Ravalli County Community Food Assessment - - -Consumer Survey 


Summary
Survey Design, Purpose, and Methodology:
Consumer surveys were collected from 838 Ravalli County residents between May 2008 and February 2009.  The five-page surveys were primarily distributed at the Hamilton farmers’ market, but were also handed out at the Darby and Stevensville farmers’ markets, the County Fair, a Caregivers Conference, and discussion groups at various housing units.  Surveys were also circulated by coalition members and left in valley Senior Centers, the Council on Aging office, the Office of Public Assistance, the Pantry Partners food bank, and the WIC office.  Many respondents chose to complete the surveys at home and return them by mail or in person.  The survey was designed to illuminate how valley consumers assess their food options and make their food choices, why and where consumers purchase their food, and also the programs consumers currently use as well as those they would like to see in the valley.  Gaining insight into how residents obtain their food and what influences their choices is essential to forming and successfully implementing a plan that will improve access to fresh, high quality, affordable, and locally produced food for all residents and for low-income families.
The consumer survey was part of a broadly scoped Ravalli County Community Food Assessment that also surveyed farmers and ranchers, meat processors, value-added producers, schools, restaurants, institutions such as group homes and hospitals, and grocery stores.  It was designed by the project director, Jill Davies, and a coalition member with a degree in sociology, Janis Cooper, and revised with the help of the other project co-directors.  The survey was modeled after other food consumer surveys such as the Missoula County Food Consumption Survey and those used in southwest Colorado.  The 39-question survey included both open- and close-ended items
.  Close-ended item responses were initially tallied and ultimately analyzed using statistical software.  Twenty-one surveys were withheld from this analysis due to differences in question format.  Open-ended item responses were analyzed using content analysis to identify themes and categorize responses.  
Participant Demographics
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Survey respondents were primarily Caucasian (90%), female (72%), aged 30 to 64 (61%), and living in households with two adults (65%) and no children under the age of 18 (68%).  Approximately half (51%) of those who completed the question had a high school education, 30.4% had a bachelor’s degree, and 18.4% had a graduate degree
.  Most respondents were both the primary food shopper (86%) and cooked food for the family (88%).  As shown in Figure 1, household incomes were primarily distributed across four income ranges, with the largest number of respondents making between $30,000 and $50,000 and the fewest respondents falling in the retired and unemployed categories.  According to the US Census
 the median household income in Ravalli County in 2007 was $42,450.  While we are not certain how our sample is distributed within the $30-50,000 category, we can say that the median income of those surveyed falls within the range that captures the US Census median, and conclude that our sample is fairly representative of the valley population in terms of income distribution. 
Less than 30% of those surveyed used any form of Food Assistance Program in the past year; for those who did use a Food Assistance Program (see Fig. 6), the most used programs include the Food Stamp Program (now the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program) (12%), Food Bank Programs (9%), and the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants and Children (WIC) (7%).  Respondents noted their zip code on the survey, and nearly 50% listed the Hamilton zip code of 59840, suggesting that most live in the Hamilton area
.  However, a wide range of locations and zip codes had at least some representation with one or more respondents. 

Findings

Throughout the consumer survey, four central themes shaped the majority of the questions: food quality and safety, food selection, food insecurity, and local food; therefore the findings below are divided into sections reflecting those themes, which are then divided into smaller sub-themes
.  Additional survey findings regarding transportation choices, respondents’ desired food programs, and correlations between income, food program use, food choice factors, concerns, and desires are then discussed.  Overall, across income levels and other demographics, the vast majority of valley consumers agree that price, quality, and safety are foremost when purchasing, growing, and consuming food; and there is considerable support for local food, Montana-grown food, and a wide range of food programs designed to improve food security and support local farmers.  

Theme 1-Food Quality and Safety    
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The survey contained numerous questions that addressed aspects of food quality; such as nutrition, freshness, and healthfulness.  There was also an emphasis on safety considerations; such as organic certification, toxic residue, and bacterial contamination.  When asked to rank the top three factors most important when making food choices, after “Price” the most frequently selected responses were “Nutritious,” “Fresh,” and “Healthy” (see Fig. 2) 
.  This suggests that beyond an individual’s ability to purchase food products, the overall quality of those products is paramount.  Accordingly, when asked to select the top three items that they would like to see more of in local grocery stores, “Fresh fruits and vegetables” and “Organic foods” ranked second and fourth respectively (see Fig.4).  When asked how often they bought food that was labeled organic, 65.8% of those who completed the question did so at least “Some of the time” and only 13.1% selected “Never.”
  However, when providing reasons for why they frequented certain restaurants, “Taste,” “Convenient location,” and “Price” far outweighed the aspects of “Wholesome food” and use of “Certified organic ingredients.”  We also found that the majority (87.9%) of valley residents who choose to garden or harvest food from the wild do so in part for the “Freshness, taste, and nutrition.”

