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Executive Summary 
 
Based on a thorough analysis of available data sets, census statistics, publications, reports, interviews 
and surveys, the determination of this study is that a Food Innovation and Resource Center (FIRC) 
anchored by Food and Drug Administration (FDA) or United States Department of Agriculture (USDA)-
certified food processing capacity is not presently feasible in Latah County. On the other hand, this same 
research leads us to believe that the challenges identified herein can be overcome. In reaching its 
determination not to build, this study identifies a number of strengths possessed by the regional 
foodshed and opportunities that exist for further foodshed development. The study also explores a 
number of alternatives and next steps along a realistic interim path towards realizing the vision and 
purpose described in the request for proposal (RFP) to implement an Economic Gardening Strategy.   
 
Despite strong, recent growth in the regional and local foodshed economy, a number of negative 
constraints preclude our recommending any facility at this time. Close examination of available data 
reveals a very weak picture of the closed-loop food system, or intra-foodshed economy. Access to land 
and labor prohibit expansion by growers/sellers, while price is an issue for both buyers and sellers—too 
high for many large volume purchasers in the area, but too low to justify expansion by many local and 
regional producers. Critically, the number of farms with direct-farm sales—a strong indicator of closed-
loop production and consumption—measured less than 1% within the study area. The total number of 
farms with direct farm sales in the entire eight-county study area was only 266 in USDA 2007 Census of 
Agriculture, or 6%; and the total value of direct farm sales for the entire foodshed was only $776,000. 
Only 50 vegetable farmers in the entire foodshed were recorded in USDA 2007 Census. Though we 
anticipate USDA 2012 Census to show continued, above-trend intra-foodshed growth (e.g. number of 
new farms, small farm acreage, direct farm sales, number of agri-tourism businesses, et al.), large fruit 
and vegetables production-consumption gaps almost surely persist in the foodshed. Without a sufficient 
volume and diversity of inputs available locally, the otherwise fertile foodshed currently constrains the 
ability to expand its closed-loop, intra-foodshed business base—the primary target of a food-based 
Economic Gardening Strategy. 
 
Previous shared-use kitchens in the area have failed as recently as a decade ago (e.g., Elderberry’s Store 
in Clarkston, WA); as have for-profit processing facilities (e.g., Twin City Foods pea plant in Lewiston, ID). 
In addition, incubator space already exists in the area: it is well-located but generally underutilized. This 
could indicate a local entrepreneurial spirit insufficient to justify additional incubator space. However, 
small and micro-scale food businesses do exist in moderate numbers, many of which are thriving 
notwithstanding poor national economic conditions and the region’s own macro challenges. Food 
businesses are clustering in the area which is already well-established as an agri-culinary and agri-
tourism destination. While a net positive, these existing businesses raise the possibility that a FIRC could 
unduly compete with, or even crowd-out, the precise private capital that the FIRC seeks to attract. In 
addition, even while growing in aggregate (with new start-ups entering the sector), much of this small-
scale capacity is presently underutilized—an indication that area entrepreneurs do not demand  this 
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existing 'bootstrap' infrastructure, which we would expect to see if pent-up demand for processing 
capacity was strong.  This low demand is consistent with the experience of similar share-used facilities in 
neighboring foodsheds to the north, northeast and south. 
 
Calculated using survey data collected specifically for this study, the use capacity model did not 
demonstrate revenue sufficient to sustain any individual processing set-up or kitchen type as a stand-
alone option. More importantly, no combination of services could achieve viability in any of the three 
facility scenarios modeled below, regardless of the precise combination of component services.  
 
The economic impact analysis, the SWOT analysis, a review of case studies of other similar facilities, and 
a series of direct interviews point towards the need for baseline, downstream foodshed development 
rather than any additional mid-market, upstream processing capacity.  The base of the local and regional 
food system should be encouraged and strengthened before large investments in capital equipment are 
warranted. Enabling or catalytic strategies can achieve indirect economic impacts—shown in the 
research to be much greater than the direct economic impacts of a single processing facility itself—
perhaps much more cost-effectively than a brick-and-mortar food processing facility.   
 
A FIRC or other future foodshed development initiative may have a small physical footprint but should 
maintain a large virtual presence as a catalyst.  Adapting an enabling strategy would coordinate the 
area’s many active and successful entities as partners to action— indeed several of these organizations 
already partnered in the commission of this report. Going forward, the strategy should emphasize a 
combination of community and economic development goals, with grants and other non-local funding 
to help support a broad-based foodshed development initiative. This approach could be included as part 
of a regional cluster strategy to advance the cluster effect already occurring with specific, targeted 
actions at potentially lower cost and with potentially greater community, social and indirect economic 
benefits.   
 
So, while a substantial FIRC is not recommended, the analysis summarized in this report strongly 
suggests encouraging the ongoing, natural development of a regional food cluster in and around Latah 
County in potential next steps. The “potential regional food cluster” described in the project scope of 
work (SOW) is already manifested and growing organically from the grassroots level. Future program 
development should focus on establishing a strong regional food cluster by providing coordinated 
services and support to the emerging food sector, e.g. helping to coordinate existing programs/assets 
across the region, providing additional educational programming, training, technical assistance and 
business support, or assistance in accessing other resources already available (whether physical or 
virtual and local, state, federal, international or otherwise). This strategy will require an inclusive, 
hybrid, operating model in service to many different missions but also a diverse staff able to work with 
many partners, and potentially access more sources of capital. 
 
We conclude that encouraging the already emerging regional food cluster is an appropriate Economic 
Gardening tactic for Latah County in general, and Moscow specifically, to help existing businesses in the 
community to encourage job growth from within. The agricultural legacy of Moscow and the entire SE 
Inland Empire is rich and already successful as an agri-culinary and agro-tourist destination. A regional 
cluster strategy can embrace the region’s agricultural history and draw as a tourist magnet as part of an 
inclusive model that celebrates the area’s traditions and raises the profile of good food and food culture 
but it is not the restoration of tradition for its own sake. The strategy should focus on developing a long-
term and utilitarian approach that produces a number of environmental, social, and economic services 
and benefits to the community.  
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1. PROJECT BACKGROUND 
 
Latah Economic Development Council (LEDC) and the Clearwater Economic Development Association 
(CEDA) sought assistance in the development of a feasibility study for the construction and operation of 
a food innovation and resource center (FIRC) in Latah County as the basis for a food-based economic 
strategic initiative. A key objective of this initiative was to address objectives identified in a variety of 
regional and local planning documents towards catalyzing the agricultural and culinary assets within its 
five-county region CEDA of North Central Idaho—including the Comprehensive Economic Development 
Strategy of the Clearwater Economic Development district; the Latah County Comprehensive Plan and 
the Latah Economic Development Council’s Scope of Work.  

1.1 Purpose and Scope 

This study was commissioned in furtherance of an “Economic Gardening Strategy” conceived for Latah 
County and its rural communities. An Economic Gardening Strategy is an inwardly focused strategy that 
emphasizes helping existing businesses in the community and to encourage job growth from within 
rather than  recruiting or hunting for new businesses to relocate from outside the area. Specifically, 
CEDA identified local food production and value-added agriculture as promising avenues for economic 
diversification and job creation, and CEDA designed the scope of work (SOW) for study to investigate the 
feasibility of a food-based strategy. 
 
The economic gardening model cultivates entrepreneurial and creative influences within local 
communities in expectation of business startups, small business growth, and greater local revenue 
retention. Agriculture constitutes the fifth largest sector of the economy in jobs and earnings, yet most 
of the Latah County’s agricultural production is exported as raw commodities. With such a robust base 
of productive agricultural assets and a growing reputation as a culinary and tourist destination, the local 
food sector seems like an ideal candidate for the application of a food-based Economic Gardening 
Strategy. 
 
The original concept for a FIRC was the culmination of efforts by key parties such as the LEDC, University 
of Idaho (UI) Extension, the Moscow Food Co-op, and Rural Roots in an effort to facilitate opportunities 
for value-added agriculture in Latah County. Numerous stakeholder meetings began in earnest in 2008 
and 2009, and the coalition convened in March of 2010 for a regional conference entitled “Food on the 
Table” on the UI campus in Moscow. The conference included a number of workshops focused on 
identifying obstacles and bottlenecks in developing sustainable local and regional food systems. An 
important need identified during the conference, and reinforced by other activities and information, is 
the need to develop food processing capability in Latah County as a means of enabling expansion and 
diversification opportunities for local and regional growers and producers as well as facilitating 
additional job creation and revenue retention within the region.  
 
As a result, this feasibility study was to research the viability of various food processing capacities, and 
identify the appropriate scale and variety of operations for a FIRC that would best suit Latah County and 
the surrounding region. In furtherance of this objective, the study team examined a full spectrum of 
scenarios and considered many combinations of various components, such as:  a commercial kitchen, 
fermentation capabilities, dry and cold storage capacity, meat processing, dairy processing, business 
incubator space (office, education and training) for food entrepreneurship activities, per Element #1 of 
the SOW. 
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The study team was also to work with committee members to identify potential locations for the facility 
within Latah County, another key objective of the study, by taking into consideration transportation, 
convenience to grower and customers, access to potable water, power and other utilities, and available 
and affordable sites/land. 
 
Ownership and funding options were to be considered, as were partnership opportunities with 
appropriate departments/centers/institutes on the UI and Washington State University (WSU) 
campuses.  
 
The study’s scope also included a call for regional analysis (SOW Element #5), towards the development 
of a regional food cluster and enhancement of the region’s draw as an agri-culinary and agri-tourism 
destination—developed herein as a specific economic development strategy, agricultural urbanism, as 
an umbrella “working framework,” which might include a food processing facility, or not. 

1.2 Feasibility Study Funding 

Based on a strong interest in furthering its local food economy, LEDC and area stakeholders raised funds 
for a feasibility study to investigate the financial viability of building a FIRC for Latah County that would 
also benefit the surrounding region. In June 2011, CEDA was awarded a USDA Rural Business Enterprise 
Grant on behalf of LEDC to serve as the grant manager for the project. On July 3 2012, CEDA in turn 
awarded a contract for services to Manheim Solutions to conduct the feasibility study, which is 
summarized in this report. Additional contributions to the project were provided by the Avista 
Corporation, Gritman Medical Center, Moscow Food COOP and the UI. 
 

2. PROJECT APPROACH 
 
The study team applied an objective and rigorous method to provide the robust analytics and factual 
detail necessary to make informed decisions and develop actionable plans in future planning stages. The 
multidisciplinary approach summarized in this report defines and characterizes the foodshed, with 
consideration given to a wide range of factors, including:  climate, ecology, transit, economic geography, 
land use, current and historic crop potential, demographics, demand centers, market and distribution 
systems, as well as local history, traditions and culture. 
 
Each foodshed is unique and the needs or opportunities of one foodshed are not necessarily the same as 
another. Depending on the location, size, health, diversity and productivity of a foodshed, the optimal 
initiative may be a new farmer’s market, community garden, backyard garden program or land co-op, or 
perhaps a brick and mortar shared-use kitchen, FIRC, or food hub (whether aggregator, distributor, or 
incubator). The most successful and sustainable initiatives will seamlessly integrate into the fabric of the 
community and market-oriented systems that are already in place. As a result, the study team’s 
approach is necessarily open and objective—without prejudice to any potential outcome.  
 
So while this project’s SOW was narrowed to the feasibility of a FIRC with variable food processing 
capacities (as given in Element #1 of the SOW), the project’s approach and analytical framework are 
necessarily broad—beginning with an overview of the study area’s relevant geography. 
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2.1 Regional Context   

The study area is located within 
the informal geographic sub-region 
known as the Inland Northwest or 
the Inland Empire. This sub-region 
comprises eastern Washington 
State and the northern panhandle 
of Idaho. The Inland Northwest is 
located within the larger region of 
the United States known as the 
Pacific Northwest. This region 
consists of three states–Oregon, 
Washington and Idaho bordered 
on the east by the Rocky 
Mountains and the west by the 
Pacific Ocean. It is home to over 10 
million residents. The Inland 
Northwest sub-region is essentially 
the Northeastern quadrant of the 
larger Pacific Northwest region. 
 
The Inland Northwest sub-region is bounded by the Cascade Mountains to the west, the Rocky 
Mountains and Cabinet Mountains to the east, the Blue Mountains to the south, and the Wallowa 
Mountains to the southeast. In between the three mountain ranges are large, sweeping areas of semi-
arid steppe and grasslands that contain large concentrations of agriculture activity across the Columbia 
Plateau. Significant infrastructure development has helped overcome climactic and geographic 
challenges and greatly contribute to the richness of the agriculture base. The Columbia Basin Project, for 
example, in the southwestern portion of the Inland Northwest is the largest water reclamation project in 
the United States. Powered by the Grand Coulee Dam, the massive irrigation network pumps water from 
the Columbia River through 2,320 miles of canals to a series of reservoirs before flowing through more 
than 1,300 miles of lateral channels, which irrigates 10,000 farms on over 670,000 acres of farmland. 
The project also feeds more than 300,000 acres of wetlands, while generating large quantities of carbon-
free electricity.1 
 
The largest city in the region, Spokane, is located where grasslands of Columbia Plateau meet the forests 
of the Selkirk Mountains. The urban area stretches east into Idaho along the I-90 corridor through the 
Spokane River valley across the border of Washington to Post Falls, ID and the city of Coeur d'Alene, ID 
on the north bank of large Lake Coeur d'Alene. I-90 bisects the Inland Northwest’s productive steppe 
land into two nearly equal halves, providing a strong, symmetrical backbone to the sub-region. Spokane 
is an effective location for the sub-region’s hub both because of its position on I-90 and because of 
competing sub-regional hubs are each located at opposite ends of the region. Seattle, at the opposite 
end of the state, acts as a polar opposite to Spokane. Seattle and Portland are poles against each other 
in the western half of the Pacific Northwest region. And finally, the Spokane/I-90 corridor and the 

                                                           
1
  "The Story of the Columbia Basin Project" United States Bureau of Reclamation 

http://www.usbr.gov/pn/project/bochures/columbiabasinproject.pdf retrieved 11/01/2012. 

Figure 1 – Inland Northwest Region, also Known as the Inland Empire 

http://www.usbr.gov/pn/project/columbia_details.html#ten
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Boise/I-84 corridor anchor opposite sides the eastern half of the Pacific Northwest. In the middle, lies 
the relatively less populated study area described in the next section. 
 

2.2 Study Area 

The study area is the southeastern 
quadrant of the Inland Northwest 
sub-region, south of Spokane and 
northwest of the Oregon border. 
This report makes periodic 
reference of the study area as the 
Southeastern (SE) Inland Empire. 
 
The SE Inland Empire straddles the 
Idaho-Washington border and 
includes the 5 counties of Idaho 
served by the Clearwater Economic 
Development Association, Lewis, 
Idaho, Clearwater, Latah, Nez Perce 
Counties2, as well as 3 counties in 
Washington  Whitman, Asotin, and 
Garfield Counties. Its population 
totaled 174,024 in the 2010 census. 
If the population growth rates from 
the last decade remain constant, 
the study area will grow to a 
population of 184,584 by 2020. The 
study area has a large geography, 
but a limited population base.  
 
The SE Inland Empire is strongly 
defined by rugged terrain and 
mountains to the east, southeast, 
and south.  State, Federal and 

Native land holdings are substantial 
in the area. To the north and northwest, however, the quadrant’s rugged geography opens up to the 
grasslands and shrubs lands of the Columbia Plateau. It also follows the Snake and Columbia Rivers as 
they flow westward. Spokane lies immediately to the north of the study area, as does I-90. These factors 
combine to give a northwestern drift to the flow of traffic, goods, and people in the area. Indeed, the 
largest three cities (Lewiston, Moscow and Pullman) cluster in the northwestern half of the study area 
and the counties in which they reside (Latah, Whitman, Nez Perce and Asotin) contain 82% of the total 
population in the study area.  The SE Inland Empire is generally thought of as being further divided into 
two areas:  “down in the Valley” or “up on the Palouse.” These colloquial references to the Palouse and 
the Lewis and Clark Valley are useful descriptors for local residents and generally describe the 
“either/or” geography which a majority of the study area’s population encounters, although 20 Level IV 
Ecoregions make up the area. 

                                                           
2
 Also known as “North Central Idaho.” 

Figure 3 – Federal Land (green) and Native Lands (several colors) 

Figure 2 – The SE Inland Empire  
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The Palouse is traditionally defined as the rolling 
and fertile hills and prairies north of the Snake 
and Clearwater Rivers and south of Spokane, 
centered on the Palouse River; whereas the 
Lewis and Clark Valley lies south of the Palouse 
and benefits from warm summers and mild 
winters. Sometimes known as the “Banana Belt 
of the Pacific Northwest,” the mild weather in 
the valley, with extensive year-round outdoor 
activities such as Hells Canyon, North America's 
deepest gorge, draws thousands of visitors here 
each year. The 
Level III Ecoregions are further defined into Level 
IV Ecoregions. At this scale, ecoregions are a 
useful method help define a foodshed. 
Compartmentalizing the foodshed into 
component parts can help identify both 
constraints and opportunities at a regional scale. 

 
In the SE Inland Empire, the Level 
IV Ecoregions help define 
productive from non-productive 
areas. In Figure 5 the areas 
highlighted in green combine to 
create one of the most 
agriculturally rich areas on the 
planet. The extensive mountain 
ranges, foothills and forested 
lands in the non-highlighted areas 
make farming less productive, 
more difficult, impractical, and 
even impossible in large areas. 
Because of the lack of highly 
productive ecoregions in Idaho 
and Clearwater counties, for 
example, one might presume 
food security and access to be a significant issue in those counties because only the areas around the 
Weippe Prairie (ecoregion 10j) in the northwestern and southwestern corners of Idaho and Clearwater 
Counties, respectively, lay within the ecoregions with substantial natural growing capacities.3 On the 
other hand, food security or access is presumably not a concern in Whitman County—the only county in 
the study region completely contained in an agriculturally rich ecoregion.4   

                                                           
3
 This presumption is supported by the data, see section below, Food Gaps, although Idaho County is the largest beef producing county in the 

SE Inland Empire, reporting more than 50% of the entire study area’s cattle for beef. 
4
 This presumption is proven false by the data. The USDA categorizes some areas Whitman County as “food deserts,” notwithstanding the 

agricultural productivity of its rich loess soils. Remedying food access issues might be easier to achieve in Whitman County. See below. 

Figure 4 – Four major Level III Ecoregions Converge in the SE Inland 
Empire (10, 11, 15 and 16) 

Figure 5 – Level IV Ecoregions with Significant Growing Capacity in Green (Study Area 
Outlined in Red) 
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3. AGRICULTURE SECTOR 
 
Despite the physical constraints presented by the region’s geography, the land in production is highly 
fertile. The arable land in the study area contains rich loess soils. Combined with consistent rainfall, the 
growers in the region farm some of the highest yielding dryland grain and legume acreage in the world. 
The Palouse produces so efficiently that it successfully competes in international trade markets with its 
commodity-grain exports. Shipping ports on the Columbia-Snake River connect to an inland waterway 
system extending from the ocean 465 miles inland. This link to Pacific export channels is a powerful 
driver of the region’s economy. The area also connects to the national rail network via multiple Class I 
rail lines, capable of shipping to 
anywhere in North America.  
 
In just the five counties that make up 
the Idaho side of the SE Inland 
Empire (North Central Idaho), crop 
farming accounted for $210 million 
(3.3%) of gross sales in the region for 
2010. Crop farming also accounted 
for 2,197 (3.5%) jobs in the region. In 
terms of economic base, crop 
farming accounted for $289 million 
(4.5%) of the regional economy and 
supported a total of 3,115 (5%) jobs. 
Livestock production accounted for 
$66 million (1%) in gross sales and 
627 (1%) jobs. Livestock contributed 
$73 million (1.1%) in base sales and 
supported 705 (1.1%) jobs in the 
regional economy. Food products 
generated $75 million (1.2%) in gross sales and 237 (0.4%) jobs. In terms of economic base, food 
products accounted for $101 million (1.6%) of sales and supported 569 (0.9%) jobs in the regional 
economy. All told, agricultural and food products accounted for 5.5% of gross sales in the region and 
4.9% of the gross employment. However, agricultural and food products supported 7.2% of the total 
sales in the region and supported 7% of the region’s total jobs.  
 
As described further below, Latah County has a rapidly growing market for small acreage production and 
direct sales of farm products, including roadside stands, farmers’ markets, “pick your own” and 
Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) operations. Based on sales to individual households, the market 
for locally grown produce has in recent years expanded to include restaurant, grocery and institutional 
buyers.  
 
With some of the richest, most picturesque agricultural land in the world, this foodshed is a magnet for 
artisanal, organic, and local foods between Spokane and Lewiston. The foodshed has a longstanding 
tradition of innovation and entrepreneurship, developing sustainable bio-energy, creating successful 
infrastructure for value-added products, and increasing the market for local foods. In Moscow, for 
example, large successful enterprises are thriving in the local food space such as the Moscow Food Co-
Op and the Moscow Farmers’ Market.  

Figure 6 – Regional Rail Lines (in blue) and Urban Centers 
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3.1 Agricultural Sector Highlights 

Latah County and the surrounding area are recognized as a leader in agriculture, food business and food 
science, and higher education generally. Building on these areas of strength is of paramount importance 
to the long-term vitality of the region. One potential area for synergy between regional strengths is in 
the area of food innovation. Currently, food manufacturing and value-added food products are not 
major components of the region’s economy. This section will consider the potential for the development 
of a FIRC in Latah County, identify the strengths and weaknesses of the region for the support of a FIRC, 
and determine the gaps in infrastructure and assets that hinder the development of the FIRC 
 
Latah County has a high concentration of 
crop farming (mostly wheat, peas, 
lentils, and cool season crops), livestock 
farming, agricultural services, 
forestry/logging, wood products, 
outfitters, and government (which 
includes K-12 public/private schools and 
a public university)—see Table 1. 
Because the region has concentrations 
in these areas, the region can be 
assumed to have strengths in these 
areas as well. Therefore, it can be said that Latah County has strengths in the underlying factors that are 
important to these sectors. The question remains, however, how to leverage these existing strengths 
into future endeavors to strengthen the local and regional food system. 
 
With two major land-grant universities in the area, the SE Inland Empire has access to world-class 
expertise in all facets of agricultural production, processing, distribution and marketing. The endowment 
of human capital in the region is hard to overstate.5 It would be difficult to imagine another rural region 
with this much expertise in not only agriculture, but engineering, science, economics, business, 
marketing and trade.  
 
The regional human capital is more than sufficient to fulfill the needs of a FIRC. The region is rich with 
practical and technical expertise in crop production, livestock production, food processing, food science, 
agricultural economics and agribusiness. In the food processing sector, knowledge, skills and abilities in 
“production and processing” and “mechanical knowledge” are the most important elements. It is 
estimated that Latah County has 876 full-time equivalent people with knowledge, skills and abilities in 
“production and processing” and 839 people with “mechanical knowledge.” So, while there are few 
people directly employed in food processing in Latah County, there are many people in the region with 
knowledge, skills, and abilities transferable to the food production and processing sector.  
 
The region also enjoys some of the most productive cool season, non-irrigated farmland in the world. 
This, however, is both a strength and a limitation to the expansion of value-added agriculture in the 
region. Dependable precipitation in the late fall through early spring allows for large-scale, non-irrigated 
crop production which is a rarity in the West. However, the short growing season and relatively cool 
climate is not well suited to many high-value fruit and vegetable crops. The lack of irrigation 

                                                           
5
 Indeed, many similar facilities in the greater region use the human resources at these universities, e.g. Mission Mountain and Blue Mountain 

Station, described further in the case studies below. 

Table 1 – Top Employers in Latah County in 2010 

Sector 2010 Employment 

Government (including teachers and 
university operations) 

6,531 

Food services & drinking places 1,512 

Professional- scientific & tech services 1,258 

Crop farming 816 

Construction 785 

Ambulatory health care 644 

Real estate 608 

Food & beverage stores 496 
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infrastructure also makes it somewhat difficult for forage crop production during the mid-summer dry 
season. Additionally, forage crops are generally less valuable per acre than cereal crops such as wheat. 
Therefore, the relatively high agricultural land prices associated with the ability to grow high value 
commodities create a high opportunity cost to put land into forage production. However, the lack of 
forage production creates difficulties in expanding livestock production. Recently, small-scale livestock 
producers have achieved limited success converting some of the more marginal lands and smaller 
acreages on the Palouse.  
 
Commodity prices continue to rise and local farmers face an increased opportunity cost when planting 
acreage in untested specialty crops. Additionally, potential new growers of specialty crops will 
necessarily compete with commodity crops for valuable cropland and creators of new agricultural 
products of all kinds will face higher input costs commodity and agricultural land prices continue to rise. 
On the other side, as energy prices rise, the cost to export commodities from or import products to the 
region will increase. This increase may provide more incentive for local producers to sell to local 
consumers and processors in the future. 
 

Sector Location Quotient (LQ)6 Percent Change in 
LQ 2008-2010 

2010 
Employment 

Forestry & Logging 18.59 -0.14 301 

Ag & Forestry Services 5.75 0.18 418 

Crop Farming 4.26 0.35 816 

Wood Products 3.91 1.34 179 

Fishing, Hunting & Trapping (outfitters) 3.11 -0.42 39 

Government (including teachers and 
university operations) 

2.13 -0.13 6,531 

Livestock 2.06 2.28 257 

 
  

                                                           
6
 A measure of relative concentrations of sectors in this region. 

Table 2 – Sectors of Strength for Latah County 
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3.2 Agricultural Sector by the numbers 

This section analyzes select data from the 2007 USDA Census. Unfortunately, this five year-old data is 
the most recent and most reliable data available to satisfy this study’s scope. Since this data was 
collected in 2007, however, commodity prices have peaked, collapsed and steadily strengthened once 
more. The USDA is performing its 2012 Census of Agriculture at the time this report is being written. 
These results will be available later in 2013 and should provide an important update into the 
development in the foodshed over the last five years. 
 
Nevertheless, the 2007 USDA Census data provides an important baseline reference for the sections 
below. This baseline is analyzed in the following sections and augmented by other data sources. 
 

3.2.1 FOODSHED FARM TOTALS BY COUNTY 

In the following two tables, the 2007 and 2002 USDA Census results are given for the eight-county area 
that makes up the SE Inland Empire, by county. First, USDA Census data for Idaho, Clearwater, Lewis and 
Nez Perce counties: 

  Idaho 
County 

Clearwater 
County 

Lewis 
County 

Nez Perce 
County 

Number of Farms 2007 760 241 225 473 

Number of Farms 2002 663 193 177 441 

% Change 02-07 15% 25% 27% 7% 

     
Acres in Farms 2007 590,927 69,568 245,944 353,292 

Acres in Farms 2002 638,640 70,724 216,562 343,462 

% Change -7% -2% 14% 3% 

     Average Farm Size 2007 778.00 289 1093 747 

Average Farm Size 2002 963.00 366 1224 779 

% change 02-07 -20% -21% -11% -4% 

     Acreage in Cropland 37% 46.55% 74.86% 57.63% 

Acreage in Pasture 46% 22.67% 10.35% 28.11% 

Acreage of Woodland 14% 26.16% 10.74% 12.62% 

     Market Value of Products Sold 
2007 

$51,362,000 $7,950,000 $4,374,400 $5,869,300 

Market Value of Products Sold 
2002 

$35,247,000 $5,645,000 $2,775,200 $40,402,000 

Average per Farm 2007 $67,582 $32,988 $194,418 $124,086 

Average per Farm 2002 $53,163 $29,250 $156,792 $91,614 

 
  

Table 3 – 2002 and 2007 USDA Census Comparison, by County 
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Second, USDA Census data for Latah, Whitman, Garfield and Asotin counties: 
 

  Latah 
County 

Whitman 
County 

Garfield 
County 

Asotin 
County 

Number of Farms 2007 1104 1247 239 192 

Number of Farms 2002 890 1087 198 180 

% Change 02-07 24% 15% 21% 7% 

     
Acres in Farms 2007 344,472 1,271,141 308,212 273,860 

Acres in Farms 2002 340,115 1,328,337 312,425 280,393 

% Change 02-07 1% -4% -1% -2% 

     Average Farm Size 
2007 

312 1019 1290 1426 

Average Farm Size 
2002 

382 1222 1578 1558 

% change 02-07 -18% -17% -18% -8% 

     Acreage in Cropland 70.50% 83.20% 56.64% 29.37% 

Acreage in Pasture 10.70% 14.00% 40.53% 56.88% 

Acreage of Woodland 15.50% 0.00% 0.00% 12.28% 

     Market Value of 
Products Sold 2007 

$60,932,000 $254,031,000 $26,440,000 $13,376,000 

Market Value of 
Products Sold 2002 

$39,862,000 $162,631,000 $19,778 $9,086,000 

Average per Farm 2007 $55,192 $203,714 $110,629 $69,668 

Average per Farm 2002 $44,789 $149,617 $99,887 $50,479 

 
The data shows the clear advantage farmers in fertile ecoregions (e.g. Latah, Whitman Counties) have 
over farmers in less fertile areas (e.g. Idaho, Lewis Counties). The farmers in the rich loess soils have 
much higher average incomes. Farmers in the Palouse Hills of Whitman County, for example, participate 
in a robust export market, which drives the average value of goods sold per farm in Whitman county 
was a study area high of $203,714. Whitman County is the top-ranked county in the State of Washington 
in wheat production.  
 
Growers in other eco-regions participate in this export economy to a much lesser extent, which drives 
their average value of products sold per farm down, e.g. Clearwater County forms the study area low of 
$32,988 per farm. Profitable agriculture is not impossible in these challenged areas, but their physical 
limitations inhibit the cost-effective scalability of agricultural production. Within these challenged areas, 
existing bits of productive areas should be preserved and more intensive, more diverse production 
encouraged, including season-extension techniques (hoop house, greenhouse, etc.). Even marginal 
increases in “hobby” farming can have big impacts on the diets of residents of in these remote, rugged 
areas, much of which the USDA classifies as “Food Desert.”7 
 
 
 

                                                           
7
 Access the USDA Food Desert locator at: http://www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/food-desert-locator/go-to-the-locator.aspx   

Find further discussion of Food Desert’s in the area, and food insecurity generally in the Food Gaps section, below. 

Table 4 – 2002 and 2007 USDA Census Comparison, by County 
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3.2.2 TOP CROPS BY COUNTY 

Although farmers in challenged areas are fewer in number, they participate in the export food economy 
to a lesser extent because dryland crops dominate the growing profile in every county in the foodshed. 
The following table shows the top five crops grown by county, and the total acreage in production: 
 

Idaho  
County  

Clearwater  
County  

Lewis  
County 

Nez Perce 
County 

TOP CROP ITEMS  (acres) TOP CROP ITEMS  (acres) TOP CROP ITEMS  (acres) TOP CROP ITEMS  (acres) 

Wheat for grain           86,889  Wheat for grain  11,123 Wheat for grain 98,866 Wheat for grain 106,270 

Forage - all hay 
and haylage, grass 
silage, and 
greenchop  

          38,875  Forage - all hay 
and haylage, grass 
silage, and 
greenchop  

7,753 Barley for grain  17,739 Dry edible beans, 
excluding limas  

23,540 

Barley for grain            18,374  Dry edible beans, 
excluding limas  

1,399 Field and grass 
seed crops, all  

12,183 Barley for grain  15,037 

Canola              5,826  Barley for grain  1,094 Forage - all hay 
and haylage, grass 
silage, and 
greenchop  

7,975 Forage - all hay 
and haylage, grass 
silage, and 
greenchop  

8,541 

Field and grass 
seed crops, all  

            3,879  Lentils  - Oats for grain  6,574 Lentils 7,724 

                

Latah  
County 

Whitman 
County 

Garfield 
County 

Asotin 
County 

TOP CROP ITEMS  (acres) TOP CROP ITEMS  (acres) TOP CROP ITEMS  (acres) TOP CROP ITEMS  (acres) 

Wheat for grain 91,834 Wheat for grain 457,973 Wheat for grain 68,447 Wheat for grain 25,642 

Forage - all hay 
and haylage, grass 
silage, and 
greenchop  

19,676 Barley for grain  108,689 Barley for grain  11,010 Forage - all hay 
and haylage, grass 
silage, and 
greenchop  

3,702 

Lentils  18,475 Dry edible peas  37,187 Forage - all hay 
and haylage, grass 
silage, and 
greenchop  

2,128 Barley for grain  2,096 

Dry edible beans, 
excluding limas  

12,892 Lentils  32,969 Dry edible peas  - Dry edible beans, 
excluding limas  

- 

Barley for grain  11,659 Dry edible beans, 
excluding limas  

32,832 Field and grass 
seed crops, all 

768 Field and grass 
seed crops, all  

402 

 
Notice that wheat is the top crop grown in every county, by acreage. Wheat production led all cultivated 
acreage in Clearwater County, even though this was only 11,123 acres. In general, dryland farming for 
the export economy dominates the production profile across the foodshed. The little acreage that is 
suitable for cultivation in the less fertile ecoregions is also used for dryland farming, leaving little 
diversification of foodstuffs produced and consumed locally. These areas do have marginally productive 
land suitable for use as pasture land for grazing animals. Idaho County, for example, possesses very little 

Table 5 – Top Five Crops by County  
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‘highly productive’ ecoregion acreage despite its large area—yet its plentiful grazing acreage supports 
the SE Inland Empire’s largest cattle herd.8 
 

3.2.3 AGGREGATE FOODSHED TOTALS 

Compared to national averages, the SE Inland Empire 
experienced much faster growth amongst the farming 
community. A 17% increase in the total number of 
farms in the study area exceeds the national average of 
only 4%. Average farm size declined by nearly the same 
percentage (16%) as the increase in the number of 
farmers, although average farm size (771.57 acres) is 
still much higher than the national average (418 acres).  
Despite the size of the farms, the average value of 
products sold per farm had grown to only $105,020, 
lower than the $135,000 national average. 
 
The study team expects the forthcoming 2012 USDA 
Census results to continue to reflect the trends seen in 
the 2002 and 2007 data. The data will probably show 
that more farmers have entered the foodshed.9 If the 
growth rate from 2002 to 2007 remains constant at 
17%, then there might already be as many as 5,244 
farms in the study area. Average farm size will decrease 
again as new entrants start smaller farm operations. The total acreage of farms, however, should rise 
modestly— reversing a negative trend from of -2% from 2002 to 2007.  
 
Despite the overall growth in the number of farms nationwide, not all states have shown an increase. 
Eleven states saw declines in the number of farms, while 39 states saw their farm numbers increase. 
These trends also are likely to remain, with shifting economics and rising environmental challenges 
continuing to stress some foodsheds, while others see above-trend growth.  
 
As these statistics make clear, the SE Inland Empire was clear a winner from 2002-2007 and will likely 
report continued growth in 2012 USDA Census—though perhaps not quite as robustly as in the previous 
five-year period—as a result of tight financial conditions. 
 

3.2.4 LOCAL FOOD DATA BY COUNTY 

This section analyzes the 2007 USDA Census data from a different perspective:  food produced and 
consumed locally. The majority of the foodstuffs grown in the foodshed are sold in export markets, not 
consumed by residents. This generates higher incomes for farmers, but also necessitates that the vast 
majority of food consumed in the foodshed must be imported from beyond the foodshed’s borders.  
 

                                                           
8
 This is not to imply that the animals kept in Idaho County are maintained only by its grazing and pasture land.  A herd so large is surely 

supported by inputs from beyond the County’s borders.  How large?  The Idaho County herd is large than that of all other counties in the study 
area combined (as of 2007). 
9
 This observation is mostly anecdotal, but also inferred from national growth trends and hard evidence. In the survey described below, a 

number of farms (and other businesses) reported they were less than five years old. These start-ups will also be included in the upcoming 2012 
USDA Census. 

 Foodshed Totals 

Number of Farms 2007 4,481 

Number of Farms 2002 3,829 

Net gain 652 

% Change 17% 

Acres in Farms 2007 3,457,416 

Acres in Farms 2002 3,530,658 

Net loss -73,242.00 

% Change -2% 

Average Farm Size 2007 771.57 

Average Farm Size 2002 922.08 

% Change -16% 

Market Value of Products 
Sold 2007 

$470,593,000 

Market Value of Products 
Sold 2002 

$287,636,000 

Average per Farm 2007 $105,020 
Table 6 – Aggregate 2002 and 2007 USDA Census Data 
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While the size of this linear export market system in many ways defines the character of the foodshed, it 
does not give a complete picture of the food system. As in many foodsheds around the nation, the non-
linear, closed-loop system is small but developing in the SE Inland Empire and increasing the quantity of 
food produced and consumed within the foodshed.  
 
