FRUIT PURCHASING………………………………………………....……9

Funding and Support by:

EGG PURCHASING………………………………………………..……..…10
MEAT PURCHASING………………………………………….……………11
FISH/SHELLFISH PURCHASING…………………………..………..….12

Special Thanks to our Advisory Team Members:
Gulf of Maine Research Institute (GMRI)
Saint Joseph’s College
Maine Farm and Sea Cooperative
University of Southern Maine
Growing Portland
Farm to Institution New England
Fluid Farms
City of Portland
Windham Economic Development Corporation

The United States Department of Agriculture’s (USDA) Local Food
Promotion Program, the Windham Economic Development
Corporation, and the University of Southern Maine

CURRENT USE OF LOCAL FARMS/FISHERMEN…….….….…..13
CURRENT USE OF VENDORS……………………………….………….14
THE ROLE OF DISTRIBUTORS…………………………………………..15
*Appendices and data available at: www.GPCOG.org

TABLES AND FIGURES:
TABLE 1: VEGETABLE PURCHASE SUMMARY…………………8
TABLE 2: FRUIT PURCHASE SUMMARY………………………….9
TABLE 3: LOCAL FOOD PRODUCERS………………….……..……13
TABLE 4: DISTRIBUTOR CHALLENGES/OPPORTUNITIES…16
FIGURE 1: TYPES OF INSTITUTIONS SURVEYED………...….. 5
FIGURE 2: FOODS INSTITUTIONS ARE INTERESTED IN
SOURCING LOCALLY……………………………….………6

FIGURE 3: ADDITIONAL COST ACCEPTABLE TO
PURCHASE LOCAL FOODS……………………….………7
FIGURE 4: PERCENT SPENT ON LOCAL VEGETABLES…..…..8
FIGURE 5: PERCENT SPENT ON LOCAL FRUITS…………….….9
FIGURE 6: YEARLY EGG PURCHASES IN DOZENS…….……….10
FIGURE 7: PERCENT SPENT ON LOCAL EGGS………….……….10
FIGURE 8: PERCENT SPENT ON LOCAL MEATS……….……….11
FIGURE 9: PERCENT SPENT ON LOCAL FISH…………….………12
FIGURE 10: PERCENT SPENT ON LOCAL SHELLFISH….……..12

FIGURE 11: VENDORS INSTITTUTIONS USE…………….……….14

Pictures from the farmer’s market in Portland and Fluid Farms in Dresden.

RECOMMENDATIONS………….......................................….. 17

PAGE | 2

LOCAL FOODS TO INSTITUTIONS STUDY | SEPTEMBER, 2015

BACKGROUND
Like many states in New England and
throughout the country, Maine’s food
industry continues to evolve to meet a
growing demand for healthy, fresh, and
local foods.
Maine is home to over 8,000 farms and
lands around $450 million in seafood
annually. Nationwide, Maine ranks 1st in the
production of blueberries, 5th in potatoes,
16th in vegetables overall, and 8th in
aquaculture.
Most of Maine’s farms are independent
small-scale operations, with 66% making less
than $10,000 annually. Regardless of scale,
the tradition of farming and fishing in Maine
has long been a major part of the state’s
identity. The health and success of these
industries are tied to many other aspects of
Maine’s economy. But more importantly,
encouraging these industries to thrive adds
to the quality of life for Maine’s residents.
Although greater Portland‘s households and
restaurants generate a significant market for
local food, institutions represent an
opportunity to expand the demand and
increase predictability for local producers.
Institutions offer stable long-term demand
for producers, allowing them to increase

production with less risk. Additionally, they
are often willing to take a less attractive
product that, although perfectly usable, may
not be as desirable for direct consumer
sales.
However, there are still many obstacles to
overcome to forge stronger connections
between farmers/fishermen and institutions.
While restaurants and supermarkets are
able to quickly adapt to variations in product
availability, institutions are less nimble and
often require a large quantity of product.
Tight budgets and, in some instances, a lack
of experience or knowledge of local food
opportunities, are also significant deterrents.
There are also barriers associated with the
producer (both farmers and fishermen) as
well. Many producers will need to increase
efficiency to consistently meet institutional
needs and make a profit. Fishermen often
have difficultly accurately predicting the
volume and type of catch from day to day,
and for farmers the limited growing season
for produce (Maine’s growing season is only
135 days) is a significant limitation in their
ability to meet this potential demand. For
this reason, the ability of institutions to
process and store products for year-round
use is essential.