Food Related Problems and Concerns
When asked about their top three concerns regarding the food they eat,  those surveyed ranked aspects of food  safety, “Toxic Residue” and “Bacteria contamination” as holding secondary and tertiary importance, behind the primary concern about “Price.” Yet, if the three aspects of food safety within the question were summed,  the concern about “Toxic Residue,” “Bacteria contamination,” and/or “Whether or not the food is organic” far outweighs the concern about price
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Clearly, the increasingly frequent salmonella, e. coli, and other contaminatory outbreaks have raised public awareness and concern about food safety.  This level of vigilance can also be seen in that 49.3% of the respondents who garden or harvest their food from the wild choose to do so in part for the “Control over growing practices and food safety.”  
Theme 2-Selecting Food 
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As discussed above and shown in Figures 2 and 3, survey respondents’ food choices are primarily guided by price, quality, and safety.  When asked to describe what it means to “eat well,” over 20% of all consumers surveyed included the themes: health(y), nutrition(ous), or fresh.  Roughly 10% mentioned the terms balanced, flavor/taste, or organic, and approximately 6% of respondents answered that eating well includes having affordable food or enough food to eat.  Also, vegetables and fruits were more commonly mentioned than other foods.  
However, survey respondents also identified other important factors.  Convenience plays a significant role, especially when choosing where to shop for groceries or dine out.  Also, when asked to identify the top three influences on the way they eat, “Availability” and “Family/culture” were considered two of the top three influences, along with “Price.”  Additionally, how far the food travels ranked as the fourth most significant food-related concern (see Fig. 3).  This reinforces respondents’ selections regarding food choice factors, where “Locally-grown” earned slightly more selections than “Safety” and “Convenience” (see Fig. 2)
.  

How frequently those surveyed “eat outside of the home” was fairly evenly distributed, with 21.4% doing so “Less than once a month”, 35.2% eating out “A few times a month”, 20.3% eating out “Once a week”, and 18.5% doing so “A few times a week”.  However only 4.7% eat out “Most every day”.  Far and away “Taste” was the most frequently selected reason for why consumers frequented particular restaurants, chosen as a reason 74.4% of the time.  Yet the importance of “Taste” over potential selections such as “Price”(48.1%), “Locally-grown ingredients” (12.2%), “Wholesome food” (30.1%), and “Certified organic ingredients” (3.4%) seems restricted to instances of dining out, as consumer responses about overall food choice factors throughout the rest of the survey placed less emphasis on taste.  Most consumers would also, when asked to choose the top three, like to see more locally grown (89.2%), fresh fruit and vegetable (65%), and bulk food (45.4%) choices in valley grocery stores (see Fig. 4).  
Food Costs
[image: image5.emf]Fig. 6 What food assistance programs have you used in 

the last year?

0.0% 2.0% 4.0% 6.0% 8.0% 10.0%

Food Stamp Program

Commodities Program

WIC

Free/Reduced School Lunch

Soup Kitchen

Food Share: Catholic Charities

Food Bank Programs

Senior Food Program

Disabled Food Program

Other

Percentage of Respondents

Overall, 52.9% of respondents feel or have ever felt that “food is (generally) unaffordable” and in a later question only 14.6% of the 749 individuals who completed the question indicated that they had “Never” “Shopped for the least expensive food available.”  Nearly 70% “Shopped for the least expensive food available” at least some of the time, with 32.7% choosing “Some of the time”, 19.8% selecting “Most of the time” and 16.2% choosing “Always.”
  When dining out, “Price” was the third most selected response, behind “Taste” and “Convenient location.”  Of those who garden or harvest food from the wild, 45.2% do so in part because of the “Cost of food from the grocery store.”  Throughout the survey, a pattern emerged that clearly placed the cost of food as a primary factor. As discussed above and shown in Figure 2, “Price” was the food choice factor most frequently selected.  Also, as shown in Fig. 3, “Price” was the foremost concern consumers have about the food they eat.  Similarly, “Price” was identified as one of the top three influences on the way respondents eat.  Lastly, as discussed in the following section, price also understandably plays a central role in how respondents choose where to shop. 

