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Gleaning from New York State Farms to Benefit the Hungry:
Overview and Recommendations

Executive Summary

The following report was designed to consider the needs, liability and logistics of New York State
farmers. Farmers expressed an interest in seeing an increase in unsalable food from the farm donated
directly to hunger relief agencies. Some recent projects and research focused on the benefits of farm
gleaning efforts to the hungry, but tended to overlook the benefits and risks—especially liability for the
farmer.

Additionally, we wanted to explore the role of Cornell Cooperative Extension, focusing on
county associations with gleaning initiatives that include past, present, and future possibilities.

This project is an inventory (by no means comprehensive) of existing and recent farm gleaning
efforts in New York State, as well as an exploration of what works and what needs tweaking.

Among our top findings is strong interest in expanding existing gleaning efforts. This interest
comes from many sectors: farmers, hunger relief agencies, agricultural advocates, and so on. A few
major limiting factors are: increasing knowledge about gleaning as an option, how to access gleaning
programs, and suitable logistics for a successful gleaning effort. Among these logistical concerns: getting
food to those that need it most in an economically viable manner, ensuring food safety, minimizing
liability (especially for farmers), and preventing farmers from incurring additional expense.

The study also found that farmer liability, especially in allowing volunteer harvesters on private
property, may be greater than many assumed. More examination is needed into the Emerson Good
Samaritan Law. Increasingly, farmers seem interested in gleaning options that would allow for
reimbursement of their own workers’ time, or processing time, after donation of the food.

This report discusses several possible roles for Cornell Cooperative Extension, including serving
as a “matchmaker” to bring together farmers and food banks promotion of gleaning opportunities, and
nutrition and agriculture education. Cooperative Extension may also play a vital role in answering
several research questions, such as determining the amount of food left unharvested, or unsold, per
year; studying the relationship between processing plant capacity in New York State and food donation;
and more.

Next steps for a farm gleaning effort in New York State likely include bringing together
stakeholders for program development and priority-setting, securing funding for a project that allows
for an expansion of food donations in New York State, as well as developing educational materials,
promotion, and research issues.
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1. Why This Report?

This report was inspired by New York State farmers who were interested in seeing an increase in

donations of unsalable farm food to the hungry but wanted to better understand farm gleaning. Recent
projects and research focus on the benefits of farm gleaning efforts to the hungry but tend to overlook
the benefits and risks, especially liability for the farmer.
This project is an inventory of existing and recent farm gleaning efforts in New York State, as well as an
exploration of what works and what needs tweaking. The project is a collaborative effort of the Cornell
University Agricultural Experiment Station, New York State Agricultural Experiment Station, and Cornell
Cooperative Extension.

2. Hunger and Food Pantry Use

The United States has long been known as a land of plenty—and paradoxically, a nation where
hunger continues to plague the population. The United States Department of Agriculture estimated in
2009 that 14.7 percent of the population, or 17.4 million households, were “food insecure,” or “were, at
times, uncertain of having, or unable to acquire, enough food for all of the household members because
they had insufficient money and other resources for food,” (Nord, et al. 4).

Approximately one-third of food insecure households are classified by USDA as “very low food
security.” 6.8 million households, or 5.7 percent of all U.S. households, experienced a range of food
insecurity “in which the food intake of some household members was reduced and normal eating
patterns were disrupted due to limited resources” (Nord, et al. iii).

National rates of food insecurity in 2009 were largely unchanged since 2008 and were the highest since
1995, when the government began tracking the data (Nord, et al. i).

New York State residents experience food insecurity at a somewhat lesser rate than the national
average. The USDA estimated in 2009 that 12.9 percent of New York State households were food
insecure; 5.1 percent of those households were classified as very low food security (Coleman-Jensen 7).

More than 50 percent of households that received Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program
food stamps, or free or reduced-price school lunches were classified as food insecure; 49 percent
participated in the Women Infants and Children program, which provides specific food items for
pregnant women and children age birth to five years old (Nord, et al. 32).

“Typically, households classified as having very low food security experienced the condition in seven
months of the year, for a few days in each of those months” (Nord et al. iv).

Many of the households that turn to food pantries seem to be filling short-gaps in government and
public service safety net programs; the majority seem to be looking to food pantries to alleviate short-
term hunger emergencies.

“About 72 percent of households that obtained emergency food from community pantries were
food insecure, and 39 percent had very low food security” (Nord, et al. 32).
Nationally, 5.6 million households, or 4.8 percent of the U.S. population, “obtained emergency food
from food pantries one or more times during the (year). A smaller number—625,000 households (.5
percent)—had members who ate one or more meals at an emergency kitchen” (Nord et al. 34).3
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The eight regional food banks that comprise the Food Bank Association of New York State
distribute food to 5,000 local food pantries, emergency food kitchens, low-income senior nutrition
programs, and other hunger relief agencies. These efforts feed more than 3 million people annually,
according to the Food Bank Association of New York State.

The 3 million meals served through the Food Bank Association of New York State does not reflect the
total number of meals served via food pantries and similar organizations because a smaller number of
local food pantries receive food from sources other than the regional food banks. These sources include
local churches, community groups, and food drives.

3. How Much Food Goes to Waste?

Food losses—that is, edible food that does not make it the hands of hungry people—occur
throughout the supply and marketing chains from farm to consumer, whether on the farm, in
distribution, during food processing and manufacture, at the retail and foodservice level, or at home, by
consumers themselves.

The United Nation’s Food and Agriculture Organization estimated in 2011 that 1.3 billion tons, or one-
third of all food produced for human consumption, is wasted globally throughout the food supply chain
(Gustavsson, et al. 4).

Even without firm numbers on how much food is lost at the farm, most experts seem to agree
that a far greater amount of food is wasted as it moves up the marketing chain.
The United Nations estimated that in North America and Oceania (Australia and surrounding islands) per
capita food loss from production to retail is 280-300 kg/year, and per capita food loss by consumers is
95-115 kg/year.
“In industrialized countries, more than 40 percent of food losses occur at the retail and consumer
levels,” (Gustavsson, et al. 5).

In 1995, the USDA Economic Research Service estimated that “about 96 billion pounds, or 27
percent of the 356 billion pounds of the edible food available for human consumption in the United
States, were lost to human use” (Scott Kanter, et al. 4) at the retailer, food service, and consumer
marketing stages.

Two-thirds of lost/wasted food was fresh fruits and vegetables, milk, grain products, and
sweeteners, including sugar and corn syrup (Scott Kanter, et al. 4). (The USDA reported that not all food
lost was recoverable for human consumption.)

As food leaves the farm, it is subject to loss due to insect infestations, mold, spoilage, improper
transportation, trimming in processing, and much more. Losses in food processing and manufacturing
seem to be on the decline as processors develop new food products, or foster new revenue streams
through composting, livestock feed, an industrial uses of edible products.

Food losses at the consumer level include food lost during meal preparation, cooking, food not
consumed by its expiration date, spoilage, and plate waste.

4. Food Waste at the Farm Level

It’s important to include in any discussion of farm gleaning that not all of the food that does not
make it to the food supply chain is necessarily considered a loss at the farm level. 4
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Some farmers leave unharvested crops in the field to decompose and add organic matter back
to the soil.

In fact, some crops, called cover crops, are grown not to be harvested, but to suppress weeds,
add organic matter or nutrients to the soil, reduce erosion, reduce insect occurrence in fields, and more.
Generally, cover crops are not varieties suitable for human consumption, but they can be wheat, rye,
buckwheat, and others.

Another loss of food entering the supply chain that farmers may deem justifiable is food feed to
livestock or even sold for livestock feed, albeit generally at prices below those of food-grade wholesale
or retail. (In this case, much of the grains, produce, dairy, etc. feed to livestock eventually will make its
way to the human food supply in the form of meat and dairy.)

How much food goes to waste at the farm level? It’s difficult to know with certainty.

A 1997 report by the USDA Economic Research Service stated that “each year an average 7
percent of U.S. planted acreage was not harvested” (Scott Kantor, et al. 4).
The report concluded that the majority of unharvested acres were damaged by storms, including
freezing and hurricanes, and that “most of these commodities are not recoverable for human use”
(Scott Kantor, et al. 4).

A small percentage of unharvested crops may be fit for human consumption but left in fields
because of a lack of a market for the crop, cosmetic blemishes, mechanical harvesting that leaves
behind some crop, or other factors.

It is worth noting that even a small percentage of unharvested crops could equal thousands, or
millions, of tons of food, in some years.

Determining the amount of food not harvested each year is difficult, in part, because
government data tracks the principal crops by state, leaving many secondary-value food items untrack—
especially fruit and vegetables. Additionally, government data often does not distinguish among crops
grown for food versus fuel, livestock feed, or other uses.

5. Gleaning and Farm Food Recovery

Gleaning is an ancient concept, thought to date to Old Testament times, and carried through the
medieval feudal system, when farmers and large landowners were encouraged or required by law to
allow the poor to gather crops in the field after the harvest.

In contemporary times, gleaning generally refers to volunteers collecting food from fields and donating
the goods to food banks or pantries that service the poor. The gleaned food may be left behind because
of mechanical harvesting losses, cosmetic blemishes to the produce, lack of markets for the crops, and
other reasons.

Gleaning in modern times may also refer to farm-food donations out of farmers’ packing lines
and storage houses.

Farmers in New York State donated 3.65 million pounds to food banks in 2009, according to

American Farm Bureau, which tracks food donations through its Harvest for All program. (New York
State leads the nation in farm donations to food banks, according to Farm Bureau.)5
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The 3.65 million pounds of food donated from farms in New York State includes beef, venison,
eggs, dairy, and produce. The vast majority of donations, however, are fruits and vegetables, said Peter
Ricardo, food procurement director for the Food Bank of Central New York.

Although the food banks do not keep statistics on exactly what is donated, Ricardo said, the
majority of produce donated is comprised of apples, onions, potatoes, and cabbage, with lesser
guantities of tomatoes, sweet corn, summer squash, winter squash, and other items.

Farm gleaning is traditionally viewed as field gleaning, but, increasingly in New York State the gleaning
that does occur at the farm level comes off packing lines and storage houses.

“Generally the produce that is donated to us has been harvested but not sold. It may come right from
the packing line or from cold storage,” said Joanne Dwyer, Director of Food Industry Relations.

New York farmers do donate directly from the fields, and donation efforts have taken on a
variety of different forms, as will be described later in this report.

The food bank directors interviewed for this effort reported their organizations looked to New
York farmers as sources of food for donation because the food is locally grown, farmers are perceived to
be community-minded, and New York lacks the food processing and manufacturing facilities that are
sources of donations in other states (Ricardo).
Food bank directors said there are obstacles to overcome in gathering donations from the farm, as will
be discussed later, but that farms remain an attractive source of food for serving the needy.

“We have got to go to the source to get food donations. The more money that is invested in the
product (as it moves through the supply chain), the harder it is to get it donated,” Ricardo noted.

6. Food Bank Food Sources

New York State is home to eight regional food banks organized through the Food Bank Association of
New York State. The food banks are: Food Bank of Central New York (Syracuse), Food Bank for New York
City, Regional Food Bank of Northeastern New York (Albany), Food Bank of the Southern Tier (Elmira),
Food Bank for Westchester (Millbrook), Food Bank of Western New York (Buffalo), Food Link
(Rochester), and Long Island Cares (Hauppauge).

The Food Bank Association of New York State is associated with the nationwide Feeding America.
Together the eight regional New York food banks distribute food to 5,000 local food pantries,
emergency food kitchens, low-income senior nutrition programs, and other hunger relief agencies.
These efforts feed more than 3 million people annually, according to the Food Bank Association of New
York State.6
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Food banks typically receive food donations from grocery stores, food manufacturers, wholesale
brokers and distributors, and the government, with lesser quantities of food coming directly from
individual and group efforts such as local food drives.

A quantity of food donated to New York’s food banks comes directly from farms.
For example, the Central New York Food Bank receives 11.5 million pounds of food annually, 300,000
pounds of which comes from farms (Ricardo).

For operating expenses and to purchase food not donated, food banks rely on state, federal and
private grants. New York State funding sources include Hunger Prevention and Nutrition Assistance
Program, as well as other programs of the New York State Department of Health. Examples of federal
funding streams include Community Development Block Grants, Federal Emergency Management
Agency, Community Food and Nutrition Program, and the Emergency Food Assistance Program.
Additionally, food banks receive monetary donations from individuals, churches, community groups, and
others.

Food banks have some funds to purchase food they cannot get in donations. Occasionally, New
York food banks are able to buy locally from area farms, directors said, but they are obligated to buy
from the lowest-price seller, which typically means wholesale brokers.
Increasingly, U.S. food banks are the recipients of food donations with limited nutritional value,
including soda, candy, cakes, and more (Farmer). Many food banks feel obligated to accept the
donations, out of fear major donors, including grocery stores, will cut them off from all donations
(Farmer).

The Food Bank of Central New York is one food bank that has decided to go against the trend
and reject food with little or no nutritional value.