STUDY OVERVIEW AND GOALS
The goal of this study is to connect farmers
and fisherman in Cumberland County with
the region’s institutional buyers, in order to
provide a more stable, year-round demand
for local foods. As part of the study, we
surveyed a number of institutional buyers to
better understand the potential for these
institutions to purchase more locally sourced
foods. Additionally, we sought to quantify
the potential market these institutions
represent.
An online survey was sent to food managers,
or employees tasked with food purchasing,
at over 300 institutions, including hospitals,
K-12 schools, colleges/universities, private
corporations, churches, summer camps,
jails/correctional facilities, nursing homes,
and child care facilities. In total, we received
52 responses for a response rate of roughly
17%.
Of those that responded to the survey, it
should be noted that many answered for
multiple facilities. For instance, a number of
K-12 food managers purchase for an entire
school system (i.e., elementary through high
school). Likewise, many hospital and
correctional facility food managers also
purchase for multiple dining facilities.
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GENERAL FINDINGS
The following are some of the key findings
we learned from our survey as well as from
our in-depth conversations with respondents
and advisory committee members.
Please note, for this study we define “local”
as any foods originating in Maine.
Top Barriers to Sourcing Local Foods






Cost: More than half of our reporting

institutions (56%) selected “price” and
“budget constraints” as the major issues
preventing them from purchasing more
local foods.
Availability: When respondents were
asked what would help them purchase
more local foods, nearly three out of
four cited more local products available
from distributors (72%).
Consistency/Quality: Respondents also
had some concerns over the consistency
and quality of local foods (38%).

Most Don’t Know...
When asked detailed purchasing questions
about specific foods, including vegetables,
fruits, eggs, meat, and fish, we learned that
most of our respondents are not actively
monitoring local food purchases and do not
know where much of their food originates.

Choice Matters...
The respondents with the highest price per
meal targets were typically institutions
where people have more freedom to choose
where and what they eat, such as private
corporations, colleges/universities, and
nursing homes. Institutions where choice is
less a factor, such as K-12 schools and jails,
generally had lower price per meal targets.
Promising Local Foods
Of the various foods included in our survey,
respondents were the most excited about
sourcing local produce (vegetables and
fruit), over meat, fish, and eggs.






Vegetables: Respondents were most

interested in sourcing local cucumbers,
carrots, tomatoes, peppers, and
potatoes. Presently, the vegetables most
likely to be locally sourced are potatoes,
tomatoes, and corn.
Fruit: Respondents were most keen on
sourcing local apples, strawberries, and
blueberries. The fruits most likely to be
locally sourced now are apples and
blueberries, with many reporting more
than half of the apples and blueberries
they currently purchase are local.
Meat (Beef, Poultry, Pork): By and
large, our reporting institutions were
more interested in sourcing local beef





and poultry, while pork did not rank as
high. Presently, beef is the most likely
meat to be sourced locally, but most
respondents admitted they did not know
where their meat comes from.
Fish/Shellfish: While many respondents
would like to source more local fish, they
were not as excited about local shellfish,
in part because most do not purchase
shellfish in any great quantity. Most did
not know where their fish came from, or
if they did they knew it was not local.
Eggs: One in two respondents were
interested in sourcing local eggs, yet
very few currently do, with the
exception of several K-12 schools.

Acceptable Premiums for Local Foods
While budget constraints are always a
limiting factor, most of our respondents are
willing to pay a 1-5% premium for locally
sourced foods, with some indicating they
would pay even more.
Institutional Buying Power
When taken together, the food budgets of
our survey respondents exceed $28 million.
Considering these institutions are a smaller
subset of all institutions in Cumberland
County, there is a considerable untapped
market for local food growers in Maine.
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RESPONDENT CHARACTERISTICS
Throughout the survey there is considerable variation in responses
based on the size and type of reporting institution. Since the barriers
and opportunities for purchasing local foods vary greatly by scale
and purchasing power, when appropriate this report highlights the
responses of various subgroups, such as institutions serving 500+
meals per day, institutions serving less than 100 meals per day, or
simply the type of institutions that answered similarly to a particular
question.

FOR THIS STUDY, WE DEFINE
“LOCAL” AS ANY FOODS
ORIGINATING IN MAINE.
Survey Respondents


Figure 1: Types of Institutions Surveyed

TYPES OF INSTITUTIONS SURVEYED

Most respondents identified as Food Service Directors (40%), or
held similar management titles, such as Executive Director,
President, or Program Director.

Institutions Surveyed
Church [1]

2%

Gov't Institution [1]

2%

Jail/Correctional Ctr. [1]

2%

College/University [2]



4%

Camp [3]

6%

Hospital [3]

6%

Nursing Home [3]

6%

Private Corporation [3]

6%

Seasonality of Food Service


Most of our reporting institutions provide year-round food
service (60%), while 37% purchase during the school year, and
2% are summer seasonal (camps).

Meals per Day

Child Care Facility [20]

33%

K-12 School [21]



More than half of our reporting institutions serve upwards of
500 meals per day (54%); these institutions are typically public
school systems, correctional facilities, hospitals, or large private
corporations.



