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Shipping Point Market Feasibility Study

Executive Summary

Purpose

The purpose of this study is to determine the feasibility of developing a Shipping Point
Market system for agricultural products in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. Shipping
Point Markets are defined as staging centers near farms where product can be
assembled, graded, and cooled, while providing the necessary quality control, packing
standards, cold chain, and marketing support to meet the demands of chain store,
institutional, and wholesale buyers. In addition, Shipping Point Markets are designed to
meet the expected changes in food safety and food handling protocols driven by
organizations such as the International Organization for Standardization.

The goals of a Shipping Point Market system are to:

= preserve agricultural land resources;

= improve market access for agriculture;

= provide fresh high quality farm products to consumers; and,

» preserve/sustain the agricultural industry and its employment-base.

The analysis of feasibility for the Shipping Point Market system is based on four primary
tasks that address best practices, supply, and demand and existing market systems.
Specifically, the tasks include the following:

= assessment of Shipping Point Market facility best practices;
= determination of supply-side characteristics;

= assessment of existing market systems; and,

» identification of market demand generators.

The intent of the Shipping Point Market Feasibility Study is to assess both the need and
opportunity for a Shipping Point Market system. The feasibility thresholds identified
during the course of this study include:

committed core of farmers willing to invest capital and time;

strong base of committed production acreage per facility (1,000 acre minimum);
limited number of commodities committed to each facility;

demand for load consolidation, post harvest handling, and quality control;
difficulty accessing wholesale market outlets;

demand for scale-oriented services such as transportation and/or technology;
access to year-round supply.

Project Feasibility Findings

The feasibility study determined that a Shipping Point Market system is not feasible.
The rationale for this finding is based on the following:

1. Pennsylvania’s auction market system currently serves the function of a
Shipping Point Market system. The Pennsylvania auction system, which
consists of 12 privately operated markets, is growing robustly and has a
demonstrated ability to meet the wholesale marketing needs for many small
farmers. The produce auctions provide the necessary volume of high quality
product with a wide variety of product mix. This attracts a large number of

The Food Trust
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Shipping Point Market Feasibility Study

Executive Summary

buyers and creates a very competitive environment as reflected in market prices.
The auction markets are willing to work with The Food Trust and PDA to expand
marketing programs and facilities to meet producer and buyer needs.

2. Pennsylvania farmers generally produce a wide variety of crops on small
acreages with few producing true wholesale volumes. A key characteristic of
Pennsylvania growers is their small acreage production and a commitment to a
varied production base. The production base complements the existing market
system of selling retail, through produce auctions, and direct to grocery stores.
This significantly limits the ability for an aggregator, such as a Shipping Point
Market, to efficiently operate a facility.

3. Farmers are committed to existing marketing systems. Based on interviews
and focus groups, there is very low interest among farmers in developing new
wholesale marketing systems, but high interest in expanding retail markets.
There is no financial incentive for this market transition. Farmers are receiving
retail prices or higher prices through their current system that would be hard to
match through a packing/shipping facility.

4. Organizers of a Shipping Point Market will find it difficult to reach the
needed production base of 1,000 to 1,500 acres. New Shipping Points will
find it difficult to aggregate sufficient production to meet minimum volume
requirements. Few horticultural production areas in the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania present the aggregation of producers that would be required to
meet such a threshold.

5. Wholesale buyers are content with local produce quality, load assembly,
and post harvest handling. Wholesale buyers of local horticultural products, as
well as farmers, do not feel that there is a marketing benefit to consolidation, post
harvest handling, and quality control.

6. Pennsylvania farmers do not have significant problems accessing
wholesale marketing channels. Except for high supply times of the year when
all markets are in glut, local farmers do not indicate a strong need to access
additional wholesale outlets.

7. Neither farmers nor wholesale buyers demand scale economies in
services. Wholesale transactions are generally small (Less than a truck load)
and made to buyers that do not require trace back, RFID technology, or even
post harvest handling.

8. Farmers are not willing to source year-round supplies of product. Most
successful Shipping Point Markets provide year-round sources of supply to their
clients. The vast majority of farmers interviewed, as well as buyers, were not
interested in sourcing or providing a supply of non-local produce for fear that it
would adversely impact their in-season pricing and quality reputation.

9. Farmers are content with existing marketing systems. Local farmers seem
content and committed to their existing marketing systems and would rather see
incremental improvements to these facilities and programs.

The Food Trust 2 ACDS, LLC
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Executive Summary

Key Recommendations

Beyond the feasibility of the proposed Shipping Point Market system, the project team
uncovered findings that are relevant to enhancing market access and supporting local
food marketing. Recommendations for this project are oriented toward improving general
marketing conditions for Pennsylvania farmers through enhancements to the wholesale
and retail marketing infrastructure. There are three primary recommendations.

Support Permanent Retail Market Development through Capital Programs
Develop urban oriented direct marketing centers modeled on the farmers’ markets in
Asheville and Raleigh, North Carolina. Markets should be oriented toward major
metropolitan areas in Philadelphia and Pittsburgh to enhance both retail and direct
market wholesale activity. Based on these models, the following facility
recommendations are made.

1. Support the physical development of retail farmers’ markets in major metropolitan
areas to enhance year-round and seasonal produce marketing.

a. Create physical marketing facilities.

b. Encourage farmer based retailing of a wide variety of products (meat to
horticultural products).

c. Develop on-site, small scale wholesale trade.

d. Provide scale appropriate processing and post harvest handling facilities.

e. Provide market amenities to support additional consumer attraction
(restaurants.)

2. Coordinate retail and direct market wholesale activities with the auction market
system to enhance product flow from outlying production areas in the
Commonwealth.

Support On-Farm Post Harvest Handling Facilities through Capital Programs
Develop a leasing program to provide flexible cold storage options on the farm.
Refrigeration systems should be modeled on Kelly Containers, which offer individual
units with a refrigeration capacity of the condensing unit (8 horsepower Copeland
compressor) capable of producing 93,000 B.T.U. The air handler (Bohn model 480)
inside the unit is capable of moving 10,000 cubic feet per minute of air, which is
sufficient for removal of product field heat. Either 230 or 460 volt electrically powered
units are available, depending on the requirements at the specific location.

Develop Statewide Market Reporting System for Produce and Horticultural Crops
Develop an electronic marketing system to work within the structure of existing
wholesale markets (auctions and packinghouses) to develop a real-time reporting
system that links Pennsylvania’s markets. The system should be web-based and
modeled after the reporting structure established by Data Transmission Network of
Omaha, Nebraska. The reporting system should be used as a promotional tool for
Pennsylvania agriculture and linked to the Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture’s
website, as well as a those businesses and associations that promote Pennsylvania
agricultural products.