Why Respondents Shop Where They Do
Survey respondents were asked to write in where they purchased most of their food both in the summer and in the winter.  For the summer months, 265 consumers wrote that they did most of their food purchasing at a, “grocery store” 248 indicated Super 1 as where they bought most of their food and 214 listed eleven other stores in the valley.  In addition, 198 respondents indicated that they went to the farmers’ markets, 77 people listed their own food (primarily gardens) as their main food source, and 42 specified that they got the majority of their food from local farmers.  Seventy-nine respondents said that they went to Missoula to stores such as the Good Food Store, Costco, and Wal-mart.  As for the winter, there was a marked increase in the use of “grocery stores” and a slight increase in those who frequent Super 1, most other grocery stores in the valley, and stores in Missoula.  When specifying why they shop where they do, and selecting all that applied, 66% of those who responded chose “Convenient Location” as one of the factors, 58% chose “Price” and 53.6% cited the “Quality of food” as a reason.  Additionally, 10.4% of respondents provided “Other” reasons, including: store is locally owned, food is locally grown; know employees, employees are friendly; good variety or selection; organic food available; good location; store provides discounts, takes coupons, or does not require cards; one-stop shopping; or lack of other options. 
Theme 3-Assessing Food Insecurity 
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A number of survey items addressed issues of food security, including cost-of-living concerns.  Despite respondents’ concerns about the affordability of food however, only 26.9% had used one or more form of Food Assistance Program in the past year, with 12.7% of respondents indicating that they had used two to six of the listed programs (see Fig. 6).  Put another way, nearly half of the 214 respondents who had used any of the food programs indicated that they had used two or more of the listed programs.  The most-used programs are food stamps (now the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program), food banks, and the WIC program, with the disabled food program, soup kitchens, and Food Share being used the least.  Yet, as discussed above, just over half (52.9%) of consumers surveyed indicated that they had ever felt that food is (generally) unaffordable.  The majority (72%) of those consumers, cope with this feeling by “Shopping for the LEAST expensive food available” while the next most-selected actions were “Limit[ing] the size of a meal due to lack of money” and “Stretch[ing] or dilute[ing]a meal.”  Of those who garden, when asked to check all that applied, 45.2% do so because of the “Cost of food from the grocery store.”  Meanwhile, 61.6% of respondents also indicated that they do so “To feed myself and my family” making it the third most selected option behind “Freshness, taste, and nutrition” (87.9%) and “Like to garden” (75.7%).  However, respondents were not asked to clarify whether they garden to feed themselves and their family because of the satisfaction of doing so or because of necessity.  
At the end of the survey, respondents were also asked to rank how often they had, among other things, cut down on the size of their meals due to a lack of food, skipped meals due to a lack of food, or gone to a food pantry or soup kitchen to get food in the last year.  These findings are shown at left in Figures 7-10.  Overall, at least a quarter of those who completed the section had at some point in the past year done one of the above.  The most frequent action, done by 44.2% of respondents [image: image9.emf]Fig. 11 What issues, relative to cost-of-living, affect your ability 

to "eat well"?