“We don’t feel we need to pass on the cheapest—the white flour processed baked goods or
high-fructose sweetened drinks,” Ricardo said. “We aren’t the food police. We aren’t telling people what
to eat. We are trying to do the most we can with our resources, to supply people with food they cannot
afford, compared to a box of nutrient-deficient snack food.”

The decrease in healthy food donations is one more reason food banks are interested in obtaining fresh
produce and whole foods from farms.

7. New York State Gleaning Projects

The following projects are examples of recent and current farm gleaning projects in New York
State. This is by no means a comprehensive list of all efforts but is intended to provide a snapshot of the
types, size and scope of projects.

Additionally, these examples focus on agency-driven gleaning efforts. An unknown number of
farmers decide to donate on their own each year. Previous studies, including those by USDA, suggest the
greatest chance for sustainable gleaning efforts involve community partnerships.

A. Harvest for All/Farm Bureau: Harvest for All is a nationwide Farm Bureau effort to encourage farmers

to donate food. It has been particularly embraced by New York Farm Bureau; New Yorkers have led the
nation in donations for the past three years.7
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Farm Bureau’s role is to promote the program to its farmers members through newsletters and
meetings.

“We try to help get the message out,” said Patti Dugan, deputy director of member relations for
New York Farm Bureau. “We encourage farmers to consider donating and working with the food banks.”

American Farm Bureau also runs a contest that awards the top donation-getting state with a
$3,000 grant that goes to the food bank of the state’s choice. Award winners are announced at the
national annual meeting.

B. Food Bank of Central New York: The food bank receives 300,000 pounds of from-the-farm goods,
mostly produce, but also venison, beef, dairy, and more (Ricardo).

The vast majority of donated produce is apples, cabbage, onions, and potatoes, with lesser
amounts of tomatoes and other items. The Food Bank of Central New York will pick up donations at the
farm, especially if the quantity is a field box or more and the farm is on the food bank’s delivery and
procurement route.

Smaller-quantity farm or garden donations can be picked up by or delivered to local food
pantries if the farmer makes arrangements.

Increasingly, the Food Bank of Central New York has sought opportunities to pay the farmers’
harvesting crews; even one day of work can yield significantly more produce than volunteers do, Ricardo
said, without requiring food bank staff oversight and farmer liability.

“The efficiency is about 10 times greater because that’s what these pickers do. They know how,” he
said. “We are sensitive to the idea that farmers are not taking $0. The farmer is donating the produce,
but not the packaging, distribution, and labor.”

The food bank has also received grants to reimburse farmers for packages such as onion and
potato bags. This year, the food bank unveils its own fleet of three-dozen field boxes, stamped with
“Food Bank of Central New York,” so farmers don’t have to use theirs (which the food bank returns to
the farm).

Eight farms per year take advantage of the labor-reimbursement program, Ricardo said. Costs
average 5 cents per pound of donated food.

Occasionally, the food bank cannot take farm donations, especially if the farm is too far away from the
food bank or provides undistributable food—rotten food or too much of a certain food to distribute or
store.

“We hope the growers understand who we are and what we do,” Ricardo said. “Is it a fit, or not?
We're a business, too. We have to be good stewards with our budget. If we have to say noto a
donation, it doesn’t mean we don’t want produce. It means there aren’t efficiencies there.”

C. Food Bank of the Southern Tier: The food bank has received donations of apples, onions, and
potatoes from farmers, reported Knowles. Lesser quantities of farm donations were summer squash and
green beans.

8
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“We have attempted a couple of gleaning projects, but we don’t do a lot of it. The labor is tricky.
It's something we would like to do more of,” Knowles said.

The Food Bank of the Southern Tier reached out to farms through Cornell Cooperative Extension
and visits to farmers markets.

Larger donations, such as 1,000 pounds of produce, can be picked up at the farm, especially if
the farm is on the food bank’s regular procurement and delivery route. Farmers can make arrangements
to bring smaller donations to the food bank or local food pantries, Knowles said.

D. Food Bank of Northeastern New York: The Food Bank of Northeastern New York receives donations
of apples, winter squash, potatoes and more from farmers annually, totaling 1.2 million pounds of food.

Most donations come in between June and October.
“It all depends on the season and the market,” Dwyer said.

Farmers are increasingly reluctant to allow volunteer pickers on the farm out of liability and
concerns about damage to property, such as fruit trees. The food bank has become interested in
projects that use farmers’ own professional harvesting crews.

A small grant from a private foundation recently allowed the food bank to reimburse farmers for
the labor in harvesting produce, especially apples, for donation.

“In a situation where we can pay real pickers, not volunteers, and where we can cover farmers’
labor, we can make these efforts work. We can recover food that can be used by the food bank,” Dwyer
said. “Paid professional pickers get a lot done. They know what they are doing.”

E. Society of St. Andrew: Founded in 1978, the Society of St. Andrew is thought to be the largest
nationwide network of farm field gleaners. The program is funded through individual, church, and
corporate donations. New York’s program may be smaller than other state’s efforts.

New York gleaners, largely recruited from churches, harvest food from six farms each year,
including 15 tons of winter squash and 14,000 pounds apples, according to volunteer coordinator John
Conklin.

Occasionally, the group also receives donations of onions from cold storage.
The farms that donate generally are affiliated with churches that promote gleaning, Conklin said. All
volunteers sign a disclaimer agreeing to hold donor farms harmless in the event of injury.
“Farmers are not sitting out there waiting to call about gleaning. They have liability concerns and if they
aren’t religious, they don’t always understand the concept of gleaning,” Conklin said. “But farmers get a
lot of satisfaction from donating something that may have rotted in the field.” 9
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F. Chautauqua County Rural Ministry: Since 1999, the Chautauqua County Rural Ministry has gleaned
and distributed 250,000 pounds of food from farm fields. Based in Dunkirk, the group receives funding
from donations, and private and government grants.

“Funding fluctuates, so the gleaning program takes on different forms,” said Josh Curry-Dastcome,
project coordinator for Chautauqua County Rural Ministry. The group recruits volunteer gleaners
through local churches but has used interns and people enrolled in social services workforce reentry
programs.

Annual donations run approximately 8,000 pounds, Curry-Dastcome said. He said, “The size of
the crop dictates the size of the donations.”

The gleaning efforts have included harvesting from the field and picking up harvested goods at
the farm. Top donations include sweet corn, winter squash, potatoes, zucchini, and tomatoes.

Over the years, the group has created a database of potential farm donors, created by word-of-
mouth promotion and cold-calling farmers.
Lack of funding for gleaning efforts and farmer reluctance to allow volunteers in the field are limiting
factors, Curry-Dastcome said.

G. Cornell Cooperative Extension: To complete this project, we reached out to county offices of Cornell
Cooperative Extension to determine how many offices were involved in gleaning, and the extent of their
involvement. Eighteen counties responded, 14 of which have, or recently had, some form of a gleaning
project.

i. Cayuga: The Master Gardener program has taken the lead in gleaning efforts in Cayuga County,
including maintaining community gardens through a BOCES vocational school and a residential home for
the elderly. The Master Gardeners raise the funds for seeds, soil, raised beds, and more. Food is donated
to local pantries.

Additionally, the association has promoted the Venison Donation Coalition program and
encouraged farmers-market vendors to donate unsold produce (Ververs).

ii. Dutchess: Working with the Community Food Security Committee of Dutchess County, the Extension
office participated in a farm gleaning project from 2003-2007. The Extension office recruited volunteers
from its own programs, as well as Girl Scouts, Boy Scouts, and other programs. Gleaners gathered as
much as 5,800 pounds of food per year, according to Christine Sergent, family and consumer education
program leader.

Cooperative Extension played a key role in recruiting farmers they knew, said Linda Keech,

executive director. CCE Dutchess also worked with farmers to provide a training session for volunteers
new to farm work.10
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The association discontinued the gleaning effort over liability concerns about bringing
volunteers onto farmland and food safety. Today, the association runs a garden that donates produce to
the hungry.

iii. Essex: The CCE Essex association has a promotional role in gleaning. They have successfully
encouraged area farmers to donate to the Meals on Wheels program, which provides low-cost meals to
the homebound (Deming).

iv. Jefferson: The association has a promotional role in gleaning efforts, working with two donor farms
as well as two community gardens—one at a church and the other at a low-income senior housing
complex (Root).

The association’s Master Gardener program also has a demonstration garden funded through a
plant sale. Approximately 100 pounds of produce is donated annually (Root).

v. Madison: The association has promoted gleaning, including at least one church garden that donates
produce for a local food pantry. The association recently applied for grant funding for a project to
encourage farmer-food pantry relations (Baase).

vi. Monroe: The association has approached farmers about gleaning but found farmers were reluctant to
allow volunteer pickers on the farm. Some farmers donate produce picked by their own professional
crews (Nelson).

vii. New York: Through its MarketMaker program, the association has provided five trainings that
reached 600 faith-based organizations; education was focused on forging farmer-agency connections
and teaching aid groups how to access farmers and fresh produce (Cho).

viii. Niagara: The association will soon be starting a Creating Healthy Places grant-funded project that
includes a gleaning component (Lovejoy Maloney).

ix. Orange: Cornell Cooperative Extension of Orange County operates perhaps the largest farm-gleaning
project among the New York Cooperative Extension associations. The program started in 2003, funded
through the Hunger Prevention and Nutrition Assistance Program, a grant program of the New York
State Department of Health, and Vitagrant.

The association operates a refrigerated truck and recruits 400 volunteers annually for gleaning
efforts (Joyce). Since 2006, the association has collected 621,977 pounds of produce and 6,188 pounds
of meat (Joyce).

The association is also collaborating with Feeding America as a pilot site for a new toll-free,
nationwide hotline designed to make it easier for farmers to locate local food pantry, food bank, and
donation programs (Ullrich). The hotline is slated to start in fall 2011.

X. Rockland: The association’s Master Gardeners distribute seed packets and gardening kits funded
through the Garden Writers Association’s Plant a Row program. They encourage farmers and gardeners
to donate produce and hold gardening workshops. In 2010, the effort donated 3,200 pounds of produce
(Cooke).11
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xi. Schuyler: Cornell Cooperative Extension of Schuyler County encourages farmers to donate to the
area food bank. At least one apple farm donated (Chedzoy).
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xii. St. Lawrence: The association hosts a demonstration high tunnel, staffed by interns from local
colleges; produce is grown for Cooperative Extension outreach efforts, including 4-H camp, food
preservation demonstrations, and more (Chambers). Raised beds were built by inmates at a correctional
facility.

xiii. Ulster: Nutrition educators pickup produce at a local farm and distribute the food to participants in
low-income nutrition education efforts, including healthy cooking techniques (Greenwald).

Additionally, the Master Gardeners promote the Plant A Row program through mailings, appearances at
fairs and farmers markets, and gardening workshops.

CCE Ulster also promotes gleaning. At least one 4-H club, a community garden, and an apple farmer
donate produce (Crawford).

xiv. Yates: CCE Yates encourages farmers to donate produce and promotes the Venison Donation
program. At least two farmers donated produce (Landre).

8. Farmer Concerns About Gleaning

There are numerous logistical conditions to a successful farm gleaning effort. These include
funding, nonprofit liability, limited time in securing and distributing perishable food, food bank
knowledge of farmers and how to reach out to them, and so on. Often overlooked are the concerns of
farmers themselves.

Farmer concerns included lack of knowledge about how to donate and donation requirements, including
food safety protocols, packaging, etc.

A. Farm Liability: The top concern of farmers seems to be in understanding how much liability the
farmer is assuming in allowing volunteer gleaners on the farm or donating food for the hungry. This is an
area that requires more study, but it seems clear that farmers are assuming some liability, despite
efforts by nonprofit groups, including hold harmless agreements, etc.

For example, in instances where county offices of Cornell Cooperative Extension organize
volunteer gleaners on privately owned farms, liability in the event a volunteer is injured would first fall
to the injured party. In the event he or she does not have adequate insurance, liability moves to the
farm, then to Cooperative Extension (Fleming). Cornell Cooperative Extension requires farms to provide
a certificate of insurance (Fleming).

“Farmers are at risk having volunteers on the farm,” said Kimberly Fleming, a professional development
specialist with Cornell Cooperative Extension. 12

Each farmer’s insurance policy may limit volunteers or visitors on the farm or place limitations
on who can use hand tools, power equipment, work in the vicinity of animals or chemicals, and so on.
For more on food safety liability, see Section 9.
B. Theft and Damage to Farm Property: Farmers also seemed concerned about theft and damage to
personal property, including volunteers trampling crops, damaging fruit trees and bushes, and more.

Food banks with experience organizing farm-gleaning efforts reported that there was a strong
need to supervise volunteer gleaners, including children, as they are generally not knowledgeable about
farms and typically require training in how to harvest. There were some reports that food went home
with the volunteers and never made it to the food bank.
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“There has been a lot of bad history with volunteer gleaners. People sometimes thought a farmer had
free produce every year,” Ricardo said.