On the other end of the spectrum, a considerable portion (23%)
serve less than 25 meals per day; these are mainly camps,
churches, child care facilities, and small K-12 schools.

40%
0%

As Figure 1 shows, most respondents were K-12 schools (40%) or
child care facilities (33%), followed by private corporations,
nursing homes/assisted living centers, hospitals, and camps (6%
each, respectively).

20%

40%

60%

PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS (n = 52)
*Please note this was a “check all that apply” question and some institutions
selected more than one answer choice.
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INTEREST/ABILITY TO PURCHASE LOCAL FOODS

FOODS THAT INSTITUTIONS ARE MOST
INTERESTED IN SOURCING LOCALLY

Figure 2 shows responses to the question that asked survey
respondents which foods they are most interested in sourcing locally
(or increasing the amount they currently source locally). Produce
such as cucumbers (84%), apples (80%), strawberries (78%), carrots
(78%), tomatoes (72%), and blueberries (70%) ranked the highest,
with roughly three out of four respondents expressing interest. For
the other food categories included in this study, eggs came in at
50%, followed by fish (44%), beef (42%), pork (22%), and shellfish
(18%).




Most institutions gave themselves “good” to “excellent” ratings
for safe food handling skills, and the ability to store and receive
fresh fruits and vegetables.
However, many institutions were slightly less confident in their
ability to store and receive fresh meats, eggs, fish, and seafood;
for this category they were more likely to rate themselves,
“average.”

Reducing Barriers to Purchasing Local Food
The issues identified as significant barriers to purchasing more local
foods were:




Price and budget constraints (56%);
Consistency and quality of local products (38%); and
Lack of availability (20%).

When asked how these barriers could be overcome (other than
removing budgetary constraints), 72% of respondents indicated they
would like distributors to offer more local products, followed by
financial incentives for making local purchases (54%), better clarity
from distributors on which local foods are available (34&), and more
farmers/fishermen to purchase from locally (34%).

Figure 2: Foods Institutions are Most Interested in Sourcing Locally

Ability to Handle and Prepare Fresh Local Foods

Parsnips
Shellfish
Radishes
Pork
Beets
Garlic
Swiss Chard
Cauliflower
Cabbage
Sweet Potatoes
Peaches
Raspberries
Onions
Beef
Poultry
Pears
Fish
Spinach
Summer Squash
Zucchini
Eggs
Squash
Corn
Head lettuce
Green beans
Mixed salad greens
Broccoli
Potatoes
Peppers
Blueberries
Tomatoes
Carrots
Strawberries
Apples
Cucumbers

18%
18%
20%
22%
26%
26%
26%

*For the purposes of
this study, we define
“local” as any foods
originating in Maine.

34%
36%
40%
40%
40%
42%
42%
42%
44%
44%
48%
50%
50%
50%
52%
54%
56%
62%
62%
64%
64%
66%
70%
72%
78%
78%
80%
84%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

PERCENT OF RESPONSES (n=50)
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CURRENT PURCHASING TRENDS

38% indicate they purchase some local meat; and
33% indicate they purchase some local fish.



Willingness to Pay a Premium for Local Foods
As Figure 3 illustrates, many institutions are comfortable paying a 15% premium to purchase local foods. This holds true for institutions
large and small and most food types – especially produce. However,
some respondents were not willing to pay any additional cost for
local food (10-23% depending on food type).

16%
10%

10%

6%

4%

1-2%

3-5%

6-10%

11-20%

21-50%

FRUITS

40%

30%

30%
20%

23%
17%

13%

6%

10%

2%

0%
1-2%

3-5%

6-10%

11-20%

21-50%

ADDITIONAL COST

EGGS

Annual food budgets ranged from $500 (for a small child care
facility) to $8 million (for a health care provider).
The average yearly food budget was roughly $600,000; when
compiled, the food budgets of our respondents represent
approximately $28 million in purchasing power.

20%

22%

0%

40%
30%

20%

25%
18%

20%

11%

10%

2%

2%

11-20%

21-50%

0%
0%

1-2%

3-5%

6-10%

ADDITIONAL COST

MEAT/FISH



30%

ADDITIONAL COST

Figure 3: Additional Cost Acceptable to Purchase Local Foods

Food Budgets

33%

0%

The types and quantities of local foods purchased are explored in
greater detail in the following pages.
Target Price Range per Meal
Most institutions report a target meal price in the $1-3 (42%), or $35 range (33%). The institutions with higher targets were typically
places where people have more choices, such as private
corporations, colleges/ universities, nursing homes/assisted living
facilities, and hospitals.