The statistics below give a view of this intra-foodshed, or non-export food economy: 
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 This number was not calculated by USDA which left this calculation incomplete in the 2007 Census. Here, the number was calculated by 

removing the amount of “green pea” acreage from the total for vegetable farm acreage for Whitman County (2443), discussed further below. 

Table 7 – Local Food Data, by county 

2007 USDA Census  
(except where noted) Clearwater Idaho Latah Lewis 

Nez 
Perce Asotin Garfield Whitman 

Farms w/direct sales 15 57 71 2 38 20 9 54 

Farms w/direct sales (%) 6.2% 7.5% 6.4% 0.9% 8% 10.4% 3.8% 4.3% 

Direct farm sales  
(as % of total sales) 

0.2% 0.3% 0.2% - 0.2% 0.4% 0.1% 0.1% 

Direct farm sales $13,000 $149,000 $126,000 - $98,000 $59,000 $23,000 $308,000 

Direct farm sales  
$ per capita 

$1.58 $9.73 $3.52 - $2.52 $2.80 $11.25 $7.56 

Farmers' markets, 2009 0 1 3 0 1 0 0 0 

Farmers' markets, 2012 1 1 6 1 1 0 0 0 

Vegetable farms 2 9 15 0 5 6 0 13 

Vegetable acres harvested - 14 9 0 8 24 0 2443 

Farms with vegetables 
(harvested for fresh market) 

2 9 15 0 5 6 0 7 

Vegetable acres  
(harvested for fresh market) 

- 14 9 0 8 24 0 4
(10)

 

Orchard farms 0 11 15 2 15 9 1 19 

Orchard acres 0 33 20 
 

45 56 - 46 

Berry farms 0 5 10 0 1 6 0 2 

Berry acres 0 2 3 0 - 3 0 - 

Small slaughterhouse 
facilities 

2 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 

Greenhouse vegetable and 
fresh herb farms 

0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Greenhouse veg and fresh 
herb sq. feet 

0 - - 0 - 0 0 0 

CSA farms 1 7 9 1 3 1 0 6 

Agri-tourism operations 5 8 3 1 3 5 3 8 

Agri-tourism receipts - $338,000 - - - - - $166,000 

Farm-to-school program, 
2009 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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The data reveals a very weak intra-foodshed economy. The percentage of farms with direct-farm sales—
a strong indicator of closed-loop production and consumption—is less than 10% in every county but 
one. Asotin, a relatively less-productive county, leads this measure with 20 of its farmers (10.4% of total 
farms), reporting some direct farm sales. The most productive counties reported even lower 
participation of its farmers in the direct sales category, i.e. Nez Perce (38 farms, or 8%), Whitman (54 
farms, or 4.3%), Latah (71 farms, or 6.4%). Less than 1% of total farm sales in each county were 
generated via direct farm sales, implying that very few farms are producing acreage intended for direct 
local consumption.  
 
More specifically, the number of vegetable farms, orchards and berry farms and the amount of acreage 
in production in those three categories is miniscule, with no more than 24 acres of vegetable production 
or 54 acres of orchard production in any one county. Whitman County reported 2,443 acres of vegetable 
production; however, 2,439 acres of this total were dedicated to a single vegetable:  green peas. While 
green peas are directly edible and some of this green pea production is surely consumed within the 
foodshed, much of it is exported beyond the SE Inland Empire to larger markets in Spokane, Seattle or 
beyond, leaving only 4 acres of other vegetable production in the otherwise very productive Whitman 
County.11   
 
Note also, some of the data in the table has been updated with information collected after the 2007 
USDA Census was completed. For example, the farmers’ market data and farm-to-school data is from 
2009 and 2012. The number of farmers’ markets doubled from 2009 to 2012, which indicates that more 
local farmers are seeking access to more local consumers. However, the farm-to-school programs 
reported in 2009 was still zero in every county.12 
 

3.2.5 AGGREGATE LOCAL FOOD DATA 

This section aggregates the county data into totals for the entire study area. 

The total number of farms with direct farm sales was 266 in 2007—only 6% of all farms. Only 50 
vegetable farmers were counted in 2007 USDA Census, and without the 2,439 acres of green pea 

                                                           
11

 Some portion of which is exported, processed, and re-imported before being consumed in the foodshed. 
12

 Since the 2007, however, as least one farm-to-school program is operating in Latah County at Palouse Prairie Charter School in Moscow. 

Local Food data – Study Area Totals 

Farms with direct sales 266 Vegetable farms 50 Greenhouse 
vegetable and 
fresh herb farms 

3 

% of farms with direct 
sales 

6% Vegetable acres harvested 2498 Small 
slaughterhouse 
facilities 

6 

Direct farm sales  
(as % of total sales) 

0.165% Farms with vegetables 
harvested for fresh market 

44 CSA farms 28 

Direct farm sales $776,000 Orchard farms 72 Agri-tourism 
operations 

36 

Direct farm sales $ per 
capita 

$ 4.46 Orchard acres 200 Agri-tourism 
receipts 

$504,000 

Farmers' markets, 2009 5 Berry farms 24 Farm-to-school 
program, 2009 

0 

Farmers' markets, 2012 10 Berry acres 8   
Table 8 – Regional Snapshot of Local Food Data for the SE Inland Empire (all data sourced from USDA) 
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production in Whitman County the entire foodshed reported only 59 acres of other vegetable 
production. Together with 200 acres of orchards and 8 acres of berries, only 267 acres of fresh fruits and 
vegetables are available within the foodshed. The ratio of fruit and vegetable production to dryland 
production is minute, as are direct farm sales which accounted for less than two tenths of 1% of the 
total farm sales in 2007.  
 
Limited fruit and vegetable supply is detrimental to the feasibility of wash-and-cut operations, which are 
emerging as key revenue drivers for many food facilities in the Pacific Northwest and the Mountain 
West regions. Mission Mountain Food Enterprise Center in Montana, for example, provides a large 
wash-and-cut capacity to the counties it serves, which include the top fruit production counties in the 
state. One of its anchor tenants, a local farm co-op, uses Mission Mountain’s wash-and-cut capacity to 
develop fresh fruit and vegetable products for distribution through a farm-to-school program.13   
 
Wash-and-cut operations are relatively straightforward and not capital intensive. They are somewhat 
labor intensive but also scalable and the necessary training is relatively basic. Most importantly, wash-
and-cut operations produce fresh and season-extended fruit and vegetable products that are in high 
demand, as healthier and more natural alternatives to heavily processed snacks and junk foods.14 But 
without the necessary inputs available locally, a facility in the SE Inland Empire would have to import 
products from other regions to achieve the throughput necessary to sustain a viable operation. On the 
whole, the lack of vegetable and fruit production and low total value of the closed-loop food system are 
powerful constraints holding back the foodshed’s potential.  
 
A survey of examples from across the country indicates that a FIRC, food hub or similar venture would 
struggle to achieve or maintain economic viability in low-income, rural areas with relatively low 
populations, particularly those geographically isolated from large population centers.15 In the SE Inland 
Empire, however, robust growth trends in the local food economy show no signs of abating. Global 
demographic trends and macroeconomic conditions also continue to inflate entire commodity complex, 
fuel and food prices specifically. These trends are firmly established and many older facilities (the early 
adopters) have noticed increased sales and new opportunities. Mission Mountain’s new farm-to-school 
strategy increased revenue growth and created new local connections within its foodshed. Nationally, 
the number of farm-to-school programs totaled more than 2,000 in 2011—a 500% increase from 2004.16 
 
Another distinguishing characteristic of the SE Inland Empire is relatively abundant with institutional 
assets including the UI, WSU, and Lewis-Clark State College (LCSC). Each of these institutions is located in 
the three major population centers, Moscow, ID, Pullman, WA, and Lewiston, ID respectively. As noted 
above, these population clusters serve more than 80% of the study area’s population. The elementary 
and secondary school system is proportionately clustered, creating very large institutional assets in 
Moscow, Pullman and Lewiston. In Latah County alone, approximately 4,400 K-12 students combine 

                                                           
13

 See more about Mission Mountain and its farm-to-school initiative, below. 
14

 The government funds specific grants for schools to purchase fruit and vegetable products, through its Fresh Fruit and Vegetable program. 

(See here http://www.fns.usda.gov/cga/factsheets/ffvp_quick_facts.htm)  Many of the schools participating in Mission Mountain’s farm-to-
school effort use these funds. 
15

 This is evidenced internationally as well, with a long history of failed international development efforts in general for the food sector in 
impoverished and underdeveloped nations around the world. 
16

 Barham, James, Debra Tropp, Kathleen Enterline, Jeff Farbman, John Fisk, and Stacia Kiraly.  Regional Food Hub Resource Guide. U.S. Dept.  
of Agriculture, Agricultural Marketing Service. Washington, DC.  April 2012.  
Available: http://www.ams.usda.gov/AMSv1.0/getfile?dDocName=STELPRDC5097957 
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with roughly 11,200 UI students to amounts to 41% of the county’s daily food demand.17  This demand 
evidences disproportionately large, dense markets within the SE Inland Empire than would otherwise 
exist in rural areas without such large institutional presence.  These demand drivers help counterbalance 
the foodshed’s rural profile, low population and geographic isolation by clustering large centers of food 
demand in urban areas, albeit seasonally. 
 

3.3 Demand Model 

To further examine foodshed demand, this section summarizes the results of a consumption model 
developed from national averages to calculate per capita food consumption estimates for the 174,024 
people living in the SE Inland Empire. 
 

Commodity Est. Consumption  (lbs. per capita) Est. Regional Demand 

Fruits and vegetables, combined total 643.6 112,001,846 

Fruits, total 250.9 43,662,622 
....Fresh fruits 126.8 22,066,243 
....Processed fruits 124.1 21,596,378 
....Frozen fruits 4.9 852,718 
....Dried fruits 10.1 1,757,642 
....Canned fruits 15.3 2,662,567 
....Fruit juices 93 16,184,232 

Vegetables, total 392.7 68,339,225 

....Fresh vegetables  187.7 32,664,305 

....Other fresh vegetables 29.9 5,203,318 

....Processed vegetables 205 35,674,920 

....Vegetables for freezing 73.1 12,721,154 

....Vegetables for canning  95.2 16,567,085 

....Vegetables for dehydrating 13.9 2,418,934 

....Potatoes for chips 15.9 2,766,982 

Meats, total 764.1 132,971,739 

....Beef 61.2 10,650,269 

....Veal 0.3 52,207 

....Lamb and mutton 0.7 121,817 

....Pork 46 8,005,104 

....Poultry  72.6 12,634,142 

....Chicken 58.8 10,232,611 

....Turkey 13.9 2,418,934 

....Fish and shellfish  16 2,784,384 

....Eggs 247.3 43,036,135 

....Shell  170.4 29,653,690 

....Processed 76.9 13,382,446 

Dairy, total 600.5 104,501,412 

....Fluid milk products 22.1 3,845,930 

....Fluid cream products 23.9 4,159,174 

....Condensed and evaporated milks 7.5 1,305,180 

....Cheese  32.4 5,638,378 

....Frozen dairy products 25 4,350,600 

Fats and oils, total 85.2 14,826,845 
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 While school is in session. The roughly 15,600 students within Latah’s county population of 37,704 implies that approximately 41% of meals 

consumed in the county are eaten by students (although not necessarily at school). 

Table 9 – Consumption Model for the Residents of the SE Inland Empire 
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If these estimates of consumption are compared with yield estimates 
and controlled for crops which foodshed cannot produce, e.g. 
bananas, then we estimate that it would take approximately 534 total 
acres of fruit production to meet all of the local demand for fruits. 
According to the 2007 USDA Census, above, the foodshed had a 
combined 208 acres of orchard and berry land in production, capable 
of satisfying 39% of the fruit demand from production within the 
foodshed.18  This 326 acre fruit gap is more than double current 
production and would require successful competition with the apple 
dominance of neighboring foodshed. The actual acreage required to 
fill the fruit gap, however, is relatively small (less than the size of 
many individual orchards elsewhere).  
 
Further, the model indicates that 2,233 acres are needed to satisfy all 
of the local demand for vegetables. As noted above, 2007 USDA 
Census reported only 59 acres of vegetable production in the entire 
foodshed.19  This vegetable gap of 2,174 acres is substantial and requires more intensive production than 
dryland farming. However, the vegetable gap is less than the acreage laid fallow from 2002 to 2007—in 
which time the USDA Census data shows 73,242 were taken out of production. It is also less than the 
fallow acreage reported in our own survey data, discussed further below. 
 
For the moment, dryland farming acreage dominates the entire region, even in generally infertile eco-
regions, and none of the vegetable and fruit commodities in the table above are produced in large 
quantities within the boundaries of the foodshed. Dryland farming has crowded out other crops and 
restricted the amount of land available to grow a large range of crops—including the majority of the 
commonly consumed items, as shown in the consumption model.20  As a result, it is unrealistic to expect 
the vegetable gap could be filled by satisfying local consumption with year-round local production of 
vegetables in the near term. New, more variegated acreage will continue to compete for land with dry-
land production. If prices for dryland crops remain elevated and export markets remain strong, then an 
aggressive scaling up diversity in the foodshed’s production profile will be harder to achieve.21 
 
A more realistic, yet still aspirational, goal might be to obtain 20% of local fruits and vegetables from 
local production.22  This goal would set approximately 447 acres of vegetable production, mostly lettuce 
and tomato production (consumed in high volume, according to the model). At almost an order of 
magnitude greater than current vegetable production of 59 acres, 20% will be challenging enough 
because many growers find hoop house and/or irrigation systems necessary to produce lettuces and 
tomatoes in profitable scale in the SE Inland Empire.23 These more expensive growing techniques require 
more capital and specialized knowledge to succeed as viable businesses, but they may be required as 
necessary infrastructure to scale up the production of the directly edible fruits and vegetable crops most 
regularly consumed according to the consumption model.  
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 Review of older survey data indicates higher fruit production in the region. A number of former orchards south of Moscow and around 
Genesee can still be observed today. 
19

 Excluding Whitman County’s green pea production, discussed above. 
20

 Although the local supply of fruits and vegetables is not capable of meeting demand, there are notable exceptions where the opposite is 

true, e.g. meat products. 
21

 With growing demand from Asia, India, and Africa, export commodities are projected to remain strong through the next decade and beyond. 
22

 As in the Treasure Valley 2020 plan, available at http://treasurevalleyfoodcoalition.org. 
23

 The Treasure Valley Food Coalition recently launched a “Tomato Independence Project” to make local tomato production a priority in 2013. 

See here:  http://treasurevalleyfoodcoalition.org/?p=998 

Figure 7 – Fruit and Vegetable Gaps 
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4. MARKET RESEARCH 
 
This section builds on the supply and demand baselines provided by the 2007 USDA Census and the 
consumption model and then augments these supply and demand baselines with targeted survey data 
and current polling of foodshed actors. 
 
From October to December 2012, the study team worked with regional partners to create better 
awareness of local food production, diversity and culinary tourism opportunities—per Element #5 of the 
SOW. In addition to one-on-one interviews and group meetings, the study team partnered with the UI 
Business 378 Project Management class (taught by Tracie Lee) and a UI AmeriCorps Member (Kyle 
Merslich) from the UI Food Entrepreneurship Working Group to collaborate with multiple actions 
parallel to this study. These efforts included: 1) conducting a regional buyer/seller survey and 2) 
planning and hosting a food innovation and entrepreneurship event24, and 3) researching existing food 
related websites. In total, 43 undergraduate students from the class plus one graduate student each put 
in 30 hours toward the above research and events. The event was a success, and drew a number of 
participants. 
 
Parallel to this event, Cinda Williams, UI Latah County Extension Educator, and one of four student-team 
sponsors, also organized two events:  

 Palouse-Clearwater Economic Food Innovation Summit 1.0, held on 5 November, 2012 at the 
1912 Center in Moscow, ID 

 Palouse-Clearwater Economic Food Innovation Summit 2.0 “Food Summit to Explore Local Food 
Systems with Chefs, Buyers, and Producers” occurred on 28 January 28, 2013 at the 1912 Center 
in Moscow, ID 

The food summits were co-sponsored by LEDC, UI Extension, UI Office of Community Partnerships and 
Rural Roots, a local area non-profit which builds networks among and increases collaboration between 
producers, consumers, food organizations, agricultural agencies and policy makers.  

4.1 Survey Results 

As parts of this effort, two surveys were conducted to understand the current conditions of the 
foodshed’s marketplace from the perspective of both buyers and sellers. In the following sections, the 
results of a survey of both food producers, processors and other sellers (Producer Survey), and a survey 
of large volume buyers (Purchaser Survey) are analyzed. The Producer Survey collected 52 responses, 
while the Purchaser Survey collected 17 responses.25 
 
With guidance and materials from its project sponsors, the survey teams identified area growers, 
producers, and other food processors, as well as large food purchasers in the eight-county study area—
the SE Inland Empire. Letter and emails were sent to producers and purchasers, inviting them to attend 
a regional food hub meeting in November, and indicating that they may receive an email asking them to 
complete an anonymous survey (sent to producers) or to participate in an interview (conducted with 
large volume purchasers).  

                                                           
24 Food Innovation and Resource Center’s  3-hour regional buyers and sellers event to make connection and identify business opportunities, 
held on 28 November, 2012 at the UI Student Union Building, Moscow, ID. 
25

 By way of comparison, a similar survey conducted in Dore Country, WI received 240 survey responses from sellers (and 85 from grocery 
buyers) in a study area with a rural profile, southeast of Madison. Clallam County, on the tip of Olympic Peninsula in Washington State, 
discussed in detail below, collected 81 survey responses from producers. 
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4.1.1 PRODUCER SURVEY 

The Seller Team worked with sponsor Dan 
French from Manheim Solutions, who had 
had begun an inventory of food growers 
and food producers (sellers) in eight-
county study area. With the help of 
AmeriCorps Member Kyle Merslich, the 
Seller Team measured the current 
interests, needs and wants of food sellers 
in the foodshed in a rapid market 
assessment. The composition of the 
survey was designed to assess two types 
of food businesses:  (1) farmers, ranchers 
and other growers, and (2) food product 
processors.26 The Seller Team reported 
uneven distribution throughout the eight-
county study area but the survey received 
substantial response, given the limited 
time available to conduct it.27   
 
UI Extension and many in the farming 
community helped get the word out. As a 
result, local farmers, ranchers and other 
growers dominated the respondent pool—
44 of 52 survey respondents indicated that 
they were presently growing or ranching 
on some acreage.28 Of these, only 19 
indicated they would not be interested in 
producing any food products and were 
happy to remain dedicated farmers or 
ranchers but might nevertheless be 
interested in utilizing some potential 
service, expanding existing operations, or 
otherwise participating in FIRC activities. The remaining 8 survey respondents were either engaged in 
other food related business or contemplating a food based start-up. The vast majority of survey-takers, 
however, were already in business (92%)—with only 4 start-ups participating.29  This relatively high 
participation rate of existing businesses gives a good snapshot of the current conditions of local 
foodshed economy. 
 

                                                           
26

 A similar survey conducted by the Inland Northwest Food Hub focused on a more detailed food processing assessment. See below. 
27

 As a part of the BUS 378 curriculum, students had to complete the survey by the end of the Semester. The 52 responses compare favorably 
to the Inland NW Food Hub’s study, which gathered 60 responses over many months and evidences the student’s hard work on this project. 
28

 16.5% of the 266 farmers with direct farm sales reported in the 2007 USDA Census and used as an approximation or proxy for food produced 
and consumed locally above. Applied as a proxy here again, the Seller Team managed to sample a healthy proportion of farmers who produce 
food items intended to be consumed locally according to the 2007 USDA Census. 
29

 In sharp contrast to the Inland NW Food Hub survey, below, which found 76% of survey-takers were not yet in business. Generally, existing 

businesses are better judges of their needs, both now and with respect to future plans. 

Figure 9 – Producer Survey Results for Respondents (No Response from 
Clearwater and Garfield Counties)  

Figure 8 – Producer Survey Results for Respondents Already in Business 
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Latah, Whitman and Nez Perce Counties were the best-represented areas in the survey.30 Garfield and 
Clearwater Counties received no representation, while the other counties, particularly Boundary (2), 
Pend Oreille (1), Spokane (2), and Benewah (1) Counties, expressed interest from beyond the study area. 
Latah County received the majority of responses, totaling more than any other three counties combined. 
This overrepresentation is a by-product of the survey’s distribution and perhaps an inherent geographic 
bias in the University network,31 but it also illustrates the clustering of interested food actors in the 
county.32  This clustering may simply be an 
extension of the natural agriculture clustering effect 
illustrated by the boundaries of the Level IV 
Ecoregions and better distribution in Whitman 
County might illustrate a similar clustering effect 
happening across the Palouse Hills (ecoregion 10h).  
 
Of the 44 farmers, ranchers and other growers 
producing on some acreage, 39 reported their total 
harvested land. Together, they reported growing or 
ranching on 16,601 acres. A near majority of these 
(44%), however, were cultivating less than 10 acres. 
62% of respondents were cultivating less than 50 
acres. Only three survey-takers (8%) reported that 
they were cultivating more than 1,000 acres—giving 
this sample a bias towards smaller scale businesses. 
 
The survey asked for detailed information on the specific crops grown, summarized in Table 10: 

Crop <1 
acre 

1-3 
acres 

4-10 
acres 

11-50 
acres 

50+ 
acres 

Total 
Responses 

Corn 4 0 0 1 0 5 

Wheat 0 0 1 1 4 6 

Winter wheat 0 0 1 1 6 8 

Spring wheat 0 0 1 2 5 8 

Oats 2 0 0 4 0 6 

Barley 1 0 1 0 5 7 

Garbanzo beans (chickpeas) 1 0 1 0 2 4 

Oilseeds 1 0 0 0 0 1 

Forage-land used for all hay and haylage, grass 
silage, and greenchop 

1 1 4 5 10 21 

Sunflower seeds 2 0 0 0 0 2 

Lentils 1 0 2 0 1 4 

Vegetables 14 4 2 0 0 20 

Herbs 16 0 0 0 0 16 

Potatoes 10 0 0 0 0 10 

Fruit  and Orchards 14 1 3 0 0 18 

Nursery and greenhouse products 8 0 0 0 0 8 

                                                           
30

 Whitman County is well-represented even though team leads indicated that survey distribution in that county was problematic. 
31

 The UI is located in Latah County, and university students comprised the survey teams. 
32

 See also, Regional Food Cluster section below. 

Table 10 – Producer Survey Results for Specific Crops 

Figure 10 – Producer Survey Results for Farm Size 
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As one might expect, wheat, barley, garbanzo beans, lentils and forage crops were the only crops being 
produced at a scale greater than 50 acres. In fact, besides these crops, the survey results show that no 
other crops are grown at a scale greater than ten acres. Two vegetable and three fruit growers reported 
operations between four and ten acres, but all other crops produced by survey respondents were grown 
on three acres or less. Four vegetable growers and one fruit producer grew between one and three 
acres, but all other production was reported at a scale of less than an acre. Herb, fruit, vegetable, and 
potato production dominate this small scale. 
 
The survey also asked ranchers for details of 
their production. Sheep and lambs led large 
herds of more than 50 animals, followed by 
beef cows and chickens (as poultry). One hog 
and pig operation each reported more than 
50 animals, as did one chicken farm (as laying 
hens). Many operations exist between five 
and 50 head, including a surprising number of 
laying hen operations. 
 
To combat the foodshed’s relative water 
scarcity, some farmers have invested in 
irrigation systems. Five respondents reported 
irrigating between one and two acres, and 
another five indicated irrigation systems capable of watering between three and ten acres. Two farmers 
reported large irrigation capabilities, with more than 50 irrigated acres. Together, 27% of growers in the 
survey reported irrigating some acreage—with the remaining 73% majority producing within the limits 
of the foodshed’s natural precipitation.  
 
To extend the foodshed’s growing season, and produce more crop variety, some farmers have invested 
in green houses and/or hoop houses. One respondent indicated a very small green house of less than 50 
square feet and three others operating with less than 500 square feet. Six survey respondents indicated 
greenhouse or hoop house facilities between 500 and 5,000 square feet; with one large operation 
maintaining more than 5,000 square feet of season-extended growing space. In total, 21% of survey-
takers indicated some production using greenhouses or hoop houses. 
 
Such low utilization rates for irrigation and season-extension techniques (e.g. mulches, row covers, cold 
frames, hoop houses, high tunnels, etc.) indicate these production techniques could be increased to 
create higher yields in off-seasons and higher production generally. Both irrigation and season extension 
are particularly beneficial techniques in the SE Inland Empire and help overcome the foodshed’s natural 
temperature and water limitations and produce higher value crops by achieving longer growing days. 
 

Livestock 1-5 
head 

6-50 
head 

50 
head 

Total 
Responses 

Beef cows 3 19 3 25 

Milk cows 5 1 0 6 

Hogs and pigs 5 3 1 9 

Sheep and lamb 0 8 5 13 

Other animals (goat, 
bison, etc.) 

4 1 0 5 

Chickens (as poultry) 1 4 3 8 

Chickens (as laying 
hens) 

1 17 1 19 

Turkeys 0 5 0 5 

Ducks 3 2 0 5 

Other poultry 1 1 0 2 

Table 11 – Producer Survey Results for Ranchers and Other Livestock Producers 
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The survey specifically asked 
producers what factors were 
holding back their expansion. 
Availability of labor, cost of labor, 
and availability of land each 
appeared in 41% of survey 
respondents, followed by price 
uncertainty and equipment. Finance 
was also a concern for roughly one 
in four survey participants, but 
knowledge (only three respondents) 
was not cited widely as a barrier:  
not surprising given the area’s 
abundance of intellectual capital.  
Perhaps more surprisingly, only two 
survey participants specifically cited 
lack of access to USDA or FDA-
certified space as a barrier, although 
many more cited additional 
equipment as a need (29%). 
 
To gauge latent production potential, survey respondents were also asked to estimate the acreage they 
could put into production. Together, they reported an additional production potential of 11,485 acres—
or, an increase of 71% of present cultivation.33 74% of respondents indicated that they possessed fallow 
land they could put into production. A few respondents indicated they could put thousands of acres into 
production, but the majority of fallow land is held in parcels of less than 100 acres by small land holders. 
23 separate survey respondents are currently holding back a collective 777 acres from production, each 
in parcels less than 100 acres, some as small as 1 acre. This reserve represents significant potential 
productive capacity in the foodshed. The fallow 
acreage reported in the survey is enough to 
satisfy the fruit acreage gap of 326 acres noted 
above, with a balance 451 acres leftover to begin 
to fill the 2,174-acre vegetable gap.34  In the 
hands of existing businesses, interested enough 
to complete our survey, these acres could 
presumably be brought back into production 
relatively quickly.35 
 
In anticipation of a potential barrier in accessing 
the services of a new FIRC in the foodshed, the 
survey asked for the distance survey respondents 
would be willing to commute in order to access 
the services they would benefit from using. 

                                                           
33

 As noted above, survey respondents reported separately that they operated 16,601 acres at present (in aggregate).  
34

 Also enough to meet the 20% vegetable production goal noted above. 
35

 Although some of this acreage is presumably lower quality, and any large structural changes to a local food system (such as this) should be 

encouraged to develop naturally—to avoid overshoot-and-collapse. 
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Figure 12 – Producer Survey Results for Distance Respondents 
Would Travel for Services 

Figure 11 – Producer Survey Results for Barriers to Expansion 
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Consistent with national trends, roughly 50% of potential FIRC users are not willing to travel more than 
25 miles.36  91% of survey respondents indicated they would not be willing to travel more than 50 miles 
to utilize a new facility.37  
 
General interest was high among survey-takers, which is not uncommon due to the positive bias found 
in interest surveys. Only people already interested in the subject will invest the time to respond.  Here, 
positive and neutral responses far outnumbered doubtful and negative responses. No respondent 
indicated the FIRC was a “bad idea.”  Nine survey-takers were “darn excited” to use a facility that met 
their needs, although they stopped short of definite interest.  
 
Only one survey 
respondent indicated 
that “if you build it, I will 
come.”  This extremely 
low measure of definite 
interest is a strong 
negative indicator—
especially considering 
survey-takers 
presumably indicated 
their level of interest in a 
facility that would be 
equipped to suit their 
particular needs.38  If 
pent-up demand for food 
processing services were 
high, then we would expect the measure of definite interest within the foodshed to be higher, 
particularly among established businesses interested enough to take the survey in the first place. 
 
Given this tepid demand from existing businesses—as well as the relatively few start-ups that reported 
interest (only four, as noted above)—it does not appear from this market measurement that demand for 
food processing and related business services is 
notably under-serviced. 
 

4.1.2 PURCHASERS’ SURVEY 

The Buyer Team worked with sponsor Debbie Gray 
from the UI Office of Community Partnerships to 
develop an inventory of large purchasers (e.g. 
institutional buyers, herein Purchasers) in eight-
county study area to determine the interest of 
these Purchasers in buying foods from regional 
producers. The team identified Purchasers through 
publicly available information and word of mouth, 
and then sent emails informing Purchasers about 
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 55% of respondents here, 48% of respondents in the Inland NW Food Hub (INWFH) survey (below). 
37

 Compare to 78% of INWFH survey participants who indicated they would not travel further than 50 miles to utilize a facility. 
38

 Their “ideal” facility. 
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Figure 13 – Producer Survey Results for Level of Interest in a Potential FIRC 

Figure 14 – Producer Survey Results for Purchasers Buying Regionally 
Produced Food Products (or not) 
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the possibility of an interview and a survey specifically designed for large volume food buyers. The team 
reported that e-mail response rates were poor, but many interviews and surveys were completed via 
telephone. 
 
A Purchasers’ Survey is a useful tool to gather primary information from existing large volume buyers, 
and important potential FIRC customers. Large volume organizations process significant proportions of 
the overall food consumption within any foodshed or region—but most especially the SE Inland 
Empire.39 Their size requires professional management, which can provide factual details and 
professional competence very helpful to a rapid market assessment such as this.  
 
Purchasers are also vital components to re-linking the intra-foodshed economy and disintermediating 
the supply chain, particularly in the SE Inland Empire which has many large educational institutions. The 
concentration of throughput in so few organizations means that just a few partnerships or relationships 
can negotiate potentially large volumes of local foodstuffs. This type of relationship can be a critical item 
on the path towards the viability or sustainability of a potential FIRC. One or two large volume 
purchasers interested in food purchasing or distribution can establish an anchor that provides sufficient 
throughput to sustain facility operations. 
 
The survey consisted of 27 questions ranging from the general interest in buying regional foods, to the 
specific types of food common in purchasing.40 Seventeen large purchasers completed the survey, and 
nine of these 17 companies reported they were currently buying from regional farmers or distributors. 
Of the remaining eight companies, seven of them said that they would be interested in buying 
regionally. The organizations that are currently buying local are:  Sangria Grille, Sodexho University 
Dining, Clearwater County Jail, Floyds Harvest, Gritman Medical Center, Highland Grocery, Moscow 
School District, Pullman School District, and Kamiah School District.  
 
Among those Purchasers not 
currently purchasing regional 
food products, most indicated 
they did not have sufficient 
budget for price increases. 
They worried that purchasing 
regionally grown food would 
be too expensive, even if they 
did appreciate the greater 
benefits of regional food. The 
survey also prompted 
Purchasers with a specific list 
of barriers to regional 
purchasing. Expense, 
availability and corporate 
purchaser requirements (e.g. 
insurance requirements) 
dominated survey responses. Expense was the most frequently cited concern. The Buyer Team found 
that Purchasers liked the idea of buying regionally but, as businesses, could not deviate from the most 

                                                           
39

 Because of the concentration of educational and institutional organizations, see SWOT analysis above. 
40

 The survey defined “regional” for survey takers as the eight counties in the SE Inland Empire (as defined in Section 2.2, above). 

Figure 15 – Number of survey takers citing specific barriers to purchasing regionally produced 
food items 
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cost effective method of food supply possible. As volume buyers, Purchasers receive preferred pricing 
from large suppliers, who can fill their large food requirements at lower prices than local growers and 
producers because they operate at larger scale.  
 
Availability tied as the second most frequently cited concern for Purchasers, who could not find certain 
products locally, either in sufficient volume or all-year-round. The survey also revealed, however, that 
over 50% of Purchasers serviced possessed in-house capabilities to wash, peel, slice, and cook raw 
products and 65% also had notable storage capacity. This statistic evidences that these Purchasers could 
be sourcing raw local food products, such as apples or carrots, and processing them internally into 
value-added and season-extended products. This distributed infrastructure could be better coordinated 
to mitigate the seasonal constraints which restrict the foodshed’s overall growing potential. The 
foodshed’s productive fall season could be made to last through the winter with lockers, coolers, and 
freezers full of locally produced food products.41   
 
Any seasonal work-around strategy involving large purchasers would also have to successfully negotiate 
purchasing requirements standard to the contracts many Purchasers use in buying and selling food 
products. This concern tied with availability as the second largest barrier identified by Purchasers in the 
survey. Many interviewees reported they were guided by internal corporate or institutional buying 
requirements, such as minimum insurance policies, that restricted the acceptable food sellers to those 
with one or two million dollar insurance policies which are unaffordable for many small producers. So, 
even if a local vendor could compete with a low price, it may nevertheless be excluded from a large 
purchaser’s supply chain because they cannot meet the contract requirements.  
 
These contractual concerns also manifested in another question. Purchasers were more willing to 
purchase food products from a distributor or wholesaler, rather than from directly from individual 
farmers or small processors. Administrating a single point of purchase, such as a distributor or 
wholesaler, is a much easier burden than managing multiple points of purchase, which would be 
necessary if an institution were to source its 
large volume requirements through direct 
purchases from a multitude of farmers, 
ranchers, or small food businesses.  
 
More fundamentally, Purchasers cited FDA 
approvals as preventing them from 
purchasing directly from farmers and small 
food businesses. Most Purchasers cannot 
compromise with respect to food 
certifications, and have developed control 
standards in their contracts. Because most 
small food businesses simply do not meet 
these standards, they are frozen-out of the 
institutional supply chain. So, even  the UI 
which recognizes the importance of 
supporting the local food economy and has 
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 A separate issue from the foodshed’s supply constraint, noted above, e.g. fruit and veggie gaps. 

Figure 16 – Purchaser Survey Results for Sourcing Preferences 
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contractual provisions in its food services contracts requiring its food service contractor42 to source local 
food, faces quality controls and other purchasing requirements which limit the practical ability to source 
local food and distribute it through the University’s food service network.43 
 
On balance, existing contracts with large, national suppliers offer an ease of administration and 
affordable economics that make them difficult, impractical, or impossible to replace in the minds of the 
decision-makers at many large purchasers. And, yet, despite these concerns and barriers, more than half 
the Purchasers interviewed were already sourcing regionally. Many of those who were not already 
sourcing regionally expressed interest in doing so. The survey specifically asked Purchasers what food 
products their organization was already purchasing regionally and it what form. The survey followed up 
by asking what food products Purchasers would like to buy regionally. These estimates are summarized 
in Table 12. 

Regional Products 

Number Purchasers  
Buying Regionally 

Purchasers that could Increase 
Regional Buying 

Whole 
(fresh) 

Processed 
(e.g. canned or frozen) 

Whole 
(fresh) 

Processed 
(e.g. canned or frozen) 

Vegetables Carrots 6 - 5 1 
Leafy green 6 - - - 
Potatoes 5 2 - - 
Tomatoes 5 1 5 1 
Beans/chickpeas/lentils - - 4 2 

Fruits Apples 9 1 - - 
Strawberries - - 5 1 

These responses indicate anywhere from 6-29% latent capacity amongst the surveyed large volume 
purchasers, depending on the category. Five Purchasers (29% of total survey takers) indicated they could 
purchase more carrots, tomatoes and strawberries if they could be sourced locally—and at least one 
Purchaser (6% of survey takers) was interested in purchasing more processed carrots, tomatoes and 
strawberries. Bean, chickpea and lentil products were also in demand from four Purchasers, who were 
no doubt already mindful of the local abundance of these crops.44 In all, three crops and one crop-group 
measured some unmet demand from Purchasers, either whole or processed:  carrots, tomatoes, 
beans/chickpeas/lentils, and strawberries. If these latent capacities are meaningful beyond the 17 large 
purchasers with whom the Buyer Team was able to coordinate interviews in the time allotted, then 
there could be substantial volume of unmet demand for regional and local products from large 
purchasers.  Relatively large local markets could exist for whole (or fresh) carrots, tomatoes, 
strawberries if they could be supplied at competitive prices.45 
 
This unmet demand is also evidence of the impact the fruit and vegetable gaps on the intra-foodshed 
economy.  Acreage put into production could, theoretically, fill the fruit and vegetable gaps and satisfy 
the unmet demand given in Table 12, linking the needs of each the surveyed Purchasers with local 
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 Currently Sodexho. 
43

 Despite the difficulty, Sodexho does have local vendors, such as Vandal Meats and Shepherd’s Grain, discussed below. 
44

 And mindful of the limitations presented by the foodshed’s lack of crop diversity. 
45

 And a seemingly large opportunity to close these gaps by forging links in the foodshed between local producers and purchasers.  Caution is 

warranted, however, in extrapolating the results from this small pool of purchasers (17) and estimating actually latent capacities among all the 
foodshed’s large purchasers, i.e. that 6% of all large purchasers in the foodshed could increase purchases of local frozen carrots (just because 1 
respondent in our survey (6%) indicated they could potentially purchase more processed carrots. 