Melissa Knowles, food-sourcing manager for the Food Bank of the Southern Tier, recalled a
gleaning project at an apple farm where the food bank was not invited back due to the number of
unsupervised children who came with the volunteers.

“They didn’t want children stomping all over the place,” she said.

C. Cost to Farm: Additionally, farmers seem concerned about the loss of their own time and money
(often on top of the lost revenue in the donated crop) implicit in many gleaning efforts. Farmers and
their paid staff may feel compelled to be on site or assist in gleaning efforts, drawing their time away
from others endeavors.

Almost all of the food bank and nonprofit organizations interviewed in this study reported that
they promoted gleaning to farmers in part through the use of federal tax incentives: that is, farmers that
donate may be eligible for tax breaks based on the value of their food donations.

In fact, such tax incentives for farmers seem to be exaggerated.

“Generally, a contribution is limited to the income tax basis of the property being donated. So
those that raise ... food would have no deduction for the contribution because the expenses of raising
the food have been included on the tax return,” said Joseph Bennett, a CPA, and tax specialist with the
Cornell University Dyson School of Applied Economics and Management.

In other words, because the expenses of farming are already tax deductible to the farm
business, deducting a donation might be viewed as “double-dipping” to the Internal Revenue Service.

Over the years, the government has passed enhancement taxes that allow farmers to deduct
farm-raised food as both a business expense and charitable contribution. Most recently, an
enhancement tax for food donations was passed following the destruction of 13 Hurricane Katrina in
2005 but was not renewed in subsequent years (Bennett). That legislation allowed for deductions of
property basis plus 50 percent.

Farmers that did not deduct the expenses of raising the crop but wished to deduct for charitable
contributions would be limited to deductions only when the contributed value exceeds 20 percent, but
not more than 50 percent, of adjusted gross income—meaning farmers that contribute smaller amount
of food generally are not eligible for charitable tax deductions, according to IRS Publication 526.

D. Efficiency: Because much of farm donated goods are highly perishable, there is generally a short
window in which gleaning or other donation efforts need to be accomplished. Additionally, as farmers or
farm workers may be pulled away from other tasks to assist in gleaning efforts, there is pressure to
glean efficiently.

Unfortunately, volunteer gleaners are generally not efficient workers. They may have limited or

no experience being on a farm and do not know how to harvest. Volunteers may require training by the
farmer.
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Some with experience in farm gleaning projects reported that the volunteers may be
uncomfortable working in farm conditions, especially heat and rain. Others said volunteers are always
motivated workers.

“They are out there to help and feel good. They aren’t necessarily motivated to work hard,”
Dwyer said.

Farmers and food bank directors that were interviewed reported they are interested in farm
gleaning efforts that use paid workers, especially the farm’s own crew, rather than volunteers.

9. Good Samaritan Law

The Bill Emerson Good Samaritan Act, passed in 1996, is federal law that “promotes food
recovery by limiting the liability of donors to instances of gross negligence or intentional misconduct”
(Waste 21).

The law seems to protect donors from unintentional liability related to food safety, including the
“nature, age, packaging, or condition of apparently wholesome food” (Waste 21).
The law has been understood to protect farmers from general liability, although it’s unclear how the law
interacts with insurance policies. Additional research on the subject is required.

“The Act also protects farmers who allow gleaners on their land” (Waste 21). However, the law
cannot stop anyone who is injured from suing a farmer: “Anyone can file a lawsuit against anyone else.
The ‘Good Samaritan’ laws just set some guidance for who would win such a lawsuit” (Citizen’s).

10. AmeriCorps Gleaners

Although New York does not have direct experience using AmeriCorps workers as farm gleaners,
an AmeriCorps initiative from several years ago may offer a template.14
AmeriCorps is a national, federally supported program that provides funding to nonprofit agencies to
hire workers to provide “national service to address critical community needs in education, public
safety, health and the environment.” Workers receive an education stipend and or living allowance,
health care benefits, and child care assistance. Sometimes billed as the “domestic Peace Corps,”
AmeriCorps was founded in 1993 under President Bill Clinton.

Each year, AmeriCorps offers employment to 75,000 people, according to its website.
In 1996, the United States Department of Agriculture initiated the “Summer of Gleaning,” in which
AmeriCorps workers at 22 sites in 20 states organized farm gleaning efforts. The programs were
administered by USDA Rural Development, Farm Service Agency, and Cooperative Extension
associations.

The programs worked on an aggregator model in which 88 AmeriCorps workers recruited 1,600

non-compensated volunteers (USDA). The bulk of the gleaning occurred on farms, but some donations
efforts took place at restaurants, bakeries, etc.
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USDA reported that the 22 gleaning programs established in 1996 were still taking place in 1999
without AmeriCorps assistance.

AmeriCorps workers in New York have collected food for donation at grocery stores and
participated in farm-to-school projects, said Jack Salo, director of the Rural Health Network of South
Central New York. Salo has supervised AmeriCorps workers for more than a decade.

AmeriCorps provides general liability insurance, but the host site for the project work would be
the first insurer, Salo said.

“There would always be an intermediary between the farmer and the AmeriCorps workers,”
Salo said.

AmeriCorps does provide workers compensation for its workers, which many volunteers would
not have. Paid workers may be more committed to the project.

11. Requirements to donate

Often, food banks can pickup donations at the farm, especially if the quantity is field-box size or
larger and the farm is near a regular food bank delivery and procurement route.
Smaller-quantity, farm or garden-size, donations can be picked up by or delivered to local food pantries
if the farmer makes arrangements.

None of the food banks interviewed for this study required Good Agricultural Practices
certification. Good Agricultural Practices, or GAPS, are standard for how fresh produce is handled at the
farm level. In recent years, grocery stores, wholesale brokers, food processors, and other large scale
buyers have required GAPS compliance from farms.

Likewise, none of the food banks interviewed for this study placed restrictions on farm production
practices, such as fertilizer or pesticide use.
Food bank directors seemed contented that food originally intended for sale was fit for consumption. 15

Some food banks prefer food donations to come packaged, sized and weighted; check with local
organizations for their requirements.

Food banks do not want rotten food, but may accept a large donation, such as a trailer load, if
the farmer discloses that a small percentage of the donation, say 10 percent, was spoiled. Food banks
need to be able to determine if the value of the donation outweighs the cost of sorting through
damaged goods (Ricardo).

Food banks are required to meet all health standards and laws related to the distribution and
storage of food, such as the refrigeration or freezing of meat, dairy, and eggs.

12. Venison for Donation
An established gleaning program in New York State that may offer a template for other projects

is the Venison Donation Coalition. A nonprofit coalition of hunters, farmers, state environmental
conservationists, federal natural resource conservation specialists, and food banks coordinates the
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donation of legally hunted venison meat to food pantries and the needy around the state.

Hunters donate the meat. Meat processors are reimbursed for their costs in animal slaughter
and packaging. Food banks pickup the packaged meat along their trucking route of taking food from
regional warehouses to the thousands of smaller food pantries around New York.

Since forming in 1999, the Venison Donation Coalition has facilitated the donation of 337.5 tons
of meat to New York food banks, according to its website.

“Venison is a nutritional red meat. It’s low in fat, and people said, ‘why aren’t we doing more with it?"”
recalled Richard Winnett, a recently retired coordinator with the Finger Lakes Resource Conservation
and Development Council. “The RC&D councils were the catalyst that got the program going. The food
banks wanted to see the program.”

RC&D councils are nonprofit entities established by the USDA Natural Resource Conservation
Service, which provided a federal conservationist to serve as coordinator, as well as funding for
administrative costs. New York has eight regional councils that worked on agricultural and rural
conservation and economic development projects.

The RC&D councils helped promote the venison donation program and played a critical
administrative role in bookkeeping and administering program funds, especially through the Federation
of New York State RC&D Councils, and the Finger Lakes RC&D and Central New York RC&D councils.

In the summer of 2011, federal funding to the RC&D program was eliminated nationwide. Each
council maintains separate nonprofit status and is currently grappling with next steps, including seeking
alternative funding, combining with another organization, or dissolving.

Winnett said the Venison Donation Coalition program has funds to continue for several more years.

To participate in the Venison Donation Coalition program, hunters call the toll-free phone
number, 1-866-862-3347. Hunters must check in with the Coalition before taking a carcass to a 16
processor and must deliver the animal to a processing facility that has been approved by the Coalition.

Donated venison must be properly field dressed and processed at a state-licensed deer
processing facility; all donations must be packaged and labeled with the following information: a
statement of “not for sale,” the type of meat (venison), the license number of the hunter, the carcass
number of the deer, the name and address of the processor, and date of processing.

To keep processing costs low, deer are generally processed entirely into ground or stew meat in
1-2 pound packages. Occasionally 5-10 pound packages of meat may be assembled for soup kitchens
and other volume users.

The Venison Donation Coalition does not offer statistics on the number of deer donated by
sportsmen versus farm owners. However, it is clear that the Venison Donation program has targeted the
farm community for donations, especially through relationships with agricultural service organizations
that provide promotion, including state and county Farm Bureau, Cornell Cooperative Extension, USDA
Farm Service Agency, USDA Natural Resource Conservation Service, and others.

Farmers are strategic partners as they tend to own large tracts of rural land where deer live.
Additionally, farmers may obtain nuisance hunting permits which allow for killing animals that threaten
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crops.

The majority of donated venison comes into food banks in autumn, which suggests most of the
deer are caught during the regular hunting season. Some venison is donated during the summer, which
suggests those animals are caught with nuisance permits, Winnett said.

An additional logistical hurdle to donating deer outside of the standard hunting season is that many
custom meat processors operate their businesses seasonally or may process deer in the fall and switch
to livestock during other times of the year.

Running the Venison Donation program requires approximately $125,000 per year, Winnett
estimated. The Coalition reported that it spent $105,000 on processing in 2008 alone.

From 2003-2008, the venison donation project was supported by a $500,000 grant from the
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation. The grant funds paid for meat processing
and packaging costs, and some program promotion. The grant was contingent upon a match of time
from Resource Conservation and Development coordinators.

In 2009, New York started the DECALS program, in which hunters were encouraged to donate $1
to the donation program at the time they paid for a hunting license. The DECALS effort has not proved
as fruitful as expected.

Winnett reported the DECALS program brought in $25,000 in its first year, when 500,000 licenses were
purchased. To keep the Venison Donation Coalition going, cash donations came in from hunting clubs,
county Farm Bureaus, and other organizations. In some cases, food banks also paid for venison
processing.

Starting in fall 2011 the Food Bank Association of New York will continue the venison donation
effort, aided by a five-year, $500,000 grant from the New York State Department of Health Hunger
Prevention and Nutrition Assistance Program. 17

There are venison and game donation programs similar to New York’s in other states. In
Maryland, all hunting license fees include a mandatory fee that helps support the venison donation
program.

Maryland licensing fees are expected to generate $100,000 annually toward processing costs, according
to the Fairfield County (Connecticut) Deer Management Alliance.

13. Beef and Meat From Livestock

In recent years, there have been small-scale, localized efforts to donate beef and livestock meat
from farms to food banks and pantries in New York.
In interviews conducted for this project, both the Food Bank of Central New York and the Regional Food
Bank of Northeastern New York reported receiving beef from farmers in the past few years.

Joan Smith, a dairy farmer from New Hartford, NY, started a beef-gleaning project in 2010 in
Oneida County. From fall 2010 to fall 2011, six dairy farms each donated a cow to the project. Smith’s
goal was to donate one cow per month to the effort, but the project has been hampered as the market
price for beef has risen.
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“l would like this project to get bigger and better, but when meat prices went sky-high, we
couldn’t really push farmers,” Smith said.

She was inspired to start the effort by a farmer friend in Indiana who participates in a project
where beef and hog farmers donate meat to food banks; that effort is funded through farmer, agri-
business and church donations.

In Smith’s project, farmers were reimbursed by the Food Bank of Central New York for the cost
of trucking live cattle from the farm to slaughterhouse and for the cost of slaughter and meat packaging.
The Food Bank of Central New York picked up packaged, frozen meat at the slaughterhouse and
distributed it to food pantries and emergency food providers throughout the Central New York region.

Logistical hurdles to getting the effort off the ground included that to be legally compliant, all
donated meat had to be killed and slaughtered at a USDA-certified facility. Smith struggled to find

slaughterhouses willing or able to participate in the project, with some slaughterhouses reporting that
they scheduled kills eight months in advance. The project has located two facilities that will process the
beef for pickup by the food bank.

A lesser hurdle, Smith reported, was that some farmers were interested in donating only if they
were assured the meat would go to feed the needy within their own town or county. In fact, such a
stipulation is generally unattainable. Food pantries in smaller towns and counties often do not have the
freezer space or scope of program to distribute 600-800 pounds of beef.
Working with a regional-scope food bank with the ability to distribute food among hundreds of outlets
made the effort doable, Smith said.