The Food Trust
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Shipping Point Market Feasibility Study

Findings and Recommendations
I. INTRODUCTION
1.1 Purpose

The purpose of this study is to determine the feasibility of developing a shipping point
market system in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. Shipping point markets are
defined as staging centers near production where product can be assembled, graded,
and cooled, while providing the necessary quality control, packing standards, cold chain,
and marketing support to meet the demands of chain store, institutional, and wholesale
buyers. In addition, new shipping point markets are designed to meet the expected
changes in food safety and food handling protocols being driven by the Food and Drug
Administration, the United States Department of Agriculture, and the International
Organization for Standardization. As conceived, the shipping point market system would
closely replicate the Virginia Farmers Market System.

The goals of the project as defined by The Food Trust and the Pennsylvania Department
of Agriculture are to:

= Preserve agricultural land resources,

» |mprove market access for higher value agriculture,

* Provide fresh high quality farm products to consumers,

» Preserve/sustain the agricultural industry and its employment-base.

1.2 Process

The analysis of feasibility for shipping point market system is based on four primary
tasks that address best practices, supply and demand and existing market systems.
Specifically, the tasks include the following:

= Assessment of shipping point market facility best practices.
= Determination of supply-side characteristics.

= Assessment of existing market systems.

= |dentification of market demand generators.

The purpose of defining shipping point market best practices is to serve as a baseline in
determining the feasibility, development strategy and management/ organizational
structure for a shipping point market(s) in various communities across Pennsylvania.
The best practices were developed based on conversations and meetings with the
operators and managers of the Oak Grove and Melfa, Virginia shipping point markets;
Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services farmers market Program
Manager; Raleigh, North Carolina farmers market; and Ontario, Canada food terminal.

The supply-side characteristics identified patterns and trends in the production of high
value agriculture in Pennsylvania. The purpose of this analysis is to assess conditions
by region within the Commonwealth in an effort to identify important production clusters
that could meet the shipping point markets requirements highlighted in the best practices
study. Production data was gathered from published sources such as the United State
Census of Agriculture, the Regional Economic Information System, and the
Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture. Interviews and focus groups with farmers and
extension officials were the primary tools used for primary data gathering at this stage of
the project.

The Food Trust
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Findings and Recommendations

The current marketing systems used in Pennsylvania’s produce industry are examined
and profiled to identify any marketing and infrastructure inefficiencies as well as to
assess the effectiveness of existing programs and policies. The market systems
evaluated included auction, wholesale and retail markets in addition to commercial
grower shippers and chain store, institutional and wholesale buyers. Retail market
conditions are not specifically evaluated as part of the formal data gathering and
analysis included in this report.

The final element of analysis includes an evaluation of regional demand characteristics.
The purpose of this analysis is to develop a consumer driven demand picture to assess
how consumer demand characteristics may flow back through the entire supply chain.
Furthermore, demand and supply characteristics are highlighted to determine where
consumer demand for horticultural products may be unmet. Data used for this analysis
was developed using various secondary sources such as ESRI, Centers for Disease
Control, Produce Marketing Association research studies, Food Marketing Institute
research studies, Bureau of labor Statistics, and others.

1.3 Community Outreach

Communicating with industry stakeholders is an integral part of any study process.
Approximately 110 stakeholder interviews were conducted with farmers, wholesale, retail
and chain store buyers, produce auction managers, and service providers throughout
the Commonwealth. In addition, five produce auctions were visited, where buyers and
sellers were interviewed; four focus groups were conducted with total of 42 farmer
attendees; and written surveys were conducted with produce auction managers, chain
store buyers, and commercial growers. As a final community outreach effort, the ACDS,
LLC project team presented the study’s purpose and process to the General
Membership meeting of the Pennsylvania Vegetable Growers Association on January
31, 2007. Additional comments and input were invited at this time to support the
initiative.

The Food Trust
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Shipping Point Market Feasibility Study

Findings and Recommendations

Il. PROJECT FINDINGS

2.1 Evaluation Criteria

The ultimate intent of the Shipping Point Market Feasibility Study is to assess both the
need and opportunity for a shipping point market system in Pennsylvania based on
current market conditions. The feasibility thresholds identified during the course of this
study include:

Committed core of farmers willing to invest capital and time.

Strong base of committed production acreage (1,000 acre minimum).

Limited number of commodities committed to the facility(ies).

Demand for load consolidation, post harvest handling facilities, and quality
control systems.

Difficulty accessing wholesale market outlets.

¢ Demand for scale oriented services such as transportation and/or technology.
e Access to year-round supply.

The project feasibility section below highlights how the findings of the four analytical
exercises outlined in Section | relate to the above feasibility thresholds.

2.2 Project Feasibility Findings

Based on study findings, shipping point markets similar to the Virginia shipping point
model are not feasible. The rationale for this finding is based on the following:

1. Pennsylvania’s auction market system currently serves the function of a
shipping point market system. The Pennsylvania auction system, which
consists of 12 privately operated markets, is growing robustly in terms of sales
volume and has a demonstrated ability to return ungraded pricing similar to
graded pricing at similar markets in the Mid-Atlantic. The auction markets are
dynamic and constantly changing to meet buyer needs, and will likely form the
nucleus of any new shipping point aggregation and packing facilities, if such
facilities are warranted. In support of this role, the markets seem willing to work
with the Food Trust and PDA to expand marketing programs and facilities to
meet identified producer needs.

2. Farmers are committed to existing wholesale marketing systems. Based on
interviews and focus groups, there is very low interest among farmers in
developing new wholesale marketing systems. Most farms are content with their
current marketing systems and see the need for incremental change to the
existing structures and programs rather than development of new systems and
structures. In addition, many farmers interviewed had been involved in packing
house operations over the last three decades and had very little long-term
success with such operations. This factor alone significantly dampened interest.

3. Organizers of a shipping point market will find it difficult to reach the
needed production base of 1,000 to 1,500 acres. New shipping points will find
it difficult to aggregate sufficient production to meet the above minimum

The Food Trust
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Findings and Recommendations

thresholds. Few horticultural production areas in the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania present the aggregation of producers that would be required to
meet such a threshold. Those areas that do have the necessary acreage/
production already have an existing wholesale marketing structure made up of
packing houses and auction markets. In fact, the marketing infrastructure seems
to be overdeveloped in some areas, especially in eastern Pennsylvania.

4. Pennsylvania farmers generally produce a wide variety of crops on small
acreages with few producing true wholesale volumes. A key characteristic of
Pennsylvania growers is their small average production and a commitment to a
varied production base. This production philosophy is driven, in-part, by the high
level of on-farm and off-farm retailing done by farmers. This limits the ability for
an aggregator, such as a shipping point market, to efficiently move a large
enough volume of product to be operationally efficient.

5. Wholesale buyers are content with local produce quality, load assembly,
and post harvest handling. Wholesale buyers of local horticultural products, as
well as farmers, do not feel that there is a marketing benefit to consolidation, post
harvest handling and quality control. The current system of markets seems to
adequately handle the load demand while local farmers have generally
developed a reputation for providing high quality products. Further, buyers
indicate that local farm products, when available, move quickly off of the store
shelves, and do not require the extended shelf life offered through improved post
harvest handling.