Table 12 – Purchaser Survey Results—Number of Purchasers Already Buying or Interested in Buying Regionally Produced Foods, by 
Food Product 



 

  29 

production.46  Apples, for example, while in limited production today, have been a prominent and 
successful crop in the SE Inland Empire’s past—as shown by older USDA Census data.47  Restoring old 
orchards or planting new ones could fill the fruit-gap, potentially displacing food imports with local, 
intra-foodshed production if these new apples can compete successfully.  From the purchaser survey 
data, however, no purchasers indicated they were interested in purchasing more fresh apples— and 
apples led all categories with nine Purchasers already sourcing apples regionally.48  The next highest 
categories were fresh carrots and leafy greens, with 6.  The apple market seems comparatively tighter 
than the strawberry market.  Based on the data in Table 12 alone, strawberry patches may be preferable 
as a fruit crop investment to apple orchards—with a large discrepancy between local production and 
local demand. 
 

4.2 Inland Northwest Food Processing Survey 

The Inland Northwest Food Hub (INWFH) 
conducted a contemporaneous survey also 
assessing the potential viability rentable food 
processing space. It did not necessarily assess 
farmers, ranchers and other growers but 
focused on food processing. The INWFH survey 
gathered 60 responses as of December 31, 
2012. A 74% majority of respondents did not 
already have a food-based business—in 
contrast to the Purchaser survey (above) 
which counted 92% of respondents as 
managing existing businesses. 

 
The level of interest was somewhat higher 
among the 60 INWFH respondents, when 
compared to the Producer survey and a 
majority responded positively.49  Whereas in 
the Producer survey, only one respondent 
indicated they would come if a facility was 
built, eleven survey-takers (18%) indicated 
definite interest (“If you build it, I will 
come…”)—an order of magnitude increase in 
the observance of definite interest in the 
Purchaser Survey, above. 
 

                                                           
46

 Presuming this additional production or new food products can overcome each of the barriers, noted above. 
47

 The remnants of old orchards can still be seen in numerous locations. 
48

 Although the survey defined “regional” food as those eight counties that make up the SE Inland Empire (see Section 2.2, above), the strength 
of this measure and the relatively limited amount of orchard acreage in the foodshed implies some of the apple purchasers reported here 
include apples imported from neighboring foodsheds, e.g. Oregon as “regional” in their mind. 
49

 Initiated following the ongoing INWFH survey, similar answers were used in the Producer Survey, to ease comparison of results, e.g. “If you 

build it, I will come” in the Producer Survey versus “if you build it, I will come!  Can’t Wait!” in the INWFH Survey.  

Figure 18 – INWFH Survey Results 
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Figure 17 – INWFH Survey Results 



 

  30 

Also in contrast to the producer survey, the majority of respondents to the INWFH survey were from 
Nez Perce County, followed by Latah and Whitman Counties. 19 respondents in the INWFH survey were 
from Nez Perce County, compared to only 9 
respondents in the Producer Survey. Inversely, 
only 11 respondents to the INWFH survey were 
from Latah County, compared to 20 
respondents from Latah County in the Producer 
Survey. 10% of survey response was from 
beyond the study area, including a response 
from Texas. 
 
Consistent with national trends and the 
Producer Survey, nearly 50% of INWFH survey 
respondents indicated they will not be willing to 
commute more than 25 miles to utilize services 
they would otherwise demand. 78% of survey respondents will not travel more than 50 miles.50 
 
These survey data are further described and applied in the sections that follow. 
 

4.3 Limitations of Survey Data 

Community surveys are merely snapshots in time. Development of a new facility can take a year or 
many years, and in that time the intentions and circumstances of the survey respondents may change. 
The potential users identified in these surveys will not necessarily use the facility when it finally opens— 
they may even no longer exist when the facility opens. Market/community surveys are also non-binding. 
People take surveys all the time and do not always take them seriously. Starting a food business is a fun 
idea, and easy to get excited about—especially for cooking enthusiasts and “foodies.”  As a result, 
survey results tend to have a bias towards over-optimism. Similarly, students on the Buyer Team—who 
conducted live interviews—found reservations prevalent in the minds of the Purchasers as they 
answered survey questions. This hesitation is natural if not prudent; after all, a survey is a purely a 
hypothetical exercise. More in-depth information about a clearly defined project would result in greater 
specificity and meaning. Absent details of certifications, facility operations and prices, Purchasers were 
limited in their ability to provide concrete answers. A common refrain among interviewees was "it 
depends” (on price, etc.). On the spot, it was sometimes hard for the surveyed Purchasers to quantify 
the specific quantity of specific products that they hypothetically would want to purchase at some time 
in the future.51 
 
For these reasons, over-reliance on survey data in determining the size and shape of the market should 
be avoided. More detailed and thorough discussion in future planning stages will be necessary to 
ascertain the wants and needs of both the FIRC clients (producers/sellers) and their clients 
(purchasers/buyers).52 
  

                                                           
50

 The relative distance constraints for multiple facilities located in the foodshed, e.g. in Moscow and Lewiston, and how they might work 

together are considered below. 
51

 UI Assistant Director of the Office of Community Partnership, Darin Saul, has conducted a similar institutional buyer survey (the model for 

this survey) in Treasure Valley. In a follow up survey, roughly 1/3 of institutional buyers who had originally indicated they would be willing to 
buy from a local source found they actually could not after more careful thought following the survey. 
52

 e.g. “pre-recruiting.” 

Figure 19 – INWFH Survey Results 
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5. MARKET ANALYSIS 
 
The Manheim Solutions Team developed a comprehensive view of the marketplace. We compiled and 
incorporated information from across the region, both qualitative and quantitative. This section 
summarizes the results of this effort, towards providing a meaningful description of the marketplace at 
work in the foodshed. 
 

5.1  Demographics 

As discussed above, the SE Inland Empire encompasses the Clearwater, Idaho, Lewis, Latah, and Nez 
Perce Counties in Idaho, and Whitman, Garfield and Asotin Counties in Washington. The region is 
geographically diverse, with a rugged landscape rich in natural resources, scenic byways and rivers, and 
prairies. In 2010, the population of the region was 174,023 according to the US Census Bureau. The 
majority of the population is white with a small but strong Native American community. The majority of 
people live in one of 50 incorporated communities. Located at the confluence of the Snake and 
Clearwater Rivers, the City of Lewiston is the region’s largest community and retail hub (population 
31,894) and home to Lewis and Clark State College. The region’s second and third largest communities, 
Pullman, WA and Moscow, ID, are home to WSU and the UI, with populations of 29,799 and 23,800, 
respectively. Most other communities range in population between 100 and 7,000. 
 
Similar to many other regions in the U.S., the SE Inland Empire continues to struggle with the impact of 
the national recession, with unemployment and nutritional assistance benefits rates among the highest 
in the state. In July of 2011, average unemployment rates were 14.9% in Clearwater County, 11.4% 
Idaho County, 7.2% Latah County, 6.3% in Lewis County and 6.9% in Nez Perce County. Unemployment 
rates were 8.6% for Asotin County, 7.6% for Garfield County and 6.6% for Whitman County. Median 
household incomes tend to be lower in Clearwater and Idaho counties than the state average but are 
higher in Nez Perce, Latah and Lewis Counties. Poverty rates for 2011 were 17% in Clearwater County, 
16.9% in Idaho County, 18.7% in Latah County, 20.2% in Lewis County and 12.9% in Nez Perce County. 
Poverty rates for 2011 were 12.3% for Asotin County, 14.3% for Garfield County and 25.6% for Whitman 
County.  
 

5.2  Characteristic Foodshed Actors 

Each foodshed has its own unique typology. The individual combination of a foodshed’s climate, 
ecology, crop profile, demographics, land use patterns, and even culture all combine to create the 
socioeconomic fabric of a food system in each particular area. This section of the report surveys the 
study area for characteristic actors, either large in size, small but significant, or somehow demonstrative 
to the unique profile of the foodshed. The growers’ associations, for example, demonstrate the 
dominance of dryland farming in the region. 
 

5.2.1 GROWERS’ ASSOCIATIONS 

A number of aid and advocacy organizations exist in the study area. Due to the incredible significance of 
dryland farming in the region, the dominant growers associations are dedicated to the support dryland 
farming. Select characteristic growers associations are featured below. 
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5.2.1.1 USA Dry Pea & Lentil Council 

The USA Dry Pea & Lentil Council is a national non-profit organization that actively promotes the 
interests of growers, processors, warehousemen and sellers of dry peas, lentils and chickpeas in the 
United States. It has more than 5,000 members and supports the industry with marketing support, 
research, education, and lobbying. While the organization operates a national level, most of its 
members are in the Northwest region of the U.S. 
 
Two of its member organizations are located within the study area, the Idaho Dry Pea & Lentil 
Commission and the Washington Dry Pea & Lentil Commission. The boards of these local advocacy 
groups allocate funds for research, marketing, and other activities at the local level, and are strong 
voices in their communities. 
 
Among dry peas, lentils and chickpeas, chickpeas have led this strong group of export commodities to 
greater number of acres planted within the study area. During the 2012 spring planting, the CEO of the 
U.S. Dry Pea & Lentil Council, Tim McGreevy, reported a record year for chickpea acreage. Idaho growers 
planted a record high 65,000 acres in 2012, a 55 percent increase from 2011. "It's a record year for 
chickpea planting, both large and small," said McGreevy, "Chickpeas are taking (acreage from) both 
lentils and peas this year, just because the price signals for chickpeas are strong."53 
 
Farmers in the region will continue to respond to favorable prices for these three important crops. The 
USA Dry Pea & Lentil Council will also continue to assist its members and promote the interest on dry 
pea, lentil and chickpea farmers. 
 
5.2.1.2 Idaho Grain Producers Association 

Each county has an office to serve help its mission is to advance the interests of the grain producers of 
Idaho by representing their interests at the county, state and federal levels. See also Idaho Wheat 
Commission and Idaho Barley Commission.  
  

5.2.2 GROWERS CO-OPS 

A number of formal grower 
cooperatives operate within the 
study area. They range in age, size, 
model and objective. Several 
characteristic cooperatives in the 
foodshed are profiled below. 
 
5.2.2.1 Primeland Cooperatives 

Primeland Cooperatives is a large 
grain coop that buys and sells grain 
national and internationally. It 
originated as Lewiston Grain 
Growers, Inc. in 1930. The company 
operated as an independent 
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 http://www.capitalpress.com/idaho/SE-pea--lentil-acres-060112  

Figure 20  – Primeland Cooperative Facilities 
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cooperative until a merger with Harvest States Cooperatives in 1995. Primeland is organized within a 
larger national cooperative, but has its own local board of directors 

The merger of Harvest States and Cenex in 1999 created the company that operates today, as CHS Inc. 
CHS is Fortune 500 Company owned by its member farmers, ranchers and cooperatives across the 
United States. It provides products and services ranging from grain marketing to food processing to 
meet the needs of customers around the world. It also operates petroleum refineries/pipelines and 
markets Cenex brand energy products.  

Primeland owns a number of large grain storage facilities in the study area, see Figure 20. It offers 
support and financing to dryland farmers, and offers the benefits of marketing at large scale.  

Nearby ports on the Columbia-Snake River system gives Primeland direct access to international grain 
markets, even though it operates 465 miles inland. Primeland is a major beneficiary of the foodshed’s 
incredible dryland farming proficiency, and it a key player in the export economy.  

5.2.2.2 Pacific Northwest Farmers Cooperative 

Pacific Northwest Farmers 
Cooperative (PNW) is another 
large grain cooperative in the 
foodshed which operates 26 
facilities in 17 locations, see 
Figure 21, including a network 
of barge, rail, and processing 
terminals.  

PNW was formed in 2008 
when Genesee Union 
Warehouse merged with and 
Whitman County Growers. 
Today, the combined entity 
has more than 750 members. 
The PNW headquarters is in 
Genesee, ID and lies within a 
half hour’s drive of three barge shipping ports on the Columbia-Snake River system’s 465-mile link to 
Pacific export channels. The co-ops network also connects to both of the area’s Class I rail lines, which 
link to anywhere in North America. And like Primeland, the PNW Cooperative is a beneficiary of and key 
player in the foodshed’s export economy. 

PNW maintains a storage capacity of over 14 million bushels to accommodate the area’s high yields of 
export crops. It also offers members a common marketing umbrella and industrial scale production and 
processing facilities to meet end-user requirements in the diversified global market. It also actively 
markets the diversity of its storage systems, which allows for the segregation of any the many types of 
export grains growth within the study area. This is a necessary specialization in an area growing so many 
hardy grains and beans, in contrast to the largely binary crop profile of the Midwest, which is dominated 
by soybeans and corn. 

Figure 21 – Pacific Northwest Farmers Cooperative Facilities 



 

  34 

PNW also operates three seed processing facilities for both wholesale and retail supplies, and actively 
supports innovation and new product development with research and other assistance. 

5.2.2.3 Columbia Plateau Producers 

Karl Kupers and Fred Fleming formed Columbia Plateau Producers, LLC in 1999. After years of 
conventional farming, they experimented with growing hard red spring wheat in an area thought to be 
unsuitable and where soft white wheat had historically dominated. Their experiment proved a success, 
and hard red wheat diversified their products from local competitors and resulted in higher prices by 
capturing a differentiation premium.  
 
With the help of researchers and agronomists from WSU and a new strain of red wheat, Columbia 
Plateau Producers created a new local food crop and food input—growing red wheat formerly 
considered unsuitable for their land—and a brand, Shepherd’s Grain, to market its new products. Today, 
43 member growers farm wheat for Shepherd's Grain—up from 33 growers in 2008 and 23 in 2007.54  
Through Shepherd’s Grain Columbia Plateau Producers was selling more than 500,000 bushels of wheat 
by 2009, generating more than $4 million in sales.55  Member farmers typically contribute 15 to 30 
percent of each harvest to the cooperative, with the rest grown as typical soft white commodity wheat 
distributed through other channels.56 
 
Like other cooperatives, Columbia Plateau Producers is a licensed grain dealer, with agent members 
bringing member wheat to market for Shepherd’s Grain. Unlike traditional grain coops, Columbia 
Plateau Producers is managed from the bottom up. Each member has a share of voting stock and votes 
at an annual meeting to elect board members. The board consists of four member-farmers and three 
non-members, typically drawn from the baking industry, whose knowledge greatly contributes to 
Shepherd’s Grain success in serving that market. After all, its members are farmers, not bakers. Nor are 
its members millers. Thus, while Columbia Plateau Producers sells its own flour, it does not mill its own 
grain, and instead contracts with Archer Daniels Midland to mill its wheat into flour in Spokane, WA. 
This is also unlike other grain cooperatives:  Columbia Plateau Producers retains control over grain after 
selling to a producer. Typically, the commodity grower does not retain control over the branding and 
marketing after selling to a commodity processor.  
 
Shepherd’s Grain’s primary markets are direct-to-wholesale markets, particularly food service buyers 
and small and midsize bakeries across in the Pacific Northwest region.57  It has avoided retail sales, until 
a recent partnership with Stone-Buhr Flour Company. A new line of all-purpose flour, milled from 
Shepherd’s Grain wheat, is on retail shelves across the Pacific Northwest in and around the cities of 
Bellingham, Boise, Moscow, Olympia, Portland, Seattle, Spokane, Pullman, and Walla Walla.  
 
One key to the success of Columbia Plateau Producers is the appeal of its story, the story of its member 
farmers, and the story of the area as a whole. On its webpage, for example, customers can enter a 
product code from a bag Shepherd’s Grain flour and find a profile of the farmer who grew the wheat. An 
essential element to the successful marketing of this strategy is provided by the third-party Food 
Alliance Certification, which validates the environmental and social standards of Shepherd’s Grain to 
consumers who will pay a premium for these non-monetary values. 
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 http://www.shepherdsgrain.com/home/our-story  
55

 http://foodshedguide.org/cases/columbia-plateau-producers-shepherds-grain  
56

 http://www.rurdev.usda.gov/rbs/pub/jan10/flour.htm  
57

 Its main distributor is Food Service of America, but currently Shepherd’s Grain is channeled through more than ten distributors. 
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Farmers must use sustainable farming methods to be members of Columbia Plateau Producers and all 
members are certified by the Food Alliance, another key product differentiation strategy. Karl Kupers 
and Fred Fleming strongly believe in no-till farming, which decreases erosion, encourages moisture 
retention, and reduces soil compaction and nutrient loss. This method combats one of the few 
agricultural weaknesses in the Inland Northwest:  erosion. The rich topography and loess soil is 
susceptible to significant erosion, which has been strong enough to wash out fields, roads and even 
contaminant potable water systems, particularly in early days of settlement.  
 
And while it takes time to shift from conventional farming to no-till methods, once completed farmers 
can reduce input costs substantially, particularly on fuel. This switch not only results in fewer carbon 
emissions, but increases long-run resilience and profitability by decoupling production costs from 
external input price increases. 
 
Shepherd’s Grain success has shifted the production profile of the entire foodshed, from a relatively 
narrow focus on  soft white wheat—suitable for pastry and specialty flours—to include varieties of 
harder red, which is ideal for baking bread. Indeed, not only does it export its high quality wheat to 
bakeries along the west coast, but local bakeries, such as Wheatberries are using Shepherd’s Grain, 
keeping food dollars circulating within the foodshed.  
 
5.2.2.4 Clearwater Direct Seeders 

ClearWater Direct Seeders is another alternative cooperative model, created through UI Extension. 
ClearWater Direct Seeders, a group of multi-county, multi-state growers who exchange ideas, discuss 
the latest technology, and strive to promote environmentally sound direct seed cropping systems 
through meetings, workshops and tours. 
 
This type of group provides meaningful social and cultural interaction, which can lead to important (and 
profitable) exchange of knowledge. It is also consistent with Extension’s more recent focus towards 
reaching out to remote areas, e.g. distance-learning. 
 

5.2.3 MEAT PACKERS AND 
PROCESSORS 

The foodshed possesses 
minimal USDA inspected 
processing facilities within a 
reasonable driving distance. 
Much of the livestock 
production in the area is small 
scale and no large feedlot or 
commercial processing 
infrastructure exists locally. 
The only USDA-certified meat 
processing facilities in the 
study area are educational 
facilities at WSU and UI or 
relatively small companies 
which are licensed for only 

Figure 22 – USDA Licensed Meat Processors (Shown as Blue Pins) 
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specialty products such as sausage, none of which have substantial processing capacity.  
 
The primary regional meat 
processing facilities in the 
Inland Northwest region are 
in Moses Lake, Walla Walla, 
Basin City, and Toppenish, 
WA, all 100+ miles from the 
study area. Most small 
ranchers in the foodshed sell 
their livestock at auction, with 
few options for branding their 
products to participate in 
higher value markets. 
 
The foodshed also has a 
number of smaller processors 
with specialty exemptions 
under USDA. The capacity of 
these smaller facilities is very 
limited and several of them 
do not operate continuously.58   
 
In interviewing area meat processors, a concern that arose was whether an adequate supply of labor 
existed. Lack of a sufficiently skilled and affordable labor force could inhibit the profitability of a large 
for-profit meat processing enterprise and could threaten the sustainability of a large non-profit. The 
necessary highly skilled labor is also in high demand—and therefore highly mobile. To retain skilled 
labor, a processing facility must operate at roughly 80% capacity—or four days a week.59  If an operation 
can only offer shifts three days a week or less, these skilled workers easily migrate to better 
opportunities across the region and beyond. 
 
Anecdotally, some area meat processors also raised questions about the size and shape of demand from 
local livestock raisers. While meat processors in the area are limited in number, service, and size, they 
did not seem to be overwhelmed by demand for what services they did offer. Without a steady local 
demand sufficient to sustain the operation of a new market entrant of any scale, demand (e.g. beef 
cows for processing) must be sourced from non-local sources.60 
 
Fortunately, these unclear and conflicting indictors are being examined in detail thanks to the UI Office 
of Community Partnerships awarding a three-year USDA AFRI Grant to study these issues in great detail, 
toward improving the prosperity of small farms with sustainable livestock production, processing, and 
marketing more generally.  

                                                           
58

 Several area custom meat processors reported operating on a limited or even just-in time basis. To save costs, facility operations can be 
largely scheduled in advance with customers. 
59

 A general rule of thumb in the industry cited by Vandal Meat facility manager Ron Richards, discussed further in the next section. 
60 

To achieve viability with this model, however, typically requires large scale. Sourcing inputs from beyond the foodshed increases food 

miles(for re-export) and diminishes the local money multiplier, but can be a useful economic strategy to increase the productivity of the 
operation. Regional trading relationships with other alternative food system partners can also be valuable links that provide high utility and 
high economic value, although they can be harder to establish. 

Figure 23 – Area USDA-exempt Facilities (Shown as Red Pins) 
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The study is roughly half complete at the 
time this report is being written, but it is 
examining potential strategies for increasing 
the profitability of small and medium-sized 
livestock operations, by looking at the supply 
and demand for local and other niche meat 
markets, and the potential of a small area 
livestock system for creating jobs and 
investment opportunities in rural 
communities.  
 
The results of this study are expected in 16-
18 months. The final study will outline the 
economic benefits and impacts of livestock 
production, processing, marketing and 
distribution strategies, whether there is 
adequate available supply (or potential 
supply) locally, producer interest or 
willingness to participate in various 
strategies for livestock production. It will 
also identify the potential business and 
operational models, determine environmental benefits and tradeoffs, gauge consumer interest and 
price sensitivity for locally-produced livestock, and analyze distribution and marketing channels as well 
as the feasibility of these strategies. 
 

The results of UI’s detailed, three-year-long study will provide invaluable insight into the data gaps 

related to locally available supply and producers’ future plans.  

 

5.2.3.1 Vandal Brand Meats61 

Vandal Brand Meats was established in 1968 and is located in a laboratory on the west side of the UI’s 
campus. It is a university facility for students to fulfill meat processing and other lab requirements. Its 
student-produced products are available for purchase by the public. Currently, the facility takes in 
roughly $150,000-160,000 in revenue annually.62  While small in scale, it serves its educational mission 
by exposing students to a variety of processes and products. Vandal Meats produces many varieties of 
specialty meats, so students gain a broad understanding of the meat cutting industry, and the public 
enjoys the wide selection.  
 
In addition to its on-site retail outlet, Vandal Brand Meat products are sold on campus and at the 
concessions of university events. Holiday packages also provide seasonal boosts ahead of Christmas and 
Easter (which double as ends of semesters). These proceeds help cover the cost of operating the facility 
but the university funds operating losses. The processing room is kept at 45 degrees and its procedures 
are USDA compliant, with an agent onsite. Students work a real processing floor, harvest live animals 
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Members of the study team visited Vandal Brand Meats in August 2012. Find its Facebook page here:  
http://www.facebook.com/VandalBrandMeats  
62

 http://blot.uidaho.edu/stories/2011/apr/palouse_platters_vandal.html  

Figure 24 – UI Study Area for Small and Medium-sized Meat Producers 
Source: UI OCP (Darin Saul) 
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and process them into retail products for real clientele—performing a wide variety of tasks from 
processing the animal to grinding and mixing sausage to vacuum-packaging and labeling the product to 
running the cash register. Other than its manager, the facility is dependent on student labor. Work 
practically shuts down around finals and on holidays. This labor constraint limits Vandal Brand Meats’ 
capacity to serve its market. It might be possible to increase production capacity by adding shifts, but 
unless human resources expand to include another facility manager, the one manager in place would 
earn overtime to supervise any additional shifts. This constraint also applies to the USDA personnel 
onsite.  
 
Harvesting animals is not a constraint at Vandal Meats, but processing them is. It takes hard work to 
operate a high volume processing floor. A diligent team of highly skilled professionals is required to 
efficiently process meat products at any scale. The hard, hands-on work is a great experience and many 
students enjoy it, but most do not go on to become butchers. Their four-year degrees open 
opportunities for them in marketing, management, or quality assurance. For this and other reasons, 
there is a limited pool of high quality meat processing labor both locally and nationally.63 
 
Storage capacity is also limited at Vandal Brand Meats. The facility can harvest many animals, however, 
once slaughtered they would have to be taken to another facility to be further processed and stored.64  
The limitations of its schedule and student labor capacities combine with Vandal Brand Meats storage 
constraints to create a scheduling constraint. With the facility’s many functions and limited resources, 
ranchers seeking to schedule processing at Vandal Brand Meats schedule weeks in advance, and 
sometimes scheduling cannot be accommodated. 
 

5.2.4 AGRICULTURAL/ECO-TOURISM 

Agri-cultural tourism, or "agri-tourism" as it is commonly known, offers an increasingly viable alternative 
for improving the income and sustainability of small farms and rural communities. According to the 2007 
USDA Census, the average agri-tourism operation reported income of more than $24,000 in 2007 – up 
more than 300 percent from 2002.  
 
Agri-tourism has been identified as a viable strategy for economic development in the region. In its 2012 
Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS) update report (Chapter 5, Page 38); CEDA 
identifies food systems development as a priority for their economic development district with specific 
goals of:   

 Exploring the regional sustainable food system as a means of enabling expansion and 
diversification opportunities for regional producers, stimulating job growth and retaining 
revenue in the region.  

 Developing a regional Eco-/Agri-tourism Feasibility Study that will provide insight to the 
practicality of the development of Eco/Agri-tourism, potential markets, current services/interest 
and needed infrastructure.  

 
In addition, the CEDS Report mentions an emerging: 

Vineyard and Wine Maker Cluster. In the last 10 years, several businesses have developed and 
they hope to revive what was once a big industry in the Lewis-Clark Valley - growing grapes and 
making wine. Before Prohibition, the region was well-known for its wines. The Palouse Lewis 
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 The University systems do not feed the local butchering labor pool. Local training opportunities are limited. 
64

 Once processed at the USDA-certified Vandal Meats facilities, other USDA-exempt facilities continue processing. 
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Clark Valley Wine Alliance, representing six wineries and eleven vineyards in north central Idaho 
and southeast Washington, received an $18,000 grant from the Economic Development 
Administration to help establish a recognized American Viticulture Area; a crucial step to 
restoring one of the region’s first major industries. The alliance also is working with the Idaho 
Grape Growers and Wine Producers Commission, based in Caldwell, to prepare a 
comprehensive research and marketing strategy for Idaho wines. 65  

 
During interviews, some producers expressed interest in agri-tourism as a way of adding another 
element that could bolster their small farm incomes and attract dollars from outside the region. This 
idea has been taking root in the region for many years. In 2007, for example, a group of economic 
development, arts and tourism professionals began assembling the agri-tourism and cultural assets of 
the region, concentrating on the greater Palouse. Discussed further below, this group established 
themselves as Two Degrees Northwest and they produced the regions first Artisan Trail Guide, which 
highlights the region’s lodging, farms, gardens and markets, galleries, antique stores, historic sites, 
museums, restaurants, wineries and breweries, and recreational and scenic sites.  
 
5.2.4.1 Paradise Farm Organics 

Paradise Farm Organics is better known as Mary 
Jane’s Farm. Founder, owner, and operating Mary 
Jane Butters has a commercial kitchen, Bed and 
Breakfast, production facilities and also owns the 
old Barron Flour Mill in Garfield, WA. In 1993, she 
incorporated her business as Paradise Farm 
Organics, Inc. A private stock offering provided the 
funding needed to expand and recover from a fire 
that consumed the old farmhouse and production 
facility at Paradise Farm. 
 
Mary Jane Butters bought a five-acre farm on the 
Palouse prairie in 1985 to grow food for her family, 
but she and her husband, Nick Ogle, soon turned that passion into a business that now does about 
$500,000 in sales and annually and employs the equivalent of 12 full-time employees. A major part of 
the company's business is instant food for backpackers. Outdoor gear retailers carry Paradise Farm's 
dried backpacking foods under the "Mary Jane’s Farm Backcountry Food" label. 
 
Its commercial kitchen is not available for rent. Some of the equipment was acquired when Paradise 
Farm Organics expanded was purchased from a failed commercial kitchen in Clarkston, WA roughly 10 
years ago.66 
 
5.2.4.2 Two Degrees Northwest 

Two Degrees Northwest (2DNW) began as a pilot program of UI Extension. 2DNW concentrates on the 
north central part of the Idaho between the 45th and 47th degrees latitude, stretching from  Riggins in 
the south to Worley in the north and from Uniontown, Colfax in the west to Palouse in southwestern 
Washington and across the state line and to the Weippe/Pierce area in Idaho, near the Montana border. 
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 http://www.clearwater-eda.org/uploads/CEDA%20CEDS%202012%20Update.pdf 
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 Elderberry Store, see below. Read “Do You Want to Become a Food Entrepreneur?” by Mary Jane Butters at 

http://www.maryjanesfarm.org/about/articlesawards/researchkitchen.asp  

Figure 25 – Entrance to Paradise Farm Organics, Operated by Mary 
Jane Butters 
Source: http://www.maryjanesfarm.org/About/farmlife/ 
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2DNW focuses on the synergies between the arts and handmade goods as a central contributor to a 
strong and vibrant place-based rural economy. 2DNW works to support and create opportunities for art 
and food-based economic development, to cooperatively market the region’s artists and artisans, and to 
promote our region’s arts and fine crafts along with other locally made products such as foods, wines, 
unique sites, services, and experiences. 
 
The infrastructure and leadership within 2DNW is a strong asset to the development of a local and 
regional food economy on the Palouse. Considerable time and effort has already been invested into the 
production of their Artisan Trail Guide, including an extensive database where information about 
commercial kitchens and other food entrepreneurial needs could be identified and shared with budding 
food entrepreneurs.  
 
Discussed further below, potential next steps could be to consider meeting with 2DNW and coming up 
with a shared vision to develop a solid “Palouse Brand” marketing presence for all products made within 
the region – large or small – and build upon the region’s existing cultural industries through capacity 
building, strengthening the food knowledge sharing network and establishing a solid cooperative 
marketing plan.67 
 

5.2.5 RETAIL OUTLETS 

A number of large grocery stores 
exist in the area, including some 
of the largest grocery store 
chains in the country, e.g. 
Safeway. They cluster in the 
population centers, leaving some 
areas of the foodshed 
underserved.  
 
5.2.5.1 Moscow Food Co-Op 

The Moscow Food Co-Op is a full 
service food cooperative located 
in downtown Moscow. For 40 
years, the Moscow Food Co-Op’s 
mission has been to build a 
strong, dynamic, consumer-owned natural foods cooperative through the use of ethical and sustainable 
business practices. They support a local area producer’s weekly market called the, Tuesday Growers’ 
Market during the warm months. They provide educational and family food related programming, 
including a healthy food movie series. They strive to promote local area producers, the environmental 
and local area businesses. The Moscow Food Co-op has approximately 6,650 members and 95 
employees, with annual sales in 2011 of $8.3 million. 
 
The Co-Op has thrived serving the retail local/good food niche in the foodshed. Between the Co-Op and 
the largest farmers’ markets in the area, there is a relatively large amount of alternative food 
distribution infrastructure in Moscow in particular—where consumers enjoy abundant food choice. 

                                                           
67 Two Degrees Northwest – “Where Art Meets the Land” Contact:  Lorie Higgins, 208-669-1480 higgins@uidaho.edu 

Figure 26  – Location of Select Foodshed Grocery Stores 
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5.2.6 COMMERCIAL KITCHENS 

5.2.6.1 Peterson Cookhouse68 

A for-profit commercial kitchen will soon be available for rent in Moscow at $15/hr. Peterson 
Cookhouse is currently under construction and expected to open April 2013. Peterson Cookhouse is 
conducting its own shared-use survey to help identify needs of potential kitchen users.69 Its mission is to 
contribute to local food security by supporting entrepreneurs doing value added food processing and 
individual or group personal cooking projects, while also enhancing operations of the Peterson Barn 
Guesthouse. The kitchen will be the size of an old-fashion farmhouse kitchen (approx. 12’ x 15’), with 
ample daylight, pleasantly furnished, and equipped to meet the Health Department requirements for a 
commercial facility. Commercial kitchen renters will be able to reserve and rent the kitchen. Provisions 
are being made for private storage of renter’s special equipment at the facility.  

5.2.6.2 Gladish Commercial Kitchen70 

The Gladish Commercial Kitchen is located in Pullman, WA, just west of Moscow. The facility was a 
school that has been converted to a community center. In addition, they provide healthy meals to local 
area charter schools and others interested in a healthy lunch program. Their school lunch program has 
been so successful that the kitchen is no longer available to rent to other food entrepreneurs.  

5.2.6.3 Latah County Fairground71 

Latah County Fairground, just east of the intersection of US 95 and SH 8, offers facilities for event 
hosting and includes a commercial kitchen. The exhibit building (9,840 sq. ft.) rents for $400/day, while 
the large exhibit room (80’ x 83’) rents for $200/day. The commercial kitchen (40’ x 20’) rents for 
$100/day $25/hour with a $50.00 deposit. 

5.2.6.4 Other Kitchens 

Other commercial kitchens exist in the foodshed, particularly at schools and in churches. The 1912 
Center has a commercial kitchen available for $15 per hour, however the many events it hosts take 
precedence over general users who wish to rent the facility.72  

5.2.6.5 Failed Commercial Kitchens 

Elderberry’s Store, in Clarkston, WA was intended to serve as a food business incubator for new 
companies. It would provide infrastructure to give local business with “good ideas for new herbal and 
food products and an opportunity to perfect recipes and begin marketing” to help novice 
entrepreneurs.73 USDA funded equipment purchases and operating capital for the incubator kitchen 
which was planned by the Clearwater Sustainable Network. The store closed in December of 2001. 
 
5.2.6.6 Future Commercial Kitchens 

See WSU Organic Farm Expansion, below. 
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 See:  http://www.petersonbarn.com/kitchen 
69

 For a total of three use surveys conducted in the foodshed contemporaneous to this report (the Producer survey, the INWFH survey—

above—and this one). See: http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/92GGD3M 
70

 Find its most recent activity on its Facebook page:  http://www.facebook.com/gladishcommercialkitchen 
71

 See:  http://www.latah.id.us/fair/information.php 
72

 Similar to Vandal Meats, the 1912 Center serves the micro-food business spectrum with some service capacity, albeit ancillary to their 
primary function. See:  http://www.1912center.org 
73

 http://vision2020.moscow.com/Archives/2002/0207/msg00457.html  
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5.2.7 FARMERS MARKETS 

5.2.7.1 Moscow Farmers’ Market74  

The Moscow Farmers’ Market is the 
oldest farmers’ market in Idaho, 
celebrating its 35th anniversary in 
2012. The Farmers’ Market is a 
popular Moscow tradition held 
every Saturday, 8 a.m. to 1 p.m., 
from May through October. The 
weekly event celebrates local 
farmers, artists, craftspeople and 
musicians by providing them with an 
opportunity to interact directly with 
community members and visitors. 
Highlights include regionally grown 
fresh produce, delicious homemade 
baked goods, healthy nursery 
plants, beautiful fresh flowers, quality handmade crafts, and performances by local musicians. The 
Moscow Farmers’ Market was rated the best Farmers’ Market in Idaho for 2011 and total sales for the 
2011 Market Season amounted to $462,384.  
 
On March 26, 2012, the City of Moscow solicited and was awarded grant funding from the USDA (Rural 
Development) for technical assistance towards the development of a Moscow Farmers’ Market Strategic 
Plan (MFMSP). Based on an interim report from the consultant selected by the City of Moscow to 
conduct the 5-year MFMSP, Public Market Development75, two Farmers’ Market weaknesses related to 
this study are:   

 No place to showcase and sell local agricultural products (or other craft or cottage-industry 
products) year-round.  

 Agricultural products included relatively few processed and/or value-added products at the 
Market.76 
 

5.2.7.2 Other Area Farmers’ Markets 

Many markets exist in nearby Pullman, Lewiston and Spokane, and as noted above the number of 
farmers’ markets across the SE Inland Empire grew by 100% from 2009 to 2012. 
 