Donated beef occasionally comes from injured animals, such as a cow with a broken leg, where
the meat is food-safe. Other donations come from farms with surplus animals.18

The farm donation effort is promoted to farmers through the Cornell Cooperative Extension of
Oneida County news bulletin, Farm Flash, and through word-of-mouth among farmers, Smith said.

14. Cornell Cooperative Extension Role

Cornell Cooperative Extension associations seem ideally suited for participation in gleaning
projects. Assets include the organization’s nonprofit status, education mission, and cross-disciplinary
approach in agriculture, gardening, nutrition, home economics, and family care.

Although some county associations have approached gleaning as organizers of field gleaning
efforts, liability may preclude these efforts. In most cases, Cooperative Extension’s insurance requires
farmers to provide certificates of insurance (Fleming), and some farmers have expressed reluctance to
assume additional liability.

Additionally, Cooperative Extension’s insurance covers enrolled volunteers, but gleaning efforts
may require recruiting volunteers outside the Extension program. Another consideration is that

Page 19 of 54



|Appendix A|

Extension’s insurance requires that vulnerable populations, including children, elderly, and the disabled
who participate in Extension programs are supervised by staff or enrolled volunteers (Fleming).

Cornell Cooperative Extension associations have already branched out into other roles in
gleaning efforts, including promotion of others’ gleaning programs; agriculture, gardening and nutrition
education, and more.

An additional promotional role for Cornell Cooperative Extension associations could be serving
as a matchmaker between farmers and food banks. Yet another role could be serving in an advisory
capacity in gleaning programs, grant-seeking efforts, and similar situations.

Some of the roles ideally suited for Cornell Cooperative Extension associations would be well-
augmented by collaborations with other agricultural service groups including the New York State
Department of Agricultural and Markets, Farm Service Agency, Resource Conservation and Development
Councils, and nonprofit groups.

15. Funding for Gleaning Efforts

Gleaning projects in recent years in New York State have allowed food banks, food pantries, and
nonprofit groups to provide or extend from-the-farm donation activities, including supervised volunteer
pickers, paid harvesters, packaging of farm goods, pick up at the farm, meat processing, delivery to the
food bank, and more.

These projects have largely been temporary and regional or local. Although most organizations
seemed reluctant to share solid numbers, project funding seemed to range from several hundred dollars
to less than $10,000 for 1-3 year efforts. At least one effort was funded by a regional Community
Foundation.

Other efforts are focused on buying gardening equipment, seed, and plant inputs for community
gardens whose bounty will be donated to the hungry. One example is the Garden Writers Association
and its Plant a Row for the Hungry program, which provides vegetable seeds and other items to groups
that grow food for the hungry. 19

The Plant a Row for the Hungry program has donated 14 million pounds of seeds to gardening-
donation efforts since 1995, according to its website.

Additionally, some efforts were funded through fundraising efforts such as Master Gardener
plant sales, or through donations from individuals, churches, business, and altruistic-minded
organizations. One county Cooperative Extension said they received gift cards from local big box stores
to purchase gardening supplies.

16. Potential Funders

A farm gleaning project funded through grant sources could take on a variety of appearances,
depending on the partners involved, size and scope of goals, funds allocated, and more.

There may be some support, whether government or private, for aspects of gleaning or farm-

food-donation efforts, especially where public education, health, and hunger-alleviation needs are met;
all these goals make the Cooperative Extension system an ideal partner, perhaps especially where
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Cooperative Extension may use its cross-disciplinary approach in the areas of agriculture, gardening,
nutrition, human health, community development, and more.

Potential funding programs at the federal level for a gleaning project could include USDA Community
Food Projects; U.S. Department of Health and Human Services’ Healthy Food Financing Initiative;
AmeriCorps, and others.

State funders could include the NYS Department of Health.
Private foundations, such as the Kellogg Foundation, may be ideally suited to a gleaning effort.

In addition to hunger-relief programs, funding streams may include those that address food
deserts, workforce development funding, community gardening, and more.
Due to the philosophical reluctance of most grant funders, public and private, to pay for costs they
perceive as belonging in the private sector, it may be difficult to locate funders willing to pay (or
reimburse) for the labor of harvesters on privately held farms. Many requests for proposals and grant
applications are written in a manner that would not consider such a funding request, even if the labor
was employed solely for the purpose of collecting food for donation to the needy, i.e., a public good.

Even in the event that grant funds to cover farm labor were located, such funding would likely
be short-term. To ensure long-term project success and sustainability, gleaning and farm-food-donation
projects will likely need to partner with organizations that can provide coordination, oversight, and
advocacy as well as fundraising. Some or all of these functions might be performed by food banks, and
community and religious groups. Because of this restriction, projects may remain localized or
regionalized.

17. Potential Incentives
Alternatively, opportunities to expand or initiate gleaning projects may not come not from grant

funding or grant funding alone, but from legislative change. More study is needed, but such changes
could include:

-Farm Bill amendments, such as payments, loan forgiveness, etc. in exchange for charitable
contributions

-Reinstatement of the federal enhancement tax that enables farmers to make charitable tax deductions
for donations

-Additional research into unanswered questions, such as the strengths and weaknesses of the Good
Samaritan law; an assessment of how much food is left unharvested in the field; etc.

-Legislation that directs a portion of hunting fees to pay for game donation programs

-Legislation that allows livestock meat for donation to be processed at custom butcher shops, similar to
the venison requirements

-And others
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This report was prepared with support from the College of Agriculture and Life Sciences, the Cornell
University and New York State Agricultural Experiment Stations, and Cornell Cooperative Extension.

Prepared by:
Rebecca Schuelke Staehr, 30 Sept. 2011.

Contact:
Mike Hoffmann, Director, Cornell University Agricultural Experiment Station - 607-255-255221
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Partners

Catholic Charities of Oneida and Madison
Counties

City of Utica

The Community Foundation of Herkimer and
Oneida Counties

Cornell Cooperative Extension of Oneida
County

For the Good, Inc.

Food Bank of Central New York

Foodshed Buying Club

Foothills Rural Community Ministry

Hope House

Leaf Loaf & Ladle

Mohawk Valley Community Action Agency

Mohawk Valley Housing and Homeless

Assistance Coalition

ﬂ Husc ToGreen.

Mohawk Valley Resource Center for Refugees
New York State Council on Food Policy
Oneida County Board of Legislators

Oneida County Farm Bureau

Oneida County Health Department

Oneida County Ag Economic Development
Oneida County Planning Department
Oneida-Herkimer-Madison BOCES District
Oneida-Herkimer Solid Waste Authority
Resource Center for Independent Living
Rust to Green NYS Action Research Project
Small Business Development Center at SUNY-IT
Utica City School District

Utica Public Library

United Way of the Valley /Greater Utica
Young Scholars Liberty Partnerships Program
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Rust to Green Questions

rUEt2grees utioxs

ACROSS THE COUNTRY, CITIES TODAY ARE BECOMING
MORE ATTRACTIVE TO CERTAIN SEGMENTS OF SOCIETY.
MEANWHILE, ECONOMIC TRENDS-GLOBALIZATION, THE
DEMAND FOR EDUCATED WORKERS, THE INCREASING
ROLE OF UNIVERSITIES-ARE PROVIDING CITIES WITH AN

UNPRECEDENTED CHANCE TO CAPITALIZE UPON THER
ECONOMIC ADVANTAGES AND REGAIN THEIR

"RESTORING PROSPERITY"™ AIMS TO MOBILIZE
GOVERNORS AND LEGISLATIVE LEADERS, AS WELL AS
LOCAL CONSTITUENCIES, BEHIND AN ASSET-ORIENTED
AGENDA FOR REINVIGORATING THE MARKET IN THE
NATION'S OLDER INDUSTRIAL CITIES.

How can NY’s rust-belt cities pursue
revitalization and sustainable
prosperity? What barriers and how to
overcome them?

What contributions can Cornell make to
advancing regional sustainability and
resilience and serving mutual
public/community and academic
interests?

What can we learn together- models,
policies, theories emerging from our
collaboration and partnership?
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Food generates jobs, economies and wealth
Food generates health, nutrition and wellness
Food generates community life and connections

Food generates environments

Food generates creativity, empowerment and self-control

Community food security...

is a “condition in which all community residents
obtain a safe, culturally acceptable, nutritionally
adequate diet through a sustainable food system
that maximizes community self-reliance, social
justice and democratic decision-making”.

Hamm and Bellows, Rutgers Food Policy Institute
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Mohawk Valley Food Action Network
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1. Study what shapes and affects our food system and the
food security of our community and its citizens

2. Work together to build consensus, educate the community,
catalyze actions and implement programs that lead to

greater community food security and a resilient food
system

3. Form a Food Policy Council to lead on-going community

decision-making on food system issues and recommend
policies
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Purpose:

To assess community food insecurity and availability

Example question: Do you sometimes skip meals because you can't afford fo buy

food?

Mohawk Valley Food Action Network COMMUNITY FOOD SURVEYS

phone 1 on 1 interviews focus groups web observational
Individuals/Residents X X X
Food providers X X

Food retailers
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Purpose:

To understand and describe food system sectors and
how they relate

Ex Question: What % of milk produced in Oneida County is consumed in County?

Essential Infrastructure

Purpose:

To measure baseline conditions and food system
performance over time in three areas

Ex Question: Is the study area diabetes rate increasing or decreasing?
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Food System Assessment
4. MAPPING

Purpose:

To represent and analyze the geography of the food
system

Ex Question: What is the relationship between poverty rate and access to healthy food?
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Introduction

As a fimdamental element of our survival, food powerfully defines oor lives in many seen
and unseen ways. It solidifies our role as nterdependent commarnity members of
Iumanity and Earth, connecting us to land and people we may never see. As such, our
relationship with food bas tremendous potential in shaping the wellbeing of all life.

Revived commumity food systems are helping realize this potential in pesitive ways
regional food systems starkly contrasts with the adwerse effects of the globalized food
convenience. the globalized food system has in some ways sacrificed the quality of our
food and the health of our economy, people. and land  These global problems are evident
in a damagzed apriculfural econenty threateming the success of small and mid-scale farms,
sodal injustice manifected in growing food nsecurity and unfair agriculioral labor
practices, hiph rates of diet-related illness and food safety oises, and a polhied
agriqulural landscape that confimues to shrnk.

The promise of commmmity food systems in repairing and preventing thess copsequences
distribution, consumption, and post-Consumption sectors as a means of ensuring
exonomic, social, and environmental wellbeing In a strong community fod system, all
comsaners can easily access a grocery shore, farmers” market, and CSA and—at a price
fair for beth them and the producer—acquire muiritious foodshaffs that were produced
Iocally in a manmer supporting the wellbeing of the emaronment and food system
indtiatives like commumity and bome gardens.

“Eating & an agriculiral act. * Wendell Barry

Owr regional food sysiem o o glance
Ecomomic Vitalify: 5328 fame, fanming 502,016 acres zenemted 370571000 in
007, ap 21% from 2002 Howewer, less than half of fmms reporied net gams in firm.
moome in 2007
Food Securify: Food banks distritnmed 1,873,327 Ibs. of frech produce to hunger relief
agencies in 2)10. Despaie this, 1 in B residents are food-imsenme, and ooty 637°% of
eligible individuals receive SMAP (food stamy) benefits.
Healthy Environments: 30.1% of livestock frme reparted practicing rotational or
AT -intensive sazing in 2007, 23.4% of fmme use corservation methads.
Healtiry People: Only 1 of 8 counties mests the U5 gal of residents sating 5 o more
sarvings of fits and vezstables per day. 127 200 residents are reparted to be obese—
over | outof every § individmls The pencent of obese preschool childnen in every
ooty i hipher tham the WY'S moal of less than 11.6%

The Food and Health Network of Sonth Central New York (FaHN) was founded on
thiz opportmity and seeks to explore it throuph this regional food system assessment.
FaHN is a coalition of organizations and individinls from nuny sectors of the faod
system who work together to create food-secme commumities and improve the guality of
lifie in the region The roup supparts practices, projects, and policies leading to
increased use of mutritious and locally produced foods. See

wrw. foodandhealftmetwork org. We serve the following eight counties, all of which are
inchded in the assessment Broome, Chenmme, Chenangn, Corfland, D Orsezo,
Tioga, and Tompkins.
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The FaHN Food System Assessment (F5A) is a priorty in the group’s 2011 work plan.

Through this type of assessment, “commumities examine the connactions befween

production, distribution, consumption. and waste disposal and messure their impacts oo

the environment, human health, and livelihoods through a s=t of indicators ower time.™

FaHN will update the F5.A every year, with data updates for S Census of A pmiminre

data every five years, to measure progress, collect data on additional indicators as

Tesourres permit, and develop a comprehensive regional food system plan.

Goals of the 2011 FaHN FSA

=  Establish baseline regional food system infonmation that can be easily replicated and
IMeASIre Progress over time.