8.8%

10.4%

4.7%

37.0%

12.9%

47.6%

69.1%

16.7%

7.2%

54.4%

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0% 80.0%

Other

Personal Income Too Low

Unable to Work

Unable to Find/Keep Work

High Heating Costs

High Rent

High Mortgage Payment

Transportation Costs

Childcare Expenses

Cost of Food

Percentage of Respondents

at least rarely, was cutting the meal size.  Over a third (34.9%) worried about having enough to eat at some point, 22.5% had skipped meals, and 13.9% had gone to a food pantry or soup kitchen.  Clearly, improving food security for Bitterroot Valley residents in these challenging economic times is a worthy endeavor.  
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Cost-of-living Factors 
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Of those who completed the question, just over half (53.4%) felt that cost-of-living affected their ability to eat well.  The following question then asked that respondents specify the top three issues
 related to cost-of-living that affects their ability to ‘eat well.’  Nearly seventy percent (69.1%) selected “Cost of food” as a factor, 47% marked “Transportation Expenses” and 45.6% felt that their “Personal income [is] too low.”  High heating costs was also cited by more than a third (37%) of consumers surveyed, despite the majority of surveys being completed in the warmer months of the year.  Most likely, respondents were basing their choices on a year-round or longer-term basis.  Yet the influence of more recent costs can be seen in the prominence of respondents’ concern about the costs of transportation and food.  Fuel costs over the summer, when most surveys were completed, rose considerably as the price per barrel peaked at $145 in July.
   This, among other factors also led to a significant increase in food prices, which compounded the 4% increase in food prices that occurred in 2007 (the largest increase in seventeen years)
.  
The cost-of-living issue results discussed above correspond with the Montana Food Bank Network’s Hungry in Montana 2008 Report findings, which assessed statewide hunger and food insecurity issues by surveying food pantry clients in seven cities across Montana (including Hamilton).  According to the Executive Summary, “cost of food, fuel, low wages, fixed incomes, and utility costs were the primary reasons why clients ran out of money for food.”
  Later in the survey, over half (61.9%) of consumers surveyed indicated that they grow or harvest from the wild some of their food, and when they checked all of the reasons that they did so, 45.2% selected “Cost of food from the grocery store” as one reason.  

4-Local Food 

One of the most encouraging findings of the consumer survey regards the level of support for and interest in local food.  While only 19.8% of respondents chose “Locally-grown” as one of their top three food choice factors, that placed it as equally or more important to consumers than “Convenience”, “Safe”, “Variety”,  “Certified Organic”, “Brand name” and “Other “ (see Fig. 2).  In terms of what consumers want to see more of [image: image12.emf]Fig. 12 In the last year, how often have you bought 
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 in local stores, 89.2% indicated that they desire more “Locally-grown foods” (see Fig. 4) and as mentioned above in the Selecting Food section, how far the food travels ranked as the fourth most significant food-related concern (see Fig. 3).  However, when dining out only 87 respondents (12.2%) cited “Locally-grown ingredients” as one of the reasons they returned to the restaurants they frequented the most.  Perhaps the lack of restaurants using or publicizing their use of local ingredients plays a role in these results since over half of respondents (58.8%) selected “Farm-to-chef –local restaurants using fresh, local produce, encouraging one-another” as a food program they would like to see in the area, making it the second most desired program.  

Many of those surveyed are not simply interested in local food; they are growing or harvesting it themselves.  Four hundred and sixty respondents (61.9%) raise all manner of fruits and vegetables in their gardens: most often specifying berries, apples, and tomatoes aside from “fruit” and “vegetables”; and harvest fish and wild game such as deer, and elk.  Primarily respondents do so, when asked to check all that apply, for the “Freshness, taste, and nutrition” (87.9%), because they “Like to garden” (75.7%) “To feed myself and my family” (61.6%) and for “Control over growing practices and safety” (49.3%).  Lastly, only 2.5% of those who completed the question indicated that they had “Never” “Bought food that was grown or produced in Montana (when available)”, with 8.0% doing so “Rarely” 55.7% doing so “Some of the time” 24.6% buying Montana products “Most of the time” and 9.2% doing so “Always.”  Thus, it seems that our sample is largely aware of the satisfaction and benefits that arise from eating locally grown and harvested foods, while many personally contribute to the production of local food as well.  
Transportation

Not surprisingly for a fairly rural area with little in the way of public transportation, 91.3% of respondents get to the store most often in their “Personal vehicle.”  Only 5.3% most often “Walk/bike”, 2.5% rely on a “Neighbor, friend, or family” member, 0.5% look to “Other” means of transportation, and 0.4% use a form of “Public transportation” to get to the grocery store.   Also, when asked why they shop where they do, only 2.4% selected, “Transportation goes there” as a reason for frequenting a particular store.  Later in the survey, consumers ranked how often they had, among other things, used a public form of transportation to get to a food store, walked or rode their bike to a food store, and drove their car to a food store.  Nearly all (92.3%) of those who completed the question marking that they had “Never” used a form public transportation, with 4.5% choosing “Rarely” 2% saying “Some of the time” and less than 2% selecting “Most of the time” or “Always”.  More than half (56.5%) had “Never” ridden their bike or walked to the store in the past year, with 17.2% doing so “Rarely” 20.3% doing so “Some of the time” 4.7% choosing “Most of the time” and 1.4% selecting “Always”.  Accordingly, 58.5% “Always” drive their car to a food store, 28.6% do so “Most of the time” 6.1% do so “Some of the time” 1.5% drive to the store “Rarely” and 5.3% “Never” drive to the store.  In general then, Bitterroot valley consumers primarily rely on a personal vehicle to obtain their food.  However, some respondents rely on other means of transportation, and many others also occasionally look to options besides driving.