6. Pennsylvania farmers do not have significant problems accessing
wholesale marketing channels. Except for high supply times of the year when
all markets are in glut, local farmers do not indicate a strong need to access
additional wholesale outlets. The current system of packing houses and auctions
provides sufficient liquidity, especially when combined with the transportation
advantage of immediate and proximate access to direct store sales with local
grocers, as well as terminal market access in New York City, Philadelphia, and
Baltimore/Washington.

7. Neither farmers nor wholesale buyers demand scale economies in
services. Wholesale transactions are generally small (Less than a truck load)
and made to buyers that do not require trace back, RFID technology, or even
post harvest handling. Because of these buyer characteristics, there is little
demand for scale efficient services. In fact, many farmers believe that buyers
would penalize them with lower prices, if they implemented services such as
refrigeration. Larger wholesale buyers, while interested in such services, were
generally unwilling to pay an additional fee for them.

8. Farmers are not willing to source year-round supplies of product. Most
successful shipping point markets provide year-round sources of supply to their
clients. The vast majority of farmers interviewed, as well as buyers, were not
interested in sourcing or providing a supply of non-local produce for fear that it
would adversely impact their in-season pricing and quality reputation.

4 ACDS, LLC
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Shipping Point Market Feasibility Study

Findings and Recommendations

9. Farmers are content with existing marketing systems. Local farmers seem
content and committed to their existing marketing systems and would rather see
incremental improvements to these facilities and programs.

Beyond the feasibility of the proposed shipping point market system, the ACDS project
team made additional findings that are relevant to supporting local food marketing.

2.3 Additional Findings

Farmer and buyer interviews, as well as the focus groups and surveys, conducted during
the course of the study proved quite valuable in assessing a broad range of production
and marketing information. While many of the findings are not germane to the outcome
of market or financial feasibility of shipping point facilities, they are germane to the future
of the industry.

Some of the more important ancillary findings are highlighted below.

1. Farmers view the current uncertainty surrounding immigrant labor as one
of the top threats to expansion of the industry. Farmers, including plain sect
farmers, view the current instability in the immigrant labor force to be the number
one threat to farm profitability and expansion, rating it much more important than
marketing issues. Farmers were nearly unanimous in supporting immigration
reform in the U.S. as well as supporting state and local legislation that enhanced
labor stability.

2. Farmers encourage the expansion of direct marketing opportunities.
Farmers feel that direct to consumer retail and direct market wholesaling are the
future of Pennsylvania agriculture and encourage the expansion and
improvement of existing programs. Specifically, farmers feel that greater training
of retail workers relative to the proper handling and display of local produce
would enhance in-store sales and improve the marketability of local buying
campaigns at all levels of the distribution chain. Furthermore, farmers would like
to see more oversight of local programs to discourage cheating by retailers in the
stocking of local product.

Farmers are very supportive of efforts to develop more year-round and fixed
facility retail farmers markets in urban and high density suburban areas as a
means to encourage greater direct integration with consumers. If markets could
be expanded and improved, many farmers felt that they could commit additional
production and marketing resources.

3. Land availability and rapidly rising land costs are considered a key threat
to farming. Many farmers are discouraged by limited land availability and its high
acquisition costs. Many farmers, especially in eastern and central Pennsylvania,
noted this as a key constraint to production growth.

4. More direct feedback from retail buyers would enhance product marketing
and product development. Many farmers feel that they are disconnected from
buyers, both retail and wholesale, and would encourage greater programmed
integration such as formalized round tables with buyers or having group access
to the Produce Marketing Association’s consumer trend data.

The Food Trust
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5. Preservation of product identity is viewed as an important product
attribute. There is some recognition forming amongst farmers that aggregated
marketing may be important to reach a broader spectrum of retail outlets. Efforts
are underway to create quality standards and develop product imaging for
selected products that would not require public facilities to develop; however,
these efforts may require additional support services.

6. Young farmers have an interest in expanding into more niche and direct
market options. Throughout the interview and focus group process, it became
apparent that an intergenerational shift is underway. Generally, the younger
generation of farmers is pushing for greater direct market access at both the
retail and wholesale level and are more interested in agricultural transition
strategies involving horticultural and meat production. The interests of this
farmer demographic will be influential in all future market developments.

7. Farmers view project financing as difficult to obtain especially for on-farm
post harvest handling facilities. The need for aggregated post harvest
handling facilities, such as cold storage, is low. Many farmers, however, did
indicate a need to have on-farm or proximate access to such facilities, but found
that financing them was difficult given the seasonal nature of their use. While
ACDS could not characterize the exact demand for either financing or capacity,
the need was expressed often during interviews.

8. Access to time critical market information is very limited. Farmers lack easy
access to basic wholesale market information such as local price and transaction
volume. This is particularly true of the Commonwealth’s auction markets and
may have the effect of causing local distortions in market price as well as
arbitrage opportunities between the markets. Improving the availability of time
critical marketing data across markets was viewed as a high priority issue among
the buyers and sellers on the auctions visited and were considered by many to
be the best means to enhance market sales.

6 ACDS, LLC
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[ll. RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendations for this project are oriented toward improving general marketing
conditions for Pennsylvania farmers through enhancements to the wholesale and retail
marketing infrastructure. Recommendations are divided into two sections. The first
section is related to facility level solutions. The second section is related to
programmatic developments.

3.1 Facility Recommendations

Support Permanent Retail Market Development through Capital Programs
Pennsylvania, with $53.8 million in direct sales in 2002, ranks third in the U.S. following
California and New York in direct sales for human consumption. In addition,
Pennsylvania had nine Counties that ranked within the top 100 Counties in the U.S. in
direct sales. These statistics clearly indicate the strong retail demand characteristics for
local farm products in Pennsylvania.

The important role of retail marketing was reinforced during focus meetings and
interviews with growers. Farmers consistently reported that retail marketing was the
sales channel of choice, with several growers establishing/financing their own retalil
markets for produce, processed product, baked goods and flowers/nursery. A number of
large apple growers had downsized their production base to support higher value retalil
markets. Across the board, farmers felt that more could be done to enhance retalil
marketing activities in the Commonwealth, particularly where consumer characteristics,
such as high population density and high wealth, would be supportive of year-round
farmers markets.

The farmers market systems found in the southern United States, such as Asheville and
Raleigh (pictures on the following page) North Carolina, were often used as examples of
the type of facilities that could be developed in areas like Philadelphia, Lancaster/York,
and Pittsburgh to enhance both retail and direct market wholesale activity. Based on
these models, the following facility recommendations are made.

The Food Trust
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Support the physical development of retail
farmers markets in major metropolitan
areas to enhance year-round and
seasonal produce marketing.