40%

0%

% OF RESPONDENTS




% OF RESPONDENTS




Almost all respondents (98%) indicate they purchase at least
some vegetables that originate in Maine;
83% of respondents indicate they purchase some local fruit;
29% of respondents indicate they purchase some local eggs;

% OF RESPONDENTS



VEGGIES

Many of our respondents indicate they already purchase some
amount of local foods. For instance,

% OF RESPONDENTS

WHAT ADDITIONAL COST WOULD BE ACCCEPTABLE
TO YOU IN ORDER TO BUY LOCAL FOODS OVER
MORE CONVENTIONALLY SOURCED FOODS?

40%
30%

23%

24%
15%

20%

14%

10%

0%

2%

1%

11-20%

21-50%

>50%

0%
0%

1-2%

3-5%

6-10%

ADDITIONAL COST
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VEGETABLE PURCHASING




Volume per Pound: Potatoes (71,250) and tomatoes (64,750) ranked

highest in in terms of volume purchased, while squash (21,950) and
zucchini (14,000) ranked the lowest.
Average Price per Pound: Mixed Greens ($1.90), broccoli ($1.70),
and tomatoes ($1.60) were the most expensive.
Total Cost (Vol. X Avg. Price per Pound): Tomatoes ($103,600) and
potatoes ($85,500) also ranked highest in terms of total cost.

Preferred Form for Vegetables
Of the vegetables listed in Table 1, most respondents prefer them in
“fresh/whole” or “frozen/cut” form.



For fresh/whole, cucumbers (96%), tomatoes (88%), carrots (72%),
and zucchini (69%) ranked highest.
For frozen/cut, corn (45%), broccoli (42%), green beans (39%) and
potatoes (37%) ranked highest.

Money Spent on All Vegetable Purchases
The budget for all vegetable purchases (beyond our list of 10), varies
based on the size and seasonality of the institution. However, the bulk of
respondents fell within the $25-$100,000 range.
Percent Spent on Local Vegetables
When asked to estimate what percent of vegetable purchases, from the
list of 10 in Table 1, were local (Figure 4) most respondents did not know
(38%), revealing they are not actively monitoring local food purchases.
Fifteen percent reported only 1-2% of purchases were local, and 12%
indicated that no vegetable purchases were local. The vegetables most
likely to be purchased locally were potatoes, tomatoes, and corn.

VOL. IN
POUNDS

AVG. PRICE
PER POUND

TOTAL
COST

1

Cucumbers

40,800

$1.20

$48,960

2

Carrots

53,400

$1.20

$64,080

3

Tomatoes

64,750

$1.60

$103,600

4

Potatoes

71,250

$1.20

$85,500

5

Broccoli

44,800

$1.70

$76,160

6

Mixed Greens

33,550

$1.90

$63,745

7

Green beans

31,550

$1.50

$47,325

8

Corn

33,500

$1.10

$36,850

9

Squash

21,950

$1.30

$28,535

10

Zucchini

14,000

$1.40

$19,600

TOTAL

409,550

$1.40

$574,355

Table 1: Vegetable Purchase Summary

PERCENT SPENT ON LOCAL VEGETABLES
PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS (n=40-43)



RANKED IN ORDER OF INTEREST (Fig. 2)

Respondents were asked to estimate how much they spend annually on
the list of vegetables shown in Table 1 (ranked in order of interest
according to the results in Figure 2).

VEGETABLES

45%
40%
PERCENT SPENT ON LOCAL VEGETABLES
35%
30%
25%
SPENT ON LOCAL VEGETABLES
20% PERCENT
15%
12%
15%
7%
10%
6%
5%
5%
5% PERCENT SPENT ON LOCAL
1%VEGETABLES
0%
0%

1-2%

3-5%

6-10%

11-20%

21-50%

>50%

PERCENT SPENT ON LOCAL VEGETABLES

38%

Don't
Know

PERCENT SPENT ON LOCAL VEGETABLES
Figure 4: Percent Spent on Local Vegetables
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FRUIT PURCHASING
Respondents were asked to estimate how much they purchase
annually for the list of fruits shown in Table 2 (ranked in order of
interest according to the results in Figure 2).





Volume per Pound: Apples ranked highest in terms of volume

purchased by a large margin (87,250), followed by strawberries
(22,350) and blueberries (16,950); fewer institutions are
purchasing raspberries in bulk (3,100).
Average Price per Pound: Apples were least costly per pound at
$1.40, followed by strawberries ($2.10) and blueberries ($2.20);
perhaps the reason raspberries are not purchased in greater
quantities is their higher price ($3.00).
Total Cost (Vol. X Avg. Price per Pound): Respondents spent the
most on apples ($122,150) and strawberries ($46,935), followed
by blueberries ($37,290) and raspberries ($9,300).

FRUITS
IN ORDER OF INTEREST



(only 24% “don’t know”), while 17% indicated that more than half of
their fruit purchases were local. Respondents were much more likely
to purchase local apples and blueberries (with many reporting
greater than 50% local), than raspberries or strawberries.