Desired Programs

Beyond asking those surveyed what they would like to see more of in grocery stores, only one other survey question focused on respondents’ desires rather than current or past behavior; and this question asked consumers which ‘food’ programs they would like to see in Ravalli County.  When provided with nine options and a space to write in “Other” programs, each potential program, aside from the “Other” category, received at least 200 [image: image13.emf]Fig. 13 Which 'food programs' would you like to see in this 
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 ‘votes.’  The four most popular programs, as seen in figure 13, were “Farm-to-School—local foods serving fresh, local produce”, “Farm-to-Chef—local restaurants using fresh, local produce, encouraging one another”, “Community garden plots—affordable growing space for all community members”, and “Food Co-op”.  Some “Other” suggested programs were: youth nutrition and food preparation programs as part of the Farm-to-School program, a community compost program, and a vegan and raw food education initiative.  One respondent stated, “Anything is better than the current system!”  Overall, it seems that the most popular programs would cultivate consistent demand for local farmers’ products while providing consumers with more access to locally grown foods.  These priorities are then followed by a general preference for increasing valley consumers’ ability to grow, purchase, prepare, and process local food.
Comparison of Responses Based on Income Level
 Evaluating the relationship between income and food security has been one of the central goals of the Community Food Assessment.  To gauge the effect income level had on respondents’ use of food assistance programs, their food choice factors and concerns, what they would like to see more of in grocery stores, and their desired food programs, we used statistical software to perform a cross-tabulation analysis.  These cross-tabulations allowed us to see the distribution of a dependent variable (one of the factors mentioned above) across the categories of an independent variable (in this case income) and the findings are discussed in the following sections as well as presented in tables in the appendix.  

Income and Food Assistance Program Use
As mentioned earlier in this report, 26.9% of those surveyed had used one or more food programs, and 12.7% had used two to six of the listed programs in the past year.  Within the cross-tabs there was a clear and unsurprising trend across income levels—the higher the income category, the less likely respondents’ were to report using a program (see Fig. 14).  A quarter (25.7%) to a third (33.3%) of those making less than $20,000 had used one program, while those making less than $10,000 were significantly more likely to use more than one food assistance program.  The primary program used by unemployed respondents or those making less than $30,000 was the “Food Stamp Program”, while most of those making more than $30,000 had used “WIC” and the majority of retired individuals had used the “Senior Food Program”(see Fig A1).  It is also interesting to note that those stating that they were retired fell between the $20-30,000 income range and the $30-50,000 income range in terms of food assistance program use, suggesting that most retired individuals surveyed have an adequate income or turn to other forms of assistance.  