Develop southern style farmers’ markets,
such as those in Raleigh, North Carolina,
with varying degrees of retail and trucker
sheds.

a. Create physical marketing facilities.

b. Encourage farmer based retailing of a
wide variety of products (meat to
horticultural products).

c. Develop on-site, small scale wholesale
trade.

d. Provide scale appropriate processing
and post harvest handling facilities.

e. Provide market amenities to support
additional consumer attraction
(restaurants.)

Coordinate retail and direct market
wholesale activities with the auction
market system to enhance product flow
from outlying production areas in the
Commonwealth.

The Food Trust
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Support On-Farm Post Harvest Handling Facilities through Capital Programs

A number of producers currently take advantage of several market channels including
retail, produce auctions and direct sales to chain stores. Some of these individuals
could benefit from updated cold storage facilities.

In these particular cases, self-enclosed modular forced-air cooling and cold storage units
are commercially available and widely used throughout the world for perishable crops.
They can be quickly and easily installed and do not require construction of an additional
packinghouse building. They are pre-fabricated at the site of the manufacturer and arrive
fully equipped with sufficient refrigeration and internal air flow capacity to effectively cool
the diversity of Pennsylvania’s fruit and vegetable crops. Essentially, they are well-
insulated retrofitted marine containers that can be permanently installed at the
packinghouse site, but do offer the flexibility of being able to be moved to another site if
necessary. Each unit consists of a 40-foot insulated metal container. The interior of the
unit is stainless steel with a gridded aluminum floor. The walls of each unit are insulated
with 3.5 inches of polyurethane foam. The units provide a dual purpose: to remove
product field heat by forced-air cooling and to serve as a temporary cold storage room.
The containers have a load capacity of 20 pallets. One of the world’s leading
manufacturers of these modular cooling/cold storage units is Kelly Container; West
Springfield, Massachusetts. Kelly Container offers individual units with a refrigeration
capacity of the condensing unit (8 horsepower Copeland compressor) capable of
producing 93,000 B.T.U. The air handler (Bohn model 480) inside the unit is capable of
moving 10,000 cubic feet per minute of air, which is sufficient for removal of product field
heat. Either 230 or 460 volt electrically powered units are available, depending on the
requirements at the specific location.

The current cost of the self-enclosed cooler and temporary cold storage unit is $28,000.
A clip-on ThermoKing generator (genset) for each unit will be necessary, since many
plain sect packinghouses do not have electricity. The cost of the genset is $12,000.
Approximately 135 liters (35 gallons) of diesel fuel will be needed per day for
cooling/temporary cold storage. Based on a diesel cost of $2.85 per gallon, this amounts
to about $100 per day for operational cost. The total cost for the individual units,
including the diesel-fueled genset is estimated at $44,000. The lifetime of the containers
and refrigeration equipment is approximately 15 years.

The Food Trust
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3.2 Non-Facility Marketing Recommendations

Additional challenges identified by farmers, produce auction managers and wholesalers
were programmatic rather than facility related. Programs highly recommended by the
stakeholders included integrating the produce auctions into the market news structure;
promotion of produce auctions in national farmer based journals to provide opportunities
for sourcing product in the off season; promoting produce auctions to food related
businesses in the inner cities in the Northeast.

Develop Pennsylvania-wide market reporting system for produce and horticultural
crops as well as livestock.

A consistent theme throughout the interview process in this project was the perception
that farmers have disproportionately lower access to time critical marketing information
than buyers. Farmers felt that this contributed to them having lower negotiating power
and reinforced that farmers, especially small farmers, are price takers. This notion of the
negative impact of asymmetric information transferred to auction markets and packing
houses as well, whereby, farmers and market operators felt that the lack of real-time
market information could have a negative impact on market pricing and product
movement.

In order to overcome the asymmetry in information, ACDS, LLC recommends working
within the structure of existing wholesale markets (auctions and packinghouses) to
develop a real-time electronic market reporting system that links Pennsylvania’s
markets. ldeally, the system should report price, volume, quality standards (as
appropriate/available), and terms of trade (as appropriate/available). The system should
be web-based and modeled after the reporting structure established by Data
Transmission Network of Omaha Nebraska.

The reporting system should be used as a promotional tool for Pennsylvania agriculture
and linked to the Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture’s website, as well as a those
businesses and associations that promote Pennsylvania agricultural products.
Furthermore, the reporting system should be aggressively advertised to commodity
buyers throughout the Commonwealth, as well as the Northeastern and Mid-Atlantic
States. Marketing activity should also seek to promote existing packing houses and
auctions.

Support broadened merchandising and retailer services to enhance local product
sales.

Many farmers interviewed believed that a greater percentage of local produce could be
moved through chain stores and supermarkets under existing programs, if retailers had
better in-store support. Such support would include better training of produce
department staff relative to produce handling, display maintenance, source of supply,
and food safety. Additional retailer services may include:

1. Work within existing industry structures to provide merchandising and sales
support to retail markets.

2. Provide additional staffing to work as intermediaries with retailers and
merchandisers.

The Food Trust
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3. Improved buyer feedback through the PA check-off programs by integrating
produce buyers within the system.

The Maryland Department of Agriculture has engaged in a similar merchandising and
sales support effort with the horticultural industry and may serve as an example for
program development.

3.3 Finance Recommendations

The greatest challenge for small producers can be the financing of improvements to
enhance market access whether it is for wholesale or retail channels. Low interest loan
financing and/or grants that target improvements to support market access should be
considered. Coastal Enterprises of Maine provides a model for development of
agriculturally related finance programs.

Finance recommendations:

1. Adopt a challenge grant program for improvements to marketing and post
harvest handling facilities as well as innovative marketing programs.

2. Provide loans to support on-farm improvement of marketing infrastructure.

3. Provide financial support for FBO type agricultural marketing facilities for
facility improvements as well as the development of grower services and
brand/identity development.

4. Provide operating finance support for value added enterprises and food
processing incubation.

If a finance program is developed and successful, it may serve as the basis for a Rural
Business Investment Corporation (RBIC), as defined by the Small Business
Administration. Development of an RBIC would allow the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania to provide a wider range of debt and equity financing tools to agribusiness
and rural entrepreneurs.

The Food Trust
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Findings and Recommendations
3.4 Policy Recommendations

The major policy issue that was raised by the industry was the need for a consistent
migrant labor supply to support larger scale agriculture. Immigration reform has to be
resolved in order to produce at the commercial levels necessary for the wholesale
market.

Of secondary interest to farmers were two additional issues. First is the utilization of
project funds allocated by the Pennsylvania Vegetable Market Research Board. Many
producers felt that these funds should be more focused on marketing and
consumer/retailer trends such as varieties, packaging and new technology.

Policy recommendations:

1. Work with farm organizations to represent farmers’ interest at the local, state,
and federal level to accomplish comprehensive immigration reform and
supportive labor housing policy.