=  Provide a tool for evidenced-bazed programmatic, mmicipal, and repional food
system planming and evakation that protects the wisbility and regiemal character of
the sight-county region served bry FaHN.

= Add value to parmer initiatives throwsh their ability to use the F5A i program.
development.

=  Sirengthen the vital connections between agricultural and nural inferests with wban
interests and other sectors of the food system.

=  Provide a mode] that may serve other communities with Hmited resources that are
interested in conduoting food system assessments:

Regional Overview

% of ineal
010° miles  demsity: pop.in
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Cnr region is predomirantly rural, thaugh home to several small cities, the larpest of
whirh is the City of Binghamton with a population of 47376,

Agricultural Overview and the Role of Dairy

Agmiculiare is an essential part of South Cenfral New York's economy. In 2007, 5,328 farms
enerated $370.571,000 in sales * Multiplier effects suggest that the economic impact of
agriculiure in our area iz approximately two fimes sreater than the value of these sales.
Farming positively impacts our regional BConomy m two ways:

First, through the upstream effects of the jobs and reverme resulting from poods and
services that fanmers purchase within the commumsty to produce their products: Farmers
rely on local usinesses soch as fieed and seed dealers, foel companies, machme repair
shops, veterinarians, and more.

Second, through the downstream effects of the jobs and revemme resulting from the
bring products 1o Consumers.

Livestock operations, dairy in particular, are prominent in our agricuimal
landscape beranse of the hilly topozraphy., slope, soil depths, and dominant soil
types; more land in our region is betier suited for the production of perennial
forage rops (pasture, dry hay, haylape, and preenchop) mther than the producion
of anmal cops (Corn, soy, wheat, and vegetables).” Acconding to the 2007 US
Census of Agriculmre, 0 percent of all gross agricaltural sales are from sales
of mill and other dairy produocts from cows. The top mop item for every FaHN
coumty was forapge aops. However, vezetables, orchard froif, wine grapes, and
maple symup are also defining pieces of our azgricoinml scononty, especially in the
combext of small- and mid-scale operations.
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The following graph depicts averages for the eizht FaHMN countes: As such, the FaFN FSA recognizes the food system's pofential to provide greater acoess to

fresh, pammitious, and afferdable food for all residents in South Central New Yeork.

an g Waka af Agrieutural Salae oy ComTacity Group

W 1k and o.en daity predusls Fam soes
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417% W
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Total Market Valwe of Ag Products Sold, 2007°; $370,571.000
Chr tempenate dimate provides us with abundant minfall and a sufficient prowing
season. The average anmmal rainfall amount for our region is apprecimately 39 nches,
and most of our region falks into VS04 Hardiness Zone 5 (averape annual minimm.
temperanure of -10° and -20°F) with small partions in Zone 4 (average anmial mininmm
temperaire befween -20° and -25°F).

Many opportumities exist for season extension, and the drive for locally produced food
thmouzhont the year i growing. Ensunmg the soccess of vestock operations also helps
ensure a vibrant regiomal food system year-round

Given apricuiture’s eszential role, our region’s econenty wild sreatly benefit from
indtixtives oo tap the unrealized potential of agricultre-based economic development.
Mare jobz can be oeated and more products proudly made and sold in South Ceniral
Hew York This potential could be realized with initiatives swch as development of vahe-
added products, processing faclines, and development or expansion of regional food
Iibs which facilitate azzresation, storage, processing, dstribution, and marketing of
regionally produced food products.

Cnr regional food system extends beyond the boundaries of the eight counties coversd by
FaHN. This area also benedits from froifs and vepetables more eazily grown m other pants
of the state and in neiphboring states: One stody conducted for New York State suggests
that “specialization could erable Joral and regional food systems to supply a large share
aof the state’s food neads, ™ and that i may be more realistic to think of local and regional
food systems supplying centain foods, rmther than centain peopraphic areas *

Food System Assessment Overview

With several mode] assessments in mind, four broad vision satements were developed
& a means for orpanizing the indicators in this FSA-"

Healthy Environments: Farmers use practices in maintain and restore agrioral
plants, and animals. Consumer s reduce fiood waste and compost to foster healthy
EVIrMImEnts posi-Consumpiion.

Economic Fitality: Profitable farms; win-win parinerships with slaughterbouses,
processars and distritniors of local foods; and just laber practices coniyibute to the
repion’s wealth through the mple bottem Iine of economic, commmity, and
emvironmental health

Farm fo Consumer Conmections: Locally produced food that is accessible and
affordable is purchased by citizens and instintions througzh a vanety of channels.
Citizens bave means of produdng, preparing, and presarving their own food.
Healthy People: Besidents are food-seomre with mirient-dense dists, eat
recommended amounts of fruits and vegetables, and have low mtes of obesity and
diabetes.

Tthaca Farmers™ Markes
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Process

The process for developing the FSA was desipned to be inchisive and highly
participatary a5 3 Means to enFage and energize people in open disozsions abmm the
connections between all pieces of the regional food system_ A ten-member FaHN Task
Farce guided the development of the F5A  An additional 36 stakeholders were
interviewed and offered supzestions to make this assessment a5 meaningfiol and useful as
possihle. The Task Force is gratefil for their msights The whole FaHN also offered
subsantve npot and was respoansible for reviewing the firal draft repont recommended
Try thie Task Farce.

Indiicators
Food system stakehalders idenfifisd key indicators that best supperted the visions of

healthy environments, economic vimliry, farm te consumer connections, and healthy
people To the extent possible the indicators meet the following oriteria:

«  Reliahle and credible source of dara, with data resulariy collected to determine
frends

+  Data publically availahle and at the counry level

+  Measurahle valid wmdsrstandaible, and relevant m the regian

We placed strong enphasis on the availability of secondary data mainty due to limited
resources for primary data collection. Howewver, we recognize that data s powerful in shaping
systems. I the cmrent food system is broken, then the existing secondary data may not
always appropriately measure that which s reflective of a strong rezional food system.

It is our hope that by recommending funre measures, identifisd as such due to onTent
unavailability of data, we may initiate the process of agency data collection that will more
Eenninely inform regional food system assessments. A sireamlined approach to the
collection of data ar the source, then made publically avadlable and easily accessible, will
improve the ability of vaned enfifies throughot the state @ condact food system
assessments with limited resources.

Assumpfions and Limitations of this F54

Food systems are intricate and dynamic entities. The inferconnectedness of the food system
means that some indicators may apply to more than one vision; additionally, many
indicators relate o one anether and eveolve in meaming when viewsd in conjunction with
While some indicators are related, some may be contradictory. Far mstance, maximizing
food aszistance may come at the expense of promoting healthy eating: similarly, promoting
healthy eating may samrifice the imtegrity of fair production practices (think of the mizrant
workers who harvest a preat percentage of food sold in the United States but do ot receive
fair wages and work m unsafe environments). Tension also exists betwesn the need for
farmers to make a living by charging fair prices and the abilsty of all mdividnaks, inchiding
those with limited incomss, to afford locally produced food.

We do not intend this document to provides answers to all of the pessible questions that may
develop when thinking about foed system reform. Ovr indicaters are net perfect. For
example, much of the data pertaining te agriculboe i fom the TS Census of Apnculbme,
which is conducted every five years. 2007 is the most cument year for this census. Despite
these and other limitations, such as possible undercounting of farms by the census, we hope
this F54 will penerate meaningfil dialope aromd what we need to do to becoms our ideal
definition of a regiomal foed system

The intent is for fubore FaHN food system assessments to build on this product and
particularly address indicators that identify specific needed mterventions: These “on the

It is important to review this FEA with all of these considerations. The most enlightening
insighis will surely come with an awareness of the many mances that exist in food systems
amd this F54
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Issues Affecting Healthy Environments
Hydranlic Fracturing

Dlanned patural pas extraction in the Marcellus Skale, which inchades the FaHN region, using
the o ial mathind of hydraulic fractaring {also known as hydro-fracking or fracking)
poses serious implications for agriculhore and our rezional food system. Only rigorous
regulation and enforcement, as described in our Healthy Envinonments policy indicatar, will
ensure the profection of our rezional foodshed

The conrerns woiced by people who informed this FSA wary. Momerous potential
emvironmental harards may render agrioulnural bnd unsuitable for production—especially
erozion and compaction from madhinery, and decreasing crop yiekds from ground level ozone
emizsions. Fragmentation of farmland from the construction of pads and access roads may
evenfually decrease the profitability and sustainability of farms and shrink the infrastruciure
that supparts them. Also a sipnificant concemn, especially with a natienwide shortage of
farmears, i the possibility of farmers discontimiing fanming because of money earned from
leazes, Efforts to strengthen our regional food system may be hindered by potential negative
pearceptions of consumers about food produced in a region with bydro-fracking,.

[Impartance f Grass-Fed Beef and Dairy Operation

As previsusly noted, land m Seuth Central New York best supperts perennial forage crops
because of our region’s land shopes, soil depths, and soil rypes. As such, raising livestock
promanily on forage orops and pasture (Tather than with zrain-based feed) is the method best-
suited to-our land for comverting local plant energy mto local foed for consumpiion.
Furthermare, becmse land suited to the production of pasture-raissd dairy and meat is mare
readily available. it is theoretically possible to feed mere people who eat a modest amount of
pashmre-raized meat than wenld be possible on a disf containing convenfional meat and damy
or even on a vegetarian dist "' Furthermore, research increasingly proves that meat raised.
prmarily on pashire and foraze crops is 2 muTitious source of profein with fewer calones and
erams of fat as well as higher amoumts of heart-friendly omega-3 fatty adids than comventional
meat. Cumently, only 8.6 percent of cropland aores in our region are used for pashore or
Erazing; however, a promising 50.1 percent of livestock farms practice rofational or

Issues Affecting Economic Vitality and Farm to Consumer
Connections

‘The national trend of farm consolidation and corportization has endanzered small- and mid-

scale farms, which play aritical roles in swengthening rezional food systems:

= Small producers whe comsect directly with consumers: Even though these farms.
acoount for onty two percent of total farm sales and may mcrease up to ten percent at
oommmmity supported azrioalnre (C5A) programs.  They also serve as apnouinml

=  Mid-scale prodwcers: The ideal role of mid-scale farms is to produce at a scale
profitable for the farm and affordable for consumers, without severely damaging the
environment o compromising the health of employess and livesiock. This depends on
many factors, inchading the type of production and the mumber of acres available for
production. Defined in this report as fanms with gross anmal sales between $100,000
and §50:,000, these farms play a critical role in supplying instinstions lke schoals, health
care facilities, senior centers, large retail stores, and restamants. From 20402 to 2007, the
region lost 04 mid-sized farms. This presents a challenge in sustaning farms that an
erow availability of local food in the charmels through which most food is purchazsed

= Value-added producers: Valne-added production provides moovative ways of
increasing profitabity and moreasing availability of local produce year-round.

=  Regionsl bmhs: These sites of agprezation pave the way for efficient distribution of food
from local produocers throuph regional market channels.

Issues Affecting Healthy People

The direct relationzhip between increasing rates of food insecurity and increasing rates of diet-
related health problems like obesity and diabetes i visible across the country. In 2009, 129
percent of individuals in our region wene food-msecare, with similarly bizh rates of obesity
and diabetes between 2006 and 2000, Access tohealthy foods can be a challenge: Residents
on a tight udzet may find it difficult to afford memtions fresh fruits and vepetables or sources
of protein, espedally with inoreasing expenses for other necessities of life. This can keave
some households little choice bat to choose unhealthy options.

Food deserts exacerbate this problem as the lack of grocery stores in some whan and nural
areas makes it even more difficult for some consumers to not only access food Tt also choose
healthy options. Increasing the accessibility of procery stares throngh the mmber of siones
local) through nmper relisf agencies, and increasing subsidized direct sale initiatives through
farmers” markets and C5As all serve as meanimgfnl interventions for this problematic paradox.