Money Spent on All Fruit Purchases
The budget for all fruit purchases (beyond our list of 10), varies
based on the size and seasonality of the institution. However, the
bulk of respondents fell within the $5-$50,000 range.
Percent Spent on Local Fruits
When asked to estimate what percent of their annual fruit
purchases, from the list of fruits in Table 2, were local (Figure 5)
respondents were slightly more informed than with vegetables

TOTAL
COST

1

Apples

87,250

$1.40

$122,150

2

Blueberries

16,950

$2.20

$37,290

3

Raspberries

3,100

$3.00

$9,300

4

Strawberries

22,350

$2.10

$46,935

TOTAL

129,650

$2.18

$215,675

PERCENT SPENT ON LOCAL FRUITS
PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS (n=39-42)



Most respondents preferred their fruits fresh/whole, especially
apples,
And their berries frozen/cut, especially blueberries.

AVG. PRICE
PER POUND

Table 2: Fruit Purchase Summary

Preferred Form for Fruits
Of the fruits listed in Table 2, most respondents prefer them in
“fresh/whole” or “frozen/cut” form.


VOL. IN
POUNDS

30%
24%

25%
20%
15%

17%
10%

10%

10%

10%

8%

7%
4%

5%
0%
0%

1-2%

3-5%

6-10% 11-20% 21-50%

PERCENT SPENT ON LOCAL FRUITS

>50%

Don't
know

Figure 5: Percent Spent on Local Fruits

PAGE | 9

LOCAL FOODS TO INSTITUTIONS STUDY | SEPTEMBER, 2015

EGG PURCHASING

TOTAL YEARLY EGG PURCHASES IN DOZENS

In total, our reporting institutions spent approximately $140,000 on
eggs in the past fiscal year, consuming an estimated 1,134,000
individual eggs.

Don't use
<500 doz

The respondents that purchased the most eggs were typically
hospitals and jail/correctional centers, with several indicating they
spend upwards of $20,000 per year on eggs.
Yearly Egg Purchases in Dozens





As Figure 6 shows, the majority of respondents purchase <500
(45%) to 1,000 (24%) dozen eggs per year.
Of those that purchase 10-20,000+ dozen eggs per year, two
respondents were hospitals, while one was a jail/correctional
center.
Of the 12% that “don’t use” eggs, these were three childcare
facilities, a K-12 school system, and a church.

Of the 12% of respondents that report more than half the eggs they
purchase are local, these were a K-12 school system, a technical high
school, two childcare facilities, and a nursing home.

2%

20,000+ doz

5%
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS (n=42)

Figure 6: Yearly Egg Purchases in Dozens

PERCENT SPENT ON LOCAL EGGS

PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS (n=42)

40%

Percent Spent on Local Eggs
As Figure 7 shows, many of our reporting institutions either do not
know if the eggs they purchase are local (40%), or they indicated
that none of the eggs they purchase are local (14%). Although not
included in the graph, another 10% indicated they do not use eggs at
all.

12%

10,000 doz



To a lesser extent, respondents also prefer pre-cooked (hardboiled, scrambled, etc. 33%), and pasteurized, frozen (19%).

24%

5,000 doz

45%



45%

1,000 doz

Preferred Form for Eggs
More than half of our reporting institutions prefer their eggs
whole, raw (62%);

12%

40%

35%
30%
25%
20%
14%

15%

14%

10%

12%
7%

5%

0%

2%

0%

0%
Don't
know

0%

1-2%

3-5%

6-10% 11-20% 21-50%

>50%

PERCENT SPENT ON LOCAL EGGS

Figure 7: Percent Spent on Local Eggs
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BEEF

Grazing cattle are a common sight in rural Cumberland County.

MEAT PURCHASING
By and large, our reporting institutions are more likely to purchase
poultry, beef, and pork, in that order.

In the beef category, the institutions that reported the highest
percentages of local beef purchasing are five school systems and one
child care facility.

20%
15%

14%
10%

10%

10%

10%
5%

5%

0%

45%
40%
35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
0%

0%

1-2%

3-5%

6-10%

11-20% 21-50%

>50%

29%

2%
1-2%

0%

0%

3-5%

6-10%

0%

0%

11-20% 21-50%

0%
>50%

PERCENT SPENT ON LOCAL PORK
50%
45%
40%
35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
0%

Don't
know

41%

0%

PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS (n=41)

For those that do know, most indicated that 0% of their meat is
local. While the percentages vary slightly by type of meat, this holds
true for beef (14%), poultry (17%), and pork (29%).

PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS (n=41)

amount of poultry (152,000), followed closely by beef (126,000),
and to a much lesser extent pork (43,500).
Money Spent on All Meat Purchases: When taken together,
the estimated budget for all meat purchases (including, but not
limited to beef, poultry, and pork) exceeds $3 million for our
reporting institutions.
Don’t Use Meat: Although not included in Figure 8, 17-19% of
respondents indicated they do not purchase beef or poultry,
while 27% do not purchase pork.

Percent Spent on Local Meats
As shown in Figure 8, a large majority of our reporting institutions do
not know if their meat is locally sourced (responses ranged from 33%
“don’t know” for beef, to 44% for poultry).

25%

PERCENT SPENT ON LOCAL BEEF

PORK



30%

0%

POULTRY



33%

35%

0%

Volume in Pounds: Overall, respondents purchased the most

Figure 8: Percent Spent on Local Meats



PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS (n=42)

PERCENT SPENT ON LOCAL MEATS

Don't
know

44%

17%
10%
5%
0%

1-2%

3-5%

2%
6-10%

2%

0%

11-20% 21-50%

2%
>50%

PERCENT SPENT ON LOCAL POULTRY

Don't
know
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PERCENT SPENT ON LOCAL FISH
33%

FISH/SHELLFISH PURCHASING
By and large, our reporting institutions are more likely to purchase
fish than shellfish.






Volume in Pounds: Our respondents purchased the most

amount of fish (47,500), with far fewer purchasing shellfish
(7,500) in large quantities.
Money Spent on Fish/Shellfish Purchases: When taken
together, the estimated budget for fish is approximately
$700,000, and for shellfish approximately $100,000.
Don’t Use Fish/Shellfish: While 30% of our respondents
indicated they do not purchase fish, more than half (59%)
reported they do not purchase shellfish.

Preferred Form for Fish
Of the respondents that do include fish in their menu, most prefer to
purchase it in portion/value added form (i.e. fish sticks, 54%), or
fillet (46%). Only one respondent preferred to purchase fish whole.
Percent Spent on Local Fish/Shellfish
For those respondents that do purchase fish or shellfish, most either
did not know if they purchase local fish/shellfish (33% for fish, 23%
for shellfish); or, they knew that none of their fish/shellfish
purchases were local (10% for fish, 15% for shellfish). For the five
percent of respondents that indicated more than half of their fish
purchases were local, one was a hospital, while the other was a
government institution.
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Figure 9 Percent Spent on Local Fish

PERCENT SPENT ON LOCAL SHELLFISH
25%
PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS (n=39)

Tilapia raised at Fluid Farms Aquaponic Produce in Dresden, Maine.
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Figure 10: Percent Spent on Local Shellfish
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ORCHARDS

MEAT/FISH/EGGS

LOCAL FOOD PRODUCERS THAT
INSTITUTIONS PURCHASE FROM

Jordans Farm in Cape Elizabeth

As is evident, a number of food producers are located outside of
Cumberland County, but within the State of Maine (with the exception of
Nellie’s Free Range Eggs, which is actually in New Hampshire). Several
apple orchards were cited, perhaps explaining the higher percentage of
local apples purchased. Of the two meat producers mentioned, Maine
Family Farms Meat Co. is actually a slaughterhouse and meat processing
facility that purchases meat from a number of Maine farms.
Of the farms listed, Cultivating Community is a non-profit organization
that manages and supports a number of community gardens in greater
Portland and operates a farm facility in Lisbon. The organization works
with immigrant and refugee farmers and offers training and support
programs to help them establish their own farm-based businesses.

FARMS

Many of our reporting institutions already purchase some of their
produce, eggs, meat, and fish from local farms and fishermen. Table 3, to
the right, provides a list of local food producers that our respondents
specifically mentioned in the survey. It should be noted this list is likely
incomplete, since it only represents the local food producers that
respondents could bring to memory while completing the survey.

Table 3: Local Food Producers that Institutions Purchase From

CURRENT USE OF LOCAL FARMS/FISHERMEN

Bowden's Egg Farm
Nellie's Free Range Eggs
Free Range Fish Market
Archer Angus
Maine Family Farms Meat Co.
Apple Acres
Brackett's Orchards
Randall Orchards
Ricker Hill Orchards
Sweetser's Orchards
Alewive's Brook Farm
Backyard Farms
Blackies Farm Fresh Produce
Chipman's Farm
Cultivating Community
Fenderson Farm Stand
Gile's Family Farm
Gillespie Farms
Harris Farm
Hawkes Farm Stand
Jillson's Farm
Jordans Farm
Little Ridge Farm
Maxwells Farm
New Leaf Farm
Six River Farm
Snell Family Farm
Spears Farmstand
Two Coves Farm
Valley View Farms
Wolf Pine Farms