2. Support greater use of marketing check-off funds for marketing related research
and development.

3. Work with farm organizations, retailers, and industry to develop state level food
safety protocols for local food programs. The proposed new protocol system
should be designed to fit the small-scale of Pennsylvania agriculture.

The Food Trust
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Fruit and Vegetable Price Reporting and Order System

Fruit and Vegetable Price Reporting and Order System
1.0 Mission, Vision, and Goals
Mission

Provide wholesale level growers and buyers of Pennsylvania horticultural products
with access to accurate and timely market information throughout the production and
marketing season. This information will be made available in a manner consistent
with the cultural norms of the Anabaptist societies as well as the standards set by
the United States Department of Agriculture’s Agricultural Marketing Service.

Vision

Create a bidirectional electronic market information system linking Pennsylvania’s
auctions and shipping point market systems with buyers that allows for the free and
timely flow of information between market participants. This system will increase the
overall efficiency of the Pennsylvania horticultural marketing system while
encouraging greater participation by producers and buyers. The system will also be
designed to be compatible with the cultural norms of all market constituents.

Goals
Near-Term Goals (First twelve months)

1. Create a System to Improve Horticultural Market Information Efficiency
2. Develop a Web-Based Market Information System
a. Select Six Test Markets
b. Develop Data Collection Systems
i. Digital
ii. Analogue
ii. Other
Develop a Transaction Data Warehousing System (Transaction
Database)
Develop a Price Reporting System
Develop an Order Entry System
Develop an Order Matching and Execution System
Develop a Technology Infrastructure Plan
Prepare Grant Applications to Implement Program
i. Capital Equipment Grant
ii. Systems Development Grant
i. Test Systems in Mock Auction Setting
3. Introduce Information Technology to Pennsylvania Auction Markets

o

N S

The Food Trust
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Mid-Term Goals (1 to 3 years)

1.

2.

w

No Ok

Develop a Fully Functioning Web-Based Auction Reporting System by
2008 for Produce Auctions and Growers

Adopt a Reporting System at all Pennsylvania Auctions by 2009 and
Made Available to Interested Growers

Increase Pennsylvania’s Market Share in Horticultural Products
Industry in Mid Atlantic and Northeast by 20%

Reduce Market Inefficiencies Between Markets

Improve Functional Buyer Access to Markets

Improve Buyer and Seller Integration

Create Opportunities for Transportation and Logistics Enhancements

Long-Term Goals (3to 5 years)

abhwn =

The Food Trust

Improve Technology Utilization at Markets

Improve Buyer Relations

Improve Market Transparency

Develop a State-of-the-Art Model Market Information System
Adapt Model for Price Reporting in Other Perishable Agricultural
Commodities

2 ACDS, LLC
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2.0 Business Model - The Pennsylvania Shipping Point Market Information
System

Traditional open-outcry auction markets are a central feature of Pennsylvania’s
produce marketing system. These auctions have clear benefits to both producers
and buyers. At the same time, both parties have expressed a desire to adopt new
technologies that would further enhance the benefits of an auction system through
greater efficiency as well as an expanded market area.

To accomplish the above, the Pennsylvania Shipping Point Market Information
System (PSPMIS) will institute an electronic auction system with two primary
benefits to growers/buyers.

1. Thefirstis price dissemination. In its current state, there is no, or very
limited, price reporting from existing auction markets. Such information is
vitally important to buyers as they look to such intelligence to anticipate
purchasing decisions and assess regional differences in product pricing. At
the same time, growers need to be aware of product pricing to assess the
benefits of production, transportation, and handling practices across the wide
spectrum of products. Capturing and disseminating basic information about
prices, quantities and product grades through the auction process is easily
facilitated through an electronic, computer-based system. Price reporters
stationed at the auction market would enter product transaction information in
real-time. These transaction-based records are stored in databases that can
be easily distributed to potential market participants in a wide array of reports
and formats that help guide their economic decisions.

2. The second major benefit is order entry and execution. Having an electronic
order system allows buyers to submit standing orders across multiple markets
and more effectively match their demands. At the same time, an electronic
execution system would provide a mechanism for both buyers and sellers to
transact without the need for a physical presence at the market. This reduces
transactions costs to the buyer, the grower, as well as the auction market.
This system would compliment the order buyer services already offered at
many markets.

The PSPMIS will work with an intermediary, such as The Food Trust or the
Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture, to develop a web-based protocol to be
made available to the independent Pennsylvania auctions to report daily prices and
volumes in a manner that approaches real-time reporting standards. The first phase
in implementation targets produce auctions while subsequent phases will target
adoption by other producers.

In addition to reporting historic and real time prices, the web PSPMIS system will be
designed to provide commodity availability and condition reports for each market.
This information is considered crucial to the development of both the independent

The Food Trust
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markets as well as the market system as a whole and will eliminate or reduce
arbitrage opportunities across markets.

The PSPMIS will work closely with the auction markets, buyers, and Pennsylvania
Department of Agriculture to ensure that each market that desire to participate in the
PSPMIS has private access to the reporting system by placing the technology at the
market. In addition, PSPMIS will work with all stakeholders to ensure that a full
range of products and services are available to meet each constituent group’s long-
term goals. Similarly, PSPMIS will develop a fee schedule that provides for the
financial stability that will be required to allow PSPMIS to operate without subsidy
over the long-term. In order to accomplish this, PSPMIS envisions offering the
following products and services.

PSPMIS Start-Up Products and Services
Product/Service Auction Farmers- | Farmers- | Produc Produce P | Auctionee
Description Market Auction Non e Buyers- D r
Seller Auction Buyers- | Non-Auction | A
Auction

Up-to-date market N ~ ~ N N N ~
pricing
Product availability N ~ ~ N N N N
Historic transaction N ~ ~ N N N N
data
Producer tracking N N
Buyer tracking N N
Commodity tracking N N N N N
Order taking N N
Order execution N N
Order settlement N N
On-market technology N N N N
Market websites N N N
Web-based marketing N N N N
Market webinar N N N N N N
services

The fee structure built around the above services is based on cost recovery with the
intent to pass the financial benefits through to the market participants.

PSPMIS is not a technology company, but will rely on a qualified third-party
technology provider to develop the necessary technology, collection methodologies,
data storage, and information systems requirements to successfully manage the
proposed process. The bases’ for these systems are as follows:

1. Transaction Data Warehousing and Dissemination - The transactions
system will involve a web-based interface that price reporters will use to input
transactions made during the course of the auction. This information will be
stored in a central database. From this central database, market information

The Food Trust
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from the auctions can instantly be disseminated to end-users of the data via
automated e-mails, websites, or cell phones.

2. Order Entry and Execution - An electronic order entry system will provide
an efficient means for remote buyers to try and meet demand across multiple
markets thereby increasing market size and liquidity. This system will provide
users a web-based interface to submit orders which are then distributed to the
appropriate auction markets for fulfillment. In addition, a full-fledged order
matching and execution system will allow for buyers and sellers to transact
remotely. This system will match bids from buyers and offers from sellers,
providing an efficient and low-cost means of transacting.