Page 40 of 54




| Appendix C|

KEY INDICATORS AND MEASURES AT A GLANCE: PROMISING TRENDS, CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES

Orverarchimg imdicator: Increase in local, comnty, state, and federal public programs and policies in sapport of 3 heabthy, profitable, and sustamasbles resional food system

Production

Processing and
Distribution

Access and Consnmption

Healily mamsgement pracices are Emproviss, Tobe addressed in Smre Pegitive indicater: 101 farms with 14,31 7 orgamic acres in the mogion.
Envirop- | as indicated by nimogun and phosphioms Food Sywtom Assesumants. panarated $10.3 million in sales of cartified crganic products i 2007.
mEntt ‘balancos of inprats and cwgpets oo Grms.
Pozitive imdicater: 30.1% of Evestock
e reporied practicing ot onal or
managemeni-intunsive graEng n 27,
‘using comzervation metheds in 2007,
Challenge: Eeverse the trend toward ‘Challempe: Noad for Challenpe: Need for growth of mid-sized farms: The mumber of mid-
Economic | fallew land ix the region: Aoes in incresed capacity of simed frrms decreased by 12%. The market vales of their ag prodacts sold
Vitality cropland decreased by 5.1% Fom 2002 to | slamghterbowses within 100 | marsased by ozly 1.4% from 2002-07. Mid-sized Srms ars cantml o
2007 mikes of farms, processers mcreasing the: supply of local food fior residents and institetions
amd distribwbers of local
Challenge: Young farmers meeded. Tha . a a =
250 of & i e foods, and regionsl } ﬂh_r:hzmﬂnm-n{i.]innmﬁpm
— o571 in 007, dizeribution kubs for win- farm income from the avarage of 41%in 2007,
= HL— e win stegic partarihips
Clhallrnge: More women and oty with famms.
‘principal farm operaton: needad.
Promisimy inesds: The vahlo of agnmitenal producs sold directiy to
Farm to Orpporrusicy: Build on i gpublic | Opp ity: Build on comsumors increased 9% fom 2002 to 2007, Wiils proxising, thiz
Copsumer | iworest to create and expand the incresning public intorust in | regeeens only §11.29 par capita spant oo direct purchasos of food from.
Conn- availabiliry of commumity pardens and the Jocal foods movement to | Jecal frms or frmaors” markets in 2007, mprocesting ooty 2% of total
ections wrkamn farms 25 well 23 restore wrban. oot boans canning and fares salos. Tharo may bo potoatial to incresss this wp to 10% and banfit
farms and commumity gardens lost te freezing of locally growm. many semall fmes In 2000, thars wars 26 C5As in the megion.
Hurricane Irese and Tropical Sterm food . i
Lee Challenpe: Increase access io local foods by residents of all income
) levels: (1) All 36 Somars” perkets participating in EBT up from 50% in
2000, with increases m EBT sales up fom $21,741 = 2010
Promising Trend: The Now York Conter | Cppoertemity: In 2010, Challenge: Erduce nmper: 13,010 poopls @ the region do not have
Heally fior Agricutture and Health, affikssed with | 3,052 Ths. of demated anough mutriticeally adequats food to sustain them. Cretresch is neoded to
People ‘the Baszott Healthcam Netanod, i wemison was processed by Imcrease the parcant of aligible rovidents receiving SNAP (food staag)
‘wnaricing to Epreve Sromrorkor bealth. ‘approved processon for bancfirs. Alio nood to incresce amount of produce and wodson that food
3 injery and ilness. wwrarensss of tos .
ccoupational infay md . o
& mates for all ages, and increase the percentage of reidents fing 7 fuit

and vegetables daily.
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Farmers sieward the lnd and ofber natral resoarces i 2 way

flai maintain: agriculiural produectivity, biodiversity, and
environmental quality.

Grazing dairy cows photogaphed by the New York Grazing Lands
Conservation Initiative coardinator, FKaren Hofman

Food waste & mimimized and diverted from the waste siream
throngh the prodoction of compast, which is then returned fo
fhe soil.

Local, comiy, staie, and federal policies and fonding suppori
this vizion for a2 healiby environment.

HEALTHY ENVIRONMENTS

Indicator

Measure

mmmmhnxlhyuqsnaomy}mﬂhnndmuﬂmnﬂmmglmhﬁmkuf
mirient excess {and associated ooirient losses io walsr or air) or a rednced rik of muTient
deficiency (and associated losses in crop and Ivestock quality and producmey).

Increase in mmiber and percent of s using consemation methads, such as no-4ill, neted
tilling, mprient mamapement, filtering field nmaff o remove chemicls, rparian buffers, md
fencing animals fo prevent then from enieing sreame, st

Tncrease in mmnber and pervent of livesiock frme practicing motiional or management-
Increase in mmber and parcent of acres used fior carified orFamic production.

Increase in sales of certified argamic products fom kocal producers.

Increase in mmber and parcent of farmes geneating enerey or dectricty on the frm.

mmmﬂmﬁmmhmmm set aside for
mairve polimation: Collect data with possible use of a retm pestrand at a NOFA conference
Derreae in plastic waste on firms. Inoresse in mumber of countiss completing Aeyioiinral
Environmenta] Manasement { AEM) repart cands. Counties in the Chesapeakie Bay Watershed
mest Emvironmental Profection Agency”s biemnia] tarpets Sor water quality. Targsts for Total
Mazimum Diaity Load (TMOL) for the Sosquehamma Biver are met.

Increase in mmber and parcent of acres used fin pastue of FRTINE, SUEFEStng COMVersion of
harvested cropland aces io pastreland and fallow land to land in production.

Increase in poumds of fiood waste diverted from the waste stream to conppast Salites.

Fuhure mensure when resources and data are eilable:

Increase in mmber of collabomtive conpostng progRme. Inmesses in mumber and percent of
honsshalds that compost food waste. Moease in mumicpal palicies for congposting at the home
and institutional level

State and numicipal regulations in place and enfrced, as a means to protect farmiland, aops,
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MEASURES FOR HEALTHY ENVIRONMENTS

4 #and % of
acres wsed for
certified

4 Sales of 4 ¥ amd % of farmz

STEAmEC wing
prodwcts from  comservation metheds,

produciion, 207" local T
:Io-hm“
L

1-¥nd‘bc£imck

4 & and % of Jf'l'lll.liifi-:-.. Nwirieat input and outpuiz

?r
2 balanced 0.0 Ibs_facre’

Amouni of food waste diverted from the waste stream to compost Eacilities

Favility Amomnt diverfed from waste stream
Cayuza Compost 3,424 tons of food waste J'EﬂlmgJ i
asd y mmmm mll]"‘l
Delaware Comnty Salid Of the 27,000 ofm%xﬁadﬂlmghﬂndgstm
Waste Manapement Center mmstm:;:i}m 1
& Compost Failsty
Nodohle Intervention

The Conservation Effects dceessment Project (CEAP) is a patioeal effort by the Natmal
Besource Conservation Semvice division of the TSDA to evahte the effecs of i
Assezrmens on the Effeces of Comservadon Practices on Crltivared Cropland i the
Chesapeaice Bay region, finds that the nan of conservation pracices on outtvated
aropland has reduced edge of feld sediment loss by 5374, losses of mitrogen with surface num-
offby 42%:, losses of subsurfure nitrogen flows by 31%%, and lnsses of phosphoroos by 41%
in the Chesapeake Bay region.

bttpcwwnres usda povIntemeat FSE, DOCTUMENT S steiprdn] 042078, pdf

the-groumd coalitions, GLCT seeks to preserve srazing lands troush inproved mana gement practices.
GLCT is driven by agricultural producer. comservation, scetific, watershed, erosion control, and other
emvironmental organizations and the wolmiary participation of private landowners who own and
mamze sazing lands. GLCT emphasizes high quality echnial assisance, expanded praing lands
reszarch and eduration, md an mfrmed public. The New York chapter of GLCT camies ot this

Division af Salid Waste contributes to sucressfinl collection of food somps and the sale of resulfing
oompost to local businesses and esidents. A drop-off option for local residents wishing o compest
food smaps is in theworks. Industmal mpacty enables Cayupa Compost to compast meat, dairy,
oompostable plastics, and other materials that will not decompose i bome composting systems.

Conpost edncation and eurreach provided by Master Composters of Tonplkin: Comty alse plays a rele
in the sucressfial rate of home compesting and mstitoional and event composting through Cayuza
Conpost. BOp.! w2 yIEaCmpost com

Page 43 of 54




| Appendix C|

Vision

Viable farms asd their lands are preserved. Farms
muske profits for themselves, the commumicy, and the
ecomemny. People who wani bo farm bave access in
farmilasd.

Mfid-scale farms and the cottage and arizans] food
scomomy thrive.

Farms reflect the diversity of the culture in which they

emisi.

Viable family farms confinme from pensration to
generation, fxrming is considered a respectable career,
and youms people are inzpired o become farmerz.

Farmer: are mupperted by a robust labar force and
service-based imfrastractare.

Valne chaise thrive within the localregiosal food
sysiemn- Farmers, processors, distribubers, and bubs
emjor cooperative ratiher than competitive relatonships,
fostering win-win strategic partmerzhips for the long-
term benefit of all

Farmers, precezsors, distributors and bubs are
mTiminng their asset, bave sdequate capitel snd
skiilled labor, and are working st capacity in 2 masmer
that supparts agricultere™s triple bottom Ene of
ecomomic, commueity and esvircemenisl vidslity.

ECONOMIC VITALITY

Indicator

Fazmland is kept in production.

Fazms mgalarty make a retem on.
Imvestmants and ame bl to firther invest
i thair busizassas.

“Ag of tha Middla™ is sustainod: Bid-
scale farms remain in prodection and am
viahla.

Fazmars banefit from ressanch and

prodnct dovolopmant amd ko the shdlls
o o, swecssfol, innovative tosineuses.

Measure

Incroass in oueshar and parcent of acres of total copland on Srms. (1 dawy on mosber of active and
dmactive farm acres were accessible insiead of toial cropload acres, diis would Be meed)

Increass in oumbar and parcent of e oparatoms repoTting not Fains in fom mcome.

mmmdmmwF@mﬁnuhwﬁlm of fallow land.
Increass in oumbar and parcent of furmsars caming a Fable wage, defined m income appropriat for the
local cost of Fving.

Increass in oumbar and parcent of pxid-wined farms (azmml grous sakes beraoan $100,000 and $300,000).
Incrwass in the masket valne of agricultere products sold by mid-simed foms.

Eutus metss whi resowos 2od ds am mvaiblic
Incroass in munshear and percent of o wring technigess, sach #x boop housas, to extund the growing
W

Minorities bave an equal opportmnity to
sarve 2 the principal operators of foes

Incwass in ourshear and parcent of pxmordty and women principal foms opamtom.

Younger furmanr: axm oparating frms oo
a falltime basis.

Decrease in avarage age of Somears. (T das on % of younyg jamrers were qunilabie insiead of average age,
hds would be used)

Agricare-ralated sppo and tectmical

ars thriving and accessibls to fams.
Thare is an adequate supply of tained

Taczmase m oumber of USDA comvantional and cartibed crgamic dgiiathouse: wilin sppromamtaly 100 |
milos of most comventional and cartified crgexic fms in the mgion.

and sxparisnced agricultuml laber, Fxmplos of devalopment and use of commsercial kischan enterprises, mstamt quick frears fuclitics, nd
thwmn cold chain procsssing and distrietion that sarve lecal prodocars.
i, lo and meat i plos of regiomal food hnbs that are now or axpanding
camrally bocated food hmbs.
; 5 Futurs pexveres whan resoerces and data are avatdable:

Pood loubry—wrhich facilitats the Tncruass in mmber of agricabter suppart and o snch o oquipment, foud, sood, and
3SETEATION, TXENES, PrOItng, ety assistanca. [acrsased public dallans for agricaliams training. Exgansion or addifion of raining

adlar of far p g 2t G y Collogus and BOCES. Incruass in mumsbar of beginning prodnsars
segioenlly prodced food product— wlizing farm and fiocd imcabators. Skmghtwheusss veach camrying capecity thromsh groest of
crasts oppartiniias for prodacan =t with considaration of haight Incresse in slmghiurhonses and processors St are cads-
s h s, md positive and have adequate besines: to operate year-roend. Increass in wmall- and mid-scale vondtmes
mala. pndn:-;whrﬂhim Inceze m sales of value-added products. Inoease in jobs toongh
Vahner-added p i o productp mmmmm-:ﬂﬂﬂn}'mﬂmd
and ntilized by locall o davel —‘ln]h'l.ir D and| bobs. Decreass in food miles.

