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About the Wallace Center

The Wallace Center develops partnerships, pilots new ideas,
and advances solutions to strengthen communities through
resilient farming and food systems.
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Documenting and Sharing Replicable Models and Innovations
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SURVEY METHODS

2017 F-
NATIONAL -
FOOD HUB -

SURVEY  =:

http://www.canr.msu.edu/resources/2017-
national-food-hub-survey-questions
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SURVEY RESPONDENTS
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CAVEATS

Represents one-third of hubs

A

A May overrepresent wholesale and hybrid; may
underrepresent direct to consumer
A
A

Respondents drop-off
More profitable hubs complete more of the survey

MSU Center for Regional Food Systems
% @VSUCRFS  #FoodHubSurvey



FINDINGS: 2017 NATIONAL FOOD
HUB SURVEY

FINDINGS

. HE

NATIONAL

FOOD HUB
SURVEY
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NAVIGATION

Findings by Topic Findings by Core Concepts

MSU Center for Regional Food Systems
% @VSUCRFS  #FoodHubSurvey

1. Operational 1. Food hubs contribute to
Characteristics the economy
2. Food Safety 2. Food hubs are becoming
3. Finances an established sector
4. Values and Mission 3. Food hubs still face
5. Networks, Challenges, viability challenges
Opportunities, and 4. Food hubs support
Barriers to Growth farmers
5. Food hubs support the
triple bottom line
6. Capacity to meet food

safety certification
demands is increasing



OPERATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Photo by Randall Davis, KVCC ValleyHUB, Kalamazoo, Ml
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YEARS IN OPERATION

Food Hubs by Years in Operation

The relative proportion
2017 (n =131 9% 5% 8%

of new food hubs

. decreased |n 20—]7 2015 (n=149) 31% 32% 19% 5% 5% 8%

2013 (n =106) 32% 30% 13% 10% 4% 1%

MO0O-2years M3-Syears ®W6-10vears WI1-1Syears ®W16-20 years MWover 20 years

In all three survey years, revenue was significantly correlated
with the age of the food hub.

MSU Center for Regional Food Systems
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Wholesale
(farm to business

or institution) TY PO L OG I ES

Business
Model

Hybrid
(part wholesale and part
direct to consumer)

Direct to Consumer )
(farm to consumer) Publicly Owned

2%
. Nonprofit For-profit Cooperative L €g al

42% 379, 18% Structure
Other

Profit- or income-driven
12%

Social enterprise
2%

Enterprise
Type

Triple bottom line enterprise
MSU Center for Regional Food Systems 6%
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EMPLOYEES & VOLUNTEERS

Number of Food Hub Employees

2013 2015 2017 2013 2015 2017
(n=77) (n=130) (n=19) (n=53) (n=286) (n=94)
Total number of employees 184 2,187 1,887 1,058 | 1,675 | 1,700
| Mean 15 17 16 20 | 19 | 18
' Median 6 6 6 9 | 9 | 7
| Range 0-165 0-280 0.5-240 0-165 | 1-189 | 1-240

Percentage of Hubs Using Unpaid Staff

2017 (n=128)

MSU Center for Regional Food Systems
% @VSUCRFS  #FoodHubSurvey



BACKGROUND OF FOOD HUB MANAGERS

Food Hub Managersodé6 Experience by Area

Warehousing/Distribution of food (n =121) 7% | 6% 14% 18% 30% 25%
Food retail (n =121) 28% 5% 12% 16% 19% 20%
Food processing (n = 120) 40% 13% 13% 1% 1% 13%

B No experience B | ess than 1 year ®1-2years M 3-5years B 6-10 years B over 10 years

Newer hubs are attracting managers with more formal

education.

A 53% of managers at food hubs established AFTER 2012
had a graduate degree.