5.2.8 COMMUNITY GARDENS 

There are two community gardens in Moscow. The first Moscow Community Garden was co-founded in 
2000 by the Palouse Clearwater Environmental Institute and Emmanuel Lutheran Church, as an organic 
community garden. The second community garden, Hamilton Community Garden, was established in 
2011, just east of the Hamilton Indoor Recreation Center and is managed by the City of Moscow Parks 
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 Find its most recent activity on its Facebook page:  http://www.facebook.com/MoscowFarmersMarket 
75

 Aaron Zaretsky, Public Market Development, www.publicmarketdevelopment.com 
76

 Although as noted above, many value-added products are available at the Moscow Food Co-Op.  Together, the Farmer’s Market and the Co-
Op keep residents of the foodshed relatively well supplied with local food products.  Downtown Moscow residents in particular enjoy abundant 
food choice (unlike the many food gaps in the region, see Section 5.3 below). 

Figure 27 – Area Farmer's Markets (yellow pins) 
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and Recreation Department and the Parks and Recreation Commission. There are forty-four 20’x20’ 
plots available for rent.  
 
The overall study area has relatively few community, church, and school gardens.  
 

5.2.9 INSTITUTIONAL FARMS 

As discussed above, the SE Inland Empire is lucky to have two major universities. Both of these land-
grant universities have extensive agriculture programs. This section summarizes those institutional farm 
assets in Moscow. 
 
5.2.9.1 THE PALOUSE RESEARCH, EXTENSION AND EDUCATION CENTER (PARKER FARM) 

In production since 1956,77 the farm 
is located at 1025 Plant Science Road 
(two miles east of Moscow on SH 8). 
It has three staff that manages its 
157 acres and 10 greenhouses, 
including: 

 
 3,400-square-foot seed 

house 

 1,800-square-foot seed 
house annex 

 4,000-square-foot 
foundation seed building 

 4,000-square-foot shop and 
equipment storage area 

 1,000-square-foot pesticide 
storage, loading, and 
cleaning facility 

 Three 1,200-square-foot 
polyhouses and one 3,000-
square foot polyhouse 

 Residence for the farm manager 

 Field-size and plot-size tilling, seeding, spraying, and harvesting equipment for small grain, 
legume, Brassicaceae, and many other crops  

 
The Palouse Research, Extension and Education Center farm is also the site of the Center for Forest 
Nursery and Seedling Research, the Logger Sports Arena, and buildings and storage areas used by 
various units of the College of Natural Resources. A NOAA weather station is also located here.  
 
5.2.9.2 KAMBITCH FARM, GENESEE 

In production since 1993, the farm is located at 2897 Highway 95 South and 232 acres. It also has three 
staff, the same staff as Parker Farm. This land was donated by the Kambitch family and further 
infrastructure has been planned as funding will permit.  

                                                           
77 Contact Roy Patten, supervisor, royp@uidaho.edu 

Figure 28  – Large Institutional Farms near Moscow ( Highlighted in Green) 
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5.2.9.3 NORTH FARM, UI CAMPUS 

In production since the 1940s, the farm is located behind Palouse Shopping Mall. It has five staff that 
manages its 553 acres, its greenhouse, lab, dairy and sheep barns.  
 
5.2.9.4 WEST FARM, UI CAMPUS  

In production since 1920, the farm is located west of campus. Its 307 acres house the beef center meats 
lab, equine center, farm operations center, meat processing lab, livestock pavilion, and Holm Research 
Center. 
 
5.2.9.5 SIXTH STREET GREENHOUSE COMPLEX 

Located on campus at the corner of 6th Street and Stadium Drive, the Greenhouse Complex covers 
20,000 square feet, including 18 compartments comprising 13,000 square feet of greenhouse space. 
 
5.2.9.6 UI Soil Stewards 

Although the UI may not source 
a large volume of food products 
from the local area, the 
university does have a student-
run farm on campus that 
provides small quantities 
vegetables to Campus Dining. 
This farm is run solely by the 
student organization Soil 
Stewards, a student group 
committed to organic farming 
and sustainable community food 
systems. The farm serves as an 
educational tool, as well as a 
source for fresh local vegetables. 
Soil Stewards has established 
annual contracts for organic 
produce, primarily root crops, 
with UI Campus Dining. Growing 
and preparation practices, perimeter fencing, hand washing stations and delivery methods are being 
modified by Soil Stewards to meet corporate standards for food safety as specified by Campus Dining. 
Due to lack of financial support, the organic farm has recently elected to allow its organic certification to 
expire.  Plans for the farm’s future are unclear and under consideration.78 
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 Contact soilstewards@uidaho.edu 

Figure 29 – Innovative Veggie Wash at UI Soil Stewards Student-Run Farm. Photo taken 
during visit by the study team. 
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5.2.9.7 WSU Organic Farm79  

The original WSU Organic Farm is three acres 
located within the 50 acre WSU Turkey 
Horticultural Orchard, 1.5 miles from the 
main Pullman campus. Founded in 2003, the 
Organic Farm was certified in 2004. Start-up 
funding came through grants from Small 
Planet Foods and the Kellogg Foundation. As 
a teaching farm, the Organic Farm’s primary 
goal is to teach the skills necessary to grow 
organic fruits and vegetables. In 2006, WSU 
offered the first organic agriculture major in 
the U.S. through its Food Systems degree 
program. A course on the farm is a 
requirement for the organic major. The 
training also focuses on growth in an 
intensive small-scale environment. Farm 
manager Brad Jaeckel also has expertise is 
season extension, and owns and operates his 
own farm in Latah County, ID.  
 
When initial grant funding ended in 2004, the 
farm began a CSA to generate funds for farm 
expenses. While CSA revenue is important to 
the farm, the budget deficits are filled by the 
university.  
 
Farm infrastructure is minimal. Structures 
include a small, lockable tool shed, a 24'x24' 
open air harvest shed, and two 20'x48' hoop houses. There is a compost area and a vermiculture bin. 
Irrigation water is supplied by the university and fed by a very efficient drip system. The farm maintains 
a 25 week season from mid-May to the end of October. Farm manager Jaeckel and an assistant manager 
are the only paid positions, with the balance of human capital provided by students and community 
volunteers.  
 
5.2.9.8 WSU Organic Farm Expansion  

The expansion of the WSU Organic farm has been described as a “scene from an idyllic Disney movie,” 
with everything from children playing on swings to irrigation by captured rainwater and even grizzly 
bear cubs.80   The 5 million dollar project is possible thanks to generous donors, Chuck and Louanna 
Eggert.81 WSU student Laurie Mooney completed the project design as a part of her thesis. It integrates 
many acres of sustainable agriculture production and farming infrastructure with alternative energy  
production, while also accommodating public access and public utility. 
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 The study team visited the WSU Organic Farm on 1 October, 2012.  
80

 http://news.wsu.edu/pages/publications.asp?Action=Detail&PublicationID=31762&PageID=21  
81

 The Eggerts are WSU alumni who founded Pacific Natural Foods in 1997, before the wider popularity of organic food. 

Figure 30 – View of the WSU Organic Farm, Pullman, WA.  Photo taken 
during visit by the study team. 

Figure 31 – View of the WSU Organic Farm, Pullman, WA. Photo taken 
during visit by the study team. 
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The site is located east of campus, abutting Palouse Ridge Golf Course to the north. Student involvement 

and education is a strong design element. The new location is a 10-15 minute walk from the heart of 
campus, both larger and closer than the existing organic farm. Some organic dryland farming will feed 
some organically raised animals. An aquaponic greenhouse will circulate the waste of live fish to feed 
plants, which oxygenate the water of the fish.  
 
A pedestrian trail takes visitors through an "edible forest” where people will be able to self-pick nuts and 
fruits. With straightforward design, the trail encourages pedestrian traffic by offering simple, self-guided 
access through the farm. Easily walkable from campus, some students will work on the new farm and 
many more will simply enjoy the fruit of the farm’s labor. 
 
The public will also be encouraged to experience and enjoy the farm. A community center with a 
commercial kitchen will offer classes and a children’s’ garden will entertain young visitors. A food stand 
will sell the farm’s harvest to public and there will be parking for visitors who cannot conveniently walk 
from campus. The construction will be completed in several phases. The final completion may take ten 
years, but the beginning of food production should be achieved in the third year. 

5.3 Foodshed Gaps 

“Food insecurity” is a condition 
reported by the USDA food security 
report. It is a measure of a 
household-level economic and social 
condition of limited or uncertain 
access to adequate food. The food 
insecurity rate measures the percent 
of the population that experienced 
food insecurity at some point during 
the year. In 2011, 50.1 million 
Americans lived in food insecure 

Figure 33 – Study Area Food Deserts Map 
Source: www.usda.gov 

Figure 32 – Laurie Mooney’s “Edible Landscape,” A Rendering of the Proposed WSU Organic Farm 
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households, 33.5 million adults and 16.7 million children.82 
 
According to a recent poverty study commissioned by the Moscow League of Women Voters, food 
prices have steadily increased since the advent of the great recession and are projected to increase by 
3–4% in 2013.83 The food insecurity rate for Idaho’s general population in 2011 was 15.8% for Idaho and 
14.8% for Washington.84 People living in poverty spend a larger proportion of their income on food and 
are affected greatly by food price increases. According to a draft version of the report: 
 

The School Backpack Program at Russell and West Park Elementary schools discreetly distribute 
backpacks to participating children on the last day of the school week. They weigh about 6 
pounds and include two breakfasts, two lunches, two dinners, and two snacks.  In the State of 
Idaho, 2000 backpacks are distributed per week and 700 are needed. All Latah County towns 
would like to participate in [the School Backpack Program].  

 
To help address the food insecurity needs of the state, the Idaho Foodbank was established in 1984, as 
an independent nonprofit 501(c)(3) organization with warehouses in Boise, Lewiston and Pocatello. It is 
the largest hunger relief organization and the largest distributor of free food assistance in Idaho. The 
North Central Idaho branch in Lewiston is a 7,140 square-foot building that includes offices, dry storage 
(5,000 square feet), a freezer (4,416 cubic feet) and a cooler (1,824 cubic feet). In Latah County, every 
town has at least one foodbank. 
 
More recently, in 2013, a foodbank has opened on the campus of the UI, to serve the need of food 
challenged students. It is located on the first floor of the Student Union Building and kicked-off with 
more than 650 pounds of food donations from university food drives. "The concerns about poverty in 
the city and county are largely invisible," Dean of Students Bruce Pitman said. 85 
 
Food insecurity is a quiet but crippling issue impacting the foodshed.  This large, misunderstood 
segment of the marketplace is the vulnerable underbelly of the food system.  Incremental 
improvements in this space may not increase the tax base, or generate sales taxes—but the real impacts 
to the community can be just as beneficial to the market as whole, cushioning the softest spots of the 
economy. 
 
The following sections turn to case studies of similar facilities in other, nearby markets. 
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 www.feedingamerica.org 
83

 Moscow League of Women Voters poverty report http://community.palouse.net/lwvm/LWVM-Study-of-Poverty-in-Latah-County-2012.pdf 
84

 www.feedingamerica.org “Map the Meal Gap, Child Food Insecurity 2011” 
85

 http://www.idahopress.com/news/state/food-pantry-to-open-at-university-of-idaho/article_3e8e259b-1319-554f-ba11-b32a77e06b18.html 



 

  48 

5.4 Food Resource Center Case Studies 

The study team researched four food resource centers just beyond the borders of the SE Inland Empire, 
including facilities in Sandpoint, ID; Ronan, MT; Caldwell ID; and Dayton, WA. Members of the survey 
team made in person visits both the Mission Mountain facility in Ronan, MT as well as the UI Food 
Technology Center in Caldwell, ID. 
 
These case studies provide powerful analogs to the potential FIRC considered in this study, as well as 
any similar effort in the future. 
 

5.4.1 MISSION MOUNTAIN, RONAN, MT 

The Mission Mountain Food Enterprise and Cooperative Development Center (MMFEC) is a division of 
the Lake County Community Development Corporation (LCCDC) located in Ronan, MT86. Its mission is to 
enhance the quality of life and economic well-being of all residents from Lake County and the Flathead 
Indian Reservation.  
 
LCCDC co-locates three business centers:  (1) a business development center which manages revolving 
loan funds and micro-loan programs for primarily non-food related businesses (2) a community 
development center which manages larger scale projects, and (3) the Mission Mountain Food Enterprise 
and Cooperative Development Center (MMFEC). This beneficial structural allows the three centers to 
reduce costs and share experiences, and it benefits clients because MMFEC is a “one-stop shop” where 
fledgling food businesses can not only process their products but also get the support necessary to 
develop into viable, profitable food businesses which is vital, yet often overlooked by fledgling food 
entrepreneurs.87    
 
The MMFEC itself has three programs areas:  (1) food and agriculture Value Added business 
development, (2) cooperative business development, and (3) farm-to-institution enterprise 
development. North of Missoula, in Lake County, MT, the MMFEC serves an area of less than 300,000 
people. Lake County is the top-ranked county in Montana for the production of fruits, tree nuts and 
berries and second-ranked vegetable producing county in Montana, according to the 2007 USDA 
Census.88 Neighboring Flathead County is top-ranked nursery and greenhouse county in Montana and 
accounts for nearly 30% of the entire state’s total greenhouse vegetables and fresh cut herb production 
with 34,300 square feet. Flathead County is ranked third for fruit, tree nuts and berry production.89 
 
The MMFEC has a staff of four technical assistance providers and three processing staff. It offers 
technical assistance to food entrepreneurs including regulatory expertise, hazard analysis and critical 
control points (HAACP) support, process improvement, and good food business and agricultural practice 
techniques.90  It has cooperative development specialists in-house who assist with project planning, 
group facilitation, operating and capital organization strategies, and research. However, the facility does 
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 Members of the study team visited this facility on 28 September, 2012 
87

 In an interview conducted for this study, food expert and founder of Rural Roots, Collette DePhelps, cited MMFEC’s model as one example of 

a food resource center that could help new food business answer the vital feasibility question, “Do you have a product that works as a real 
business?” 
88

 http://www.agcensus.usda.gov/Publications/2007/Online_Highlights/County_Profiles/Montana/cp30047.pdf  
89

 Id. 
90

 Business planning, grant writing, and access sources of capital. 
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not offer food product development and testing services to its clients.91 Even though the productive 
valleys it serves produce a wide variety of fruits and vegetables, the demand for specialty food product 
development has never been strong, so the MMFEC focuses on serving low and middle tier clients.92 
 
The facility is certified by the USDA, FDA and Montana Department of Agriculture through their organic 
program. Its production capacities include: 

 A small USDA-certified meat room  

 Small wet-kitchen, with a 40 gallon steam-jacketed kettle, and where new clients start. 

 A large wet-kitchen, with a large 100 gallon steam-jacketed kettle 

 An FDA-inspected wash and cut area  

 Walk-in cold storage and dry storage with forklift access 

 Two smokers (large and small)93  

 A dry kitchen/bakery94 

The dry-kitchen has received little use since the facility opened in 2000. In interviews conducted for this 
study MMFEC staff identified that the highest return with the lowest risk has come from the wet-kitchen 
capacity, anchored by its wash and cut area. The lowest return with the highest risk has been the meat 
processing capacity.  
 
The facility grew organically as its plans and needs evolved, and the layout reflects the fact that its space 
was not purpose-built to process food. There are many rooms and many corners in the facility. This 
layout inhibits efficiency even though the facility is relatively small, it can confuse new clients who 
sometimes get lost.95 Although USDA-certified, the MMFEC staff reflected that they could serve almost 
the entire client base without certification. Managing the USDA paperwork might be a larger burden 
than the benefit warrants and absorbs human capital resources that could be better allocated towards 
facility operation or client support.96 
 
Whereas some facilities offer little guidance for new clients and simply rent floor space or food bays, the 
MMFEC maintains a more hands-on philosophy. To fulfill its incubator mission, facility staff actively 
guide and support clients. Facility rules and protocols must be strictly observed. Strict observation is an 
operational necessity at any regulated facility, but it also develops good habits in clients. One of the key 
aims of the facility is to graduate clients to their own facility and roughly half a dozen businesses have 
graduated since the facility opened.97 
 
Compliance with food regulations is a constant burden to food businesses and can incur severe penalties 
from authorities for violations. To successfully incubate and graduate profitable businesses, it is 
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 As opposed to the UI Food Technology Center, which offers high caliber product research and development services. When the MMFEC was 

founded, the nearby University of Montana did not have a food science department. When necessary, the MMFEC consults Dr. Richard 
Dougherty from the WSU from Pullman, WA. 
92 Such as various food businesses, small family farms which come in during peak season to process their own products for themselves (and 
perhaps barter with neighbors), as well as a local grower’s co-op (discussed further below). 
93

 Which double as dehydrators, although they are not very efficient when used in that capacity. 
94

 The facility does not process dairy products. 
95 

The process manager, Yvette Rodriguez, noted that a longer and more open floor plan would improve the efficiency of the wash and cut lines 
common at the facility. They recommend putting everything on wheels. A modular facility can serve more clients more easily. 
96

 And some of the simplest, lowest-cost services, such as bar codes which are very popular among MMFEC’s clients, provide the highest utility. 
97

 Real job creation from successful start-up businesses which “scale out” is also rare in the experience of the UI Food Technology Center, in the 

next section. 
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important communicate best-practices and develop good food-business habits. This holistic approach 
can help develop businesses capable of complying with food regulations, both now and as food 
regulations inevitably evolve in the future.98 
 
5.4.1.1 Relationship with Western Montana Grower’s Cooperative 

One of the significant clients to successfully incubate through the MMFEC is a grower’s co-op in the 
area:  The Western Montana Growers Co-Op (WMGC). In 2003, MMFEC helped organized the WMGC 
and although it started small, it quickly grew over ten years to be a significant actor in its foodshed. 
Today the co-op has 38 members, mostly small acreage, fruit and vegetable producers with some beef 
and dairy producers. At MMFEC, WMGC can wash and cut its produce into higher value and season-
extended products. This partnership creates greater revenue for both entities.  
 
The relationship between MMFEC and the WMGC is important to the efficiency and overall 
sustainability of the foodshed. This symbiotic relationship pairs the skilled processors, food safety 
experience, and inspected food processing and storage facility of the MMFEC with the skilled producers, 
marketing expertise, distribution experience, and marketing infrastructure of the WMGC to improve the 
supply chain efficiencies of its foodshed. This complementarity leverages the business assets of both 
entities, and the entire foodshed benefits from increased synergies throughout the local food system. 
But it took time to find the right balance. At one point in the development of the relationship, the 
MMFEC took on a very active role, packing all WMGC’s products and taking on a large share of 
responsibilities. This heavy operational function took MMFEC too close towards acting as a co-packer, 
and away from its enterprise mission.  
 
5.4.1.2 New Farm-to-School Initiative 

Through its farm-to-institution program, the partnership between MMFEC and WMGC has hit its stride. 
MMFEC and WMGC have created new linkages within the foodshed that not only generate important 
revenue sources, but also make business sense for all parties. They have also increased the availability of 
local Montana food to students and raised youth awareness about the importance of local food. 

Early in the development of this institutional strategy, MMFEC adopted the role of food entrepreneur. It 
sought to bring existing foodshed actors together in new relationships, such as with the University of 
Montana’s strong farm-to-college buying program—which was looking to grind and process beef 
crumbles. The University wanted a grass-fed product for their dining services and found a group to 
supply the grass-fed beef, but they needed another entity to further process that beef. MMFEC could 
bridge the service gap, if the new value-chain generated enough return for participants.  

In developing this potential value-chain, it became clear that MMFEC would not be able to afford to buy 
the beef from the producer directly. The price-point was too high for the MMFEC’s budget. Instead, the 
university bought live cows and had them slaughtered before being transported to MFFEC. Once there, 
the beef was processed into beef crumbles and stored at MMFEC before they finally re-distributed the 
product back to the University for its dining service. 

Drawing from this experience, the MMFEC sought to replicate the model with the fruits and vegetables 
produced by the WMGC. Many of the public schools in the area are small and qualify for the USDA Fresh 
Fruit and Vegetable Snack program. Seeking to match WMGC’s local supply with local demand, MMFEC 
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Also, facility staff raised a concern that the Food Safety Modernization Act would have a disproportionate affect on small food business, 

potentially threatening their viability.  
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discovered an opportunity to produce season extended products, particularly frozen cherries, apples, 
butternut squash and pumpkin abundant in the area and sell them to local schools.  
 
As an entrepreneur, MMFEC took ownership of the inventory, identified the potential products to 
develop, coordinated producers, bought directly from each producer, marketed the final product,99 
coordinated distribution, and controlled processing and process improvement.100 The WMGC’s role was 
limited to buying and then reselling product from MMFEC. While the initial results of this new 
relationship were encouraging, it suffered from prohibitively high per unit prices, marginal distribution 
capacity, cash flow issues, and an uneven distribution of risk between the MMFEC and the WMGC. 

Thus, in 2011, a new model rebalanced the relationship. MMFEC now aggregates school purchasing, 
identifies new product opportunities and new schools, and manages processing, but WMGC owns the 
products, coordinates its own producers, and manages distribution of both raw and finished products. 
This rebalanced model allows for single-source billing and lowers per unit prices. Business risk is more 
evenly distributed and there is significant growth potential. Also in 2011, the MMFEC realized a new 
institutional strategy by adding a new staff member from FoodCorps. Her dual marketing and culinary 
background were very valuable, as was her previous experience working within a school system. She 
was essential in getting the farm-to-school program off the ground.101 

Following the 2008 downturn, this new revenue strategy came at a good time. Also, after nine years of 
operation, the MFFEC realized grant-funding was not a stable mechanism to keep the necessary 
processing staff employed and pay for the cost of upkeep.102  Facility demand has still not fully 
rebounded from a dip in the wake of the 2008 financial crisis, and even then the grant-funded facility 
operated with revenue constraints. Also, the new opportunities manifesting in the foodshed required 
either some working capital or an alternative funding model such as beef crumble relationship with the 
University of Montana, noted above. 

The relationship between the MMFEC and WMGC offered another way to alleviate the capital 
constraint:  cost-sharing. The MMFEC and WMGC formalized their partnership in a Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU). MMFEC’s capital constraint inhibited it from purchasing the necessary volume to 
produce at scale.103  Similarly, the WMGC would need to expend additional capital to rent the MMFEC to 
process its produce. With the MOU in place, the parties agreed to withhold payments until 25% of the 
total inventory had been sold. The MMFEC is not paid processing or storage fees nor is WMGC paid for 
its raw products until the entire value-chain had sold through 25% of its potential. This delayed payment 
system unlocked capital, which MMFEC and WMGC used to rapidly scale-up the fruit and veggie 
program.104 
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 Both through WMGC itself, other area distributors, and even through USPS and FedEx to some individual customers. These are very much 

bootstrapping marketing efforts. 
100

 The MMFEC did not have the best or most efficient equipment when it initiated its program, so it also bootstrapped its process 

development, e.g. peeling and blanching by any means necessary. It currently racks and freezes in a walk-in cooler, but a farm-to-school grant 
money will purchase a blast freezer. 
101 She was so essential that she was retained as a permanent staff member. While its processing staff has remained largely intact, the MMFEC 
has had five management teams since it opened. Finding the right personnel with the right talent is critical to the success of this kind of facility. 
102

 Necessary maintenance is relatively high in food processing, and the higher the volume or use of food processing equipment, the faster it 
will wear, and break down. 
103

 Much like it lacked the capital necessary to purchase the grass-fed beef for beef crumbles. 
104

 They currently rack and freeze in a walk in cooler. The farm-to-school grant will help with purchasing a blast freezer. They have found that 

sweet cherries are a difficult product in schools even though they make a great snack and they have great access to the product. WMGC 
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The MMFEC is again taking an entrepreneurial role in the development of a lentil patty, the only product 
which the MMFEC owns the rights to. Building on its momentum, the MMFEC plans to quickly scale up 
production of its lentil patty in 2013 through its new value-chains.105  This project will provide even more 
revenue for MMFEC, allowing it to serve its foodshed in even greater capacity. 
 
Beyond its own foodshed, the MMFEC also works at a regional scale. In 2009, the Montana Department 
of Agriculture established the Food and Agriculture Development Center Network to coordinate 
similarly-motivated partners around the state. Four sites are located throughout the state to share 
ideas, experiences and best-practices to enhance food and farm based enterprise. 

5.4.2 UI FOOD TECHNOLOGY CENTER, CALDWELL, ID 

The UI Food Technology Center106 is a 
22,000 square foot facility containing 
a 7,000 square foot USDA certified 
food processing facility located in 
Caldwell, ID. Its purpose is to provide 
a multiuse facility where individuals 
and food companies can receive 
comprehensive business, technical, 
and educational assistance to start a 
new food business or expand their 
existing food business.107  Its kitchen 
and processing facilities are open to 
the public, rentable by the hour.  

The UI Food Technology Center 
shares space in downtown Caldwell 
with the Southern District office of 
UI Extension, the Caldwell Research and Extension Center, and the UI Business and Technology 
Incubator.108  Jim Toomey, the facilities manager, said the building was originally designed to house a co-
packer with bottling equipment. That operation apparently failed because its products were not a good 
fit for the market, it invested in the wrong equipment and drew on mismatched expertise.109   

Facility operations are split between two segments:  research and the commercial kitchen. The research 
area serves the university and private food companies which hire the facility to conduct research. The UI 
Food Technology Center is a highly certified research lab which tests products of all types, from local 
potatoes to oranges from Florida. These activities generate considerable revenue which keeps the 
facility going. The R&D activities generate roughly $260,000 in annual revenue for the facility, while the 
commercial kitchen only generates $40,000-$60,000 annually.  

                                                                                                                                                                                           
markets their cherries to schools as well as other accounts. Butternut squash is another good product. They have found the yield (60-70%) 
enabled a better price point than pumpkin puree. 
105 

Planning for approximately 2500lbs (10 batches). 
106

 Members of the study team visited this facility on July 18th, 2012 and interviewed him by telephone on August 10th, 2012. 
107

 The Center’s webpage http://projweb.cals.uidaho.edu/ftc/ and Facebook page www.facebook.com/UofIFoodTechnologyCenter 
108

 Mr. Toomey noted that the share-use model was an important element of the facilities durability. 
109

 Mr. Toomey observed a general lack of expertise to serve the food space. This labor constraint tends to exacerbate the challenges in the 

already difficult food business. 

Figure 34 – View of the UI Food Technology Center in Caldwell. Photo taken during visit by 
the study team. 

http://www.cals.uidaho.edu/ftc/
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Since the commercial kitchen operation opened in 2003, roughly 100 food producers have used it. Its 
current client base has around 50 food businesses (including farmers) and it draws people from across 
its region with its low kitchen rental rates. Hourly rates range from $15 for baking to $30 for wet/hot 
processing. Although these rates will be adjusted in the near future, they are still very low thanks to the 
facility’s dedication to serving the community.110  The UI Food Technology Center also benefits by being 
sufficiently large and well-equipped to not suffer from capacity constraints. It is one of the few rural 
facilities that can accommodate high volume in the Northwest region. 

The UI Food Technology Center 
charges a $100 fee for required 
day-long training in order to use 
the kitchen. An estimated 600 
people have attended the 
training since the facility opened 
but not everyone follows 
through with their good 
intentions to start a food 
business. After realizing how 
much work and dedication is 
required to run a food business, 
the mandatory class thins out 
the herd. This is an important 
element of maintaining the 
operational efficiency of the 
facility, while also being open to 
any potential client, no matter 
how inexperienced initially.111 

Facilities manager Jim Toomey observed that his facility seemed to be good for job retention and had 
supported some expansion of existing businesses; however, sui generis job creation was rare. One key 
constraint that inhibits facility users from graduating from startups into mature companies which 
graduate into their own processing facilities is revenue. Most facility users never generate enough 
revenue to be able to afford their own equipment and facility. This revenue ceiling prevents these food 
businesses from accessing capital to attain scale.  

The facility operates a limited access model and is not open in off-hours. This limitation likely excludes 
some potential clients, particularly caterers who tend to rent at night. Nevertheless, the commercial 
kitchen side is generally underutilized even though it is underpriced. Like MMFEC, its equipment mix has 
also evolved overtime. It received grant money to pay for dehydration equipment, but almost no one 
used it.112   

The UI Food Technology Center sometimes serves an important seasonal function to its foodshed. It has 
a “fast track” for emergency value-added processing when frantic farmers call looking to save a crop 
from the compost pile. This role evidences a seemingly ubiquitous constraint in potential client bases in 
rural areas:  most potential facility users have existing food businesses, which either do not include food 

                                                           
110 A for-profit facility would likely not discount hourly rental rates below market rates, as the UI Food Technology Center currently does. 
111 Some potential clients show up with little more than “Grandma’s recipe” and entrepreneurial optimism. 
112

 This compares to the Mission Mountain experience, where they planned and budgeted for  baking equipment which got very little use. 

Figure 35 – Interior view of the UI Caldwell Food Technology Center Research and Testing 
Laboratory. Photo taken during visit by the study team. 
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processing/production or are at a scale small enough to be classified as a profitable hobby. Especially 
among the first generation of facility clients, current actors in the food space are farmers, ranchers, 
gardeners, orchard tenders, and craftspeople already engaged in cottage industries. They have the 
necessary knowledge and these extant businesses are best positioned to seize opportunities for 
foodshed development, but these same concerns channel attention towards the needs of the moment 
and away from future opportunity. Even among the most entrepreneurially-minded, existing business 
concerns, such as a farmer’s 1,200 dryland acres, will take priority and overshadow expansion initiatives 
or new product lines.  

Nevertheless, this seasonal function provides a vital service to foodshed actors in times of need. This 
stopgap production capacity preserves local food value that would otherwise go to waste, and creates 
important (often urgent) capital for area producers. The preservation or value-added processing also 
extends the edible life of local food, helping to keep local calories on store shelves in the foodshed year 
round. While clients’ use of the stopgap capacity does not generate considerable revenue source for the 
UI Food Technology Center, it constitutes some small portion of the commercial kitchen’s annual 
$40,000-$60,000 revenue. 

Caldwell is located in the Treasure Valley foodshed, southeast of our study area, in southern Idaho. Like 
the SE Inland Empire, Treasure Valley is an incredibly fertile and productive area where agriculture 
thrives. Unlike the SE Inland Empire, Treasure Valley has a much more diverse crop profile, growing 
more than a hundred different crops in relatively ample quantity. Facility staff observed that a lot good 
food-related activity has occurred in the Treasure Valley, but there still was more interest than action, at 
least as it concerned the capabilities of the UI Food Technology Center.113 

Managers were realistic but generally supportive of the role a facility such the UI Food Technology 
Center can play in its foodshed. A food processing facility can work if there is enough revenue to sustain 
operations. This balance requires the right mix of successful tenants. Food is a hard business and 
consumers reject high prices or substandard products. Anchor tenants which generate substantial 
revenue for a food center typically have a product for which consumers are willing to pay a premium—
either for higher quality or perceived higher reward. Also, tenants developing new products or 
introducing previously unavailable products to the foodshed via local production/processing are 
strategies for success, because those products have a propensity to sell better to final consumers.114   

The rise of organic products is a positive development and has led to the creation of a diverse array of 
new products. From a production perspective, however, Mr. Toomey worried that organic production is 
harder to scale efficiently. Organic production is much more labor intensive and maintaining 
certification adds a layer of administrative necessity that further constrains the resources of a start-up 
organic operation.115 

Again from a facility perspective, finding the right individual(s) to run a FIRC might be the most difficult 
issue. As Mr. Toomey noted, there is virtually “no expertise how to run community-access food 
processing facilities.”  
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 The degree of difficulty is very high, which is why the wash-out rate of the mandatory facility introduction class is so high. 
114

 Mr. Toomey cited Eragrotis tef (known as Teff), which is a new gluten-free grain selling well in international markets, and capable of 

sustaining development of new gluten-free product lines. He guessed that beer or wine could do well, but no one in the region had really tried 
to make that work. 
115

 Indeed, the UI’s Soil Stewards program is considering allowing the organic certification to expire on its educational farm. See above. 
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5.4.3 BLUE MOUNTAIN STATION, DAYTON, WA 

This year (2013), the Port of 
Columbia will open its new 
facility in Dayton, WA:  Blue 
Mountain Station. Just 
northeast of Walla Walla, Blue 
Mountain Station will be “the 
world’s first eco-friendly artisan 
natural and organic culinary 
center.”116 Blue Mountain 

Station stands the edge of town 
with frontage on US 12 near the 
Port and within the urban renewal area. The Port has adopted a strategy to attract and cluster food 
businesses in purposefully located and themed industrial park. Blue Mountain Station has a greater 
mission to support and grow businesses that add value to agricultural products grown and produced in 
the foodshed—before they are consumed or shipped out of the foodshed. 

Blue Mountain Station’s innovation is including a specific culinary tourism element. There will be a small 
retail component and a thoughtful design that encourages visitors. Many small farms do this to drive 
direct sales, from “you-pick” orchards along busy roads to wineries with wine tasting rooms and a retail 
shop.117  Similarly, Blue Mountain station will attract people to this ecologically cutting-edge food 
processing park both to buy retail products and tour the grounds.  

The Port of Columbia completed a marketing strategy in late 2007. After developing the plan, a 
feasibility study was completed in June of 2009.118 Blue Mountain Station received $1,000,000 in funding 
in July 2012—a partial grant for $200,000 and an $800,000 zero interest loan with a 5-year deferral. This 
initial $1,000,000 will cover land purchase and complete the first phase of infrastructure in a four-phase 
plan. Blue Mountain Station will continue seeking funding to finish construction and accommodate the 
businesses they will recruit. It anticipates it will take many years for all phases of the construction to be 
completed.  

Building 1 will include eight leasable spaces, each roughly 575 sq. ft. and some tenants may lease more 
than one space. Each space will be designed with food processing and packaging in mind, but they will 
be finished to each tenant’s specifications. There will also be a general-use commercial kitchen (~1,000 
sq. ft) included in Phase I, available to tenants as well as the public on an hourly basis.   

With the first phase complete, Blue Mountain Station can aggressively market their strategy. Without a 
facility, many potential recruits would not make real business-decisions based on a hypothetical 
proposal. With funding in place for the first phase and construction underway, three local businesses 
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 This strategy has been deployed in numerous locations, for example, the Vermont Food Venture Center, in Hardwick, VT, organized by the 

Center for Agricultural Economy, which opened in 2012.  See http://www.hardwickagriculture.org The Vermont Food Venture Center is a 
central component of Hardwick’s comprehensive Food Strategy—see ‘The Town that Food Saved—How One Community Found Vitality in Local 
Food’, by Ben Hewitt, published by Rodale in 2009. 
117

 These are very common in wine and fruit country everywhere, e.g. Northern California, or SE Wisconsin and SW Michigan along the I-94 

corridor, where hundreds of farms and orchards benefit serve millions of travelers to-and-from Chicago. 
118

 See a 2009 update from Blue Mountain Station Director Jennie Dickinson here: 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Z5kZboyJU8M&list=UU0F0JGkzkZ2yjgPVYE2x1Hg 

Figure 36 – Rendering of Blue Mountain Station Structures (fully developed) 
Source:  http://www.bluemountainstation.com 
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have committed to lease 
space in Blue Mountain 
Station when its first 
building opens later this 
year.119 Two more 
businesses are close to 
making a commitment. 120  

Blue Mountain Station will 
also have its own label, 
under which existing 
businesses can re-brand or 
new businesses can start. 
True to its original vision to 
processing and packaging 
sustainable, natural and 
organic food products, the 
Port is in discussions with 
area co-packers about setting 
up operations at Blue Mountain Station. Co-location with a co-packer could benefit many of the 
businesses and potential businesses at Blue Mountain Station, offering preparation and packaging 
services right on site under the Blue Mountain Station label or their own label. 

For 5% of gross sales, food businesses can use Blue Mountain Station’s comprehensive marketing plan. 
This partnership includes use of the Blue Mountain Station brand, a direct marketing program, club 
sales, trade shows and other sale and marketing channels. Blue Mountain Station has a clear focus on 
marketing as a key to its success. Already, it has created the “Blue Mountain Station Cookbook,” which 
will be featured in The Recipe Manager and sold through major retailers around the world. Also, through 
the International Marketing Program at Washington State Department of Agriculture, Blue Mountain 
Station tenants and partners will be able to participate in out-bound and in-bound foreign buyer trade 
missions. 