While this model is expected to attract significant interest from users throughout the
Northeast and Mid-Atlantic, the business model does not assume, nor rely on,
participation outside of Pennsylvania.

5 ACDS, LLC
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3.0 Industry Background and History

Pennsylvania’s produce auctions play an important role in the disposition of the
State’s produce and are estimated by ACDS, LLC to account for 25% of the State’s

produce sales. Pennsylvania has twelve produce auctions across the State, all
sharing several common characteristics:

1. Auctions are privately owned and operated.

2. Auctions are un-graded, meaning that produce of any quality, packing
standard, and lot size can be sold on the market.

3. Auctions are seasonal.

As Map 1 indicates, the auction markets are strongly correlated to the State’s
primary fruit and vegetable production areas. The markets are also strongly
associated with the State’s Anabaptist communities which include the Amish,
Mennonite, and German Baptists. In fact, the Anabaptists are generally the
founders of the auctions and provide a significant level of both product and financial
commitment to the auctions. In return, the auctions provide market access and
liquidity back to a producer corps that tends to be made up of very small farmers.

Produce auctions in Pennsylvania are a relatively new form of market system. The
oldest of the produce auctions, Leola, was established in 1984 followed shortly
thereafter by Shippensburg and Buffalo Valley in 1986 and 1988 respectively. While
Leola was initially developed as an auction, Buffalo Valley and Shippensburg began
as grower packing houses and transitioned into auctions as the dynamics of local
and national markets changed.

The success of these early markets in reducing grower risk by diversifying the buyer
base quickly became evident, attracting 9 new entrants over the next decade. The
annual sales growth at these outlets has become a widely known secret over the last
decade (see below) and is a contributing factor to the expected start-up of two new
auctions in Western Pennsylvania.

1 Based on interviews, the project team estimates that aggregate auction market sales range from $50 million to
$65 million annually.

The Food Trust
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Map 1: Pennsylvania Produce Auctions by County

Fruit and Vegetable Price Reporting and Order System
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Buffalo Valley 20%
Cumberland Valley 15%
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Range in Buyer Attendance at Sales for Select Markets

Approximate Number Buyers/Sale Low High
Lebanon 25 50
Leola 100 150
Weaverland 25 75
Shippensburg 75 100
Kutztown 25 50
Buffalo Valley 60 60
Cumberland Valley 75 100

Even though the auction markets are highly linked to the retail trade in Pennsylvania,
as well as each other, there is no formal association between or among the markets.
Price discovery and market efficiency suffers due to this and is a problem noted by
nearly all players involved. In an era of increased real time information availability,
especially in electronic formats, this could have a significant and negative long-term
effect on the auctions.

Electronic Reporting of Produce Prices

Price reporting of produce in the United States, in general, is not much better. The
system relies heavily on private and relationship based information systems to
convey most information. The only national price reporting system is run by the
United States Department of Agriculture who collects and archives daily produce
prices at terminal and shipping point markets. United States Department of
Agriculture (USDA) Agriculture Marketing Service (AMS) provides daily reports from
each of the nation’s Terminal Produce Markets, including price and quality for each
brand and varietals of each fruit and vegetable. USDA AMS also provides a
searchable website to disseminate the information, free of charge. The information
is self-reported and typically a day or more past the date of the sale when it
becomes available to the industry.

Several private firms offer fee based inventories and updates of USDA market
information, either combined with private sector data, or simply reprinted in
condensed tables. Most of these services are subscription based, and delivered
daily. None collect and disseminate information independently.

Non terminal market prices are often not collected. The state of Kentucky, through
the University of Kentucky’s Cooperative Extension office, offers regular reports of
prices at retail farmers markets and wholesale auctions throughout the state.
Reports are of prices for selected products and are updated two to three times per
week, and are offered through their website and a toll-free number.

In addition, several local produce auctions offer reports of sales information, with a
general lag of one to two weeks. These are offered through their websites. Some
auctions offer the reports free of charge, other charge for single reports, or for

The Food Trust
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subscription services. In Pennsylvania, only the New Wilmington Produce Auction
offers such a service through their website. It is free of charge and updated weekly.

Fruit and Vegetable Price Reporting - Real Time Reporting

Real time reporting of prices is rare in the produce industry, partly because it
requires such substantial infrastructure investment. One of the more successful
world-wide programs is run by the Sri Lankan government, subsidized with foreign
aid. This system provides real time reports both at the markets and via internet and
telephone, of prices at the Dambulla Wholesale Fruit and Vegetable Market2. There
are similar programs in-place in Kenya and in the Huaral Valley in Peru. These
programs rely on paid data collectors to randomly capture price data from across the
market and enter it into hand held computers.3 This information, along with real time
sales figures from the five largest wholesalers’ computer networks, is displayed on
large screens throughout the market, on the internet, and is available through a dial
in phone service (available to farmers only). A typical screenshot is shown in Image
1, below.

The British company, Fresh Info, offers regularly updated prices for seven terminal
markets throughout Britain, however, they rely on sales reports and therefore cannot
have the direct updating speed, which the Sri Lankan model offers. A £235 annual
subscription offers access to the website and its searchable database, and is
available to any paying customer.

Image 1: Screenshot of Dambulla, Sri Lanka “Farmer Knowledge Service”
Real-time Produce Report
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2 The Dambulla Dedicated Economic Centre is located in central Sri Lanka. The wholesale produce market is
located on twelve federally owned acres, but is privately managed and run. It averages 143 traders per day,
$300,000 USD in sales per day, and 500-1000 trucks per day.

3 de Silva, Harsha, “An Innovative Fruit and Vegetable Market Information System in Sri Lanka: The Govi Gnana
(Farmer Knowledge) Service,” University of lllinois Champagne-Urbana, USAID, 2006.
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Electronic Produce Auction Systems

Electronic ordering systems are relatively common for produce auctions outside of
the United States. The most common are setup for clock auctions or 'Dutch
auctions’, and the nature of these auctions make them especially suitable for
electronic ordering systems. The entire system is setup electronically, with digital
terminals in the physical market, along with internet access for interested foreign
parties.

Within the United States, there are few or no auctions using electronic ordering
systems, and in the entire produce industry, electronic ordering is largely relegated
to government agencies. The Vineland Produce Auction in Vineland, New Jersey,
established an electronic auction system in 2002, but saw limited success and soon
closed it. A sample screenshot is shown below.
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4.0 Management and Organizational Plan

Proposed Legal Structure

The Pennsylvania Shipping Point Market Information System is a not-for-profit
corporation supported by its members. Once incorporated, the PSPMIS will file for
501-c-3 status with the IRS. The founders of the PSPMIS are the Food Trust,
Pennsylvania Department Agriculture (PDA), the auction markets, and other
interested parties.