Exzmples of sffecthve mew policies and funding that pressrve 2o and Simland; support sfenc, gender,
and age diversity on farms; and fosier 2 witment rgioeal food sconamy.
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MEASURES FOR ECONOMIC VITALITY

“dy of the Middle” flrms @v economic drivers
Mid-sized ﬁrml: $100,000-5500,000 in gross anmaal sales™

4 % of tokal
Chemmng i IO | AL | solw | | .o v 0| T | b by e | o S| D | A | S
(n U0 100601 | BATI0 | S30% | 4R0% | 960 | SOB| 484 41| S| 4% 175 | 151 | 182% | 166% | $35002 | 3535405 | 67.0% | S3E%
Cortland T | 61358 | Soaw | Wre| 0| 87| JF| MNE| Ire| 3o | 53 W | E0% | S| SIEWT | 453% | Bo%
Debware | BEECED BEEEEEER S N B B BEEA D A 1#| IB| 1E3% | 165% | SLM2| SET0 | &% | si1%
Otsegn 113045 | 88174 | 54%% | 500% | 1038 | os0| 41| 410 40| <= 160 | 130 | 164% | 123% | S33.001 | 528005 | 650% | 560
Tioea 74588 | 316 | sS82%w | son% | 64| s6s| 298| m3| ew| s 21 B Base| 120%| s1sa| 51896 | s | 4mo
G N oo0e0 | BUa0 | oA | oloe | ool | SEE| = | (| | 4 35 i OO | L% SILAT| S0 3r% | 3%
Region 608254 | 500016 | 548% | 497% | 5527 | 5328 2068 | 2145 | 41%| 4% 07| 703 | 144% | 132% | 51601503 | S163.803 | S1E | 44

Slauphae - Nowable Frier el Dinmet Noeds: Procewors: Notable Interventions and Ut Newds
» Larry's Castom Meats, in Fintwick, Otiage Comty, opaned a + Meat and Poultry Processing. LA and Purdy & Sans” Foeds, Inc . 2 USDA procsssar i
mgwr S Dopartmeant of Agricalm (USIMA) cartified ‘Chanange Commty, will woon bo cartified arsamic. Sevenl pouitry procssson, which ave UEDA mxampe
slmghtarhamsa in W11 plasss shoat process lows tham 20,000 bead of poultry per year, 2 locatud in the mgion and incleda:
» N¥ Costem i ived 2 grant in 2011 to purches Bidrond Farm in Dialzwams. Courty, B E in Otsegn County, and Morarich Muoadows in Chonsngn
quipmmeet fior 2 new USDA shughtarhomsa in the Town of Cosnty.
4 Onsicia Coumty, and axpacts to birs 14 ew + Dairy Processing and Vil Asiled Prodinces: Agro Farm!'s plant in Chanangn Coenty is th larges
anmplaysan yommt meke inthe TS and comfinecs to sxgeed to keep op wid demend for Chobsm Yogurt.
- whwﬂwwﬂn Eortright Creek Cressery in Dalmoess County maaived an REEG sward o prrchons orssmeary
ity s in Troy, iz Tham am =o cortiSed equipsnant and i camanty mising freds to build the bell@ng. Whan consplets, e Bacility is axpected
i shmghtarbouse in o mgion. Fiimnd Farm in the Tosa of 10 b vailabla to local farmars to procass their prodects. Savarall frm, in tha ragion uve alvo
Hasparifild, Daleseam Comry. --ﬂnpmufhkpp devslopsed oo-Brm creanseries.
Sty forboth » Fruii, Vegedsble and Grain Processing: Lucky Dog Farm, in the Town of Hamdon, Dobrara
5,000 kel ‘Cornty, is davsloping a commarcial kitchen Comsnarcial kitchees oatuide of Se mgion: Farmto
= Oppoxtmiies for developing damghterk - Tahl, in Eingston NY, is alsoused by fizms in the ragion, as is Nelson Farns in Madison County:
Disscibuiors off Locally Grown Food T.Elll-:l-:lIhwk‘ﬂl.:ﬁl:IgI-lmdgmh_]] ‘Capugs Pare Orgamics in Tampking Cranty prodaces sestaimably produced orgpeic beams, gains, nd
inthe Ragion inchado CMY Bowty, Joa packing bousss and procassors o axgemd, s, or i mﬁmdﬂmﬂmth?ﬂﬁrm )
Anggllo, Regioml Access, and Fad fucliion Tham s gater imk tha USDA's Food v Nesded inchnda Kitchars, (Qeick Froams £acilitios, and cold chain
e Safaty and Taspoction Sarvice and faclitios USDA"s Frmal proceviing and Euriburion that seevs local prodncers. Fumdng opportumitios £ processing projecs.
Bfﬂl_r-_llh-i-l—h:lﬁﬂl Bsinons, Frsirprise Geants (RBEG) fir shmegiomhousos and nmwzmhmmmumm
regiomnlfsod leaks far stersge and asibility stadios havs improved. Developrest fgenci, Busingss Exturpre Densloproent grants
iuﬂ—-.nduﬂ::";e-y + URDA s oursntly inspecting cosons slugoarzousss dat o Job Traiming: Nowble Fatervensions and Unmei Nesds
in Chenango Camty, anaswt USDA ma ‘hasis. Sevaral ara considers i - o
o S mm_F I!i::#h mhsbwg * Farm n:n . .C:-i.-hd-lr'-gx_hﬂnﬁ-tf-u
e USDIA cortificasion wars inspected loas oitan by How York Stara, L e ——— .
» Neewded: Vishls appranticeahips and iotermships with G and, particulardy, promears.
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Local food cifizens of all income levels are
conmeried to local agrioaliure and
consume more locally produced, fresh
safie. and heatthful food

Consumers recognire and sappart e
ecopomic and culfural valoe of small frms
and coétage, artizanal food enferprises in
e region.

Local, comniy, staie, and federal polices
suppart this vision for farm te consumer
conmections.

FARM TO CONSUMER CONNECTIONS

Indicators

Fesidents support local producers tmough
direct sale purdhasing.

Measures

MTENSS M e IATTN SAIeS .|rl fofal I sades .
Inoreaze m valoe of direct fnm sales per population in each county, SuEpestng an inmease i the amemt
of the fiood dallar that &5 spent by residents on local food.

Inrease in mumber of farmers” maskets, mmober of times per week famme " markets are held, and
umher of winter fanmers” markefs.

Increase in mumber of CEAs (Conmmmity Supparted Agriolure programs) and uying
chibs/cooperatives selling to residents in the region.

Fuhure measures when resources and data are avalable:

Increase m agricubnral sourism, oureach, and edacation. Inorease m mumber of mobile imits selling
direct farm-to-comsumer . Inrrease in mumber of ectablished, well-organized, vobmbes “Crop Mob™
programs similar to that in Tampkies Counry, to inoexse conaumer-i-Brmer comedtions and provide
‘help i frmers when neaded.

o and ability 1o aifford lecal food through
menket chamnels that incnde emerpency food

Inoreaze in oomher and percent of farme " parkets using Elecronic BeneSits Transfer (EBT) for
‘oostomers i purchase local foods with SHAP and other benafits.

Inirease in the value of sales from ERT at fwmers” narkets.

Furture messures when resources and dat are svailable:
Incvease in mumber and percent of C5.A programs that accept EBT. Indrease i mumber and percent af
food punchased by E: 7 Food Providers.

Local food citizens of all income levels grow

Inmreaze m oomber of CoMDMMITY Fardens and urban frms.

more of helr oam food ]msellmlﬂm’nﬂnmgmhﬁ Ilmsenmuihlﬂllyd@mspm:sﬂﬂeirubmagxu]mr_
mnmmadmmn azmioulnme

institations with fod sevices, procery Inmrease in whalssale activity: Lol food porcdbased by school districts, colleges and universities, health

shores, and restaurants in the are by more care facilities, prisops, senior cenbers, and other institutions; large retail stores, such as Price Chopper,

local food products from frms, proessars Wiz, and Wepmans; and restmrants. An idea] measore might be the percent of the total food dodlar that

and distributors of lecal foads. mgnlmhdimh

the lncl food system amd bave oppornmities lnmsennmu'n\fsdm]smtednmlgum ‘This will be added to FaHMNs anmial Fesjonal

o grow and consume local food 25 part of a | Commumsty Ganden survey. Inrease in momber of Famm to School prosrams (use of this measme i

mprehensive education prosam. pending a standard defirrion of a Farm o School progmam).

Local, county, state, and federal palices

suppart mmeased consumption of locally Examples of newly adopted polices, such as zoming dhanges or gengmphic preference puidelines.

11
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MEASURES FOR FARM TO CONSUMER CONNECTIONS

4 % of total -Hdcﬂnns i & of 4+ #of A& of 4 # of farmers’
farm =zales that sellimg directly ’ fimes winier markefs with
are direct farm to ndrﬂnls [ markets farmers’

comsmmer sales i g markeis

Bl oeal b w o | ud |
=Y BT T RV P I T

i

Noabie Intervemtions:
‘arnandmests to the Sty s Toning ordinance would mcrsase S munsbar and types of anizmls
Ihdhll“mﬁnﬂvndmlﬁ-ﬂtthmmﬂ:—im.
-l and relatad.
ool JoE M“ﬂnhnﬁ-y whf’m-ﬁumﬂh
Fuagional ility Coalition.

F3| 367 | | Hoalthy Food for All: A parmerihip botwean fha Tompikins Commty CSA coalition and tha
Comell Cooperative Exiension, anailable subsidized

‘benefit harvost dinners throeghont the growing seawon at bocal farms, with bocal chafs and
0| o ‘winarios malcng use of seasonal mgrodients for the meal
‘hitpc e

G ity perden i InBi ¥ Improving
o5 I3 mmmh“m-ﬁoﬂ:—i-_ﬂﬂn‘dﬂn
- Wlm“mm-’t—niﬂh dinati

edncation: betpo'vinsec omerenitygasdans In Ithaca, Gardens 4 Hmmanity oparato:
173 424% 1% B 554 mhi]--l punh l'l_lp:hhldngdmsm;mhm
gandan site andor gardan.
L5 ] HTR LT HTT 51 dn : hitpoe yplkcins. org fgdn’ ity-school -gardans
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Vision

Beaidenis of all income levels have access fo a
nmtritions diet of affordable, fresh healthfol
minimally processed, culturally appropriate food.
Everyome ks the skills and imowledge essential for
the prodmction, preparation, and enjoyment of
mmtritions food

Fewer individnals are experiencng food insecurity.

Residents are protected from food contamination
orpamizm (GAE0) prodmcts.

workers in all seciors of the food
system are paid Fvable wages and have safe
Yine condifions
Local, school district, connty, state, and federal
policies and funding meentives promaote
consumpfion of healihfnl food and this vidion for
healthyy people.

HEALTHY PEOPLE

Indicator

There is a low prevalence of dist-related health condibons and
chronic dseazes.

Fesidents consume recommended amounts of fnets amd vegsmbles.

Measure

Diecrease in mumber and percent of obese adultz, (BMWI-30). Age-
adjustad rte.

Diecrease in percent of chikdren, ages 24, participating WIC, who are
aobese, (=95 Pef).

Fuhwre measures when resournces and data are available: Decrease in
rate of obesity and diabetes for all ages.

Increase i percent of adults eating 5 or mone servings of fnst and
vegemibles daily. Age-adjusted rate.

M= are fnad-senme

Pesidents who need food from food banks and fod pantries have
increased availability of fesh prodiace and local bhealty meats, such
5 venison.

TIndividuals elizble for SHAP {formesty Food Stamp)) benefits are
exmalied in the program.

To residents live in a food desent: They have access to a grocery

Fammers selling to institations. such as schools, kave doommented
wegptahles.

Dierease In mmmber and percent of fond-insenme

Increase in mumber of pounds of frech prodoce distribated by food
banks to lmeer-refief apencies.

Invcrease in mumber of pounds of domaited venison processed by
approved processars for food banks.

Tnerease in mavher and percent of elipghle mdividmls reeeiving SHAP
benefits.

Fuhwre measures when resoumces and dat are availabla:

Increase in amount of healthfil local food obtined throush gleaning
prograne. Demease m food desents: USDA's Economic Fesearch
Service's definition of a food desert appears inadequate S the resion.
A more mnced defmition of a food desent &5 peeded, nildng o the
wark of Mari Gallaghes

Pilot program an Bridee the Gap developed, vielding an incresse
mumher of farmers with training and centification that are s=lling to
schoeds M

Food system jobs are plenfifn] and eammngs for a food system
enployes are af least equal wo the aveze for all employess in the
COmEY

Tncrease m mumber of people workmg, m the food systam
InTease in aveagze anma] camings for food system enmployes.

consumpion of merient-rich fonds and discourape purchase and
consumption of sugared sof drinks and ether high-ralons/mmrient-
o chaioes.

Puiblic support of school districts” wellness policies and efforts to
provide chikdren and youh with mutrient-sich fod cheices.

13
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MEASURES FOR HEALTHY PEOPLE

& Y off 4 % of adules
4 % and ¥ of ebese obese clal- esiing 5 or
sidules (BAI-30), sre- dremin 1
sdjusied, WIC,
24 years ™

£ 15017 e 2565 [FEFI] (A WA HA WA ‘ittpoararw. frodbaslcs: org/index asp pagsl
=1

S 21,752 8. 140 511374 2% 199 £33.214 3% L
Epck on Café: This sarvics of Brooms-

1% 26,196 TiE 1333 SILE23 SN 29 18,738 3% Ticga BOCES food serdics, with 13
pasticipating, schiool districts, el to

14 126,384 Tal% EOE 511,367 1% HA MiA N provids mutritiows, affordable scheol meals.
Thw Rock on Cal is 2 strong advecats fr

[} e 3 e | [ I L HER ) T T EARE] i Faarmn to Schoel and is working Bard o
o 7 3 o

E] I TEE e =] 110,59 T 71 TILEN £ b T

30 [EEREE] [FECT 3,025 515,098 3% 168 T15,59 [33,) cafatariy from local growars within New
Youk Staie or within 100 mies.