Blue Mountain Station products will be available for sale at its retail store, but many businesses will 
distribute products at farmers’ markets and stores or through wholesale channels. “Even though the 
focus of the project is wholesale food manufacturing,” Blue Mountain Station manager, Jennie 
Dickinson, reported, “it’s important for the public to be able to come and take part in what’s happening 
here and for the tenants to add the additional retail revenue to their bottom line.” 121 New jobs are the 
primary goal of the plan, with tourism as an ancillary component.122  Blue Mountain Station projects it 
will create 300 jobs in eco-food production, processing and marketing, and it is currently marketing its 
space. Potential tenants can access the Blue Mountain Station prospectus on its website and review 
other and program details.123 
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 Grass Roots Goats (cheese and yogurt), Gypsy Girl Granola and Big Kahuna Ltd. (hot sauce) have agreed to lease space in the first Blue 
Mountain Station building, which is expected to open in September 2013. 
120

 http://union-bulletin.com/news/2012/dec/08/businesses-sign-up-for-blue-mountain-station 
121

 Id. 
122

 Blue Mountain Station’s website promises the benefits of visitors, but also promises they will not impact their businesses. 
123

 http://bluemountainstation.com/documents/BMS_Franchise.pdf  

Figure 37 – Blue Mountain Station Conceptual Drawing  
Source:  http://www.bluemountainstation.com 
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Unlike many food business resource facilities, Blue Mountain Station’s genesis took shape around a 
clearly defined need. “We asked for this grant because we were approached by several small businesses 
that didn’t have the means to build their own facility,” said Dickison. From a planning perspective, it is 
easiest to design to precise specifications. This specificity will lower Blue Mountain Station’s risk of 
failure. By taking a clear first step, it should avoid the launch failure many facilities suffer after start-up. 
This approach should also lower the long run risk of Blue Mountain Station’s failure. 

 Unlike some Food Hubs and FIRCs, Blue Mountain Station merely clusters and supports other 
businesses which take on the operational demands and business risks in the market. This approach has 
an advantage over facilities which take a more direct role in operations, which invariably suffer the 
normal cycles of the food market—often leading to management changes or strategy revisions. With 
little direct operational risk itself, Blue Mountain Station’s revenue base is diversified across the tenants 
its hosts and supports.124  
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 Each with different, independently managed businesses, which will grow and change over time. 
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6. FACILITY ANALYSIS 
This study set out its objective to identify the appropriate scale and variety of operations for a FIRC that 
would best suit Latah County and the surrounding region. To achieve this, according to the scope of 
work (SOW), the study evaluated the need to develop food processing capability in Latah County as a 
means of enabling expansion and diversification opportunities for local and regional growers and 
producers, as well as facilitating additional job creation and revenue retention within the region. Among 
these were commercial kitchen space (including wet/hot, wash-and-cut, dry/baking, and other value-
added feature), fermentation capabilities (beer, wine, and spirits), dry and cold storage capacity, meat 
processing capacity, and dairy (cheese) processing. 

Accordingly, this section of the report analyzes the potential scale and service components that could 
function as a viable, productive entity in the SE Inland Empire, specifically Latah County. To do this, we 
begin with a location analysis to better understand the region’s ability to support additional food 
processing capacity. 

6.1 Location Analysis 

The RFP limited the scope of this site selection analysis to the boundaries of Latah County. So, while this 
report examines the region and the foodshed as a whole, specific location analysis was limited to areas 
within Latah County. The foodshed may support other programs, facilities, and developments in other 
areas125  but detailed analysis of potential sites in these areas is excluded from this report. 

The study team consulted and toured with committee members to identify potential locations for the 
facility within Latah County, as well as a number of area professionals. 

6.1.1 LATAH COUNTY AT A GLANCE 

As discussed above, the SE Inland Empire is relatively isolated. Its rugged geography defines strong 
boundaries which have inhibited the development of many areas and impede the flow of goods. I-90 
provides access to the greater continental highway system, but the closest access is Spokane, WA, and 
Coeur d’Alene, ID—both more than 85 miles from downtown Moscow and beyond the boundaries of 
the study area itself.  

 
Moscow acts as one of the SE Inland Empire’s three major urban hubs. Legacy Crossing, in the heart of 
Moscow, connects US 95 with SH 8. US 95 divides Latah County and the entire sub-region along a north-
south axis, from Spokane south through Moscow to Lewiston, before continuing south to the lower 
parts of Idaho. For its part, SH 8 runs east-west from St. Joe National Forest through Moscow to 
Pullman, WA. At the state line, SH 8 connects to SR 270 and is known as the Moscow-Pullman Highway 
because it connects the twin-university cities along its eight-mile stretch of road.  

6.1.2 DISTANCE CONSTRAINTS 

Recall from analysis of the surveys above, 55% of Producer Survey respondents indicated they would not 
travel more than 25 miles to use a FIRC. 36% of respondents would not travel more than 50 miles, 
leaving just 9% of respondents would be willing to travel more than 50 miles, or about 1 hour. This is 
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 Such as the INWFH. All regional efforts should be coordinated and complementary as a rule, and made a priority when particularly useful or 

mutually beneficial. 
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consistent with the results of 
the INWFH survey126 and results 
in other areas around the 
nation.127 

 
These distance thresholds are 
meaningful variables in the 
calculation of the potential user 
base and were used to model 
the potential draw of different 
locations in the network. The 
results show a facility located in 
Moscow could service the 
majority of active growers in the 

foodshed,128 as well as reach of 

the three major population 
centers—Moscow, Pullman and 
Lewiston—within a 50-mile 
constraint.129  Moscow’s 
effective service area extends 
north to urban centers south of 
Spokane, such as Rosalia and 
Tekoa, as well as to 
communities in Benewah 
County, beyond the boundaries 
of the eight-county study 
area.130  To the south, the 50-
mile area stretches past 
Lewiston and Clarkston, to 
Moses Lake and Lapwai. Areas 
south of Lewiston, such as 

Asotin, Cloverland and Waha are 
beyond the 50-mile limit. To the 
southeast, Culdesac lay beyond the 50 limit from Moscow, as does the rest of the Weippe prairie. Down 
the valley, Lenore, Gifford, Orofino and beyond are also beyond Moscow’s effective service area.  
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 In which 48% of respondents indicated they would not travel more than 25 miles, and another 30% would not be willing to travel more than 

50 miles. 
127

 Studies completed in the 1990s and early 2000s observed larger distance constraints, with more potential users showing a greater 

willingness to travel up to 100 miles or more to access services. More recent data indicates these distance limits are tightening, a result of the 
increase in fuel and transportation costs in the recent decade. Further increases in the cost of transportation, but particularly of liquid fuel 
(such as gasoline, diesel, or CNG) for the truck fleet, will exacerbate these distance constraints and tighten the effective service area for any 
facility. 
128

 “Active growers” refers to those the study team discovered through publically available sources, i.e. businesses with some marketing 

presence , either online, at the farmer’s market, or on store shelves. 
129

 Which account for 82% of the study area’s population, see above. 
130

 Including the communities of Tensed and Emida. 
 
 

Figure 39 – Producer Survey Results—a 25-mile Service Network of Two Facilities in Moscow 
(Purple) and Lewiston (Orange). 

Figure 38 – Producer Survey Results—a 50-mile Service Network of a Facility in Moscow 
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However, since half of the potential user base will not travel beyond 25 miles, the 50-mile radius should 
not be relied on exclusively in determining an effective radius. Incorporating the 25-mile threshold 
reveals a more dynamic network, potentially requiring service from multiple facilities in limited, 
overlapping competition with each other. Facilities in Moscow and in Lewiston, for example, would 
compete for customers located in Genesee, Colton, Uniontown and Juliaetta—each within 25 miles of 
both Moscow and Lewiston.  

Living relatively equidistant from both options, potential users in these towns may prefer a facility in 
Moscow because of SE Inland Empire’s rugged geography. In order to avoid traversing “down” the valley 
and then “up” again from a trip to a facility in Lewiston, users in Genesee or Colton could take a more 
economical trip to Moscow. Users of the Moscow facility are also slightly likely to have more in common 
with other Moscow facility users than users of the Lewiston facility because each of the four towns is 
essentially in the middle of the two urban centers located on the Palouse. Growers, in particular, may 
find more commonality in Moscow because farmers coming to the Lewiston facility benefit from a more 
diverse crop profile and longer growing seasons.  

Figure 40 shows an optimized network. The Moscow network serves the 25-mile area around it, but 
expands to the 50-mile radius to its north. The Lewiston network serves the valley and a network as far 
as the 100-mile constraint, which is necessary to capture the towns on the southern edge of the Weippe 
Prairie.  

As noted above, only 7% of 
Producer survey respondents 
were willing to travel in excess 
of 100 miles and these are likely 
larger clients. A facility located 
in Lewiston, however, would be 
the closest facility located in a 
large economic center and could 
serve as effective base for 
mobile services to serve 
Lewiston’s 100-mile network at 
the appropriate scale.  

Together, the dual anchor 
system depicted in Figure 40 
could service the vast majority 
of productive land within the 
foodshed, with only the 
southern most areas of Idaho 
County not within the effective draw area of either facility. A multiple anchor system may even be 
necessary, as the implied boundaries described in this section isolate certain producers and food 
businesses from the effective service range of a facility in a particular location. A facility in Moscow, for 
example, would not effectively serve clients located in White Bird, ID— 114 miles away— because very 

Figure 40 – Optimized Service Network with Dual-Anchor Facilities in Moscow and Lewiston 
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few users will travel that far.131   

As discussed below, relatively low population total for the foodshed is a limiting factor to the number of 
viable food businesses. Therefore, if multiple facilities are to be accommodated they should be 
coordinated at the regional level to avoid overcapacity in the foodshed. 

6.2 USDA Survey of Food Hubs 

In a recent USDA survey of established food hubs across the United States, 10 of 20 food hub operators 
indicated that they were “viable” businesses—that the revenue generated from food hub sales covered 
operational costs. The other 10 reported they were not viable, although of these seven indicated they 
were nearly viable and that the revenue generated from their sales would cover operating costs within 
the next one to three years. 
 
The USDA concluded that the viability of a food hub was not driven primarily by geography or legal 
structure, but rather by age of operation. Food hubs seem to have a relatively long incubation period 
and take longer to achieve self-sustaining operation than some other business models. The longer the 
food hub had been in business, the more likely it had achieved economically viability. More importantly, 
USDA observed that “viable” food hubs all had gross sales higher than $1,000,000 per year.132   Food 
hubs failing to achieve this threshold were not yet viable because the revenue generated from sales did 
not cover the cost of operation.133   
 
The USDA’s research further cautioned that even food hubs which exceed the viability threshold were 
generally wary of the ups and downs of the food business.134  Products and services are usually 
discounted to lower the costs to customers—strengthening the foodshed but reducing the operating 
margins in the already low-margin food sector. As such, these models are particularly vulnerable to price 
shocks or other dislocations in the commodity markets. One 30-year food hub manager remarked the 
business was “viable, but certainly vulnerable.”135 
 

6.3 General Viability of Processing Capacity in the SE Inland Empire 

If USDA’s $1,000,000 threshold is a meaningful, then the present viability of a food hub, FIRC, or similar 
facility in the SE Inland Empire seems out of reach, based on the value of the foodshed’s non-export 
economy. Recall from the analysis of local food production above, that the entire value of all direct-to-
market sales within the foodshed in 2007 was only $776,000.136  Even if we optimistically forecast that 
the value of direct farm sales will have doubled to $1,552,000 in the upcoming 2012 USDA Census, then 
a new FIRC would need to capture nearly two-thirds of the total value of all direct farm sales in the 
foodshed in order to satisfy USDA’s $1,000,000 minimum viability threshold. 
 
Moreover, given the distance constraints noted in the location analysis above, 50% of the potential user 
base will not travel more than 25 miles to reach a facility. This constraint further restricts the amount of 
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 Although large businesses, capable of transporting substantial volumes at lower costs are more likely to travel larger distances. As such, 
potential anchor clients may exist at the far edge of a facilities effective service network. 
132

 Regional Food Hub Resource Guide, see above footnote 16. 
133

 Whatever its particular mix of services, e.g. marketing, aggregating, distributing, etc. 
134

 See above Mission Mountain experience above, which noted a noticeable dip in business following 2008. 
135

 Regional Food Hub Resource Guide, see above footnote 16. 
136

 Here, as in the analysis above, direct farm sales are useful as a measure of the non-export food economy—although they likely under-

represent the true value of intra-foodshed economy because cottage industry micro-products are often exchanged in cash, in barter, or gifts. 
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direct farms sales within Moscow’s effective service area. Latah County’s direct farm sales in the 2007 
USDA Census were only $126,000 in total. Together with nearby Whitman County at $308,000, only 
$434,000 of direct farms sales exists within Moscow’s 25 mile service network. 
 
Recall also the limited amount of fruits and vegetable produced locally. Only 15 vegetable farmers were 
producing on nine acres in Latah County, with only seven Whitman County farmers growing vegetables 
on four acres, as reported in the 2007 USDA Census.137 Fruit acreage is greater, with 20 acres of orchards 
in Latah County and 46 orchard acres in Whitman County; however this combined 66 acres of 2007 
production is itself only a fraction of the fruit gap (326 acres) discussed above.  And while we expect the 
forthcoming 2012 USDA Census to show that vegetable and fruit acreage increased in the intervening 
years and continued strong growth of small-scale farmers, ranchers and other growers, additions will 
likely be incremental—leaving the large fruit and vegetable gaps relatively intact. 
 
As these are the basic inputs for local value-added food businesses, the demand for food processing 
capacity is constrained by the availability of local supply. Without increased production of a more 
diverse crop profile, the SE Inland Empire’s food businesses must generally compete for input on 
national markets and rely on exports from other foodsheds.138  This inter-foodshed dependence creates 
longer value-chains between actors who are much more sensitive to transportation costs specifically, 
and national and global market forces generally.139  Without sufficient intra-foodshed independence, it is 
much more difficult to create shorter value-chains, within the foodshed.  This type of independence 
development is not only required by the definition of an Economic Gardening Strategy, but likely 
preferable in a 21st Century economy where resilience and self-sufficiency will be required to maintain a 
healthy adaptability to shifting and uncertain global macroeconomic conditions. 
 
Given these limitations, the creation of new linkages and value-chains in a volume or at a rate sufficient 
to sustain a brick-and-mortar FIRC may be unrealistic in a sparsely populated rural foodshed, such as the 
SE Inland Empire. For example, analogous facilities in Ronan, MT and Caldwell, ID both operate with less 
than $200,000 in gross sales revenue in their best years. Neither of facility is economically viable, even 
though the production base of the agricultural land within their respective foodsheds is much more 
diverse than the SE Inland Empire. The Caldwell facility fills its funding gap with institutional support 
through the UI, while the facility in Ronan is supported by a local economic development corporation 
and grant funding.140 
 

6.4 Specific Viability of Processing Capacities in Latah County 

To determine the specific viability of processing capacity in Latah County, these general implications 
were considered in context, augmented by the survey data described above and use models derived 
from that data and are featured in the subsections below. Economic impacts are also modeled and 
evaluated at the conclusion of this section.  
 
Generally, the combined effect of these factors limits the viable scale of food processing capacity in 
Latah County, and in the SE Inland Empire as a whole. Previous shared-use kitchens have failed in the 
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 Excluding green pea acreage, see above. 
138

 An apple sauce or snack maker, for example, might have to import apples from a neighboring foodshed in Oregon or perhaps further.  
139

 Such as price fluctuations, labor trends, terms of trade, et al. 
140

 Profiles of these facilities appear above. Although the Ronan, MT facility is not economically viable, its kitchen facility does generate enough 

revenue to cover general maintenance and kitchen staff. Leadership and technical assistance positions are grant funded, however. 
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recent past.141  Incubator space already exists at both universities, in addition to the Port of Whitman 
and they are well-located. This incubator capacity is generally underutilized, which is a negative 
indication of local entrepreneurial spirit.142 

 Viability Determination 

Wet-Kitchen  Negative:  demand is present, but survey response was weaker than other 
similar studies.143 Private participants already exist in the commercial 
kitchen segment (i.e. Gladish Kitchen), particularly small-scale culinary 
kitchens—with recent start-ups presently entering the market (i.e. Peterson 
Cookhouse), and other operations planning to start-up in the near future 
(i.e. WSU’s Organic Farm Expansion includes a commercial kitchen). 

Dry-Kitchen Negative:  demand is weak even though dry-kitchen inputs are locally 
abundant. Private bakeries already entered the marketing. Micro-baking 
market already well serviced by available kitchens (e.g. home, church 
kitchens). Large-scale (export) baking market prohibitive due to foodshed 
geographic limitations. 

Fermentation Capacity Negative:  demand very weak, with little survey response. Micro-brewers 
successfully incubate at home with minimal initial capital investment, while 
capital-intensive vineyards typically self-finance fermentation capacity. 

Dairy Processing Capacity Negative:  demand very weak. Some survey response, notably cheese—
however comments and interviews indicate existing producers might 
pursue individual processing capabilities. Also, medium-scale institutional 
dairy assets already exist and have been considered for reuse.144  

Meat Processing Capacity Neutral:145  direct survey demand for meat product processing (17%) was 
moderate compared to wet-kitchen (42%). However, demand for mobile 
services (specifically slaughtering/butchering/vet care was very strong)—
69% of survey respondents reported a need for mobile services of some 
kind. Local meat supply not constrained according to 2007 USDA Census 
data. However, numerous custom-exempt meat processors already service 
small producers and could expand.146 

Dry and Cold Storage 
Capacity 

Neutral:  storage capacity demand is present but hard to meaningfully 
quantify.147 Not a stand-alone element, built-capacity is necessary only as 
proportionate to the space allocated for the above capacities. 
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 Elderberry’s Store in Clarkston, WA, see above. 
142

 Like Elderberry’s Store, the underutilized incubator space in Clallam County, WA was ultimately unable to maintain a sufficient quorum of 

clients to be viable, or pay back its debt obligations. 
143

 See comparison to a similar study completed for Clallam County, below, in which 60 survey respondents reported a potential 547 hours per 

week of potential demand (218 of which assumed dependable). Compare this the 53 hours of non-peak weekly demand and roughly 150 hours 
of demand during an 8-10 week peak season. 
144

 E.g. the UI’s dairy farm. The university recently funded a feasibility study considering alternative uses for the farm, but action was stalled 
because cost estimates were deemed too low, with a more realistic cost estimate higher than what the university would be willing to pay.  
Materials related to this analysis were collected as a part of this study’s diligence.  Developments in the UI’s position with respect to its dairy 
farm should be carefully observed. 
145

 The results of the research underway at the UI, led by Professor Darin Saul, should be careful considered when it becomes available.  More 

expansive and better-funded, this study is deeply exploring the area’s abundant meat assets towards potential development. 
146

  Once slaughtered at the area’s USDA-certified facilities (such as Vandal Meats), harvested animals can be transported to custom-exempt 

facilities, who can further process the meat even though USDA exempt. 
147

 Also universal:  there never seems to be enough storage capacity available, in any foodshed. This is more likely an over-generalization. More 

accurately, there is never enough storage capacity in the right places. 

Table 13 – Summary of viability determinations, by element 
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Based on the above analysis, only meat processing emerged as a potential processing capacity “need” as 
defined in the RFP. As such, the data available presently does not warrant a prima facie determination 
of viability for any of these capacity types. However, continued development of the foodshed could 
support viability in the near future. 
 
The following sections provide further detail to support this negative determination. 
 

6.4.1 PROCESS DEMAND 

To gauge the demand for specific food 
processing services, the Manheim 
Solutions team conducted a survey in 
partnership with the UI.148  This market 
assessment is necessary to tailor the 
services offered by a new facility to best 
serve its foodshed. This section 
examines certain survey questions 
relevant to process demand.  
 
Question 16, summarized in Table 14, 
and asked respondents what food items 
they currently produce. There were 47 
responses, with some respondents 
selecting more than one answer. 
 
Two-thirds of question respondents (31) 
did not process food products at the 
time of the survey. Among those 
actively producing food products, items 
being produced were distributed across 
a wide field of answers. Herbal, jams 
jellies and syrups, was the top category, 
with four responses; while value-added 
vegetables, sauces/salsa & condiments, 
bakery items and herbal products each 
received three responses. Only dairy 
products received no response, which 
demonstrates a widely distributed base 
of knowledge within the foodshed.149 
 
Question 17 asked respondents what 
food items they are interested in 
producing. There were also 47 
responses to this question, with some 
respondents selecting more than one answer. Only 41% of question respondents were “not interested” 
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 See above Section 4. 
149

 As noted above, professional food knowledge is clustered in this area. 

Table 14– Producer Survey Results for Responses to Question 16 

Food Items Currently Produced Response % 

Bakery items 3 6% 

Catering meals 1 2% 

Sauces/salsa & condiments 3 6% 

Value-added veggie (e.g. salad mixes, cut veggies, 
et al.) 

3 6% 

Value-added fruit (e.g. frozen fruit, dried fruit, cut 
fruit, et al.) 

2 4% 

Dairy products 0 0% 

Canned goods (including meat) 1 2% 

Jams, jellies, syrups 4 9% 

Juices, cider, other beverages (non-alcoholic) 1 2% 

Beer, wine,  other fermented beverages 2 4% 

Pasta 1 2% 

Dry mixes 2 4% 

Herbal products 3 6% 

Other non-culinary goods 1 2% 

Smoked and cured meats 1 2% 

Honey or other bee products 2 4% 

Other 3 6% 

I do not process food products 31 66% 

Table 15– Producer Survey Results for Responses to Question 17 

Food Items Interested in Producing Response % 

Bakery items 7 15% 

Catering meals 0 0% 

Sauces/salsa & condiments 7 15% 

Value-added veggie (e.g. salad mixes, cut veggies, 
et al.) 

5 11% 

Value-added fruit (e.g. frozen fruit, dried fruit, cut 
fruit, et al.) 

5 11% 

Dairy products 5 11% 

Canned goods (including meat) 8 17% 

Jams, jellies, syrups 9 20% 

Juices, cider, other beverages (non-alcoholic) 6 13% 

Beer, wine, other fermented beverages 1 2% 

Pasta 1 2% 

Dry mixes 4 9% 

Herbal products 10 22% 

Other non-culinary goods 5 11% 

Smoked and cured meats 9 20% 

Honey or other bee products 7 15% 

Other 2 4% 

I am not interested in processing food products 19 41% 
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in producing food products, compared to 66% of respondents to the previous question who indicated 
they were not currently producing food products. This 15% gap implies some pent-up demand exists for 
food processing in foodshed.150  Twelve respondents indicated that while they were not currently 
producing food products, they were interested in doing so.  
 
Herbal products led all categories with ten positive responses. Smoke and cured meats along with jams, 
jellies and syrups were tied for second place with nine led responses each. Canned goods received a 
relatively strong result with eight responses, while bakery items, sauces/salsa & condiments and honey 
products each received seven responses. 
 
As one might presume from the predominance of farmers, ranchers and other growers in the survey 
pool, many of the 12 respondents not currently producing food items but potentially interested in doing 
so were farmers and ranchers. This assumption is important because these producers are interested in 
expanding their current production profiles to include some produced items higher in the value-chain.151  
Healthy and expanding growers and ranchers are a necessary component in any significant development 
or expansion of the foodshed’s productive capacity. This is not only because without them basic food 
inputs would have to be imported from beyond the foodshed152, but also because their knowledge, 
experience and existing revenue streams make them prime candidates to seize new opportunities.153  
Without healthy producers, robust redevelopment or growth in the foodshed is substantially harder to 
achieve.  
 
From the responses to Question 
17 we may infer what type of 
processing demand is desired, 
however Question 25 of the 
survey specifically asked what 
types of food processing services 
survey respondents would be 
interested in renting.  
 
A substantial number of 
respondents were not interested 
in food processing services. This 
response led all responses, with 
20 survey-takers indicating they 
would not be interested in any of 
type of food processing or related 
services. Wet/hot processing led 
positive responses, followed 
closely by canning and other 
preserving/packaging services. 
Among the listed “specialty production” services were two preferences for poultry processing and four 

                                                           
150

 This 15% pent-up demand gap is meaningful only within the context of these survey results. By virtue of taking the survey, respondents have 

a predisposition to respond affirmatively to questions gauging interest level. Uninterested individuals will simply not take the survey. 
151

 This is a good sign, because the growers have to scale up  
152

 Inhibiting the local money multiplier, increasing the sensitivity to fuel price increases, and diminishing the resilience, efficiency, and 
sustainability of the foodshed as a whole. 
153

 Both directly and those supported by a FIRC or support program. 

Figure 41 – Producer Survey Results for Responses to Question 25 

12 

6 

4 

6 

1 

10 

10 

4 

8 

20 

Wet/hot processing 

Baking 

Other dry processing (including dehydration) 

Cheese 

Other dairy 

Canning 

Other preserving/packaging 

Dry storage 

Specialty production 

Not interested in food processing  

Types of Food Processing Needs 



 

  66 

for meat processing. There were also two write-ins for meat smoking, which reinforces the responses to 
Question 17, in which nine respondents indicated they might be interested in smoked meat products. 

6.4.2 EQUIPMENT NEEDS 

Combining the positive results of 
Questions 17 and 25 yields the 
estimated service demand 
picture shown by kitchen type in 
Figure 42.154   
 
Demand for a wet-kitchen 
overwhelms other processing 
categories with 42% of items or 
processes indicated by 
respondents fitting into a wet-
kitchen profile, with wet/hot 
processing and including canning, 
preserving and acidified food 
processing. This preponderance 
indicates that a single equipment 
profile could satisfy a very large 

relative majority of food 
processing demand within the 
foodshed. A wet-kitchen anchored by a commercial range oven, steam-jacketed kettles, tilted braising 
pans and a water bath area with USDA certification and low-acid and acidified canned foods registration 
could satisfy nearly half of service demand (42%). Additional equipment could satisfy other demand 
categories, but at lesser rates of return. 
 
Specialty Kitchen (21%) was the second highest category, comprised of demand for honey and bee 
product processing (10.5%) and herbal product processing (also 10.5%). Together with demand for a dry 
kitchen/bakery and value added meat services, this second tier of service demand amounts to 36% of 
total demand for processing services—still less than wet-kitchen’s single 42% demand share.  
 
The second most demanded food processing service, USDA Meat155, would serve 17% of indicated 
demand if it included smoking equipment. Three other equipment profiles generated at least 10% 
demand shares:  dry-kitchen/baking, honey and bee product processing, and herbal products 
processing.  
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 Note that survey takers were allowed to select multiple options for individual food items. This chart represents the percentage of demand 

for specific equipment profiles relative to each other, not as a percentage of the respondents themselves. Cheese and dairy processing, for 
example, is represented above at a 7% share of direct and implied process demanded as determined by products to be processed, whereas the 
number of respondents (seven) who selected cheese and dairy as a process they might demand is 13.4% of the total number of survey 
participants (52). 
155

 Including demand for value-added meat products, and beef, poultry and other products.  
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Figure 42—Producer Survey Results for Estimated Demand from Potential FIRC Users 
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 A dry-kitchen/bakery would require a purchase of a convection-oven and other auxiliary baking 
equipment (bowels, mixers, pans, etc.) which could require large capital expense to purchase 
larger scale capacity or could require only minimal capital expense for a micro-bakery.156   

 Honey and bee product processing could also either require large capital outlays for honey 
presses, water-jacketed settling tanks, and even mechanical separators and strainers, or not 
require any dedicated equipment at all but be satisfied by use of equipment in a standard wet-
kitchen.  

 Herbal product processing could encompass many things, but should serviceable largely by a 
wet-kitchen with only a sizable varimixer (which a wet-kitchen will also have) and potentially a 
dehydrator.157 

 
If we presume that each of these three categories could be either satisfied with a well-equipped wet-
kitchen or by the addition of the necessary equipment with minimal cost, then a facility anchored by a 
large wet-kitchen could potentially satisfy 74% of processing demand of survey participants.158  Of these 
three, dry-kitchen/baking demand has the highest potential to require significant capital costs if a large 
baker presented needs greater than minimal additions could accommodate. Absent that event, or in the 
event that founding leadership simply elects to avoid any capital cost for dry-kitchen equipment, a wet-
kitchen could still satisfy nearly two-thirds (63%) of process demand. 
 
Cheese and other dairy processing (seven responses) is the only other equipment profile receiving more 
than two positive responses from survey participants. Several of these cheese and dairy producers, 
however, indicated they were already processing at home under state exemption, but were considering 
scaling up their own greater production capacity.  
 
Taken as a whole, survey results indicate some measure of pent-up demand within the foodshed for 
services provided by a certified wet-kitchen. A wet-kitchen would be able to satisfy a majority of 
processing demand in the foodshed, but it may exclude two other significant service needs:  a USDA-
certified meat processing and a (large) dry-kitchen. These auxiliary capacities account for 17% and 11% 
of total food processing demand, respectively, and could represent revenue opportunities great enough 
to justify additional capital expense. If, for example, a large bakery start-up materialized during the 
business planning process and represented anchor tenant potential, then the justification for the 
equipment and space required to operate a dry-kitchen becomes easier.159 
 

6.4.3 COMPARISON TO INWFH SURVEY 

Overlap between the two surveys was anticipated and tracked in a specific question in the Producer 
survey. Thanks to distribution through separate channels, duplication of the same respondents in both 
surveys was limited. Only seven of the Producer Surveys’ 52 participants indicated they had also taken 
the INWFH Survey. Combined, the two surveys recorded 104 unique survey responses. 
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 Convection oven costs are proportionate to their size. Very large double convection ovens can cost more than $10,000, while 2.7 cu. ft. 

convection ovens are available on Lowes.com for less than $1,000.  
157

 Like convection ovens, dehydrators come in different sizes with varying price points. 
158

 Wet-kitchen 42%, Bakery 11%, Herbal products and Bee & Honey product 21%.  
159

 Equipment needs and capital costs can also be right-sized to the needs of that anchor tenant. 
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Notwithstanding the minor overlap, the INWFH study yielded remarkably similar results to the 
Purchaser Survey. The wet-kitchen profile dominated all other categories by the same percentage share 
(42%).160   
 
The INWFH survey reported 
greater demand for a dry kitchen, 
comprising 22% of process 
demand, and slightly lower value-
added meat demand. 
Dehydration processing 
composed 10% of demand share, 
compared to only 1% in the 
Producer Survey. Herbal demand 
made up a large share of the 
specialty kitchen category as in 
the Producer Survey, however, 
honey and bee product demand 
fell to zero.161 
 
Taken together, the clear 
preference for a wet-kitchen in 
both surveys evidences a 
moderate degree of pent-up 
demand for those services within the foodshed. Demand for a dry-kitchen and USDA meat processing 
were again the second and third leading categories.162 
 

6.4.4 MODELING CAPACITY REQUIREMENTS 

The survey asked a series of questions designed to help gain an understanding of how large a shared-use 
food processing facility might be needed to support the demand in the foodshed. As noted above, the 
Seller Team was able to collect 44 survey responses from existing local farmers, ranchers and other 
growers.  If we compare these 44 farm business with the 266 farm businesses identified in the 2007 
USDA Census as selling food products direct to consumers163—which Section 3.2.4 Local Food data by 
County described as strong indicator of closed-loop production and consumption—the 16.5% capture 
rate164 represents a significant coverage for the Seller Team to achieve in limited time.165 The predictive 
limitations inherent in this type of survey data is discussed further below; however, this measure of 
potential user demand did identify some demand, which is used to model potential capacity 
requirements below.  
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 As in the Producers’ Survey above, survey takers were allowed to select multiple options, and this chart represents the percentage of 
demand for specific equipment profiles relative to each other not as a percentage of the respondents themselves. It should also be noted that 
INWFH survey takers were much more likely to select multiple choices. So while the wet kitchen still dominates as a percentage share of 
demand, cheese and dairy processing makes up only a 2% share of demand even though 12% of survey respondents selected an option 
corresponding to that profile (seven of 59)—the same number of respondents in the Producer survey (7 of 52). 
161

 Honey and bee products were not a specific category in the INWFH survey, nor did it manifest in written responses from survey participants. 
162

 Although USDA meat processing is ranked second in the processors survey, and dry-kitchen ranked third. 
163

 Total number of farms in the foodshed with direct farm sales.  See above. 
164

 44/266 = 16.5% 
165

 A brief extension period was also opened and maintained by project manager and AmeriCorps Member, Kyle Merslich who collected 

additional surveys results in the weeks following the semester’s end. 
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Figure 43 – INWFH Survey Results for Estimated Demand from Potential Food Hub Users 
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First, respondents were asked to estimate their 
potential per week usage during non-peak 
season. During non-peak season, ten survey 
respondents estimated they could use the FIRC 
a total of 53 hours per week.  Five respondents 
found it too difficult to meaningfully estimate 
the number of hours. On average this is the 
equivalent of 5.3 hours of usage per week, per 
potential user could be accommodated in a  
single-bay facility operating on a regular five-
day day work week operating at full capacity.166   
 
Facilities should be designed to meet increased 
demand during peak season, so the Producer 
survey also asked potential users to estimate 
their increased demand (if any) during peak 
season. Thirteen survey respondents indicated 
that they would likely have peak season demand, 
as opposed to only ten respondents during non-peak season. Together, these thirteen potential users 
estimated they could demand 156 hours per week. This number is triple the number of hours estimated 
for non-peak usage, not including the six survey respondents who thought they might rent time at the 
FRIC but could not estimate confidently enough to venture a guess.167 On average, each of the thirteen 
potential users would rent 12 hours per week. This demand could be accommodated at a dual-bay 
facility operating a 6.5-day peak season schedule and twelve-hour shifts.168 
 
If we assume an eight-week peak season and an average rental rate of $30 per hour, then the survey 
results suggest a total peak season gross revenue potential of $37,440. If we further assume a regular 
forty-week schedule for non-peak season169 and the same rental rate of $30 per hour, then the survey 
results yield a total non-peak gross revenue potential of $63,600. Annualized, total rental revenue 
potential for the FIRC under these assumptions is $101,040.170  
 
The $30 per hour rate is consistent with the rates of other regional facilities, described above.171 This 
baseline assumption is, however, twice the price of kitchen space available elsewhere in the foodshed.172 
 
6.4.4.1 Limitations of Potential Capacity Demand Models  

The capacity demand model relies heavily on the Producer Survey data.  As noted above, over-reliance 
on survey data should be generally avoided.173 The responses to the facility usage questions were made 
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 Although the facility would need to maintain five 11-hour workdays, in order to satisfy ten users, each requiring one 5.3 hour shift (1 bay X 5 

days X 11hour = 55 > 53 hrs (total survey demand). This could be easily organized into a simple two-shift schedule, one for the morning and 

another shift in the afternoon.  
167

 A three-fold increase is roughly in line with the experience of facilities across the country. 
168

 2 bays X 6.5 days X 12 hours = 156 = 156 hrs (total survey demand).  A third shift is seemingly unnecessary, but is always an option, as  is 

keyless entry and unsupervised facility use, although each of these operating options presents unique costs, risks and challenges. 
169

 Allowing two weeks of standard holiday, and two more weeks of “down time” for repairs, maintenance, inspection and other work-

stoppages typical at food facilities. 
170

 3,368 annual rented hours (2,140 non-peak hours + 1,228 peak hours). 
171

 Although dry kitchen/bakery rates trend lower ($20 p/h) than wet-kitchen rates ($40). 
172

 See above, i.e. 1912 Center rate is only $15, although it is essentially a culinary kitchen rather than a large volume certified kitchen space 

discussed in this section. 

Non-peak hours per week (est.) Responses 
1-5 7 

6-10 2 

11-15 0 

16-20 1 

Unknown 5 

Table 16 – Producer Survey Results for Estimated Use per Week 

Peak hours per week (est.) Responses 
1-5 5 

6-10 4 

11-15 1 

16-20 1 

21-40 3 

Unknown 6 

Table 17 – Producer Survey Results for Estimated Peak Use per Week 
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without regard to price because no potential prices were offered in the survey. Also, as noted above, 
survey responses are non-binding, subject to change, and largely hypothetical exercises. These on-the-
spot estimates have been shown to have very little predictive power in some cases.  
 
Moreover, the model above does not negatively adjust the estimated total peak and non-peak demand 
surveyed within the respondent pool (3,368 annual hours) to account for false-positives from food 
businesses which are unready or otherwise unsuitable to rent hours in the FIRC as finally constructed. 
This is inconsistent with other studies. For example, in the feasibility study for a food processing facility 
and business incubator conducted by Cameron Wold for Clallam County, WA, the use survey identified a 
potential 547 rentable hour space per week to develop food product, and 44 hours per week for non-
edible products.174  These survey estimates were revised down to adjust for business readiness and 
industry experience and the estimated potential weekly demand was only 179 hours from existing 
businesses and 39 start-up businesses not yet existing.  
 