A 35% of managers at food hubs established BEFORE

MSU Center for Regional Food Systems 2012 had a graduate degree.
”@MSUCRFS #FoodHubSurvey



PRODUCERS AND SUPPLIERS

Support for Beginning and Mid-Sized Producers

A An average of 46% of a hubos
suppliers began business in the last 10 years (n =
66)

A 89%, (n = 89) of hubs indicated that most (55%) or all
(34%) of their farm and ranch suppliers were small or
mid-sized

A 62% of hubs have increased their purchases from
small and mid-sized farms in the last two years

MSU Center for Regional Food Systems
% @VSUCRFS  #FoodHubSurvey



PRODUCT MIX

Total Food Hub Sales as a Percentage of $1

Gross sales

2017 Ne [5¢2¢ 16¢

2015

M Fresh produce/herbs  ® Meat, poultry, and fish B Milk and dairy
W Eggs M Processed produce B Other

)
4
)
4
)
D
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SERVICES AND ACTIVITIES

Aggregation (n=126)

Distribution services (n=126)

Product storage (n = 124) 809

On-farm pickup of product
for distribution (n = 125)

Packaging/Repackaging (n = 122)

_ Marketing Services
Bulk purchasing on behalf 779

of producer (n = 119)

Freezing (n =120) 23% Marketing and promotional 86
; services for producers =
Shared-use kitchen (n =120} 18%
Actively help suppliers and 77%
. : ducers find new markets -
Cutting (n = 119) pro
Branding or labeling products to indicate 65%
Canning (n =17 origin of product or other attributes
T Product planning,/Crop scheduling 62%

Production or post-harvest handling

&

Value-Added Services

Connecting producers with 779,
grants or loans

Business management services
or guidance

_ Liahility insurance that you
MSU Center for Regional Food Systems offer for producers

’@MSUCRFS #FoodHubSurvey
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Restaurants/Caterers/
Bakeries/Corporate caterers

[e=]

Direct to consumer*

Colieges/Universities

|N
2
e
=
]
'O

27%
® 2017 (n=102)

= 2015 (n=107)
H 2013 (n=82)

Corner stores, bodegas, or
independent grocery stores**

Average Percentage K-12 food service 1]
of Hubs Selling to
Customer Distributors

Types by Year

Small local or regional
supermarket chains**

[
[}
=

Large supermarkets
or supercenters

R

Hospitals

Food processors
15%

Senior care***

Pre-K food service

o
s 7]
=
| ESE
2 > |
R R[R
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Photo by Noel Bielaczyc, Flint Fresh, Flint, Ml
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FOOD SAFETY

GHP
Preferences for 2omwn-s3 B
producer and  20msp-=93 B3

Supp“er GAP or Group GAP
food Safety 2017 (n = 89) 18%
certification 2015 (=102 TS 69% 7%

B Require W Prefer @ NO preference

quu"‘g prmfgf Com p||a|'|cg ” = al prndu:‘:tarsﬁuppllers

with applicable food safaty 12 B Only farmers and ranchers
regulations (n =291)

W Mo producers/suppliers

Food safety
requirements for I

Require a food safaty
producers and plan (1 =92)

suppliers

7%

Require a copy of a yearly m

food safety self-audit 9%
(ﬂ = E:'

MSU Center for Regional Food Systems
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FOOD SAFETY SUPPORT

Hubsod6 food safety

Assist producers and suppliers
in developing or reviewing food
safety plan

Incentivize producer
engagement with food safety

Provide staff person responsible
for food safety training and
producers’ and suppliers’
compliance

Assist with or provide GAP
training and certification

MSU Center for Regional Food Systems
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2015 percentage

of hubs offering
service (n)

61% (105)

35% (105)

33% (105)

43% (105)

services

59% (91)

37% (89)

34% (88)

38% (89)
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FINANCES

Photo by Kayla Koether, FarmTable Procurement and Delivery, Harlen, 1A
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GROSS REVENUE

I 7 = 2017 (n=97)
300,000 or less w2015 (n=T3)
W 2013 (n=104)
$100,001-5200,000
5%
Gross revenue ]
by category $200,001-5500,000
and by year
$500,001-$1,000,000
$1.000,001-52,000,000
9%
$2,000,001-7,000,000
$7.000,000 or more
6%