	Fig. 14 Income Group and Food Assistance Program Use in the Past Year

	Income
	No Programs Used
	One Program Used
	Two or More Programs Used

	Unemployed
	22.20%
	33.3%
	44.40%

	Less than $10,000
	27.10%
	25.70%
	47.10%

	$10,000-$20,000
	48.00%
	27.60%
	24.40%

	$20,000-$30,000
	71.90%
	15.60%
	12.60%

	$30,000-$50,000
	82.90%
	11.40%
	5.70%

	$50,000-$80,000
	97.20%
	2.80%
	0.00%

	More than $80,000
	97.60%
	1.20%
	1.20%

	Retired
	75.50%
	18.40%
	6.10%


Income and Food Choice Factors
Less than half (44%) of those in the retired category then identified “Price” as a food choice factor, which is less than all of the other income ranges except for those making more than $80,000.  As shown in the food choice factor table included in the appendix (see Fig. A2), most other factors received fairly close rankings among the income ranges.  One notable similarity was that roughly a fifth (17.8% to 26.6%) of respondents across all income ranges consider “Locally-grown” important when making food choices.  However, “Healthy” was only selected by 11.1% of unemployed respondents, whereas between 36.8% and 48% of all other respondents chose “Healthy” as a factor.  Those in the unemployed category also differed in their ranking of “Brand” as a factor, with 11.1% choosing “Brand” compared to only 2.2% to 4.0% of the other respondents.  “Variety” was also not a factor (0.0%) for unemployed respondents, whereas 5.5% to 14.3% of those in other income categories chose “Variety”.  Regarding “Certified Organic”, only 4.0% of retirees and 10% to 11.9% of those making less than $10,000, $20-30,000, and $20-30,000 chose this factor, compared to 19.3% to 28.8% of those in the higher income categories and a surprising 22.2% of unemployed respondents.

Income and Food Concerns
Overall we found an understandable emphasis on “Price” as a top food concern for a significant proportion of those surveyed.  Not surprisingly though, over 70% of those making less than $10,000 per year or $10-20,000 per year chose “Price” as a concern versus 46.2% of those making $50-80,000 and 51.3% of those making more than $80,000.  Also, those making less than $10,000 were markedly less concerned about “Toxic Residue” with only 38.8% choosing this aspect as a concern compared to 48.2%-66.3% of those making more than $10,000.  Approximately half of all respondents (37.5% to 51.2%) cited “Bacteria contamination” as a concern.  Thirdly, reinforcing the “Local” factor findings in the previous section, a fairly consistent portion (38.8% to 52.8%) of seven of the eight income demographics is concerned about “How far the food travels”.  Yet, 62.5% of those identified as unemployed marked this as one of their top three concerns.  One other noteworthy exception was that 13.3% of retired respondents wrote in an “Other” concern, compared to 0.0% to 4.3% of those in other income ranges who felt that one of their most prevalent concerns was not represented in the eight categories listed (see Fig. A3). 

Income and Grocery Store Desires

All but two income groups ranked what they would like to see more of in local grocery stores in the following order: “Locally-grown foods”, “Fresh fruits and vegetables”, “Bulk foods”, “Organic foods”, and “Ethnic foods”; with “Instant foods” and “Other” vying equally for sixth and seventh ranking.  However, those making less than $10,000 placed “Fresh fruits and vegetables” ahead of “Locally grown foods” by a very small margin, and those making $50-80,000 placed “Organic foods” ahead of “Bulk foods” by a similarly small margin.  Also, none (0.0%) of the respondents in the unemployed income category selected the last three options (“Ethnic foods”, “Instant foods”, or “Other”) at all.  As discussed above, while only about a fifth of respondents ranked “Locally-grown” as one of their most important food choice factors, this question regarding what respondents would like to see more of in local grocery stores revealed that an encouraging 75% to 100% of those surveyed want to see more “Locally-grown foods” in the valley’s stores.  Also, while relative ranking was fairly consistent between income groups, as income level increased a greater percentage of respondents within each income bracket chose “Organic foods” and a smaller percentage chose “Bulk foods” (see Fig. A4). 

Income and Desired Food Programs

The greatest number of respondents in all but one income category selected “Farm-to-School—local schools serving fresh, local produce” as one of the programs they would like to see in Ravalli County.  The one exception was retired respondents, with 5% more choosing “Farm-to-Chef—local restaurants using fresh, local produce, encouraging one-another” than “Farm-to-School”.  However, “Farm-to-Chef” was the second most popular program for all of the other income ranges, except for those making less than $10,000
, so respondents largely agreed on the top two desired programs.  Community gardens—ranked third overall—were chosen as a desired program by roughly the same portion of each income group (54.6% to 57.7%) aside from two outliers: 69.2% of those making more than $80,000 support the idea, and only 35.0% of retired respondents would like to see community gardens.  Roughly a third to half (32.5% to 53.8%) are interested in “Gardening education”, with those making less than $10,000 and $50-80,000 showing the most support.  Additionally, a quarter to a third (25.2% to 32.1%) would like “Affordable food cooking and processing classes”, except for retired (10%) and unemployed (0.0%) respondents.  Over half (50.4% to 63.5%) of those making upwards of $20,000 were in support of a “Food Co-op”, with more than 40% (42.5% to 43.5%) of retired and those in lower income categories also interested in a co-op.  For the most part, the lower the income the higher the percentage that showed interest in “A WIC Farmers’ Market Nutrition Program—issuing food coupons specifically for fresh, farmer’s market produce”.
  Overall, retired respondents seemed the least interested in many of the listed programs, the most popular program within their income category only garnered 55% while four of the nine listed programs received only 10% to 20% of this group’s selections.  Also, as with food concerns, more retired individuals (7.5%) wrote in “Other” desired programs, compared to 0.0% of unemployed respondents and 1.0% to 5.9% of other respondents (see Fig. A5).