Based on the downwardly revised estimates, the Clallam County study still determined sufficient 
capacity of demand to construct a facility between 15,000 and 20,000 square feet—costing between 
$4,242,393 and $5,132,686 in total. The facility recommended in the report was not funded, but in the 
prior year, the state Community Economic Revitalization Board had already loaned a combined $1 
million to help finance the Clallam Business Incubator with a $750,000, 20-year loan at 1% interest and a 
$250,000 grant.175 With the benefit of hindsight, it seems the study’s capacity demand estimates were 
overly optimistic. The study had adjusted its raw survey results down, but not far enough. By 2009, the 
Clallam Business Incubator was mothballed after years of scrambling for tenants.176  After a period of 
interim management, the facility was shuttered and in 2012 the county commissioners voted to absolve 
the incubator of the $750,000 that the county loaned the private nonprofit organization with state 
Department of Commerce funds in 2004 with the provision that the Port Angeles School District—the 
incubator’s landlord—assumed the debt.177 
 
The lesson of Clallam County is that not every foodshed is ready to scale up production of food products. 
Isolated on the peninsula is western Washington State, Clallam County’s ecoregions are fertile but 
remote— reducing the size of the intra-foodshed economy. With limited locally available inputs, the 
food linkages amongst local business inherently depend on the imports of various food commodities to 
produce at scale. This is more easily achieved close to one of the largest seas-ports in the world, Seattle, 
but nevertheless intertwined with the ebbs and flows of global markets. This compounds the degree of 
difficulty in the already difficult food business sector.178 
  

                                                                                                                                                                                           
173

 See above, Section 4.3 Limitations of Survey Data. 
174

 Lavender products, common in the area. 
175

 http://www.bizjournals.com/seattle/stories/2004/03/15/daily35.html  
176

 Even though 75% of businesses in Wold’s study were already in business. 
177

 The school district would not be responsible for paying off the loan. Clallam County would pay off the loan with payments of $48,194 per 
year, including 1% interest, until the loan is retired. See:  http://www.peninsuladailynews.com/article/20120215/news/302159992/clallam-
absolves-incubator-of-debt  
178

 The difficultly in the food business is generally acknowledged, also specifically referenced by UI Food Technology Center facility manager Jim 

Toomey, above. 
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6.5 Facility Scenarios  

Research conducted for this study was organized around three potential, low, medium and high (LMH) 
capacity scenarios, in order to frame its analysis and give structure to its models but also to allow more-
informed decision-making following this initial project and accommodate maximum flexibility in future 
planning processes.179  Accordingly, this section models the LMH capacity spectrum across three facility 
scenarios:  small, medium, and large.180  
 
In the evaluation of these LMH scenarios the following assumptions were made:   
 

 if a food production/processing facility is to be built, a wet-kitchen should anchor its capacity 
because it will serve a majority of demand 

 this wet-kitchen should be FDA-approved with acidified foods certification, and contain a larger 
production profile than other commercial kitchens in the area (both public and private), which 
tend to be small, non-approved culinary kitchens181 

 a dry-kitchen and/or a USDA-certified meat room could both be viable operations, requiring 
additional space and equipment requirements 

 the facility should be designed to accommodate peak demand 

 any new facility should be designed to be highly modular in order to accommodate many small 
users with a wide array of products 

 the facility design should allow for future growth, in the event current above-trend growth local 
food economy growth continues.182 

 
The space allocations must be proportionate, but still highly selective in advance of a concrete facility 
design. In future planning phases, more or less space can be incorporated as necessary, prudent or 
desired. 

6.5.1 SCENARIO 1 - 4000 SQUARE FEET (SMALL) 

This scenario envisions a small facility with a robust wet-kitchen, 
but otherwise cautiously sized and equipped. The initial wet-
kitchen is large enough to accommodate two clients 
simultaneously, which would satisfy the peak-season demand 
estimates given above. The SE Inland Empire’s harvest effect is 
substantial, so the facility design must be able to accommodate 
peak season volume so multiple clients can get in and get out 
efficiently.183 
 
The storage allowance is not disproportionately large, but it is big enough to not inhibit facility 
operation.184  The office space is sized to house facility staff but would have difficulty making room for a 
public office or meeting place function. 

                                                           
179

 Consistent with Element #1 in the SOW. See also interim reports. This structure parallels the SOW’s call for optionality in identification of 
three potential site locations in Element #3 Appendix __. 
180

 Extra large scenarios were rejected as well beyond feasible within any reasonably projectable time frame. 
181

 To avoid capacity overlap and undue competition with existing kitchen assets and fill the service gap at greater scales of production. 
182

 Which is hard to predict, but the growth trend appears in  all available data and should therefore be accommodated with flexible space 

allocations in early planning. 
183

 An open design and plenty of wheeled-equipment will provide the necessary flexibility. 
184

 Which could be a limiting factor at the Sandpoint, ID facility, for example, which only has 500 sq. ft. of storage space. 

Scenario 1 
Square Feet 

Wet-kitchen 1,500 

Expansion Kitchen 1,000 

Storage 1,500 

Office 500 

Total 4,000 

Table 18 – FIRC Scenario 1 (Small Scale Facility) 
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To minimize costs, dry-kitchen space and a USDA-certified meat room are initially excluded. The 
expansion kitchen could accommodate additional wet- or dry-kitchen space, if growth in demand 
warranted expansion. This space could also be made to accommodate a small meat room; however an 
additional meat capacity would ideally be purpose-built in an initial plan rather than added later.185 
 
6.5.1.1 Revenue Potential 

Above, we used survey results to calculate that a regular forty-week season combined with an eight-
week peak season could generate $101,040 from 3,368 hours rented annually ($37,440 during peak 
season, and $63,600 the remainder of the year). But because this scenario could only offer wet-kitchen 
processing services, this potential revenue total must be adjusted downward. The survey indicated that 
74% of survey demand could be satisfied a wet-kitchen (including limited dry-kitchen equipment186), 
which if applied here could reduce potential rental income to $74,769.187   
 
6.5.1.2 Cost Potential 

The biggest one-time expenses are installing the hood system estimated at $1,000 per linear foot.188  An 
adequate hood system to accommodate the dual-bay facility in Scenario 1 could cost roughly $25-
35,000. Estimated at $80-100 per square foot, a 1500 square foot wet-kitchen’s specific plumbing, gas, 
grease trap installation and electrical work could cost as much as $150,000.189  In new construction, 
Scenario 1’s construction expense would include an additional $80,000 for the unfinished expansion 
kitchen space (1000 sq. ft. X $80), $75,000 of storage space (1500 sq ft X $50), and $32,500 of office 
space (500 sq. ft. X $65).190 Site grading/prep, drainage, and parking lot could cost $100-200,000 for new 
construction, and utility hookups an additional $20-$40,000 more. Thus, Scenario 1’s total construction 
cost could be greater than $602,500. Presuming a $297,500 budget for land acquisition191, the one-time 
fixed cost of constructing a facility to match Scenario 1 could be $900,000—before legal and transaction 
fees.  
 
Also, a new facility will need countertops, storage racks, small wares, cleaning products, office supplies, 
and computers— easily costing $80-$100K for total fixture/equipment spending.192 This could swell the 
start-up costs to $1,000,000 dollars spent before allocating an operating or marketing budget.193  One 
full-time technical manager and two or three support staff (full time or part time) will be required to 

                                                           
185

 A meat room is considered in Scenario 2, below. 
186

 E.g. a small to medium sized convection oven, and baking smallwares—but short of a substantial commercial bakery scale. 
187

 $101.404 X .75 = $76,780. Other revenue sources could come from storage fees and technical assistance, but are harder to predict and 

relatively minor (particularly in an incubator model facility)—thus excluded from this projection. 
188

 Cost potential estimates were prepared using available pricing information, and information from local contractors and other equipment 

and construction professionals. 
189

 Depending on precise design. Potentially much more—Clallam County’s 6,325 square feet of food production space (within a 20,000 sq. ft. 

facility) was estimated to cost $1,265,000 ($200-per sq ft installed) in 2005. 
190

 If an existing facility is repurposed there is likely to be little to no retrofit cost to make these areas suitable for use. 
191

 Unlike the other estimates in this section, which were estimated using actual market/price information, this number was approximated 

primarily to round the facility cost estimate to 900,000 even. Some parcels in the site selection appendix, attached, could be purchased for this 
amount—however other suitable acreage could cost a million dollars or more (e.g. several downtown parcels). 
192

 The facility can save with used equipment but it is harder to find. Clallam County’s estimated equipment budget was $677,948 (but included 
items not estimated here, such as a substantial dry-kitchen equipment (requiring large exhaust system), entry/exit and security systems, pallet 
racking and loading equipment, and many other large items necessary to equip such a large facility)  
193

 Also wear and tear is inevitable even with good quality kitchen equipment, so replacement costs should be budgeted in each year—with 

remaining sums contributed to a rainy day fund for the “bad year”, when everything breaks and needs replacing. 
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manage estimated kitchen operations and create an ongoing $80-100,000 salary expense—with 
schedules scaled up and scaled down in accordance with seasonal thru-put.194 
 
Scenario 1 is not recommended as economically viable at this time, although it is most achievable 
scenario given all available data. While a potential $74,769 in rental revenue was indicated in the survey, 
it may take three to five years to grow into that estimate.195  Even with forbearance on initial loan 
repayment from lenders, it seems unlikely Scenario 1 will be able to service debt necessary to finance its 
startup. Updated USDA Census data released in later 2013 could potentially strengthen the case for wet-
kitchen viability and lead to actionable identification of wet-kitchen capacity demand in the foodshed.196 
 

6.5.2 SCENARIO 2– 7,000 SQUARE FEET (MEDIUM) 

This scenario envisions a larger facility with a sizable USDA-
certified meat room and much greater storage capacity. The 
larger size requires additional storage capacity, and the inclusion 
of the meat room implies additional cold-storage space. A 
slightly larger office space accommodates additional USDA-meat 
specialized staff, for an increase of potential direct employment 
to two full time senior staff and two to four support staff. 
 
The initial wet-kitchen is large enough to accommodate up to 
two separate wet-kitchen clients simultaneously, which would 
more than satisfy the peak-season demand estimates given above. The additional, expansion kitchen 
space need not be equipped immediately, but the scenario again accommodates for some growth. 
 
6.5.2.1 Revenue Potential 

The marginal revenue captured by including a USDA-certified meat capacity is estimated using the 
producer survey data, just as we calculated wet-kitchen demand share in Scenario 1. Using the demand 
share for all meat processing in the survey data above (17%), we calculate an additional 12 hours per 
week of hours rentable for USDA meat services of some kind.197 This results in a marginal gain of $17,176 
in revenue.198  Together with the $74,769 implied for wet-kitchen demand by the purchaser survey (74% 
share), Scenario 2 could generate $93,956 annually and satisfy 91% of surveyed process demand. 
 
6.5.2.2 Cost Potential 

However, the marginal cost may not justify the marginal revenue gain. Larger meat demand measures 
have been rejected in other studies as prohibitively expensive. The study completed for Clallam County, 
noted above, rejected 35 hours of weekly meat processing demand because it was insufficient to justify 

                                                           
194

 Costs for business management, marketing or executive positions were not included because they vary depending on the precise job 

description, which itself is highly variable depending on the needs of the FIRC. Also, these leadership-type positions are typically grant-funded 
or institutionally funded at other facilities in the region, or served by staff paid by budgets of other, co-located facilities (e.g. Ronan, Caldwell, 
and Dayton). 
195

 Based on the similar experience of other facilities. Also, as noted above, the capacity model accepted the raw value of use estimates in the 
survey data, unlike other studies which revise use estimates down to account for food business reality. 
196

 By showing increased production of necessary local food inputs. With or without this growth, manifestation of sufficient number of large, 
anchor tenants would similarly “make the case” for operational viability, see recommendations below. 
197

 3,368 total annual hours (see above model) X 17% demand share = 572.56 annual meat-use hours. Divided over a 48 week annual schedule 
(as above) results in an implied 11.9283 hours of weekly meat processing demand. 
198

 $101,040 X 17%, see above. 

Scenario 2 
Square Feet 

Wet-kitchen 1,500 

Expansion Kitchen 1,000 

USDA Meat Room 1,000 

Storage 2,750 

Office   750 

Total 7,000 

Table 19 – FIRC Scenario 2 (Mid-size Facility) 
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the additional cost.199  Even within the large, 15-20,000 square foot facility recommended in that study, 
this size of meat demand was too small to justify the additional expense required to construct even 
minimal meat service capacity because it would require separate facilities, additional staff, and the 
equipment necessary operate a USDA-certified “meat room.”200 
 
As in Clallam County, a USDA-certified meat room adds expenses, including separate space within the 
facility exclusively dedicated for meat processing which increases construction/refit costs.201  To be right-
sized to demand, equipment costs could be controlled202, however appropriately trained meat staff are 
necessary and fixed expenses. Consistent with the costs used in Scenario 1, the 1,000 square foot meat 
room in Scenario 2 comes with greater cost—as much as $100,000 just to build and equip the additional 
meat capacity, before adding additional marginal costs from increased equipment and reoccurring costs 
from additional staff requirements. On balance, the marginal costs seem to outweigh the value of the 
marginal revenue gain of $17,176.203 Because it is more expensive with little additional revenue gain 
over Scenario 1, Scenario 2 is also not recommended as economically viable at this time.  
 
However, ongoing USDA grant-funded research led by UI Professor Darin Saul will conclusively 
determine the viability of meat processing/production capacity when its results are released in late 2013 
or early 2014. If that determination is positive and an actionable, demand for wet-kitchen services is 
identified (as required in Scenario 1), then Scenario 2 could be a viable scenario.204 
 

6.5.3 SCENARIO 3 – 10,000+ SQUARE FEET (LARGE) 

This scenario envisions a flexible, multi-use facility. It builds on the 
components of Scenarios 1 and 2 and includes larger office space 
for a more robust administrative component to accommodate 
marketing and other development staff. This additional staff can 
organize, manage and promote the many functions of the facility 
in a multi-use Utility Space, including closed-door meetings, 
classes, town halls, and working sessions in the Utility Space. 
 
The benefits of a larger facility could include lower per foot 
construction costs, particularly for cheaper spaces such as storage 
and offices. In Scenario 3, this opportunity is exploited to 
accommodate a great deal more storage—which always seems to 
be in short supply—for both central and facility-wide use. 
Although a greater expense, a larger storage capacity would accommodate higher levels of growth205 
and generate greater revenue from storage fees.206 
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 See Clallam County Feasibility Study, by Cameron Wold, page 58. 
200

 The 35 hours of “meat” demand includes 18 hours for smoked or cured meat products, and 12 hours of shellfish processing demand, and 

five hours of canned seafood demand, but It does not include an additional ten hours of seasonal tuna demand that would generate even 
greater revenue over a three month period. This increase still did not justify the additional expense, according to the Clallam County study. 
201

 Unlike Clallam County, the majority of meat processing demand is for beef, rather than shellfish—although meat smoking capacity relatively 
equal survey demand in both surveys (smoked fish products, in Clallam County). 
202

 Compared to overall equipment budget but not inexpensive generally. An additional 455 cubic ft walk-in freezer to accommodate separate 
meat freezer space, for example could cost $7,000 each. 
203

 As a corollary, Mission Mountain reported that its USDA meat room’s actual throughput probably did not warrant the initial costs (and 
ongoing expense to maintain certification). 
204

 Alternatively, the wet-kitchen capacity in Scenario 1 could be replaced with a USDA Meat capacity, should the demand for FDA-approved 
wet-kitchen space fail to materialize within a reasonable planning horizon to allow for the dual-capacity function modeled here in Scenario 2. 
205

 Some facilities, such as Sandpoint, ID, have limited storage space—potentially constraining the natural growth of some tenant businesses. 

Scenario 3 
Square Feet 

Wet-kitchen 1,500 

Expansion Kitchen 1,500 

USA Meat Room 1,000 

Storage 5,000 

Office 2,000 

Incubator Space 4,000 

Utility Space 3,000 

Total 18,000 

Table 20 – FIRC Scenario 3 (Large Scale Facility) 
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Traditional incubator space is included to attract existing or start-up food businesses that require their 
own space and storefront. These may be businesses that need food processing facilities, or just food-
related businesses. Four 1,000 square foot rentable units and could be rented to local food businesses at 
favorable rates in a more classic incubator model.207  Incubator space would help diversify the revenue 
base of the facility, diminishing exposure to higher risk food business revenue. As noted above, small 
food businesses are generally at higher risk of failure than other small business—which is already high. 
There is also less operational risk, as food processing or kitchen incubators capacities bring extra 
regulations and far more complicated risk management issues.  
 
More importantly, business and technology incubation space is already available in Latah, Nez Perce and 
Whitman Counties. The two largest incubators are affiliated with WSU and UI. A third incubator-like 
facility is owned and operated by the Port of Whitman in the Pullman Innovative Partnership Zone. This 
multi-tenant facility was originally geared toward high-tech startups; however, one of its main anchor 
tenants is a very successful food/agricultural businesses, Merry Cellars, a popular regional winery. The 
Port of Lewiston in Idaho also has a small business incubator support program. A smaller, co-working 
space, Brick and Mortar, is located in downtown Moscow, and is geared more toward independent 
business professionals, such as graphic designers and writers that benefit from sharing office or desk 
space with other like-minded professionals.  
 
Scenario 3 is aspirational in the short term, as judged within the limits of this report. Therefore, revenue 
and cost potentials were considered but rejected. However, with continued foodshed growth and 
redevelopment, regional coordination, and strong leadership, these elements could be co-located.208  
Discussed further below, to serve as a primary economic driver, the facility envisioned in Scenario 3 
must likely also include a substantial agri-culinary, agri-tourism component to enhance naturally 
occurring clustering effects.209 To function as a significant and sustainable economic catalyst, Scenario 3 
may also require the incorporation of another public amenity and public use space, creating selected 
social goods to attract and cluster desired economic activity.210  To be successful, the integrated concept 
must serve an identifiable, valuable, and sustainable economic need, while also creating high public 
utility which will require a thoughtful and comprehensive design to integrate multiple elements without 
compromising function or fashion.211  This scenario also implies a strong need to attract retail elements, 
specifically foot traffic, and ideally pedestrian traffic which will require careful site selection and high 
design.212  This design process has already begun, although academic and aspirational in nature. 
Recently, a student team from the UI developed a conceptual design for a large, multi-purpose facility 
generally consistent with Scenario 3’s model:  the “Latah County Food Innovation Center.” 213  

                                                                                                                                                                                           
206

 Thoughtful design and more expensive, lockable storage fixtures are necessary is such a large, common food product storage area to 
prevent theft. 
207

 Similar to Blue Mountain Station’s model. 
208 In a regional cluster, see below. However, “joint-action between firms is critical for the long-run sustainability of any industrial cluster.” 

“Emerging Spatial Dependencies within U.S. Organic Supply Chains” Hooker and Shanahan, Journal of Food Products Marketing 2012, pg 448. 
Document available at http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10454446.2012.701989 
209

 See section Potential Regional Cluster, below. 
210

 Discussed further below, farms and other food related businesses are already clustering within the foodshed. Emerging spatial relationship 

research of the food sector suggests growth is non-uniform, with some foodsheds experiencing much faster development than others. If this 
non-uniform growth trend continues, then we can expect currently expanding clusters to continue expanding, and vice versa. 
211

 Preferably, the design aesthetic should be uniform with the surrounding structures or within the overall character of the community—
though it may be themed to match the intended character of the cluster (here, food or agriculture). 
212

 Site selection and place-making considerations are discussed in Section 9, as well as Appendix 11.7. 
213

 The large facility incorporates numerous uses and a modern design.  See http://foodinnovationcenter.blogspot.com. Generally, the design 

aesthetic can be themed or utilitarian, however, it should be consistent with the overall character of the community. 
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6.6 Economic Impacts 

Some caveats must be made before addressing the potential economic impacts of a FIRC, or any other 
foodshed redevelopment program. First, due to the preliminary and hypothetical nature of this analysis, 
the economic impact numbers in this discussion must be interpreted relative to the stated assumptions. 
For example, a few different scenarios are being examined under differing assumptions for the scale and 
structure of the FIRC. To avoid confusion, this analysis will attempt to be very explicit about the 
assumptions that are employed for all scenarios. Secondly, in order to have an economic impact, an 
event must cause some new net economic activity in the region which would not have otherwise taken 
place. In other words, in order to have a real economic impact on the region, the FIRC must not simply 
displace some other type of economic activity in the region. For example, if a new food product is 
developed at the facility and is sold at a local market, those sales must not be offset by reductions in 
sales of other locally produced goods, e.g. at the Moscow Food Co-Op. Therefore, if a local consumer 
has $100 in discretionary spending in a given week and they chose to buy a new $10 product developed 
at the FIRC, what are they not going to purchase with that $10?  If that $10 in sales from the FIRC 
substitutes for $10 in spending on another local good or service, then the net economic impact is likely 
to be close to zero. 
 
One way to avoid this problem is to assume that the products that come out of the FIRC are going to be 
sold either to consumers outside of the region or they will constitute an import substitution where the 
local purchase is substituting for a good that was previously being imported. Under these scenarios, the 
sales of products generated by the FIRC constitute an actual economic impact and will result in some 
level of new jobs and income in the region. 
 
Exports or import substitution of goods and services bring new money into that area. This money is 
circulated among various sectors of the regional economy, creating a “multiplier” effect, or what is 
sometimes called a ripple effect. Higher multipliers reflect higher self-sufficiency in the regional 
economy of the area, and lower multipliers imply “leakages” due to imports into the region, savings, and 
taxes. As part of an industrial sector of the regional economy, the proposed FIRC would have a multiplier 
that can be interpreted as the change in total regional output (whether sales or employment or income) 
per dollar of change in sales of electricity exported from the region. The multipliers calculated by the 
IMPLAN model developed for this study concluded:  for each dollar of sales from the proposed FIRC, an 
additional $0.43 of sales in other industries are generated in the Latah County economy for a total 
output multiplier of 1.43 (Table 21). The effect is similarly for employment, with each direct job (job that 
satisfies either export demand or import substitution demand) generates approximately another 1.5 
jobs in the in the Latah County economy (employment multiplier of 2.5). These are not only direct 
employment jobs at the FIRC, but also jobs indirectly generated elsewhere in the region by other 
businesses. Likewise with income, each dollar of FIRC new sales (export or import substitution) 
generates a total of $0.35 in income to the Latah County economy.  
 
In keeping with data from similar FIRCs in other states, it is estimated that introducing a FIRC to Latah 
County will, within the first 5 years, generate $101,040 a year in labor income to the employees of the 
facility. However, some of this labor income leaks out of the local economy in the form of imports 
purchased by the local household. Therefore, it is estimated that the initial $101,040 of operational 
revenue of the FIRC would yield only $67,712 in economic activity in the local economy and would not 
directly create any additional jobs. Larger facilities would have proportionally larger impacts on the 
regional economy (Table 21). However, the operations of the facility itself are likely not to be a 
significant driver in the regional economy. 



 

  77 

 
Construction impact is a one-time event spread out over two years while the FIRC facilities are under 
construction and then terminating when the facilities have been built. The multiplier effects or impacts 
from the construction may last longer than two years, but for modeling purposes are reflected as a 
singular occurrence. Only the portion of construction costs purchased within the region can effect a 
change in regional demand. For example, if the project design engineers fly in from somewhere outside 
the region for short infrequent visits, the money spent on design engineers does not circulate in the 
regional economy and thus does not create a regional economic impact. On the other hand, the money 
spent to purchase concrete from a local batch plant does circulate in the regional economy and does 
create a regional economic impact. It is estimated that the construction of a FIRC would require 4,000 
square feet of new construction in Latah County—according to Scenario 1 above. 
 
The economic model estimates the impact from the construction of the FIRC facilities by industry sector. 
The change in total direct regional sales from the construction phase of the project would be roughly 
$900,000. These expenditures for local goods and services would ripple throughout the Idaho economy 
to create $630,000 of indirect and induced impacts, for a total economic impact of $1.53 million from 
construction. The model estimates that eight people would be directly employed in the construction of 
the FIRC; the change in local employment resulting from the direct employment of construction workers 
plus the indirect and induced employment totals to 14 jobs. Approximately $288,000 would be spent 
directly on wages and salaries paid to workers and supervisors at the construction site, with total (direct, 
indirect, plus induced) local employee earnings in the regional economy increasing by $520,000. 

 

Industry Direct Indirect & Induced Total 

Output Impact  $900,000 $630,000 $1.53M 

Employment Impact 8 6 14 

Earnings Impact  288,000 $232,000 $520,000 

 
The impacts of the FIRC will most likely be experienced indirectly—through enabling new small farmers 
and food entrepreneurs—rather than by the direct operations of the FIRC itself. These entrepreneurs 
are assumed to be a mixture of crop, livestock, and food product producers. On average, these 
entrepreneurs are expected to have a sales multiplier of 1.57 and an employment multiplier of 1.72. This 
means that for every dollar of new sales from these entrepreneurs creates an additional $0.57 of sales in 
other sectors of the region’s economy. Likewise, for each successful entrepreneur that the FIRC enables, 
an additional 0.72 jobs is created in the local economy. 

 Employment Regional Economic Output (Sales) 

Small Facility  2 $67,712 

Medium Facility 3 $80,418 

Large Facility 4 $100,523 

Each Entrepreneur 

($50,000 in sales) 

1.7 (1 direct and 0.7 indirect) $78,431 ($50,000 direct and $28,431 indirect) 

30 Entrepreneurs 52 (30 direct and 22 indirect) $2,352,941 ($1,500,000 direct and $852,941 indirect) 

Table 21 – Summary of Expected Local Economic Impacts of Proposed FIRC in Latah County 

Table 22 – Economic Impacts of Construction Expenditures for Proposed FIRC in Latah County 
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It is optimistic, if not aspirational, that 30 local food entrepreneurs could be enabled by the operations 
of the FIRC.214 If these entrepreneurs produced an average of $50,000 in annual sales, representing 
either exports or import substitutions, then an estimated $2.3 million in gross sales could be generated 
and this would create a total of 52 jobs in the region. This represents the real avenue for how the FIRC 
might have significant economic impacts on the local economy. However, the FIRC itself cannot 
guarantee the success of any entrepreneur, let alone 30 entrepreneurs. Predicting the success of 
entrepreneurs is a notoriously difficult endeavor and this fact underscores the importance of the FIRC 
not only offering assistance in food processing and agricultural production, but also in business skills and 
marketing. 
 
Because these indirect, enabling effects are likely to create a greater change through the ripple effect 
throughout the regional economy than the direct effects of a food processing facility itself, numerous 
direct strategies can be implemented.  For example, a virtual FIRC could provide a number of services 
similar to that of a brick-and-mortar FIRC, but at a lower cost.  Other direct strategies for foodshed 
development are discussed in the following sections. 
  

                                                           
214

 Over what time frame is impossible to know. Using the benchmark of similar facilities (described above) it could take a decade or more to 
enable 30 independent entrepreneurs. In our own survey data, only four start-ups responded. Only one survey respondent indicated definite 
interest (“if you build it, I will come”). Although many more potential start-ups were identified in the INWFH survey data. 
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7. QUALITATIVE SWOT ANALYSIS 
 
In addition to the quantitative analysis above, this section discusses the qualitative strengths, 
weaknesses, opportunities and external threats (SWOT) to establishing a successful regional food 
system. This section is not intended to generate an exhaustive list, but rather complement the preceding 
analysis and issues that arose out of interviews with personal stakeholders and those that attended the 
first Food Summit on 5 November, 2012, held at the 1912 Community Center in Moscow215, the Local 
Food Connection Networking Event held at the UI Moscow Campus on 28 November, 2012, through 
direct interviews and our general research.  
 

7.1 Strengths 

As discussed at length in previous sections, the strengths of the SE Inland Empire’s economy are many. 
Its agricultural and food sectors are robust, with a large portfolio of productive and valuable assets. Its 
agricultural productivity and 465-mile Pacific-access waterway allows it to compete successfully in 
international trade markets, which is a key driver of the local economy. There is also a great community 
interest in the local food sector, both in the general public and within leadership positions of public and 
private organizations. The region is already well-known as an agri-culinary and agri-tourism destination 
and has a long and rich agriculture and food history. The population is also clustered in and around 
urban areas, which contain dense institutional populations.  
 
The universities in the foodshed also provide a wealth of available intellectual capital, with a significant 
number of technical assistances and other resources. Of particular note is the strength of the joint WSU-
UI Food Science Program, the UI Campus Soil Stewards student-run farm, the WSU Organic Farm and the 
addition of WSU’s new Bachelor’s degree in organic agriculture – the first in the nation. Both 
universities’ business and economics programs work with entrepreneurs to help them develop business 
plans, strategies and marketing plans. Students and entrepreneurs often partner to compete in the WSU 
or UI regional business plan competitions. These annual competitions provide expert feedback and often 
award prize money to help the entrepreneurs get their businesses off the ground. 216  The Cultivating 
Success Program, a partnership between Rural Roots, UI Extension and WSU, offers formal and informal 
educational programming on sustainable small farms.217 Their main mission is to “create and implement 
educational programs to increase the number and foster the success of sustainable small acreage 
farmers and ranchers in Idaho and Washington.”  
 
The 2007 USDA Census showed above-trend growth within the SE Inland Empire foodshed, which we 
expect to be consistent when the 2012 USDA Census is released later in 2013. Our survey data received 
substantial participation from small-scale farmers, ranchers and other growers, representing a great 
many thoughts, wants, needs from the community. 
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 Sponsored by UI Extension, LEDC, Rural Roots and the UI Office of Community Partnerships 
216

 Portland Community College also has a recipe-to-market program that guides food entrepreneurs from “concept to commercial ready,” and 

includes a season competition in which participants pitch their food product to seasonal buyers (with the winner receiving start-up funds and 
retail shelf space). 
217

 http://www.cultivatingsuccess.org 
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7.2 Weaknesses 

In addition to those weaknesses noted in relevant sections of the analysis above, some area weaknesses 
include: 
 

7.2.1 GEOGRAPHIC CHALLENGES 

Presently, the remote and rugged landscape with limited infrastructure and transportation access 
present a challenge to conducting business in the SE Inland Empire. In addition, the climate of the region 
has a short growing season. Season extension technologies are available but not widely utilized in the 
region. 
 

7.2.2 INSUFFICIENT SUPPLY AVAILABLE LOCALLY 

This may be the single largest impediment to sustaining a viable production capacity of substantial scale. 
Without sufficiently ample and diverse local production of food inputs, the foodshed must import its 
food-economy needs from other foodsheds and importation limits the internal independence, local 
multiplier and overall sustainability of the local food system. Reliance on export markets is also more 
susceptible to external price pressure, or price shocks and is generally inconsistent with the Economic 
Gardening Strategy given as the motivation for this study.218  With robust closed-loop food systems, 
intra-foodshed economies are more resistant to external price pressures—creating stronger local 
businesses. 
 

7.2.3 INSUFFICIENT POTENTIAL DEMAND 

The survey of potential demand implied revenue streams insufficient to justify the expense of 
constructing a new production facility, even without adjusting raw estimates down for ‘business reality’ 
as is customary practice in studies of this kind. At present, there seems to be insufficient demand to 
support a viable food processing capacity. 
 
As a comparison, Treasure Valley already has a more diverse crop profile and a longer growing season, 
and yet the UI Food Technology Center in Caldwell is generally underutilized. Its commercial kitchen only 
generates $40-$60,000 annually. Without its university affiliation and research and development 
revenue, the commercial kitchen would lose many of its free-rider advantages and might ultimately 
prove unsustainable, even though it is located within a very fertile, temperate and diversified foodshed 
with longer growing seasons and a medium sized local population. The implications for a facility in Latah 
County, where the growing season is shorter, the crop profile is thinner, and there is less population 
seem clear. 
 

7.2.4 RELATIVELY HIGH START-UP COSTS FOR BRICK-AND-MORTAR PROCESSING FACILITY  

The cost to construct a FIRC is relatively high. Whether constructed from scratch or leased or purchased 
from existing structures. Generally, land and real estate values are high in Latah and Whitman 
Counties.219 In addition, overhead costs of operating a FIRC or food hub might be too high in the early 
years of operation because the business operation itself is extremely labor intensive. Being overly-
optimistic about the project can lead to overbuilding, which can burden a project with unsustainable 
debt obligations. 
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 Which focuses on nurturing local businesses. 
219

 Having weathered the real estate recession relatively better than many areas, never rising too high nor crashing too low. Productive 

agricultural land is also at high price levels. 
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7.2.5 SIGNIFICANT SMALL-SCALE PRODUCTION CAPACITY ALREADY EXISTS 

Our research revealed a healthy and growing portfolio of small-scale production capacity  from private 
and public commercial kitchens to church and other in-home and in-house kitchens, as well as many 
several custom-exempt meat processes already exist in the study area. The survey data registered some 
usage of these facilities220 and yet while this ‘bootstrapping’ infrastructure is presently available, much of 
it is underutilized. 
 

7.2.6 NO OPPORTUNITIES TO CO-LOCATE WITH SYNERGISTIC LEADERSHIP  

Many food incubators, FIRCs and food hubs are co-located and/or co-managed with other agencies (i.e. 
small business development centers, farmers’ market, business incubators or economic development 
corporations). In fact, each of the analogous facilities described in this study are similarly co-located. 
This co-location provides a number of advantages, both in term of hard and soft budget items.  
 

7.2.7 HIGH DEGREE OF DIFFICULTY 

Small businesses have a high rate of failure. Likewise, small business incubators have a high rate of 
failure and a bad reputation for job creation that does not justify their expense. Small and start-up food 
business have an even higher rate of failure, and food incubators can be challenging endeavors. 
Processes evolve as the product development process winds from conception to production or as micro-
production processes are re-calibrated for larger-scale production, which many facilities have specific 
program areas to serve.221  
 
Entrepreneur competitions, like those offered by the colleges and universities noted above, and 
required courses and food business boot camps, like those offered by the UI Food Technology Center or 
the Oregon Tilth222 are vital components to training-up viable food businesses, but require highly 
knowledgeable, licensed and trained staff with a knack for teaching and great deal of patience. 
 

7.2.8 AVAILABLITY OF HIGH QUALITY MANAGEMENT 

Food and agricultural expertise may be locally abundant, but the core of any food hub is a business 
management team. Without a good management team, the FIRC is at risk. The lesson of other similar 
facilities also evidences this concern. Generally, in all “incubator” models, leadership must manage 
budgetary, fund raising or grant writing activities as if it were a non-profit, while simultaneously 
implementing marketing strategies and executive services like a for-profit entity. Successful managers 
must be driven and innovative, able to adapt, improve and develop non-traditional marketing 
techniques that work.  
 

7.2.9 INSUFFICIENT ANCHOR TENANT DEMAND MEASURE 

No clear anchor tenants emerged in direct interviews or discussion/research.  In the producer survey 
data, there was only one respondent reporting they would “come” if someone would “build it.” This 
highly speculative demand measure implies few anchor tenants may exist. Even among those interested 
and motivated enough to take the survey in the first place, optimism was minimal. This lack of 
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 Recall in the Purchaser Survey above, many large volume purchasers indicated they had internal processing capabilities. The Producer 

Survey also identified the use of a number or facilities including home and farm kitchens (non-licensed), church kitchens, and commercial 
kitchens. 11 survey respondents indicated they were already using some processing capacity at an existing facility. 
221

 Technical assistance at this “bridge” to higher scales of production is particularly important, and often unanticipated or underestimated, 
even by very successful micro-entrepreneurs. 
222

 See the UI Food Technology Center case study above, also Oregon Tilth’s “Foodbiz Bootcamp” http://tilth.org/events/food-biz-bootcamp-1 
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identifiable tenants could be a result of dry-land farming overwhelming success and scale. In the Mission 
Mountain experience, a group of existing, successful local growers organized a grower’s co-op and 
scaled up production of locally prevalent fruits and vegetables. In the SE Inland Empire, the successful 
growers scaling up have been dryland farmers, such as Shepherd’s Grain. But whereas Mission Mountain 
provides FDA-approved wash-and-cut space perfect to process the co-op’s food commodities into higher 
value products, Shepherd’s Grain already has a relationship with Archer-Daniels Midland’s grain mill in 
Spokane, WA, as well as regional and national distribution channels.  
 