MSU Center for Regional Food Systems
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" GROSS REVENUE OVERALL

Median revenue increased in 2017 overall; changes by category vary

Percentage .
Median
of Hubs >
Reporting Revenue
100%
Overall (n =113) $351,000

MSU Center for Regional Food Systems
”@MSUCRFS #FoodHubSurvey

Minimum/ Percentage Muliion Bovente® Minimum/
Maximum of Hubs (% change from 2015) Maximum
Revenue* Reporting 9 Revenue*
$5,000- 100% $489,000 < $1,000-
$96,000,000 (n=98) (+39%) $90,000,000



GROSS REVENUE BY YEARS

PN  Wodan  fnmum/ PSS yoganpevenset NN
Reporting Reae Revenue* Reporting Ch (N 20:5) Revenue*
By Years in Operation (n=113) (n=97)
o-2yers 3% /972000 \ gpionee 2% [ EERT | snsooo0o
6-10 years 20% $509,000 $Z,7056%(,)gc;o 32% 5‘??]49'%?0 ;7;:)'%%%‘0
11+ years 19% 51810000 / 92(7)’(5)%%'00 17% oy sgsciggg,gz)o

MSU Center for Regional Food Systems
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GROSS REVENUE BY LEGAL STRUCTURE

PSSt e M PSS e

Reporting Revenue* Reporting 9 Revenue*

By Legal Structure (n = 108) (n=94)*
For-profit 39% $1,020,000 $7$§g§ggéo 39% $E30.000 $9<o$(;§8860
. 5,000- 288,000 < $1,000-
NOnBrofi 36% $232.000 $1§,916,000 5% $<+24% $14:$633,000
Cooperative 25% $266,000 5956'%88%'00 18% 5(3ffé%g° sg,ss'?gc,)gc;o

MSU Center for Regional Food Systems
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GROSS REVENUE BY BUSINESS MODEL

Percentage Median
ROf Hul?:g Revenue*
By Business Model (n = 113)
Birect to 16% $197,000
consumer
Hybrid 53% $270,000
Wholesale 31% $1,077,000

MSU Center for Regional Food Systems
”@MSUCRFS #FoodHubSurvey

Minimum/
Maximum
Revenue*

$5,000-
$12,000,000

$7,000-
$16,527,000

$50,000-
$96,000,000

Percentage
of Hubs
Reporting

16%

46%

38%

Median Revenue*
(% change from 2015)

$670,000
(+240%)

$380,000
(+41%)

$728,000

Minimum/
Maximum
Revenue*

n=97)

< $1,000-
$7,500,000

< $1,000-
$14,000,000

$6,000-
$90,000,000



Average Percentage of Total Gross Average Percentage of Hubs Selling to

Sales by Customer Type Customer Types

17 ¢n=s58) [
Directto 207 ==
consumer 205" (1 =5) I Restaurants/Caterers/
2013* (n=5) I ="~ Bakeries/Corporate caterers

2017 (n=23) [
Large supermarkets or =
supercontars igg Eﬂ- ;31 | 30%] Direct to consumer*
n=21)

=11 e
Restaurants/Caterers/ 202 =10

76%

o
ol 2
[}
=)
R
=}
R

Bakeries/Corporate caterers 2015 (7=85) Colieges/Universities
2013 (1 = 46)
3w &
207 (n=37) T _ Corner stores, bodegas, or ® 2017 (n=102)
Distributors 2015 (n=29) MOepicoen iraeery Jlores = 2015 (n=107)
2015 (n1=19)
I W 2013(n=82)
2017 (n=36) A K-12 food service 3%

K-12 food service 2015 (n=33)
2013 (n = 28)

Corner stores, bodegas, 2017 (1 =38) [EEY

or small independent 2015 (= 56)
grocery stores 2013 (1= 31)

Distributors

Small local or regional
supermarket chains**

=
.