Summary/Conclusions

The Ravalli County Community Food Assessment Consumer Survey gathered an incredible amount of information about how Bitterroot valley residents purchase, grow, and consume food.  Similar to the Missoula County findings, food quality issues such as nutrition, freshness, healthfulness, and safety are foremost in consumers’ minds.  Also across income levels and other demographics, the vast majority of valley consumers agree that price is a significant factor, whether grocery shopping, dining out, or deciding to grow or harvest their own food.  Convenience, availability, and the influence of one’s family/culture were also significant factors for our respondents.  One encouraging trend was that our sample demonstrated a preference and desire for both locally grown and Montana grown food products, and nearly half grow or harvest their own food.  Over half of those surveyed have felt at some point that food is generally unaffordable and feel that the cost of living in Ravalli County affects their ability to eat well.  The most common actions related to these indicators of food insecurity were shopping for the least expensive food available and cutting meal size.  Not surprisingly, the primary mode of transportation for the vast majority of those surveyed is a personal vehicle, although almost half of our sample walks or rides their bike to the store at least rarely.  Another encouraging finding was that there is a good deal of support for all of the proposed programs, with the most popular being Farm-to-School and Farm-to-Chef.  Overall, the survey illuminated many facets of how residents obtain their food, what influences their choices, and what changes they would like to see.  This insight contributes to the formation and successful implementation of a plan that will improve access to fresh, high quality, affordable, and locally-produced food for all Ravalli County residents.
� A copy of the five page consumer survey is available online at bitterrootvalleyfood.info/assessment.html


� All told, 96.7% of respondents indicated that they had at least a high school level education, if not higher. This is 9.3% more than the Ravalli County demographics, which found 87.4% of residents had at least a high school level education. Source: U.S. Census Bureau State and County Quick Facts: http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/30/30081.html


� Source: U.S, Census Bureau State and County Quick Facts at http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/30/30081.html


� Survey participants uncertain as to whether the “Location” and “Zip Code” fields were for the respondent’s current location while filling out the survey or their home address were instructed to write their current location in the “Location” field and the zip code of where they receive their mail in the “Zip Code” field. However, not all respondents were given these instructions. Due to these discrepancies, we can only get a general sense of how respondents are distributed throughout the valley.


� Although for ease of interpretation we have divided the findings into sections, we remind the reader that there is significant overlap between the sections.


� When discussing individual questions that appeared on the survey, potential responses as given on the survey appear in quotation marks.


� 20.6% selected “Rarely” 18.4% chose “Most of the time” and 2.4% chose “Always”


� However, many respondents did not limit their responses to ranking their top three concerns, making our sample’s chief concerns more difficult to determine.  Also, the order in which possible responses are listed is known to affect respondents’ choices, and  “Toxic Residue” and “Bacteria contamination” were the first potential concerns listed. 


� Please see the Local Food section below for further discussion of this topic.


� 16.8% of respondents selected “Rarely.”


� Again, many respondents did not limit their responses to three selections.  


� Source: NY Times “Oil Closes Below $50, Lowest Price Since May 2005” Jad Mouawad Nov. 20, 2008. 


� Source: Food Marketing Institute “Summary of Recent Retail Food Price Research and Trends” Ephraim Leibtag. Feb. 26, 2008.


� The CFP survey did not specifically ask about fixed income, but both our survey and the Food Bank Network’s other findings established the other top concerns.  The Hungry in Montana 2008 Report is available at www.mfbn.org


� These respondents ranked “Community garden plots” second, with “Farm-to-Chef” taking fifth place (“Gardening education” took third and “Food Co-op” and “Food buying clubs (more)” tied for fourth).


� Only 41.3% of those making less than $10,000 selected this program versus 43.5% of those making $10-20,000.  Also, those making $30-50,000 were slightly more supportive (35.6%) than those making $20-30,000 (31.9%).  
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