In order to facilitate start-up, fundraising, and initial operations, the PSPMIS will
operate as a functional unit of the Food Trust with an advisory board appointed to
serve the general functions of the Board of Directors outlined below.

Management Structure

The PSPMIS will be run be a volunteer board of directors elected from the general
membership and stakeholder groups with a vested interest in the success of the
information system. The intent of the board is to represent the interests of all key
stakeholders.

Management at this level shall consist of fiscal and administrative oversight to
ensure that the program conforms to its mission statement and maintains fiscal
stability. Management at this level shall also involve coordination between the
participating auction markets, the Food Trust, the Pennsylvania Department of
Agriculture, buyer organizations, the Pennsylvania Vegetable Growers’ Association,
and other interested parties. Management and oversight of the day-to-day activities
of the PSPMIS will be provided by a third-party under the supervision of the Food
Trust.

Board Duties

The Board of the PSPMIS will have many responsibilities, all of which have an
underlying objective, which is to ensure—to members and stakeholders—that the
PSPMIS attains its mission. These are highlighted below. 4

1. Develop and update a strategic plan as well as annual operating plans.

2. Develop and refine technology and information systems in furtherance
of the PSPMIS mission.

3. Serve as the liaison between and among the various stakeholder
groups.

4. Develop educational and outreach programs to suit the needs of
buyers and sellers using the PSPMIS system.

5. Market the PSPMIS to potential stakeholders and client businesses.

4 Mark P. Rice, et al., Growing New Ventures: Creating New Jobs (Westport, Connecticut: Quorum Books,
1995) p. 49.

The Food Trust
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6. Ensure the accountability of PSPMIS staff and board.

7. Support the PSPMIS’s Director in establishing and managing the
technology network and information system.

8. Take a lead role in product and service development.

9. Develop and expand the PSPMIS client base.

10. Support the operation of the PSPMIS and monitor PSPMIS budgets.
11. Support fundraising activities.

12.Expand the PSPMIS model to other industry sectors.

In addition to the basic responsibilities cited above, hiring the PSPMIS Director is an
important role of the board and is absolutely critical to the initial and long-term
success of the PSPMIS. The board shall also approve major policies and ensure
that the Director stays focused on his or her own responsibilities.

Board Composition

Board size and composition shall reflect the PSPMIS’s needs at various stages of
development. Initially, the board shall consist of the smallest number of members
necessary to carry out its duties in terms of strategic direction and support to the
Director. Additional members shall be added to meet the needs of the PSPMIS over
time. The PSPMIS board shall include a mix of individuals with different
characteristics and skills as outlined below.>

1. Leaders or Champions with a clear vision of the PSPMIS’s mission,
and the capacity to motivate and sustain the Board’s commitment
to its mission.

2. Horticultural Producers and Buyers with a vested interest in the
success of the marketing system.

3. Business Operations and Technology Professionals who can assist
the Director with the information system development, business
operations and management.

4. Auction Markets whose membership sustains the market
information system over the long-term.

5. Ex-Officio Members who have an interest in the successful
development of the marketing system due to its ability to facilitate
information transfer, transparency, and market efficiency.

Operations

It is envisioned that day-to-day operations will be conducted by a third-part
technology provider with a strong agricultural marketing background. Such a
company shall bring the necessary software and market information management
experience.

5 |bid., p. 57.

The Food Trust
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Staffing

PSPMIS Director — The Director shall be experienced in business
management with expertise either in agricultural marketing. Further, the
Director shall have excellent interpersonal skills and
experience/understanding of small businesses as well as having sensitivity to
the religious and cultural needs of the various stakeholders. In addition, the
Director shall have experience with the type of technology applications being
employed. Finally, the Director shall have the capacity to expand and
develop the network through sales, marketing, and outreach.

The Director shall be responsible for overall operations of PSPMIS including
business planning, client development, contract management, daily
operational oversight, as well as the financial management of the PSPMIS.
The Director shall also be responsible for developing the Terms of Reference
for and supervising the technology contractor. The Director shall be a
dynamic individual who can effectively market the project to potential
stakeholders, start-ups, government, and foundations. Most importantly, the
Director must be able to work with the vested interests in the market
information system, managing their expectations of the system and its
integration within their communities.

It is likely that the Director of the PSPMIS will be a part-time, or at least
seasonal, employee and may have shared duties with other programs. lItis
important that this arrangement not distract the Director, especially during
start-up.

13 ACDS, LLC
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5.0 Marketing Plan
Definition of Need

During the conduct of the Pennsylvania Shipping Point Market Feasibility Study, the
ACDS project team discovered a significant lack of timely market information related
to horticultural crop marketing. Even though Pennsylvania has 12 auction markets
for horticultural products, little market information is available on the same day or
even same week as the auction date. For those that do, little information related to
transaction value, transaction volume, or product quality is made pubic. Many in the
horticultural industry, as well as the ACDS project team, believe that improved
efficiency in the dissemination of market information will improve marketing
conditions and bring new buyers to the market. During ACDS interviews, the need
to externally promote Pennsylvania’s horticultural crops through better information
systems was a common theme.

A second inefficiency identified within the auction system was limited application of
technology to encourage greater buyer participation. Many auction systems provide
off-site bidding capability, particularly through web based applications, yet this is not
available to buyers on any of the 12 markets. It is worth noting that the majority, if
not all, of the produce markets were established by the Amish and Mennonite
communities who in their belief systems are opposed to their use of technology.
This compliments the PSPMIS activity that is being proposed, because the activity
would be implemented and managed by others. During buyer interviews, interest
was expressed in being able to buy at multiple markets without having to physically
be present at the market to bid. Developing an order taking system in tandem with a
real-time price reporting system would address a significant portion of this need.

Definition of Products and Services

The PSPMIS will develop a series of products and services targeting the needs of a
refined group of market users. The basis for these services is to provide general
enhancements to the systemic efficiency of Pennsylvania’s current horticultural
products auction and market system. Generally, these services can be lumped into
four broad categories:

Market Information Services — These web-based services are offered as a
means to improve the real time flow of market information to a broad range of
interested parties. Public information offered across markets and to any
paying system client will include information related to current and historic
transactions such as pricing, quantity, quality, transaction. In addition, the
system will provide a means to report estimation of future product flow to the
market including volume, timing, and quality projections. Data provided to
public clients will be managed in a manner that allows multiple delivery
methodologies including terminal delivery, fax service/newsletter, cell service,
and e-mail. Private information maintained for discrete market sites will

The Food Trust
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include transaction tracking capabilities such as discrete buyer, producer,
delivery, and commodity tracking. Private data will be generated by query
and reported electronically or by paper report to members.

Order Taking Services — These intermediated services are offered to the
auction markets as a means to increase buyer participation and will be
designed to meet the needs of the buyer structure and technology capabilities
of each member market. Within this service package, the PSPMIS will take
web based orders and submit the orders to be filled at member markets.
Merchant service will be offered for quick order settlement upon execution.