7.2.10  MARKETING EXPERTISE 

Marketing experience is absolutely essential and should be included on the original management team, 
but other skills complementary to the facility’s operations will also be necessary. At a facility featuring a 
large commercial kitchen, for example, it would be beneficial if the leadership team not only had 
marketing skills, but some culinary experience as well. By contrast, at an aggregator-food hub marketing 
skills are similarly essential, but purchasing and logistics experience is necessary.223 
 

7.3 Opportunities 

7.3.1 EXPAND AND DIVERSIFY LOCAL PRODUCTION 

As discussed above, there is an unmet demand in the study area for local food products from 
consumers, especially at the larger institutional scale (i.e. hospitals, K-12 private/public/ charter schools, 
colleges, and universities). Similarly, local growers showed a willingness to expand in our survey data. 
This unmet demand and potential supply could be matched, and adapted towards filling the fruit and 
vegetable gaps noted above.224  
 

7.3.2 FOCUS ON THE NEEDS OF FARMERS, RANCHERS AND OTHER GROWERS 

Currently, growth is above-trend and should be nurtured. Local growers provide the basic food inputs 
which other value-chain actors require and local abundance of these foodstuffs is particularly necessary 
to those who require in significant volumes or high quality. A balanced base of differentiated food crops 
is healthier and can distribute economic rewards equitably across the chain, but they must be locally 
available to maximize the local multiplier and positive economic impacts.225 
 
Specific models to consider are: 

 Expanded labor training program.226 

 Grower’s Co-Op–to pool resources towards common efforts, e.g. marketing, administration, 
planning, product developing. 

 Land Co-Op – to pool capital and acquire land for shared-agricultural use.227 

 Farm Match – to convey and/or lease to combat the issues about available land identified as a 
barrier by new and emerging local producers in our survey data. 
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 A start-up facility should consider staffing some initial personnel on a project or contract basis. For example, if a farm-to-school program 

emerged from a business planning process, a new facility could pursue an individual with the requisite marketing background as well as an 
educational, institutional or other administrational experience to lead a farm-to-school program. 
224

 See, for example, the Treasure Valley Food Coalition “Tomato Independence Project” at http://treasurevalleyfoodcoalition.org/?p=1118 
225

 The benefits of this diversification are discussed in the cluster analysis below, e.g. intermediate inputs effect. 
226

 Many already exist, as noted above.  See further laborshed recommendations below. 
227

 In cooperation with a land bank or land trust, e.g. Palouse Land Trust. http://www.palouselandtrust.org 
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 Hobby Garden Program – to provide infrastructure and technical support to promote growing 
capacity and food culture widely through the community and further a productive food cottage-
industry.228 

 

7.3.3 FIX A PRICE (OR THE RANGE OF PRICES) FOR GROWERS 

An assured price encourages farmers to expand into diversified production in order to overcome local 
supply constraints. With a dependable price or price range set in advance (e.g. for a season), farmers, 
ranchers and other growers can make plans to add production (if the seasonal price makes financial 
sense for them).  Farmers provide the basic inputs for the entire local supply chain, and their continued 
growth and success is a necessary component to rebuilding a robust foodshed. 83% of producer survey 
respondents said that they would expand operations given guaranteed prices from the FIRC.229  This is 
strong indication that a long-term project involving long-range planning could be coordinated among 
necessary parties within the foodshed. 
 

7.3.4 ENCOURAGE OFF-SEASON PRODUCTS 

A large portion of the area population consists of students at the colleges and universities who are 
usually gone during the summer harvest season. Local students also return to class in the fall, creating a 
seasonal effect which favors the fall and winter production at the expense of the spring and summer 
crops. By emphasizing the production, processing and preservation of off-season products with spring 
and summer produce, the FIRC can take advantage of the seasonality effect by extending the life of the 
spring and summer surplus into the fall and winter, when demand peaks.  
 

7.3.5 CREATE A “ONE-STOP-STOP” DIGITAL INFRASTRUCTURE FOR FOOD ENTREPRENEURS 

Currently the area universities offer a plethora of services to food and agricultural entrepreneurs on an 
as-needed-basis. Creating a “gateway” or “one-stop-shop” for these entrepreneurs to reach university 
expertise would be a tremendous asset and allow the universities to better measure their contribution 
and impact to the local food economy. In addition, creating a comprehensive listing of food 
entrepreneurship resources in digital media (i.e. online webinars, produce management software, etc.) 
would encourage local entrepreneurs. Be careful not to duplicate the already readily available resources 
online that are free.  
 

7.3.6 COMBAT FOOD INSECURITY 

Food banks or pantries (e.g. Moscow Food Bank, Backyard Harvest, Idaho Food Bank) help combat food 
insecurity issues and may be natural non-profit partners. The UI is slated to open a food pantry for low-
income students in January 2013. Several more food banks are located throughout the region that have 
a well-established distribution system and can be a viable storage or distribution partner. Food banks 
and pantries are not likely to impede profitability of a food hub, because they address a different need.  
 

7.3.7 EDUCATE THE ENTREPRENEURS 

The Producer Survey also identified high demand for seminars, classes and trainings—with a large 
majority of survey respondents indicating interest in educational opportunities.  Many other survey 
takers expressed interest in teaching or demonstrating to others. 
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 Or other grassroots strategies (i.e. Backyard Harvest model, community garden, municipal garden, etc.) 
229

 Of 40 respondents to this question in the producer survey, 33 responded positively. 
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7.3.8 “KEEP IT FRESH” BY SEEKING OUT NEW STRATEGIES AND RELATIONSHIPS 

Pursuing specific strategies to create or capture reliable revenue streams is the key driver of successful 
FIRC and Food Hub operations. Grant funding is never reliable and generally insufficient or impractical 
for FIRC and Food Hubs to seize emerging opportunities in their foodsheds. An experienced 
management team is the difference between success and failure, especially for smaller and niche 
facilities. Strong, determined leadership is required to pursue the specific strategies required to create 
mutually beneficial relationships that create new value in the foodshed. The management team must be 
adaptive, innovative and resilient. Even good ideas often fail to translate into revenue opportunities, but 
failure cannot deter exploration of new opportunities.230 Interlocking and complementary expertise 
amongst all facility staff will help management and technical staff maintains efficiency. 
 

7.3.9 CREATE NEW LINKAGES IN THE FOODSHED 

Seek new and creative ways to match producers and purchasers, to capitalize on market opportunities 
and generate new sources of revenue through new partnerships. This may include establishing a strong 
local farm-to-school (K-12) program in addition to helping larger institutional buyers (e.g. colleges, cities, 
counties, hospitals, universities) purchase more fresh fruits and vegetables. Younger, smaller farmers 
also could benefit from a “land matching” program where larger farms that have small acreage not 
conducive to large-scale operations could be leased to an “emerging farmer” to help get them 
established in the local food economy. Marketing is about more than just sales. Foodshed 
redevelopment requires a comprehensive approach that considers ‘Return on Investment’ (ROI): 
profitability on the supply side and price on the demand side. On the supply side, this means investing in 
what is working and ignoring or divesting in what is not working.231 
 

7.3.10  DEVELOP ANCHOR AND PILOT TENANTS 

The early stages of business planning should include pre-recruiting potential partners and users, 
particularly large users/tenants. These anchor tenants can provide stability to the facility as reliable 
sources of revenue because they rent substantial hours. Also, these critical anchor tenants typically rent 
large amounts of kitchen time because they are successful, which can foster a more entrepreneurial 
culture among all facility members. Ideally some pilot tenants can be secured in the earliest planning 
stages with commitment letters or MOUs to encourage pilot tenants. Importantly, large pilot tenants 
can help define the project’s conceptual plan or operative model, and drive it towards more concrete 
end points. 
 
7.3.11  TARGET INSTITUTIONAL DEMAND 

As noted above,  nearly 41% of all the meals eaten in the fall, winter and early spring seasons in Moscow 
are consumed by students when classes are in session around the cities many educational institutions 
pre-K through post-grad. The opportunity presented by the atypical institutional profile of the study 
area is substantial and obvious.  
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 While many of the tools to necessary to begin this effort are found in this study, more detailed and specific research and planning will be 

necessary to develop the necessary working framework. 
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7.3.12  DEVELOP REVENUE OPPORTUNITIES PARALLEL TO THE CORE BUSINESS 

The Shepherd’s Grain example demonstrates that there are opportunities in new channels parallel to 
already successful markets (i.e. Shepherd’s Grains developed harder red wheat varieties). Renting 
incubator space, equipment, storage space, community garden plots, or compost sales could all provide 
parallel revenue streams to core processing capacities should they be determined viable in later 
planning stages. 
 

7.4 Threats 

7.4.1  INSUFFICIENT FUNDING 

Access to outside capital funding from state or federal resources are limited, as budget constraints for 
value-added producer grants, etc., are limited or being zeroed out.  
 

7.4.2  AVAILABILITY AND COST OF LABOR TO EXPAND FOOD PRODUCTION/PROCESSING 

What used to be called unskilled labor has now become highly-skilled, and hard to find. Many area 
facility managers, growers, ranchers and farmers reported labor was a primary concern.  
 

7.4.3  MARKET SLIDE 

A drastic downturn in the demand for local produce could dramatically affect the project. In addition, 
the development of other forms of local supply arrangements in lieu of those provided by a food hub or 
FIRC may present a threat to its operation. 
 

7.4.4  OPERATIONAL LIABILITY 

Meat processing has the highest propensity for recalls, but all food processing/handling potentially puts 
an organization in the chain of liability. Overcoming institutional buyer requirements for liability 
insurance is a threat.  
 

7.4.5  COMPETING REGIONAL GROUPS 

Any large group of stakeholders can be difficult to maintain focus on core objectives. The INWFH has the 
potential to compete with a Latah County based FIRC or food hub. The lack of a regional (bi-state) food 
collaborative or coalition prevents the region from accessing economies of scale, negotiating 
institutional contracts, etc.  
 

7.4.6  DISPLACING EXISTING BUSINESSES 

As noted above, substantial small scale food businesses are already in place and are ‘bootstrapping’ 
infrastructure that is presently available for existing businesses. Any public facility will compete, and 
potentially displace, existing or potential private sector enterprise, both current and potential. Several 
survey respondents reported already using some kind of kitchen capacity e.g. home/farm kitchens, 
church kitchens, and commercial kitchens. A new commercial kitchen (Peterson Cookhouse) will open 
this year. Kitchen capacity at a FIRC would compete with these culinary kitchens—even though it will be 
designed to compete in the service higher capacity, middle-tier clients. 
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Even if the kitchen capacity at a new FIRC was assumed not to compete with the small, culinary kitchens, 
it would nevertheless diminish the incentives for a private actor to develop the same production middle-
tier capacity as a private entity at some time in the future. 
 

7.4.7  ACCESS TO LARGER MARKETS/TRANSPORTATION COSTS 

Presently, the remote and rugged geography, noted above, and limited local foods make the SE Inland 
Empire more sensitive to external price increases because it must rely on the food exports of other 
foodsheds. This vulnerability is particularly sensitive in the narrow-margin food business. Input and 
shipping costs can eat small food businesses alive.232 
 

7.4.8 CLOSEST MAJOR EXPORT MARKETS ALREADY WELL-SUPPLIED233 

Unlike the fertile areas beyond New York’s ex-urban rim, or Chicago’s, which have relatively little 
competition serving global population centers with local food products, the SE Inland Empire is not 
within the 100-mile radius global population centers, e.g. Seattle, which is the closest global population 
center to the SE Inland Empire but where its products would face stiff competition among more local 
food products sourced in western Washington and Oregon. Spokane is a large urban center, and should 
be targeted in any eventual export marketing campaign; however, the foodshed’s geography will 
generally serve as barrier to competing successfully or in large volume in export markets.234 
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 UI Food Technology Center manager, Jim Toomey, phone interview. 
233 According to a May 2010 Report by USDA, “Local Food Systems:  Concepts, Impacts and Issue” proximity to density is a driver of intensive 

local production:  “Production of locally marketed food is more likely to occur on small farms located in or near metropolitan counties.” 
234

 As affected all food businesses competing in national markets. Nevertheless, export markets can be valuable opportunities, and targeted 

regional trading relationships should be pursued, see below. 
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8. POTENTIAL FOR REGIONAL FOOD CLUSTER 
 
As noted above, the motivation for this feasibility study was to realize an Economic Gardening 
Strategy—an economic development strategy that emphasizes helping existing businesses in the 
community to encourage job growth from within rather than largely focusing on recruiting new 
businesses to relocate from outside the area. The scope included regional analysis (SOW Element #5), 
towards the development of a regional food cluster and enhancement of the region’s draw as an agri-
culinary and agri-tourism destination. This section considers both of these elements together in 
conceiving of a regional food cluster strategy for Latah County. 
 
Recent research shows a clear cluster phenomena emerging in the food sector, which is evidenced by 
rich pockets of strong foodshed development emerging in certain geographies.235  Increasingly, the 
distribution of local food producers, related regional distribution infrastructure, and other relevant 
market actors are becoming non-uniform over time. Existing food clusters are growing more rapidly 
than other areas. If this trend remains in place, then food cluster density will continue to increase over 
time—creating dynamic and abundant clusters in some leading areas. Conversely, many foodsheds will 
suffer and continue to decline.236 
 
Already, Moscow anchors the SE Inland Empire’s urban centers in the local food economy as the 
foodshed capital. The Moscow Farmers’ Market is thriving and by far the largest farmers’ market in its 
foodshed. Similarly, the Moscow Food Co-Op—a first generation local food success story—generates 
millions in annual sales by offering local and regional food products. The Moscow Food Co-Op serves as 
the primary outlet for these types of products in the foodshed. The productive areas of the foodshed are 
world-class and recent growth has been above national averages.237 Businesses in the area benefit from 
local access to high quality food economy inputs. And while the rugged geography of the SE Inland 
Empire limits the foodshed’s productive areas, it also provides the picturesque scenes and variety of 
outdoor recreation opportunities that make the region a multi-interest draw for tourists from around 
the world. The SE Inland Empire is well-known for its agricultural and culinary traditions, and many 
businesses in the area benefit from a healthy agri-culinary and agri-tourism sector. Mary Jane’s Farm, 
for example, brought the area national agri-culinary prominence in the 1990s. And certainly since then, 
agri-tourism capacity continues clustering in Moscow at a healthy pace—e.g. Peterson Cookhouse, just 
off the Paradise Path near downtown Moscow, is currently expanding its Bed and Breakfast operation to 
include a rentable commercial kitchen. 
 
Discussed further below, a regional food cluster strategy implemented in Moscow may be a more 
affordable and flexible strategic alternative to a food processing and innovation center. This strategy 
also achieves the indirect economic benefits discussed above238 but at considerably lower cost. In 
addition, it more directly meets the identified needs of the food system and provides greater 
community and public benefits. 
  

                                                           
235 “Emerging Spatial Dependencies within U.S. Organic Supply Chains” Hooker and Shanahan, Journal of Food Products Marketing 2012. 

Document available at http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10454446.2012.701989 
236

 As observed above, in the Agricultural Sector section, in reference to national farm statistics in the 2007 USDA Census. 
237

  Recall from above, the SE Inland Empire was characterized as a “winner” among foodsheds for its above-trend growth in several statistical 
categories.  
238

 In the Economic Impact section, above. 
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8.1 Agricultural Urbanism 

Agricultural Urbanism is a property development strategy popular in the private sector, here adapted to 
economic development strategy. It is available to some rural and suburban communities with a 
sufficient profile of agricultural assets, growth potential, and ideally some agricultural heritage. This 
strategy is beyond a simple urban agriculture program which achieves some production food on some 
land within the city limits and which many cities are implementing to the small, but important benefit of 
many communities.239  Agricultural urbanism is a comprehensive strategy that centralizes and celebrates 
the production of food, particularly local and regional food, in the design and organization of the 
community.  
 
The abundance of locally produced food and a diversity of locally produced food products has broad 
implications for communities: greater food security and health, improved independence and resilience 
of the economy, large environmental benefits of intensive, sustainable production, a multitude of social 
opportunities offered by agricultural and culinary activities—which are accessible to every member of 
the community, regardless of age. 
 
Agricultural urbanism is an appropriate Economic Gardening Strategy for Latah County because it 
emphasizes helping existing businesses in the community to encourage job growth from within. The 
agricultural legacy of Moscow and the entire SE Inland Empire is rich, and it already succeeds as a tourist 
destination. Embracing a regional cluster strategy, e.g. agricultural urbanism, as an elemental 
component of Moscow’s growth strategy harkens back to the earliest days of the city itself but is not the 
restoration of tradition for its own sake. Rather, agricultural urbanism is a utilitarian approach that 
creates a number of environmental, social, and economic services, values and benefits for the 
community. It is a long-term strategy that adapts the historical village model and encourages 
agricultural production within and nearby the city limits with high-utility, comprehensively designed 
public space serving as a traffic magnet and management hub.  
 
Each application of agricultural urbanism should be unique, but the impacts should be similar if 
successfully implemented:  the creation of a new, multi-purpose public amenity that offers high utility 
and agricultural productivity, to bolster existing strengths in the local economy, support the real estate 
market, encourage density, create jobs and job-creators and the general conditions for a healthy, happy 
population. 

8.2 Market Square Model 

The Market Square is a type of agricultural urbanism development first conceptualized at the design firm 
of Duany, Plater, and Zybeck (DPZ). The Market Square is a property development strategy that 
incorporates the production of food into the design and function of the development, either in existing 
communities, on the edge of town, or as a part of a regional plan to cluster new start-up townships 
across a rural area to preserve rural acreage as productive farmland.240 The unifying element is a 
traditional town square to host a farmers’ market and other fairs, around which a number of related 
facilities and programs such as common use multipurpose space, commercial kitchen, barns, and all-
season vendor spaces/retail shops are located. Instead of a golf course and clubhouse amenity, DPZ 
substitutes professionally managed productive farmland into their property development scheme. 
Similar to a golf course, a market square development attracts residents who either want to engage in 
                                                           
239 Detroit has over 2,000 community gardens now.  See also, Current and Emerging Issues in the New Urban Agriculture: a case study by 
Kathryn A. Peters, Journal of Food Law & Policy,  
240

 As in a land bank. 
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active farming and gardening activities or who want to live close enough to benefit from the culinary 
richness and cultural experience but simply prefer to pay for the locally produced and prepared food 
rather than laboring for it. The core farm operations are centrally and professionally managed, but a 
garden area is open for use by residents with storage areas and equipment also for common use.241  
 
A market square located at the 
edge of town and connected 
to large tracts of productive 
land is depicted in Figure 44.  
As imagined by DPZ at the 
Southlands, B.C. Canada, a 
multipurpose facility (#1) is the 
largest structure and serves as 
an exhibit and meeting hall, 
which is connected to a 
university building (#2). A 
culinary institute and 
commercial kitchen (#3) are 
across the market square (#9), 
while stalls for the farmer’s 
market (#4) exist on frontage 
to the road. In the back, barns 
and other production buildings 
(#5) give way to the agriculture 
land (#8). New mixed use 
developments are shown 
adjacent (#s 6 and #10), one of 
which has a community garden in the center (#10).  
 
From the developer’s perspective, marketing a development that focuses on food is little different than 
one that celebrates golf. Managing a large farm operation is very similar to managing a large golf course, 
only a farm’s operating expenses actually produce food people can eat instead of the finely-cut grass, 
water hazards and sand traps that a golf course landscaper “produces.” DPZ believes both land 
management models can drive real estate sales, and perhaps the market square model could outsell the 
golf course model in a food-centric future. 242  Already, a decline in the popularity of golf is observable 
simultaneous with the return of poplar attention to food. 
 
Also from a development perspective, the market square model is relatively inexpensive, particularly 
compared to lavish golf course amenities. Many of its facilities are not expensive to build and in general 
a market square strategy can achieve high-end design at lower development costs. Phased in over time, 
the start-up costs can be back-loaded243 by prioritizing the development of the farm/garden acreage, 
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 Designed as a subdivision or community development, this function could be outsourced by the local housing association to farm 

management company, as a golf course community might outsource course and clubhouse needs. A private model is not required, however. 
242

 No coincidence, DPZ conceived this strategy in the wake of the 2008 financial crisis and commodity price shocks, which brought high food 

prices and the sensitivity of certain elements of the food system in sharp focus. 
243

 This could be particularly useful as an economic development strategy, whereas a private development likely would need to complete all or 

several phases in order to drive premium real estate sales.  

Figure 44 – Conceptual Drawing of Market Square Development at Southlands, BC (Canada)  
Source:  Power Point Presentation to HoustonTomorrow.Org (2009) 
Copyright DPZ 
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which could be initiated with no brick-and-mortar structures.244  Garden and farm operations are 
scalable, even in urban areas which tend to have higher land and potential remediation costs.245 Because 
fixed-structures are not required to begin, management teams have the flexibility to scale into facilities 
and expand services as demand and as clients materialize. This flexibility improves capital management 
and avoids waste.246  Moreover, with a relatively light development footprint, sunk costs should be less 
prohibitive to redevelopment in the future in the event a market square model fails as an economic 
development strategy or is so successful that the large downtown or otherwise urban garden acreage 
becomes too valuable as a development property to warrant continued community agricultural 
production.  
 
From a sustainability perspective, the community benefit from golf courses is limited relative to the high 
costs to maintain them. Notwithstanding their ornamental value and leisure utility, resource costs to the 
foodshed are high with limited environmental return.247  The WSU golf course, for example, consumes 
100-times the water that WSU’s organic farm requires for its irrigation system.248  As noted above, in the 
SE Inland Empire water is relatively scarce and high cost irrigation systems and increased water usage 
might be necessary components of further foodshed development. Growers using these new, highly-
efficient irrigation systems will compete for water with the area’s less efficient uses, such as its golf 
courses. From an overall cost/benefit perspective, the highly productive and highly efficient market 
square strategy has clear advantages over the more costly and less efficient golf course strategy because 
ornamental and leisure values do not reverberate through the local economy the way food does.  
 
The market square concept is a template which each community tailors to its particular wants or needs. 
DPZ developed this concept in extension of their theory of “the transect.” According to DPZ, like nature, 
human habits exist on a scale from the most remote to the most-dense. A different design and scale is 
appropriate in each segment along the transect.249  In its productive vision of agricultural urbanism with 
agricultural land attached, DPZ’s market square was designed across three transects:  from rural and 
suburban downtowns, to agricultural edge zones, and finally at rural county cross roads, where growers 
cluster to share infrastructure, facilities, resources and knowledge.250   

8.3 Market Square Model Impacts  

As a catalytic economic develop strategy, the market square aims for the indirect, enabling effects 
discussed in the economic impacts section, above—and promotes the regional clustering strategy 
identified in the scope of work. The clustering trend can be nurtured by the market square’s purpose-
built infrastructure and related programs and services, which enhance existing market strengths by 
meeting the specific needs of the foodshed, such as the labor issues discovered in the market surveys.  
Such a cluster strategy could facilitate the labor pooling effect, whereby the cluster increases the 
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 Small, pre-fabricated storage sheds, a small hoop-house set-up and an open-air processing area could be sufficient for the first seasons. 
245

 Of brownfield or greyfield properties. 
246

 The flexibility of this strategy also makes it easier to replace. With a light footprint, interim land uses can evolve as market conditions 

develop.  
247

 While golf courses are now counted by the EPA as wetlands, the leisure and ornamental “production” of the land does not manifest a 

tangible good, i.e. food that can be eaten.  
248

 From WSU Organic farm tour and interview with Brad Jaekel, Farm Manager 
249

 What is appropriate in design and scale for Manhattan, NY, for example, differs from what is appropriate for Moscow, ID; just as what is 
appropriate in Moscow, ID differs from that of Troy, ID.  
250

 Achieving outposts of more cost-effective density in rural areas also benefits the agriculture producers in their businesses. When being 
rezoned, the farmland attached to the outpost can be preserved for production which some lands banks are pursuing as a preservation 
strategy. 
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concentration of specialized skills and inputs.251 This creates increased access to specialized skills, and 
increased competition. Importantly, fostering the naturally-occurring clustering effect in such a way is 
an appropriate Economic Gardening Strategy that emphasizes helping existing businesses in the 
community encourages job growth within the region.  
 
A market square will also enhance the regional food cluster by facilitating intermediate input effects.252 
Similar to the labor pooling effect, the cluster invigorates the incentives for specialized suppliers, inputs 
and services to co-locate—either internally created of externally attracted—to enter the market with 
related but differentiated products and services already located within the cluster. Put simply, the new 
market square cluster will invite free-riders who move in to offer related, or complementary, products 
and services. 
 
Moreover, as identified in our primary 
research and evidenced by the survey 
data, existing farms and food 
businesses seem to be strongly 
interested in expanding but seek 
assistance in overcoming a number of 
common barriers—which generally did 
not include food processing capacity 
per se.253  Recall from above that the 
availability of labor, cost of labor, and 
availability of land led all responses to 
the question regarding barriers to 
expansion or entry, with 41% of 
respondents indicating these three 
barriers were holding them back. 

Finances, price uncertainty and 
improper equipment led the second 
tier of responses with nearly 30% of 
respondents indicating these three 
issues were barriers to their expansion 
or entry. 15 survey-takers indicated a 
need for marketing support in some 
form, which accounted for 60% of the 
demand for all additional services.254    
Together, these indications clearly 
point away from a need for a 
processing facility and towards a more 
diverse model, focusing on service and 
support. 
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 “African Enterprise Clusters and Industrialization: Theory and Reality.” McCormick, D., World Development, Volume 27 September 1999. 
252

 Id. 
253

 Originally envisioned in the scope of work, as discussed above. Only a few respondents cited FDA or USDA inspected processing facilities as a 

barrier to expansion or entry. 
254

 And that they might pay for marketing services. Planning and Administrative support were second and third in the producer survey data 

among other services desired, with 20% and 16% of the demand share respectively.  
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The Producer Survey also identified high demand for seminars, classes and training255  in marketing, food 
processing techniques, business practices, growing techniques, and local, state and federal health 
regulations.  Only 10 survey respondents indicated they were not interested in some type of educational 
opportunity. Unsurprisingly, the survey data also identified a wealth of individuals willing to teach or 
demonstrate in a range of topics—including most of the interests of the survey pool as a whole, e.g. six 
teachers seem to exist in the community already and could instruct the 24 persons interested in taking a 
marketing seminar, class or other training. A market square strategy provides multi-purpose 
infrastructure to meet this diverse array of needs, while targeting development at the base of the food 
chain to encourage durable long-term growth that reverberates throughout the food sector. 
 
Instead of a processing capacity, agricultural urbanism can incorporate intensive agriculture as a core 
function. A professionally managed community farm-garden would create a combination of both 
permanent and seasonal jobs, including a farm manager.256 With a community-focused mission, the 
market square aims to become an exchange for knowledge and techniques, bringing local experts 
together to exchange best-practices and help train the next generation of growers. As such, a 
community-centric market square project should encourage what is known as the knowledge spillover 
effect, in which the cluster enables greater and easier diffusion of new ideas, technologies, experience 
and other techniques.257 The intensive and season-extending techniques discussed throughout this 
report offer potentially more profitable revenue streams (albeit with higher marginal costs) and should 
be a central component of such a strategy, actively encouraged within the foodshed at large. These 
more adaptive techniques will help local growers combat the foodshed’s water and weather constraints 
and produce more early spring and late fall crops to meet higher demands (when classes are in session).  
 
Strong desire for such a 
community-focused facility was 
identified in the survey data, with 
almost half of survey-takers 
indicating they were likely or very 
likely to participate in a range of 
related activities. Volunteer 
interest was strong as well, with 
80% of survey takers indicating 
they might be interested in 
volunteering and only six survey-
takers indicating they would not 
volunteer. Six others said they 
might volunteer several hours per 
month, 16 respondents indicated 
they would volunteer a few days 
or weekends per year and 14 
others indicating they could find 
time to volunteer at least a few 
hours a year. 
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 Such as those available through Extension, e.g. the Cultivating Success program, SBDC, IEDC, etc. 
256

 Which are likely much easier to locate and hire, as opposed to share-use food processing facility managers, who are notoriously difficult to 

find, as noted above. 
257

 In many ways, the universities already provide large exchanges for the knowledge spillover effect to occur. Here, a parallel function is 

envisioned to serve the private sector (with cross-pollination between the two knowledge clusters a highly desirable, if not a critical, item). 

Figure 47 – Producer Survey Results for Interest in Teaching Various Activities 
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A market square strategy can begin with a modest farm at a single location, either on the edge of town 
or in the downtown urban quarter. In later phases, the farm operation could expanded to manage land 
beyond a single location, including large parcels outside of Moscow, or smaller parcels, such as backyard 
plots owned by residents, city parks and other public property or university ground.258  The city’s existing 
public gardens could also be included, and more intensively produced. Thanks to the foodshed’s 
proficiency in fruit tree production, virtually any acreage landscaped for ornamentation could instead be 
managed by mobile farm staff259 which could provide a revenue opportunity similar to other landscape 
businesses. The city’s own property could be converted to fruit trees and although costing more in the 
short term, would save some existing landscape management expenses. Indeed, many wild apple trees 
are currently growing throughout Moscow.260 In time, an independent land co-op may be the 
appropriate model to manage large tracts of land—either in a private or hybrid model—to match new 
farmers with fallow acreage or retiring farmers, in lend, lease, or other share agreements. By whatever 
means, young and new-entrant farmers need help accessing land as reported in the survey data261. 
 
The principles of agricultural urbanism, as adapted in Moscow in a market square project, could drive 
the development of a regional food cluster. With additional more detailed research, an Economic 
Gardening Strategy could be developed with a market square concept to further the regional food 
clustering phenomena already observed in the SE Inland Empire, particularly in Moscow. 
 
The next two sections discuss this possibility in more detail. 
 

8.4 Market Square in Moscow 

Similar to DPZ’s Southland concept, 
diversifying a community food 
asset with a public-use or public-
access utility is a recent tactic 
implemented to a certain extent 
both at Blue Mountain Station, in 
Dayton, WA, and the WSU Organic 
Farm expansion.262 With roadside 
frontage, Blue Mountain station 
will endeavor to attract retail 
customers, to stop, shop and linger 
as car travelers pass-through 
downtown Dayton. WSU’s Organic 
Farm is accessible by car as well, 
but is off major roads. Adjacent to 
campus, however, the expansion 

farm’s design includes a footpath 
for students from campus to stroll 
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 See Eco-Campus Thinking Beyond “Green” to Truly Sustainable, by Joel Salatin, in the attached Appendices. 
259

 So long as it soils are suitable for agriculture. 
260

 Though no GIS database of them has yet been created. 
261

 And much fallow land exists in the hands of just the respondents in our own survey, as discussed above. 
262

 See above. 

Figure 48 – U of I Farms (in Green) flank Moscow on three sides. The Legacy Crossing URA (in 
Red) redevelops Downtown Moscow. The Latah County Fairgrounds (in Yellow) lie to the 
west of Legacy Crossing. 
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through the farm’s orchards. 
 
Also like Southlands, Moscow already has large institutional farms in production on its edges(highlighted 
in green in Figure 48), and other infrastructure in the market square profile already serves good use at 
the Latah County Fairgrounds (highlighted in yellow in Figure 48).  Moscow seems to have a unique 
opportunity to maximize the strengths of each of these examples, e.g. Southlands, Blue Mountain 
Station, and the WSU organic farm expansion a single location downtown:  Legacy Crossing (highlighted 
in red in Figure 48).  
 
The Legacy Crossing Urban Renewal District has many unused parcels, particularly at the intersection of 
SH-8 and US-95, where open lots have dual frontage on two of the most important roads in the 
foodshed. The area around the intersection is comparatively a better site than the Blue Mountain 
Station site because it is located at the heart of a much denser urban cluster with excellent pedestrian 
access to many residents.263   
 
Legacy Crossing also lies between 
the campus of the UI and 
downtown Moscow, which is 
comparatively a better site than 
the WSU Organic Farm expansion 
site located opposite of 
downtown Pullman on the other 
side WSU’s campus on the edge 
of town, like the Southlands. And 
while the WSU farm expansion 
will incorporate a pedestrian path 
and encourage visitors and 
tourists, the amenity potential of 
Legacy Crossing is far superior. Not only is Legacy Crossing located in the heart of the agri-culinary 
cluster already present in Moscow, but it is transected by the Paradise Path—part of a pedestrian 
highway than runs east-west from Troy, ID, through Legacy Crossing in Moscow all the way to Pullman, 
WA. 
 
Similar to Southlands, large productive farms already exist on the city’s edge flanking Moscow on three 
sides.264  But whereas the Southlands market square is located on the edge of town, away from the town 
center and attached to large-tract productive farmland, a market square at Legacy Crossing would be 
centrally located downtown. This highly visible site would raise the profile of the market square and all 
the operations and businesses co-located in the Legacy Crossing District.265  Also unlike the Southlands 
development, much of the archetypal market square infrastructure already exists at the nearby Latah 
County Fairgrounds within walking distance from Legacy Crossing along the Paradise Path. 
 
As conceived at Southlands, the market square is one component of a coherent design that incorporates 
many elements in one location—but this is not a requirement. A hub and spoke system could manage a 
network of facilities in multiple locations across Moscow. Much of this infrastructure already exists in 
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 Identified as a primary driver, see the SWOT analysis above.  Access could be made better by improving the pedestrian network in 

conjunction with a market square project. 
264

 The institutional farms managed by the UI, described above. 
265

 Such as that of businesses in the incubator space included in Scenario 3, above. 

Figure 49 – Moscow Urban Renewal Agency’s Legacy Crossing District 
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Moscow and is currently put to good use. The Latah County Fairgrounds, just off of SH-8 in southeast 
Moscow, possesses some elements of the community infrastructure in DPZ’s market square template 
conceived at Southlands, including:  a livestock show area, numerous barns, a commercial kitchen, an 
outside stage, a commercial exhibit building, and concession facilities.266   
 
With a strong foundation of physical and cultural assets (both hard and soft) to build on, adapting a 
market square model is potentially more realistic for Moscow than many other locations.267  It could also 
more directly address the wants and needs of market participants identified by the survey data and the 
interview process, such as the availability of local food and availability of labor. A number of other 
community needs, such as those described in the Foodshed Gaps section above, could also be served if 
they were included in the development of a market square strategy.  

8.5 Market Square Model in the Legacy Crossing District 

The development of a market square model in the Legacy Crossing District (or anywhere else in 
Moscow) needs extensive public input and should be planned in phases for realistic growth. Potential 
stakeholders should come together and develop a working framework in a detailed planning process to 
inform an actionable implementation plan from concept design to funding and execution.268  Some 
components of this framework could incorporate: 
 

 Dedicated, modular space to accommodate the Moscow Farmers’ Market year round  

 An inviting public space, with excellent access to the Paradise Path and other improvements to 
the pedestrian network 

 A multi-use facility, specifically designed to accommodate outdoor, all season public use for 
harvest and holiday festivals, or market days269 

 Education, training and community meeting spaces 

 Flexible rental spaces for local business, potentially with equipment needs matched as clients 
materialize270 

 Large, professionally-managed urban/semi-urban gardens that produce food for the community, 
maintain public plots for renting gardeners and serve an education and training function271 

 
Incorporating the Farmers’ Market into Legacy Crossing brings it adjacent to campus and slightly closer 
to students. Constructing, or remodeling, rentable all-season market stalls would give market vendors 
the opportunity to access this student market in the off-season, when school is in session.  
 
Space at Legacy Crossing is ample and multiple sites within the renewal district have potential in the 
development of a market square strategy. As a whole, the opportunity to improve upon the already 
excellent pedestrian network in Moscow in conjunction with a market square project also deserves 
strong consideration. Relocation of the market also un-obstructs downtown businesses on market day, 
and trades Friendship Square as the market’s center for a larger, specifically designed square. Located 
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 And some additional facilities, such as an ice-rink. 
267

 And provide some mix of uses for parcels in Legacy Crossing. Even if these are only interim uses, they can be important stepping stones in a 
long term development strategy. Also of note:  interim uses were conceived in the Legacy Crossing Plan, see Section 403.3. 
268

 See below for a business model and funding recommendations. From a planning perspective, long lead times can try the collective patience 
of the stakeholder group, but longer lead times also give participants time to make business decisions and plans well in advance. 
269

 E.g. the multi-use scenario modeled in Scenario 3, above, although any mix of kitchens and other production space could be incorporated 
into the planning process, which is prudent from a business perspective. 
270

 Scaling into some food processing capacity, as modeled in Scenarios 1, 2, and 3 above. Here, the multi-use scenario in Scenario 3 is in focus 
with modular incubator space, specifically designed with a food business in mind. This space should coordinate with existing incubator space. 
271

 By utilizing irrigation and season-extension techniques necessary to sustainably scale up small agricultural production in foodshed. 
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directly north of the potential market square (at the intersection of US-95 and SH-8), downtown 
businesses would still be nearby the market’s foot traffic without being right on top of them.272 Potential 
co-location with other public use space would enhance the potential for great “place making” in the 
comprehensive design. 