2017 (n=22) IES
Colleges/Universities 2015 (n=3) [IIEE
2013 (n=21) Large supermarkets

or supercenters
2017 (n=22) [EE3
Hospitals 2015 (n=21)
2013(n=17) Hospitals

A

2017 (n=22) B8
Food processors 2015 (n=14
p (n=14) Food processors 3%

2013 (1=12) -

207 (1=10) B3

Senior care®™ . =10) R Senior care***
2017 (n=10y B .
Pre-K food service 2015(n=7) Pre-K food service

o
al,
!!g Eg I
g
o
S
o ESE .
® |~
w
u (75
(%)
*x
W

2013 (1=5)
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GRANTS & PROFITABILITY

)
4
)
4
)
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Operating Expense Ratio (n = 78)

OER < 1.00 OER >1.00

OCER=1.00

Food Hub Reliance on Grant Funding

2007 (n=197)

2015 (n =111} 15% 40% 45%

2013 (n = 188) 7% 32% 5%

B Highly dependent B Somewhat dependent W Mot 2t 2ll dependent

MSU Center for Regional Food Systems

’@MSUCRFS
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TREND TOWARDS PROFITABILITY

Operating Expense Ratio by Years in Operation

S s 207

n Mean Median Range n Mean Median Range
All hubs 86 088 094 0.01-310 78 113 0.97 0.06-718
0-2 years 27 0.99 0.82 0.27-310 17 1.44 0.97 0.15-718
3-5 years 25 0.89 0.98 0.18-1.53 23 116 0.99 0.16-5.41
6-10 years 17 0.83 094 0.01-1.50 25 1.03 0.92 0.15-6.67
11-15 years 4 1.00 0.99 0.96-1.06 5 114 0.99 0.84-1.57
16-20 years 4 0.77 0.95 0.17-0.99 2 0.57 0.57 not reported
21+ years 9 0.66 0.83 0.04-1.00 6 0.71 0.77 0.06-1.01

MSU Center for Regional Food Systems
’@MSUCRFS #FoodHubSurvey



OER OVER TIME

Operating Expense Ratio by Year for Same Hubs

Hubs with OER
for Two Years n Mean Medlan Range
0.76 0.90 016-1.45
2 0.80 0.83 0.09-1.50
Hubs with OER
for Three Years n Mean Medlan Range
0.82 0.99 0.19-1.45
9 0.91 116 0.04-1.50
1.04 1.00 0.11-1.85

MSU Center for Regional Food Systems
’@MSUCRFS #FoodHubSurvey



CAPITAL TO BEGIN OPERATIONS

Primary Revenue
Sources to Begin
Food Hub
Operations for New
Hubs (Less Than 2
Years Old)

)
4
)
4
)
D

MSU Center for Regional Food Systems
”@MSUCRFS #FoodHubSurvey

Federal government
funding

Foundation grants

State government
funding

Donations from individuals

in-kind support

Income from other programs
of the organization

Organization's and/or
founders' own capital

Donations from
organizations

Private investors

Business loans

Membership fees

38%

26%

47%

24%
%

3

N

%

42%

el

20%

47%

3

16%



VALUES AND MISSION
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Free Cornmunyty Sine

Photo by Randall Davis, KVCC ValleyHUB, Kalamazoo, Ml
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HUBS SOURCE AND SELL LOCALLY

On the invoice or other paperwork given to the customer (n =123) Dl Stan ce frO m h u b
64% . .
where the majority of
On the packaging or box containing multiple units of product (n =119) customers are
48% 40% 12% |0 Cated

On the product itself or the product’s individual packaging (n =123)

45% 44%

Only obtained by contacting the food hub (n =110)
8% 16% 76%

= All products B Some products B No products

Proportion of hubs
using processes to
communicate
product origin

MSU Center for Regional Food Systems
”@MSUCRFS #FoodHubSurvey




Percentage of Hubs
With Missions
Related to Select
Nonfinancial Goals

MSU Center for Regional Food Systems
% @VSUCRFS  #FoodHubSurvey