Waldoboro
Monroe (NH)
Portland
Chesterville
Portland
Hiram
Limington
Standish
Turner
Cumberland
Cape Elizabeth
Madison
Auburn
Poland Spring
Portland/Lisbon
Saco
Alfred
New Gloucester
Biddeford
Windham
Sabattus
Cape Elizabeth
Lisbon
Cape Elizabeth
Durham
Bowdoinham
Buxton
Waldoboro
Harpswell
Auburn
Alfred
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CURRENT USE OF VENDORS

VENDORS INSTITUTIONS CURRENTLY USE

Many of our reporting institutions currently use food vendors and
distributors to streamline their food services. Figure 11 shows which
vendor (or vendors) our respondents currently use.
Small Institutions
Institutions serving less than 100 meals per day (17 respondents) were
more likely to purchase food from chain grocery stores, such as Sam’s
Club, Hannaford, and Trader Joe’s. If they did use a food distributor, it
was typically Native Maine Produce.
Large Institutions
For institutions serving upwards of 500 meals per day (28 respondents),
the top vendors used were:
 Sysco (16)
 PFG Northcenter (16)
 Native Maine Produce LLC (15)
 Crown O’ Maine Organic Cooperative (5)

Preference for Local Foods in Vendor Contracts
When respondents were asked if their institution has placed a
preference for local foods in their vendor contracts, most indicated “no”
(45%), a smaller number selected “yes” (17.5%) and indicated they
would be willing to share their contract language with other interested
institutions. The remaining respondents were not sure (37.5%).

3%

Micucci Wholesale foods

3%

Sodexo

3%

Gordon Food Service

3%

Lois Natural Market

3%

Maine Shellfish

3%

Whole Foods

3%

U.S. Foods

3%

Trader Joe's

3%

Hannaford

3%

Aramark

5%

Downeast Food Distributors

5%

Merrill Seafood

5%

Harbor Fish Market
Figure 11: Vendors that Institutions Currently Use

Ability to Receive Product from Multiple Vendors
When respondents were asked if their institution had the ability to
receive products from multiple vendors, the vast majority indicated
“yes” (87%), a small number were not sure (10%), and only one
respondent indicated “no” (2.5%).

Cozy Harbor of Maine
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Dennis Paper and Food Service
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Northern Girl, LLC
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THE ROLE OF DISTRIBUTORS

Locally grown food display at Hannafords in Portland.

As part of this study, GPCOG staff conducted inperson and telephone interviews with a variety of
distributors in order to evaluate the opportunities and
challenges associated with the distribution of local
foods in Maine.
The questions focused on the quality of distributor
relationships with local producers, and whether
nurturing these local relationships is a priority.
Likewise, the interview attempted to measure how
important relationships were to institutional buyers
and what the demand is currently for local products.
Most importantly, the interview attempted to identify
the most significant obstacles to increasing the
distribution of local foods from the distributor’s
perspective.
Companies Interviewed:








Crown of Maine
Dennis Paper and Food
Native Maine
Northern Girl
P.J. Merrill
Sodexo
Sysco

General Trends and Observations


The High Price of Local: A lot of people say they

want to buy local food but often are not willing to
pay more for it.


relationships with producers, distributors 
and institutional buyers is essential to
getting more local foods in the
marketplace. Some distributors say there
is plenty of supply, others say not enough.
(It depends on who you know and how
much time you spend trying to make

connections with local producers.)

Making Connections: Cultivating personal



Mission: Although many organization’s

cultures promote sustainable values and
support the philosophy behind increasing
local food purchasing, the connection
between sustainability and food is not
always made.



Scaling Up: Not all farmers want to scale

up. Increasing production requires
additional capital to pay for machinery
and labor, and requires additional
management tasks, not always the desire
of an independent small producer.
Product Image: Marketing aspects like

packaging and labeling can affect a
consumer’s impression of product quality.
Keeping It Fresh: Local foods use fewer

preservatives and can sometimes have a
shorter shelf life than foods imported
from out of state.
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Major Challenges and Opportunities for
Distributors
The results of the distributor interviews identified
several significant challenges to increasing the
levels of local food distribution to Cumberland
County institutions, as well as some important
opportunities. These challenges and opportunities
are outlined in greater detail in Table 4 to the right.

A large percentage of
crops are left in the
field to rot. The
“seconds” market can
be expanded for food
manufacturing uses,
thus increasing local
food production and
consumption.

Table 4: Challenges and Opportunities for Distributors

CHALLENGES

OPPORTUNITIES

Cost: In many cases, the cost of producing
local foods is higher than the cost of importing
food from out of state. This issue is coupled
with the additional labor and administrative
costs associated with distributing local foods
from multiple producers.

Sales are Up: Interest and sales of local
foods are growing among institutional buyers.

Growing Season: The growing season in
Maine is short, making it difficult to provide
local products on a consistent year-round
basis. Most customers want a predictable
supply.

Demand is Up: There is growing demand for
more Maine meat production, eggs, and
seafood and opportunities for producers to
expand their product base.