Marketing Services — Currently there is no centralized means by which
Pennsylvania’s market system collectively advertises locally or regionally
(Northeast and Mid-Atlantic). As part of its service program, the PSPMIS will
serve this marketing function by providing a web presence for each market
including basic operational data as well as independent price and availability
reports as the markets are capable. Furthermore, as the PSPMIS offers its
services to prospective user groups, it will serve as a de facto marketing
extension of the member markets.

Web Based Educational Services — These services will be directed at the
existing and prospective buyer base of the horticultural auctions with the
intent to create a more dedicated and better educated consumer. Webinars
will take place off-season and include short courses on produce quality,
product handling, logistics, storage and shelf-life, food safety, food security,
marketing, merchandising, and other related topics.

Target Market Segments

As noted in the prior section, the target market for the above products and services
is limited to a highly defined customer base. The primary base of customers is
current and prospective market users, both farmers and buyers that lack easy
access to transaction data that would facilitate management decisions. This group
of primary customers also includes the markets themselves.

The second group of potential customers is those affected by local and regional
horticultural market conditions and who lack a good real-time barometer of market
conditions. This group of customers would include farmers and buyers that do not
frequent the markets, but need locally relevant market information.

The third group of potential customers would include institutions such as the
Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture and Penn State Cooperative Extension, as
well as a wide range of other potential users such as agricultural service and supply
businesses that wish to monitor local market conditions as part of their sales
strategy.

The Food Trust
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IEymber of Vineyards by Size

on PA Commercial Fruit Orchards outside Erie County |

1978 1997 2002

0.1-1.9 acres 36 18 10
2-49 36 20 25
5-9.9 25 14 18
10 - 19.9 10 13 10
20 - 49.9 5 8 6
50 -99.9 1 - 2
100 - 199.9 - - -
200 + - - -
Total 113 73 /1

2002 Orghard & Vineyard Survey scosNational Ag Statistics Service-PA, USDA



IEymber of Vineyards by Size

on PA Commercial Fruit Orchards in Erie County

1978 1997 2002

0.1-1.9 acres 2 - 1
2-49 44 17 16
5-9.9 65 25 18
10 - 19.9 79 45 29
20 -49.9 100 59 48
50 -99.9 43 42 32
100 - 199.9 20 23 25
200 + 8 8 10
Total 361 219 179

2002 Orghard & Vineyard Survey scosNational Ag Statistics Service-PA, USDA



pe Acres by Variety and
Percent Fr. Hybrid + Vinifera
on PA Commercial Fruit Orchards

1978 1997 2002

Catawba 915 329 254
Concord 11,751 9,819 9,247
Cayuga na Na 34
Fredonia 59 14 15
NELETE 471 $10)% 714
Other Native 150 84 37
French Hybrids 506 394 352
Vinifera 46" 21%ﬂ 284"
Unclassified - 8 84

2002 Orghard & Vineyard Survey ~cosNational Ag Statistics Service-PA, USDA
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IIyncipal Vegetables, Value of Production

Pennsylvania
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[incipal Vegetables, Acres Harvested
Pennsylvania

| Pumpkins added in 2000 |
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[incipal Vegetables, Acres Harvested

Pennsylvania

Fresh Market:

PUMPKINS e 200 ‘ PA - 2004 ‘
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—
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Processing:
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Sweet Corn 1300
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[¥incipal Fresh Market Vegetables
Value of Production

| PA -2005 |
Cantaloups
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Thousand Dollar:

Shipgjng Point M

IE¥ncipa

Pennsylvania, Value of Production
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Market Feasabilty St

Igyrticulture Statistics Program
USDA, National Ag Statistics Service

Survey & Report Timing Published
Floriculture Crops annual late April
Nursery Crops every 2-3 years Summer

Floriculture & Nursery every 2-3 years

: with Nursery summer/fall
Ag Chemical Usage Crops
Census of Agriculture every 5 years February
Census of Horticultural 2

Specialties every 10 years

A20 cos,National Ag Statistics Service-PA, USDA




IEyrticulture, includes mushrooms

2002 Number of Farms
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Market Feasabilty Studyg

Igyrticulture, includes mushrooms
2002 Sales in $1,000
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Shipping PomIMarket Feasabilty Study

IE¥rticulture, excludes 2 mushroom counties

2002 Sales in $1 ,000
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Value of Nursery, Greenhouse, Floriculture, and Sod
as Percent of Total Market Value
of Agricultural Products Sold: 2002

2002 Census of Agriculture

[ ] Less than 1
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ipping Point Market Feasabilty S

I} Nursery & Greenhouse Crops

Nursery e

Sales in 2003 r./,»/
includes Cut

Cmas Trees /‘: — ,
ap = =

-y *

——

Floriculture
Sales in 2005
56%

Jul 2004 Nursery
Apr 2086 Floriculture ~coNational Ag Statistics Service-PA, USDA



ping PointgdMarket Feasgbilty Study

I Floriculture Crops, 2005
Wholesale Value of Sales = $147.7 million

From 230 Farms with
$100,000+ Sales

Propagative Materials

Herbaceous Perennials
Annual Bedding Plants
Foliage Plants, indoors
Potted Flowering Plants

Cut Flowers

$O F$10 $20 P30 H0 $0 $60 $70
Million Dollars

scosNational Ag Statistics Service-PA, USDA



ipging Point Market Feasabilty Stu

[DA Nursery Crops, 2003

Gross Value of Sales = $113.8 million

From 153 Farms with
$100,000+ Sales

Propagative Materials

Christmas Trees, cut
Deciduous Shrubs, etc.
Decid. Flowering Trees

Decid. Evergreens
Coniferous Evergreens

Broadleaf Evergreens

$0 $10 $20 $30 $40
Million Dollars

Jul 2004 ~cosNational Ag Statistics Service-PA, USDA




Shlpplng Point Market Feasabilty Study

Christmas
Trees

Measured as part of
Nursery & Greenhouse
statistics

A28 ACDS, LLC




F biy Stud

[ Cut Christmas Tree Acreage, 1998
Production by Species

‘ from Farms with $10,000+ Sales ‘

. o Noble Fir
SO A 0.2% All Others

13.5% \ / L
Fraser Fir/»l
17.8%

\Douglas Fir

51.9%

1998 Census of Horticulture «sNational Ag Statistics Service-PA, USDA







Maple Syrup Production, U.S.
Ten Annual Program States, 2006
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rcoNational Ag Statistics Service-PA, USDA









Shipping Point Market Feasabilty Study

NASS-PA

Pennsylvania Office of the
National Agricultural Statistics Service, USDA

NASS-PA is operated in cooperation
with the Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture

Marc Tosiano
Director
nass-pa@nass.usda.gov
www.nass.usda.gov

«Naonal Ag Statistics Service-PA, USDA
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