Tonl: 24,303 1% Toul: 512,446 100 N M4 HA hitporockencaf cam/

1168 17,833
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1 Ellsarorth, 5. & Foanstra, G- (2010). Assessing the San Disgr Commty Food Systes: Indicators for a Mors Securs Fters. Retrisved Febrsary 19, 3011, from hisp:/faandiagofodsystam com.
2 Source: 2010 Consns Redistricting Data (Peblic L (P.L.) 84-171) Semmary Filo—Frocms Comnty/prepared by the U.S. Cansas Berean, 3011

3 Source: US Censes Bursas. Stats and Cossty Guick Facts. Retrisved Taly 28, 2011, from hetp:/qeicfcts. cansas. govgidmaps new_yodk_map baml. Pogrelation demsity s alse from this somrcs.

4 Source: Kids Wall-Bsing Indicators Clesringhousa, NYS Council oo Childrn and Families. Retrisved Taly 28, 2011 Srom hitp:/fararw. myskwic.org/get_dra/county._repart cfm.

5 Includes: American Indian and Alika Mative, Black or African American, Asimn, Native Hawaiian and other Paciic Iilander, and parsans of Fispanic or Lating crigin. Sewrs: US Cemens Bursan. State and

County Gick Facts. Retrieved Fuly 28, 2011 Som hitp-Niqui canms, goew gl maps naw_york_map himd.
£ Sourcs: US Canses of Agricubtrs, Tabls 2.

7 Fick, G.W., Peters, C.J. & Wilkinz, J. L. (3008). Land and Digt- What's the most land afficiant dist for Mow York Strm? Raral New Yock Mimes, (19). Comall Univarsity C: ity & Bauzall D
Institats (CaBDI).

E Source: US Canses of Agricubmms, County Profils.
9Bills, M. L., Fick, GW., Lambo, A_ I Petes, C. 1., & Wilkins, J. L{2011). Mapping potantial foodsheds in Mew Yok State by food group: An approach for pricritizing which Soods to grow locally. Camsbridge

Unpvarsity Press.

10 Vabuos msodaled aftor the “Whels Measures for Comesesity Food Syvtams ™ Fialds and Practices and the “Charting Growth to Good Food™ Vahes and Definitons.

11 Fick, G:W., Potars, C.J., & Wilkins, J. L. (3008}, Land and Diot- That's tha most land afficiont diot for Mow York Stite? Raral New Yook Mimew. (197, Comsll Univarsity C ity & Fomal D

Imstitute (CaRDI).

12 Source: US Censes of Agricultors, Table 43. Cartifind orgamic informsation was not collacted in the 2002 Consms. N/A for Chanmng County mwea: that the data ars d to avoid risk of disclosing an
indevidual respomdant’s data. This might ocour if s farms was barge anongh to dominato the call toal. Plaass mot that certified organic farming i a vary good but Smparfoct indicator of 3 haaltiny sovironment:
Cortificd crganic farmes mmay not alwans wse all nailible and appiicable amd wctico. . w0mne S in tho rogion nsoe orgamic methods of producton but are not certified organic.

Similar to other catagarics, readers. thould considar all of fhe indicators 2 2 grosp that may collectivly improve cur undarstending of e staius of the regianal food syviem.
13 Source: US Conses of Agricaliums, Table 44.

14 Source: US Conses of Agricaliums, Table 44.

13 Source: US Conses of Agriculms, Tabls 44. Tho total mumbar of livestack farms Srom Tabla 1 of the US Cansus of Agrimubters inchudo: tha membar of farms reperting baf cows, milk cows, theap and lashs
imvemtary.

16 Source: US Censes of Agricabiums, Tabls §. 2002 data is not nsed since it is not comparsbila with 2007 data, due fo changss in dofnifions.

17 Source: US Consws of Agricubiums, Tabls 44

1E Diata is rounded to the nearest 10t Soerce: 1007 Nitrogen Balancs: Chase, L. Caymmek, T, Eotinsings, (M _ Swink, SN, & van Amburgh, M. E_ (2011}, Nitrogen balancss. for Mow York Stam:
Implicatices for meammms and frtiliver semagemant. Journal of Soil and Water Comanation 55{1) 1-17. Somrce: 3007 N balance and 3007 Phalance: Corwepandance with Quiring Fettorings and Shary] Swink,
Nutriant Management SPEAR. Program, Comall Thivarsity. Sourca: 2002 Phospherns balanca: Jourmal Articla: Chase, L, Crymmak K T, Fottarings, (. B, Makken, T.C_ *+ & Swink*, SH. (2009). Past and
firturs phosphores balances for agricelimal cropland i New Yok State. Journal of Soil and Warter Comarvation §42):120-133.

19 Sourca: Cayuga conpest

20 Source: Dalwwam County Solid Was Management Canter and Conspent Facility

21 Source: US Conses of Agriculmms, Tabls §; alue wource for “Cropland as % of total acres on firmn™

22 Source: US Canves of Agriculmms. Takle 4. Mowm: Farms with total production axpanses oqwal to total market vahis of ag producs sold, g paymnents, and frm-rolbated income ars Encluded in
farmms with et gains

23 As defind by the FaHM Task Forca

24 Sourca: Atias of Rural and Senll Teun America, v ars wsda govidats/reralaflas/dosnload htm

25 Sourca: US Canses of Agricultms, Tabls 1. Ao the source for %% of sales that am direct firm to consumer— salies and £ of firms with disect fom sales.
26 Source: USDA Food Environmant Atlas
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27 Source: Farmam:' Market Fadaration of New Yok ako sourco for “Farmar: markees with EBT mackines, ™ and “Sales Som EBT at famsan” marken™

28 Sourcs: Food and Health Netwark Regiczal Community Gardsn Sy

20 Sourcs: US Camses of Agricuburs, Tebles 48, 50, 51, 52, 53, 4. Minority categoriss includs: Amarican Indim, or Alaska Mative: Asian: Black or African Amaricas; and Spanish, Latize, or Hispanic Orign
30 Sourcs: US Censes of Agricubiurs, Takiles 48, 50, 51, 52, 53, 5. Minority catugories inclnde: American Endian ar Alaska Native: Asian: Black or African Amarican; and Spanish, Latino, or Hispanic Origin

31 Thie importance of food safety canmot ba overtated: It i Grucial to madntaining 2 healty ion, supporting the nstimtional ing of locally fioeed, and cultivating a semws of trust in cur food

sysmm. Pr . amd sthical iom practices is 2 notable contributar to food safery 2s are food safisty policy measumes. Equalty insportant is the importance of food sty policies that uke into

32 Diiswatos rates e based om 2 random sampls of residants in sach Cosnty and defined a5 ever having bean told by a doctor that resp kad dishetss, ing pre-disbetes amd women with diabetes caly when
Source: B ded Bahaioral Risk Factor Servaillance Syvtem (BEFSS), Fuby 2008 — Fune 3009 data. NY'S Department of Hmlth Same sourcs used for fnuit and vegetable comumption.

‘hittpeforurer haalth . govstatistics. b 005, y Nt darta fior earlier years ot available. CDC data for counties is awailable for sariier years bt has limitations.

33 Source: Expanded Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance Systam (HEFSS) wwor health ny. g istics e i tyfabost him Fath # of chese adults roundad to the nearest lundred.

34 Source: Expanded Bshanoral Risk Factor Serveillance System (ERFSS), VS Department of Health Baved on % cbose childran i WIC (>=05th Pod), 2-4 yeams, Low SES.

33 Sourcs: Comspondence, July 21, 2011 Mashowr Griffin, Directar of Agency Sarvices and Progranss, Food Bank of the S-outhars Tiar; Food Bask of the Southern Tier inciudo: Broome, Chommeng, Tioga, and
Tompking Coentiss; Cantral Mew Yok Food Bank imchdos Chenange and Cartiand Countiss; Esgicmal Food Bank of Merthestern New Vork imchndes Delawams and Otsege Comnfies.

36 Source: Comspondence, July 21, 2011 Matthew Griffm, Directar of Agency Sarvices and Prograsss, Food Bank of the Southars Tier.

37 httpoieods i in-amaricamgar- i - il-gap aspx. Food Security is dafinod as the USDA s measurm of back of access at times to ancugh food for an active, healthy Eves forall
‘homsaold mansbars; Emited or sncertain maibibilty of miritiomally adequate foods. Map the Maal Gap 2010

38 County-ry-County Review of SNAFFood Stamp Particpation, Jamsry 5, 2010. Food Rsssarch and Action Center, worw frac. org SHAP recipiants ars for Teze 2009. The popehition endar 125% of Fedaral
Powurty Laval is 2006-2008.

30 Upstarts NY muans axchesive of Mew Yok City

40 Source: Now York State Departmant of Labor, Cruarterty Camoms. of Exmployment and Wagss. Dats for member of ssployses amd wages collecied quarterty, yislding an anmal sverags. Number of peopls sraking
in agriculinre inchedes the Mew Yok Strie Departmant of Labor sector Agricettrs, Fishing, and Forestry. Diata for sach sector in sach comnty not always availabls
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‘Community supported apricaltore (C5A): C5A models vary, it in general commmnity supparted agriculiore progams allow consumens to ac as sharsholders of farms, thns sharing the
nisks and benefits of the farm with the farm owner(s). In the traditional model. shareholders pay for their share i foll at the beginning of the season and receive shares of the harvest
throuphout the growing seson. nnovative modsls are finding ways to make C5As affordable for consumers of all demopraphics throughout the year.

Food desert: Generally, food deserts serve as a label for areas in which consumers have diffioolty accessing food retailers that ofer muntious, affordable food Food desents are difficolt to
precizely define becanse the ability of consumer to access afordable, mumitions foods depends on several factors. inchading (as poted by the USDA) the distance betwesn food retailers and the
consumer, the o "5 travel p individinal consumer characteristics {income level, access to a wehicle, disability statns], and neiphhorhood chamcteristics (public tansportation,
sidewalk availability and crime patterns).

Food-secure: The USDA specifies varying degrees of food seomity and food insecurity as defined by reported indications of changes in dist and food infake. Food inseoority is the TSTA
meazure of lack of access, at times, to enough food for an active, healthy life for all bowsehold members, i e, limited or uncermin availability of mimtonally adequate foods.

Hubs: The working definition from the Enow Your Farmer, Enow Your Food Begional Food Hub Subcommittes is a centrally located facility with a business management strachure
farilitaing the azsrezation, storage, processing, distmbution, and'or marketing of locally/rezionally prodoced food products.

Nuirieni-demse: Mutrient-Jense foods have a high mumient to calorie ratio, ie. foods that are rich in mrients relative o calorie content.

Aiid-scale produocers: The kdeal role of mud-scle farms is to produce at a scale that is profitable for the farm and affordable for consumers, witheot severely damazing the environment or

compromising the health of empleyess and hvestods. Ultinately, this depends on many factars, inchding the type of production and the mmber of acres available for production. For the
purpases of this repart, mid-scale producers are defined as farms with pross anmual sales of $100,000-5500,000.

Orgamic: As defined by the USDA, argamic food has been produced through approved methods that integrate coliural, biological, and mechamical practices that foster cycling of resources,
pramoée ecological balance, and conserve biodiversity. Synthetic fartilizers, sewage shudge, imadiation, and genstic enginesring may not be used. Many farms practice orpanic agrsoolinme ot
o ot have the USDA certification, which requires anmial inspection and fees.

Servimg- Serving sizes as recommended by the [T5DA vary depending on the type of food and an individual’s age and sex. For fruits, the recommended daily serving for individuals who
exercise for 30 mimtes or kess per day is 1-2 aups (according to ape and sex); for vegstables, the recommended daily serving i 1-3 amps (acoording to age and sex).

SNAPEBT: The Supplemenial Nuirition Assistance Program (SHNAF), formerly known as the Food Stamp Progmam, provides feod and matrition assistance for low-incoms individuals.
Elecironic Bensfirs Trmsaction is an elecronic system that muromates the delivery, redemption, and reconciliation of public benefis.

Vahe-added: In this repart, vahue-added products refer to one of the follvwing (adapied from the TSDA definition) a) A chamge in the physical state or form of a prodoct (g chesse,
yopurt, slanghtered livesiock for sale as meat. preserves, fiowrs); b the production of a product in 2 marmer that echances s wake, as demonstrated through a busmess plan (2.2, organic
products).

Vale cham: As defined by the National Good Food Network, a value chain is a supply chain that & desipned to link supply with markets efficiently, bt to do so while promoting the vahies
of eguity and fhir pay for farmers, farm warkers, food producers, and workers in the chain; ecofogioal mstainability on the farm and in production practices; commumily capaciy to better meet
and to build a more seli-reliant econonry; and heaith and fbod arcess fbr all, especially those with limited means.
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OF SOUTH CENTRAL NEW YORK

PO Box 416
2666 Main Strest
Whitney Point, New York 13862

Phone: (607) 692-7669
Fax:  (607) 692-7076

www. FoodandHealthMetwrork org

The Feod & Health Network is a coalition of stakeholders that works to create food-secure communities and improve the quality of Life
in South Central New York by supporting practices, policies, and programs leading to increased wse of locally produoced foods.
‘We serve Broome, Chemung, Chenango, Cortland, Delaware, Otsego, Tioga, and Tompkins Counties.
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