Lack of Awareness: There exists a lack of
awareness among some distributors and
institutional buyers about local products and
their seasonal availability.

Increasing Year-Round Supply: Increasing
year-round agriculture, through the use of
greenhouses can help meet the growing
demand for local foods on a year-round basis.

Inconsistent Quality: There is a perception
that local food quality, packaging, and supply
can be inconsistent among different
producers.

Outreach and Education: The need for
outreach and education can help drive the
market for local foods.

Adhering to Standards: There is a
perception that food and safety standards,
cold storage, insurance, transport and other
issues related to quality standards and
regulatory requirements are difficult for local
producers to pay for and follow.

Seconds Market: A large percentage of
crops are left in the fields to rot. The seconds’
market can be expanded for food
manufacturing in sauces, canned foods, etc.
thus increasing opportunities for local foods
production and consumption.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
Large institutions such as hospitals, schools,
and prisons, represent significant buying
power and are currently a mostly untapped
market in Cumberland County’s local food
economy.
According to the survey, the primary barriers
to increasing the percentage of local food
purchases are institutional budget
constraints, and a lack of local offerings from
distributors. Overcoming these barriers will
be challenging, but not impossible, and will
require compromise from both producers
and institutions.
To successfully scale up production, Maine’s
small scale producers will need to aggregate
processing and storage capacity. Institutions
will also need to encourage innovative
approaches with their limited budgets, and
in some cases be willing to pay higher prices
for local products. The survey clearly reveals
that the tolerance to pay higher prices for
quality local products varies significantly
among institutions. In the short-term, those
institutions with higher individual meal
budgets should be the focus for aggregated
product, with smaller institutions forging
one to one relationships with local
producers.

Aggregation of product will likely require
additional labor resources and possibly a
“middle man” that could reduce profit
margins if the right level of scale is not
achieved. However, if the increase in
demand from institutional buyers can be
satisfied, increasing the amount of local
foods served at these institutions will not
only have a profound effect on our local
economy by increasing the profitability for
producers, but will undoubtedly provide
healthier and fresh options to those served
by these institutions.
Based on our findings, we offer the following
strategies:

SHORT TERM STRATEGIES

Photo from Green Sparks Farm, Cape Elizabeth, Maine

introducing institutional buyers to the cost
saving benefits offered by under-utilized fish
species.

Conduct Outreach to Distributors
Nonprofits and other advocates for local
foods should use their resources to
encourage distributors to be more
supportive of local food and promote local
options to their institutional clients.

Collectively Find Solutions
Facilitate more discussion among
stakeholders about how to collectively
approach solutions to some of the financial
barriers to purchasing more local foods. This
is particularly an issue among educational
institutions, prisons, and nonprofits with
lower price per meal budgets.

Strengthen Relationships
Local eggs, fish, and meat are not selling at
the same rate as produce. Look at
increasing the percentage of local sales in
these categories by facilitating stronger
relationships with producers, and

Explore Scaling Up Possibilities
Along with storage and processing,
encouraging local food producers to scale up
to meet the institutional market is another
major obstacle. Look at examples of other
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local food economies where aggregation of
product has improved the ability to meet
demand. What does this infrastructure look
like? Who manages it?

small and large farms – as well as small and
large institutions – is an essential task.

Matchmaking
When matchmaking between institutions
and farms/distributors, one approach is to
reexamine supply and demand for both
producers and institutions, and build
distribution networks accordingly. Smaller
farms can be matched with smaller
institutions, such as a childcare centers, or
camps. On the other end of the scale,
matching up larger farms, or farm clusters,
to meet the needs of larger institutions will
certainly require coordination and assistance
from other stakeholders and advocate
organizations.

Establish a Baseline
How can we measure progress if we do not
know where we are starting? Currently,
most institutions do not keep track of local
food purchasing, making it difficult to
establish a baseline measurement of current
purchasing habits or set future procurement
goals.

Developing programs that can address these
scale differences, but ultimately benefit

LONG TERM STRATEGIES

More work needs to be done to improve
communication between institutional buyers
and their distributors regarding where food
comes from, and which foods are considered
local. Also, a formal digital record keeping
system should be developed and
implemented that helps institutional buyers
keep track of the amount of local food they
purchase over time.

Explore Storage and Processing
Possibilities
This is a major barrier in the local food
distribution network and could potentially
result in a significant opportunity to increase
local sales. Stage infrastructure is
particularly important to extending the shelf
life of local fish and produce and allowing for
more flexibility and increased production.
Identifying businesses and interested
entrepreneurs with a current or potential
role in aggregating, storing, and distributing
local food is essential to increasing the
capacity of local producers. Among next
steps is identifying businesses that are
located near a cluster of producers, and
possess some level of storage infrastructure
with expansion potential.
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