While the direct tax revenue generated from implementing a market square at Legacy Crossing would 
be relatively small, the community would gain an ideally placed amenity of rare quality—giving a boost 
to the remaining 
properties in the 
urban renewal 
district.273   
In Figure 50 – 
Selected Areas 
around the Legacy 
Crossing, the large 
blue area includes a 
parking lot owned by 
the university, and 
two small structures 
on a number of open 
and unused parcels. 
With frontage on 
both US-95 and SH-8 
and a central location, 
relocation of the 
farmers’ market to 
this site would raise the commercial profile of the market and improve parking access. Peterson’s 
Cookhouse, a new commercial kitchen expansion of a bed and breakfast, lies just beyond Berman Park 
(the green highlighted area to the southeast) further down the Paradise Path, noted in Figure 50 by the 
silver fork and knife.274  Peterson’s Cookhouse is south of the Latah County Fairgrounds, highlighted in 
yellow, across the Eastside Marketplace commercial shopping center.   
 
Also in Figure 50 – Selected Areas around the Legacy Crossing, the area in orange represents two 
brownfields for which remediation has been prioritized. The one indicated with an orange arrow is 233 
SH-8, a 6.8-acre brownfield property that housed petroleum and commercial hazardous chemicals for 
railroad shipping. These areas could serve as public use space, or once remediated, used for agricultural 
purposes, if allowed by environmental regulators.275  As an adaptive reuse strategy, a market square 
provides a highly productive use for the unused blight and brownfield parcels in the southeast half of 
Legacy Crossing and converts some of Moscow’s most challenged property into the heart of the SE 
Inland’s Empire’s foodshed capital, anchored by high-utility community, pedestrian and perhaps even 
agricultural space. 
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 Moscow Farmer’s Market Strategic Plan Interim Report, January 2013 
273

 At relatively low construction cost. Gardens space and market lot infrastructure is cheaper than brick-and-mortar facilities. 
274

 At 841 Travois Way 
275

 Urban agriculture is thriving in some urban areas, even though blighted by many brownfields. EPA has dedicated resources to encourage 

urban agriculture even on remediated brownfield acreages. 

Figure 50 – Selected Areas around the Legacy Crossing Urban Renewal District 



 

  97 

A soil restoration project could incorporate a synergistic compost operation to create value from 
compostable waste. Together with vermiculture operations, compost and worms create worm castings 
with high value as a soil conditioner and fertilizer.276  Recent community compost efforts have been 
organized in Moscow, including the Moscow Coffee Compost Project. Since it started in the fall of 2008, 
its volunteers have collected over 3 tons of coffee grounds and composted them for use in local gardens 
and student farms.277  Similarly, the UI composts food waste from the UI Commons and Bob’s Place with 
the university livestock manure, animal bedding and other biodegradable materials. If a compost 
program was implemented city-wide, the potential to scale up into a high value operation grows 
proportionately with the volume of collected compostable waste from Moscow’s many large 
intuitions.278 
 
Legacy Crossing also has some open acreage potentially suitable for cultivation. With intensive 
production practices, including irrigation systems and season-extension structures, a public garden at 
Legacy Crossing could provide large quantities of fresh foods that would be highly accessible to city 
residents. Some public land already exists to the southwest Legacy Crossing, including 4.7 acres at 
Berman Creekside Park, highlighted in green in Figure 50 – Selected Areas around the Legacy Crossing.279  
Some of this parkland could potentially be repurposed for agriculture. Additional potentially suitable 
land exists adjacent to Berman Creekside Park, highlighted in purple and could be acquired and held for 
common management.280 Professional farm staff could cultivate a portion of its farm to generate 
revenue, while the balance of the land could be leased to farmers and gardeners. Already, Deep Roots, 
an organic farm CSA, is in small production in this area.281 
 
The 10.4 acres of Ghormley Park at 508 Home Street (northwest of Legacy Crossing, also highlighted in 
green) could be an alternative site to the area around the intersection.282  With less visibility and further 
from city residents than the intersection, Ghormley Park is somewhat less ideal site, but it is a large 
track of public land with some existing public use infrastructure. The park is ideally placed for access by 
university students, and is very close to an existing commercial kitchen at the Idaho Inn.283  Some parking 
lots exist nearby, and a number of primary schools and churches are also present.  
 
Attached to a farm operation, a market square generally located within or on the fringe of Moscow 
could produce the following efficiencies and public goods: 

Energy 

 Fewer food miles 

 Less fuel use 

 Increased community sustainability/resilience  

 Less sensitivity to external price increases/shocks 
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 Potentially creating an alternative revenue stream, consistent with the recommendations elsewhere in this report. 
277 But its blog calls for more volunteer “muscle,” see http://www.moscowcoffeecompostproject.blogspot.com/ 
278

 Volume should be easier to source because of Moscow’s large institutional assets. As noted above, 41% of Moscow’s three-meals per day 
average is consumed by students while school is in session. These food services generate large amounts of composting waste. 
279 

The green area southeast of the intersection of SH 8 and US 95 contains a play area, covered picnic shelter, fireplace/barbeque, sledding hill, 
drinking fountain. The tree-lined banks of Paradise Creek dominate this park, which has access to the Prairie Path. In the winter, there is a hill 
suitable for sledding and a large brick fireplace next to the timber frame shelter. 
280

 Land acquisition is permissible in the Legacy Crossing Plan. 
281

 Shown with the green arrow in Figure 50. At 225 E. Henley. Deep Roots also offers gardening consulting and design services. 
282

 This area is also shaded green, but is opposite Berman Creekside park, northwest of the Legacy Crossing’s intersection. 
283

 At 645 W. Pullman Road, noted with the blue arrow. The kitchen is relatively large, sized to service the former hotel operation, including 
roll-up doors. The properties uses are being considered by the present owners. See Site Selection analysis in the Appendix 11.7 below. For more 
information, contact Shelley Bennett at Palouse Commercial Realty:  208-301-1623.  

http://www.moscowcoffeecompostproject.blogspot.com/
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 More closed-loop calories 
 
Food 

 Increased supply of local food 

 Increased public access to garden space 

 Increased season extension capacity284 

 Improved food access and security 

 Improvement of closed-loop food cycle 

 Greater foodshed independence 
 
Economic 

 Job creation (farm managers285) 

 Job training (farm hands286) 

 Hobby training (training a cottage-industry of healthy growers and eaters!) 

 Purpose-built space allowing for all-season farmer’s market 

 Development magnet287 

 Encourages development and greater density288 

 Anchor for agri-culinary, agri-tourism assets 

 Complementarity with potential land co-op or grower’s co-op 
 

Waste 

 Public composting and vermiculture projects can create high value soil and fertilizer (worm 
castings)  for public, institutional or private use (e.g. in gardens, or in city beautification 
projects)289   

 Recycling and soil generation close another important loop in the foodshed, turning waste into 
highly-desirable inputs, essential to the foodshed’s producing power. 

 Over time, large quantities of new soil can be generated from modest compost operations and 
slowly build up the environmental vitality of the area’s soils, green spaces, and watershed. 

Water  

 Highly efficient irrigation systems maximize production while minimizing water usage 

 Potential complementarity with trail enhancement/expansion and riparian repair initiatives290 

 Ameliorate impervious land downtown291 
 

Civic/Social 

 Increased public space 

 Increased green space 

 High-utility community infrastructure, with coordinated management292 
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 Not only increasing off-season production capacity, but disseminating this knowledge via increased hands-on opportunities (direct 

employment, classes, demonstrations, etc.) 
285

 Which seem to be in greater supply than processing facility managers. 
286

 Availability of skilled labor was large concern reported by producers in the survey, and in direct interviews. 
287

 Acreage allocated may not generate tax revenue directly, but the area around this amenity would support additional development nearby. 
288

 Depending on the precise location, the propensity for greater density will be more or less significant, e.g. downtown vs. city’s edge. 
289

 Done masterfully in Milwaukee at Growing Power Farms, which maintains large compost and vermiculture operations and produces high-
value worm castings. As a part of its social mission, Grower Power will sometimes donate some the soil it generates,  its expertise and labor to 
beautify vacant street corners or vacant plots in challenged neighborhoods—what founder Will Allen calls a “flower explosion.” 
290

 Potentially Paradise Creek, depending on specific plans and location determined in the future. 
291

 Particularly if located at the Legacy Crossing intersection, a large quadrant of which is impervious or semi-impervious. 
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 Increased utility of pedestrian traffic network 

 Reuse of underutilized parcels293 

 Complementarity with Latah County Fairgrounds 

 Complementarity with public and institutional gardens/farms 

 Education and training opportunities 
 
This magnet strategy is a development vision that combines high-design place-making with useful and 
productive activity that supports the common health and wealth of the community. It celebrates the 
area’s natural heritage and cultural traditions and it reinforces extant social and economic assets. It 
combines common-use infrastructure and public space with professional savvy to nurture the ongoing 
cluster of food-related enterprises in Latah County.  
 
This type of plan should appeal to those who are environmentally concerned because it provides an 
opportunity to further protect Paradise Creek and convert unused, impervious land in the Legacy 
Crossing District back to a useful life294—perhaps even placing rich productive land in the heart of the 
city.295  A market square strategy scores well across the sustainability checklist by closing the foodshed’s 
economic loop in a variety of ways:  by reducing food miles, by reducing fuel consumption, by 
encouraging sustainable farming techniques, by promoting density, by restoring the soil, by improving 
air and water quality and by increasing the health populace and the habitability of their environment. 
 
Moreover, this plan should appeal to those interested social discourse because it gives the community a 
kind of front-yard garden to serve as a focal point for and creator of social interaction. This food-focused 
sociability is rooted in the organizing, growing, processing, exchange, cooking, and eating of food, all 
taking place in and around the market square. The market square is a “third place” for social interaction 
that supplements the primary location of home and the secondary location of work or school. This type 
of venue has the power to attract residents and visitors alike to the heart Moscow and Latah County. 
Unlike a shopping mall or most other public spaces, the market square is a social condenser that invites 
public visitation without the constant pressure of making purchases. The multi-function market square 
offers a greater variety of functions in this third place than in any existing public square or park, and 
perhaps introduces a more compelling backdrop than conventional shops, cafe and pub—at least to a 
certain segment of the population.296 
 
A market square should also appeal to those who would enjoy participating in the shared labors, or 
those who would prefer to share in the fruits (and vegetables) of those labors by paying for them. For 
active participants, the various “foodworks” lead to extended social networks as renting gardeners make 
plot-neighbors, sharing conversation and techniques—perhaps even healthy competition. Passive 
participants can enjoy the farmers’ market on Saturday, or stroll through the market square on a warm 
summer evening. Seasonal celebrations hosted in the market square can celebrate the hard-won 
successes of each agricultural cycle which have been central features of European communities for 
centuries.297  All ages can participate in the many tasks required to grow, cook, make preserves, and 
otherwise operate the many activities hosted in the facilities of a market square facility. Elderly citizens 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
292

 Coordinating with other area organizations with similar objectives. 
293

 Presuming unused parcels or vacant space will be used, such as the impervious land at the Legacy Crossing intersection. Other potential 
locations are discussed further below. 
294

 If coordinated with those parallel efforts. 
295

 Towards Ebenezer Howard’s century-old dream of “Garden Cities of To-Morrow.” 
296

 And many agri-culinary tourists. 
297 

To establish a festival, only a meaningful theme, a recurring date and a location are required. 
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have a nearby place where they can socialize and receive assistance with the “hard” work required in 
growing a garden, and it is a place where university students, high school students, elementary students 
can find educational opportunities. Many groups in and around Moscow will benefit from visiting and 
using the market square, such as 4-H which has 350 members in Latah County 4-H alone.  
 
Any new market square initiative requires extensive public input. It should also be cohesively and 
attractively designed, giving proportionate consideration to each component of the plan without 
sacrificing the precision required to achieve maximum agricultural productivity and ease of 
management. It must also meet the design elements outlined in the Legacy Crossing District’s design 
guidelines and fit the overall mission of the City of Moscow’s Comprehensive Plan.  
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9. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Based on a thorough analysis of available data sets, census statistics, publications, reports, interviews 
and surveys, the determination of this study is that a FIRC anchored by FDA/USDA-certified food 
processing capacity is not presently feasible in Latah County. On the other hand, this same research 
leads us to believe that the challenges identified herein can be overcome. In reaching its determination 
not to build, this study has identified a number of strengths already possessed by the regional foodshed 
and opportunities that exist for further foodshed development.   
 
Despite strong recent growth in the regional and local foodshed economy, however, a number of 
negative constraints preclude our recommendation of any facility at this time. Close examination of 
available data reveals a very weak closed-loop food system, or intra-foodshed economy. Access to land 
and labor prohibit expansion by growers/sellers, while price is an issue for both buyers and sellers—too 
high for many large volume purchasers in the area, but too low to justify expansion by many local and 
regional producers. Critically, the number of farms with direct-farm sales—a strong indicator of closed-
loop production and consumption—measured less than 1% within the study area. The total number of 
farms with direct farm sales in the entire eight-county study area was only 266 in the 2007 USDA 
Census, or 6%; and the total value of direct farm sales for the entire foodshed was only $776,000. Only 
50 vegetable farmers in the entire foodshed were recorded in 2007 USDA Census. Though we anticipate 
2012 USDA Census to show continued, above-trend intra-foodshed growth (e.g. number of new farms, 
small farm acreage, amount of direct farm sales, number of agri-tourism businesses), large fruit and 
vegetables production-consumption gaps almost surely persist in the foodshed. Without a sufficient 
volume and diversity of inputs available locally, the otherwise fertile foodshed currently constrains the 
ability to expand its closed-loop, intra-foodshed business base— the primary target of a food-based 
Economic Gardening Strategy. 
 
Previous shared-use kitchens in the area have failed as recently as a decade ago (e.g., Elderberry’s Store 
in Clarkston, WA) as have for-profit processing facilities (e.g., Twin City Foods pea plant in Lewiston, ID). 
In addition, incubator space already exists in the area: it is well-located but generally underutilized. This 
underuse could indicate a local entrepreneurial spirit insufficient to justify additional incubator space. 
However, small and micro-scale food businesses do exist in moderate numbers, many of which are 
thriving, notwithstanding poor national economic conditions and the region’s own macro challenges. 
Food businesses are clustering in the area, already well-established as an agri-culinary and agri-tourism 
destination. While a net positive, these existing businesses raise the possibility that a FIRC could unduly 
compete with, or even crowd-out, the precise private capital that the FIRC is seeking to attract. In 
addition, even while growing in aggregate (with new start-ups entering the sector) much of this small-
scale capacity is presently underutilized— an indication that area entrepreneurs are not demanding  this 
existing 'bootstrap' infrastructure, which we would expect to see if pent-up demand for processing 
capacity was strong.  This underuse is also consistent with the experience of similar share-used facilities 
in neighboring foodsheds to the north, northeast and south. 
 
Calculated using survey data collected specifically for this study, the use capacity model did not 
demonstrate revenue sufficient to sustain any individual processing set-up, or kitchen type as a stand-
alone option. More importantly, no combination of services could achieve viability in any of the three 
facility scenarios modeled below regardless of the precise combination of component services.  
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The economic impact analysis, the SWOT analysis, a review of case studies of similar facilities, and a 
series of direct interviews point towards the need for baseline, downstream foodshed development 
rather than any additional mid-market, upstream processing capacity.  The base of the local and regional 
food system should be encouraged and strengthened before large investments in capital equipment are 
warranted. Enabling or catalytic strategies can achieve indirect economic impacts—shown in the 
research to be much greater than the direct economic impacts of a single processing facility itself—
perhaps much more cost-effectively than a brick-and-mortar food processing facility.   
 
A FIRC or other future foodshed development initiative may have a small physical footprint but 
nevertheless maintain a large virtual presence, as a catalyst.  Adapting an enabling strategy could 
coordinate the area’s many active and successful entities as partners to action. Indeed, several of these 
organizations have already partnered in the commission of this report. Going forward, the strategy 
should emphasize a combination of community and economic development goals, utilizing grants and 
other non-local funding to help support a broad-based foodshed development initiative.  This could be 
included as a part of a regional cluster strategy to advance the cluster effect already occurring with 
specific, targeted actions-at potentially lower cost, and potentially greater community, social and 
indirect economic benefits.   
 
So, while a substantial FIRC is not presently recommended, the “next steps” should strongly consider 
encouraging the ongoing, natural development of a regional food cluster in and around Latah County. 
The “potential regional food cluster” described in the project scope of work is already manifested and 
growing organically from the grassroots level. Future program development should focus on establishing 
a strong regional food cluster by providing coordinated services and support to the emerging food 
sector, e.g. helping to coordinate existing programs/assets across the region, providing additional 
educational programming, training, technical assistance and business support—as well as assistance in 
accessing other resources already available (whether physical or virtual and local, state, federal, 
international or otherwise).  This will require an inclusive, hybrid operating model which serves many 
different missions and requires a diverse staff—but also the ability to work with many partners, and 
potentially access more sources of capital. 
 
We conclude that encouraging the already emerging regional food cluster is an appropriate Economic 
Gardening tactic for Latah County in general and Moscow specifically, which would emphasize helping 
existing businesses in the community to encourage job growth from within. The agricultural legacy of 
Moscow and the entire SE Inland Empire is rich, and it already succeeds as an agri-culinary and agro-
tourist destination. A regional cluster strategy can embrace the region’s agricultural history and draw as 
a tourist magnet as a part of an inclusive model, one that celebrates the area’s traditions and raises the 
profile of food and good food culture:  but it is not the restoration of tradition for its own sake. The 
strategy should focus on developing a long-term and utilitarian approach that produces a number of 
environmental, social, and economic services and benefits to the community.  
 
More specific recommendations or described in the sections below. 
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9.1 Business Operations & Structure Recommendations 

This section summarizes the research into potential ownership structures and food options for a FIRC, 
consistent with the SOW (Element #2). A range of options and potential combinations of options were 
considered, including public ownership, private ownership, public/private partnerships, nonprofits, 
hybrid models and cooperative agreements.  More detail to accompany the recommendations 
summarized in this section can be found in Appendix 11.5. 
 
Ultimately, because the determination of this study is that a FIRC anchored by a food processing 
capacity is not viable, we cannot recommend any business operation or finance strategy for that 
purpose at this time.  However, this section makes recommendations towards meeting immediate 
needs in the foodshed.  The Planning Committee should strongly consider an interim path that begins 
modestly—even virtually.  Leveraging intellectual, digital, virtual and other soft assets in initial project 
stages will be cheaper, could be mobilized and scaled faster, and can squarely address many issues and 
concerns identified amongst foodshed actors.  With success, future plans can reexamine the question of 
the viability of a food processing facility or other physical infrastructure project— either periodically or 
as specific opportunities emerge from potential clients or groups of clients with immediate needs. 
 

9.1.1 OWNERSHIP STRUCTURE – A HYBRID NONPROFIT ORGANIZATION 

The Manheim Solutions Team recommends adopting a Hybrid Model with a Nonprofit Legal Structure. 
We believe the Latah County initiative should emphasize a combination of community and economic 
development goals, utilizing grants and other non-local funding to help support a foodshed 
redevelopment initiative.  A hybrid nonprofit model can operate with an inclusive approach best suited 
to enable the food sector with broad, popular participation across the foodshed and a wide distribution 
of public and private goods which deliver value (broadly defined) to both the public and private sector 
actors. In the first stage, it may exist only virtually—as in a virtual food hub or virtual FIRC. 
 
It may be advantageous to use an existing 501 (c)(3) not-for-profit in order to be eligible for grants and 
foundation funding. Because it often takes three years to receive IRS approval for the creation of a new 
501 (c)(3) corporation, it is desirable to identify an existing charter that will be a fit for a hybrid not-for-
profit that sells to wholesale market buyers and also directly to consumers (e.g. Idaho Bounty, 
2DNW/Rural Roots/Cultivating Success, WSU-UI Food Science Programs). As with any economic 
development initiative, it requires leadership, commitment, and funding. Regular, structured dialogue 
can enhance transparency and productivity among community/regional leaders and existing partners—
and also would-be partners. 
 
Given that a foodshed development initiative (e.g. a food processing facility) is unlikely to be capable of 
generating enough revenue to cover government guaranteed loans (let alone conventional loans) in the 
near term, a well-thought out strategic plan will help determine the chosen foodshed development 
strategy’s capital needs and appropriate funding portfolio. Initial capital expenditures are likely to 
financed by grants from government agencies and foundations and will require detailed business 
planning. As a result, the hybrid model’s mission should serve both community and economic 
development interests with a small nonprofit, rather than a true for-profit business model.  
 

 Consideration should immediately be given toward leveraging existing organizations, infrastructure 
and community plans that are already successful. A partnership arrangement or MOU should be 
considered with existing public and private organizations. There is considerable community interest 
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and talent as well as significant physical resources, but this potential network similar interest is 
generally dislocated. 

 Planning efforts should focus on an ‘asset-based approach.’ The Wallace Center describes this 
aspect as providing community leadership, acting as ‘champion,’ developing trust among the 
partners, creating new ways to use existing infrastructure and partnering with non-traditional 
agriculture entities.298 As the lessons of other facilities shows, the FIRC or future foodshed 
development initiative will be required to hone its mission statement to be successful over time. 
Developing strong strategic alliances with many food system partners can help build a more 
adaptive, more resilient food system better able to track the market as it evolves. 

 Focus on complementarity, not competition. Avoid competition with the private sector and other 
similar public sector programs, e.g. Blue Mountain Station in nearby Dayton, or the potential Food 
Hub in Lewiston.  As discussed in SWOT Analysis above, regional coordination and cooperation 
should be central to the strategies of all stakeholders. 

 As specifically discussed in the Opportunities section above, future planning efforts should consider:  

o  the expansion and diversification local production (the fruit/veggie gaps)  
o giving growers a fixed price or price spread in advance to allow for seasonal planning, 
o encouraging season-extension, developing anchor tenants  
o seeking to create new linkages within in the foodshed  
o forming a regional cluster strategy  
o developing regional trading relationships  
o targeting large volume purchasers and other institutional demand  
o developing revenue opportunities parallel to the core business.  

 Create a strong virtual presence, a one-stop-shop or digital infrastructure for food entrepreneurs in 
the area. This should have the up-to-date local information most relevant to businesses in the 
foodshed (regulations, programs, currents events, et al.), and should avoid recreating existing 
infrastructure available elsewhere, e.g. at USDA.gov, Foodhub.org. 

 Don’t fly blind. This study and others have already laid this foundation by providing the mapping 
tools, identifying available resources (e.g., USDA, ERS, SBA and inventorying existing organizations), 
consumer data and market data–both macro and micro—but more detailed work must be 
maintained through the next critical stages or success will be in doubt.  
 

9.2 Management and Personnel Recommendations  

A strong Board of Directors will be required to steer the project towards a viable market niche and 
sustainable operating strategy that harmonizes synergistically with other independent market actors 
and like-operations in the region.299 To seize the many opportunities highlighted above, it will take a 
unique combination of skills and local knowledge, not likely to be found in any one manager—no matter 
how talented. As cautioned by many voices in this report, discovering suitable managers is difficult 
because of the newness and uniqueness of these types of ventures. As a result, the highest priority 
should be given to selecting the initial management team. 
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 http://www.wallacecenter.org 
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 E.g., Farmer’s Market, Co-Op, WSU organic farm and the eco-tourism industry generally. 
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 Start small. Consider initially hire an interim director and/or small staff to work with the board to 
develop a full-fledged business plan. 

 Make it a team effort. A flexible, adaptive and determined staff must work in concert with an 
attentive Board of Directors, particularly during the first five years of the organization—the time 
span within which most small businesses and development programs fail. 

 Give careful consideration to the lessons of the case studies above, which are all from neighboring 
foodsheds with experience relevant to any potential foodshed initiative. 

 Take advantage of the wealth of available virtual infrastructure. It’s free and online, and new digital 
tools and national projects which improve the toolbox available for better foodshed management 
are being continuously developed. 

 

9.3 Finance Recommendations 

A non-profit hybrid model allows for maximum flexibility in sourcing funds for new foodshed initiatives.  
In addition to grants from foundations, resources are also available from traditional mechanisms such as 
SBA and local Revolving Loan Funds (RLFs).  Discussed further below, alternative models should also be 
strongly considered.  As the size and suite of services of the new initiative grows, the non-profit hybrid 
model may also consider the following financing options:  

 Investor financing. Stock shares, bond issuance or cash infusions enable investors either to own a 
portion of the business proceeds or to be entitled to a percentage of the business proceeds over the 
life of that business, but these strategies require incorporation.  Within the community’s recent 
history, the Moscow Food Co-Op was funded with a public bond offering. 

 Consumer and Buyer Financing. A hybrid between debt financing and investor financing enables 
customers finance the project. This model can take the form of pre-purchases in which the 
customers pay for something they have yet to receive (e.g., CSA subscriptions or gift certificates), 
private loans in which the customer is paid back in cash or product, or customer purchases of 
equipment, breeding stock, or other inputs for the business with an advance contract. An 
arrangement can be negotiated in advance with customers. A written contract that specifies all of 
the terms, dates should be developed but this contract must be in compliance with new Federal 
Reserve Board regulations governing gift certificates and gift cards. 

 Vendor Financing. An arrangement in which the product seller lends money or credit to a borrower 
to purchase the vendor's products. Vendor financing can come in many forms, e.g. deferred loans, 
forbearance on payments, installment agreements (or other hire purchase agreements).  Local 
buyers and sellers can work creatively to come to terms that make sense for both parties. With the 
proper trust and clarity of terms (in sales contracts, MOU, etc.) vendor finance arrangements can 
make capital management much more efficient—particularly for small and start-up businesses—by 
stretching the payment periods, waiving interest payments, or other favorable terms.300 

 Crowd Financing. This type of venture capital enables an organization or small business to raise 
small amounts of cash from many investors, usually through a website. Two web examples are 
www.kickstarter.com and www.indiegogo.com. There are a number of considerations with using 
these services, but crowd financing is another method for raising venture capital. There are other 
websites which crowd-fund businesses through small loans. These include Prosper.com and 
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 For example, Mission Mountain utilizes an MOU with one of its anchor tenants (WMGC) to ease cash management for both entities with a 

type of vendor financing.  See Mission Mountain case study, above. 
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LendingClub.com. Family, friends or strangers can lend as little as $25 or thousands, while earning 
some interest on their investment.301 

9.4 Policy Recommendations 

This section makes general recommendations of various public policies which it may be desirable to 
review and potentially amend, given one or more of the issues described in this report.  New policies, or 
policy targets, may also be developed to objectives determined in future planning stages either the as 
primary or ancillary means of achieving an overall food sector strategy, e.g. Economic Gardening. These 
policies may include establishing a permanent Regional Food System Collaborative (Coalition or Council) 
with a strong, committed and diverse leadership team. Consider partnering with one or both of the 
regional economic development districts for staffing or infrastructure support for this collaborative.  This 
organization should: 

 Be responsible for monitoring of national and regional policies impacting the food sector and 
creation of specific regional policy 

 Coordinate regionally (within the SE Inland Empire and with neighboring foodsheds) 

 Drive implementation of specific foodshed development initiatives 
 
This organization should also review relevant land use and tax policies and revise ordinances where 
desirable, e.g.: 

 All City and County Comprehensive plans 

 Legacy Crossing and other similar Urban Renewal District Redevelopment plans 

 The Clearwater Economic Develop Districts Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy 

 The Southeast Washington Economic Development Association Economic Development Strategy 
 

This organization should likewise establish initiatives to encourage urban agriculture in future 
developments, or redevelopments, through: 

 Development incentives to drive the creation of more green space, private garden space, 
community garden space, etc. 

 Business incentives to give food start-ups clearer paths to profitability in the difficult food sector 
 
In order to develop an objective, quantifiable framework to measure policy success, the supervisory 
body must set benchmarks and targets of specific indicators;302 because “if you can’t measure it, you 
can’t manage it.”  The USDA Census already reports a variety of important metrics for monitoring 
foodshed growth.  With a framework very similar to the detailed analysis of the 2007 USDA Census data 
in the sections above, e.g. Section 3 Agricultural Sector by the Numbers, policy actors could work 
together to establish realistic benchmarks for growth in certain categories, such as:  
 

 Direct farm sales (either total value of sales, the % of total sales, or both) 

 Direct farm sales per capita 

 Number, type and size of new farming, ranching or other growing operations 

 Number of acres in vegetable production 

 Number of acres in fruit (orchard and berry) acres in production 

                                                           
301 For more financing information, see Appendix 11.6. 
302

 Similar to efforts in a neighboring foodshed, Treasure Valley, and the Treasure Valley Food Coalition’s 2020 Plan, see 

http://treasurevalleyfoodcoalition.org 
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 Amount or percentage of land in use for agricultural purposes 

 Amount of percentage of land where agriculture is an acceptable land use 

 Number of greenhouse/hoop house operations 

 Number of farmers’ markets 

 Number and type of agri-tourism businesses 

 Amount of agri-tourism receipts 

 Number of farm-to-school programs 

 Number of employees in agriculture 

 Farmers’ market attendance 

 Farmers’ market receipts 

 Number of farmers’ market vendors 

 Number of community gardens 

 Number of CSAs 
 
Much of this data—but not all—is already monitored by USDA. The farmers’ market attendances can 
only come from each farmers’ market, for example.  Goals for each of these categories could be 
established for the region as a whole, as well as for specific areas.  Policy makers could, for example, set 
a target for the amount of land where agriculture is an acceptable land use within the city limits of 
Moscow or set a goal for the number of acres in the production of vegetables for local consumption (or 
specific types of crops), etc. 
 
The forthcoming 2012 USDA Census (to be released later in 2013) will provide an important update to 
many of the indicators above. To implement a more aggressive food sector development policy, 
however, it will likely be necessary for policy makers to populate and manage their own foodshed 
databases. Developing an objective, quantifiable framework to measure policy successes over time is 
less effective if censuses occur twice a decade, as with the USDA Census.  New, independently 
generated measures of local foodshed statistics should be assembled and reviewed annually.  Much of 
the available data already exists in various reports, were prepared with this study, or will be updated by 
USDA later in 2013.  Going forward, adequate information management need not require expensive 
software or solutions but will require consistent diligence, e.g. by an individual specifically charged with 
performing the task (working for a virtual food hub, for example).  A virtual food hub and other potential 
tasks and activities are described in Next Steps, below. 
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10. NEXT STEPS 
 
This section describes the next steps for the Planning Committee and future planning initiatives to 
consider in developing further foodshed initiatives. Many of elements can be addressed individually, or 
in combination because they are synergistic in nature.   
 
The first critical item is the formation of a strong, diverse leadership team who can oversee the 
development of a complete and comprehensive foodshed development vision, consistent with an 
Economic Gardening Strategy—assisted perhaps by the permanent Regional Food System Collaborative 
Council created in parallel according to the recommendations in the previous section.  Next, with a 
strategic vision in place, decision-makers should advance to detailed business planning. A detailed 
business plan will be necessary to appropriately fund any program—particularly one eventually planning 
for a physical presence.  Many professional and certified plans will be required to fund, permit, and build 
any common-use facilities or physical infrastructure.  The third critical-path item will be fundraising 
activities, in which as many public or private partners should participate as are manageable, and as the 
market allows. As part of this vital fundraising stage, like-minded organizations with synergistic missions 
should seek to combine their efforts in a mutually beneficial manner in order to secure greater funding 
and more inclusive outcomes. 
 
Specific tasks that a Food Planning Collaborative should consider in future planning stages include: 

10.1 Task 1: Policy Review 

Examine relevant policies for opportunities to upgrade/improve.  Consider new policies (e.g. sustainable 
food purchasing, etc.) as appropriate or policy targets for selected foodshed statistics (e.g. berry 
acreage, or number of new small farms). Evaluate related food issues (e.g. land, zoning, policy) within 
the foodshed to identify how these needs may be served by the mission of a comprehensive foodshed 
development initiative. 
 

10.2 Task 2: Community Food Assessment (CFA)  

Build on the recent work performed by the League of Women Voters on the food insecurity issue Kate 
Mankoff’s initial research for the Palouse Food Action Coalition, etc.  Also, closely examine the 2012 
USDA Census data when it is released later in 2013 and the UI Beef Study when it is available. Build local 
and regional food assets into the Community Food Assessment process; strongly consider building upon 
the asset mapping that was part of the 2DNW Artisan Trail Guide project.   
 

10.3 Task 3: Business Planning 

A detailed business, marketing and operations plan will be required to start and maintain a virtual or 
physical FIRC or food hub. A detailed business plan will be required to access most sources of start-up 
capital. Like the strategic plan, the FIRC Feasibility Study provides guidance for the type of business 
structure, financing options and market analysis required of any strong business plan. We have 
identified these elements and made recommendations. The business plan will then take these elements 
and build them into an implementation strategy, including specific benchmarks, pro forma worksheets 
for a three to five year period and returns on investment. 
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10.3.1  SIGN UP ALLIES AND CHAMPIONS EARLY  

The area already has many active and successful entities that could be partners in a future foodshed 
development action. Indeed, several of these organizations have already partnered in the commission of 
this report.  Even modest amounts of capital in early planning stages from a private corporate partner, 
for example, can provide the lifeblood that powers a project through the detailed planning stages.  
Similarly, individuals can be champions as well—providing the vital intellectual capital and diligence to 
take good decisions. As the virtual FIRC gets establish, external funding (grants, government funding, or 
subsidized labor) is necessary at least initially to help create a virtual regional food system, and even 
more important as the operations grows from the virtual to the physical food hub phase.   
 

10.3.2  SHARE INFORMATION AND RESOURCES ACROSS THE BOARD  

Establish a “one-stop-shop” of factsheets and services available to all entrepreneurs in the region (e.g. 
host a website, get Rural Roots and other non-profits engaged in the asset mapping of resources, UI-
WSU Extension publications, videos, webinar, etc.). Existing infrastructure association with area 
organizations may be a good fit for this data repository (e.g. UI/WSU Extension websites, 2-Degrees 
Northwest has an existing database of assets, Rural Roots, etc.) 
 

10.4  Task 4: Regional Study/Cluster Development 

All area stakeholders would benefit from coming together to commission a robust regional cluster 
analysis.  Work under the umbrella of a Regional Food System Collaborative; establish peer-to-peer 
information exchange relationships with like-minded regional food system coalitions in Idaho, 
Washington, such as the Treasure Valley Food Coalition, Idaho Farm to School Program, etc.  
 
Develop a Regional Cluster Strategy that develops a regional policy framework and a network of assets 
and capabilities across the foodshed.  Coordinating a cohesive network of collaborative local farmers, 
ranchers, other growers and related food businesses will harmonize the many independently operating 
efforts in the region, fomenting greater activity to the collective benefit of all relevant foodshed actors. 
Mobile and distance services should be strongly considered (with some already in place), but urban 
centers and townships should be given special attention because they serve the vast majority of the 
population. This should include certain soft asset strategies, such working with cities and counties to 
develop additions or revisions to ordinances, long-range plans (Task 1) and may potentially involve 
certain hard asset strategies—including potential co-location with purpose built space for the Moscow 
Farmers’ Market or other foodshed development projects. The asset-based approach noted above 
should drive strategy development, focusing on the region’s strengths such as the Moscow Farmers’ 
Market—and Moscow’s existing role as a foodshed capital and cultural fulcrum of the SE Inland Empire 
more generally. Each urban center should consider its specific role in such a strategy, and the 
applicability of available models, e.g. agricultural urbanism.  
 

10.5  Task 5: Laborshed Study  

Develop specific programs to ameliorate labor concerns. As elsewhere in the country, the lack of an 
available skilled workforce was brought to our attention by interviewees and other research. 
Employment data alone will not identify the specific labor issues; this is best accomplished by 
conducting a formal laborshed study. Funding for a laborshed study may be found through federal or 
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state grants provided to the local Workforce Investment Board, EDA or other sources. Once the study is 
complete, the region will be able to complete the cluster analysis. 
 
This laborshed study will inform strategies for Pilot Producer Entrepreneurship Coaching. Identify three 
to five regional producers interested in expanding their operations to address wholesale institutional 
needs (e.g. tomato greenhouse operation in the LC Valley, herbs for area restaurants, season extension 
demonstration in partnership with NRCS/USDA grants, etc.). Partner with higher-education institutions 
(i.e. AgEcon Capstone or Business Plan classes) to help these producers evaluate the formation of a 
Growers Co-Op versus individual farm expansion and work toward establishing long-term institutional 
buyer relationship for pilot producers (i.e. Sodexho, WSU Food Services Group, etc.). Helping food 
entrepreneurs take advantage of “value-added” opportunities that parallel their main operations can 
open new channels to new markets (i.e. Shepherd’s Grains harder red wheat varieties alongside its 
mainstay wheat varieties). This could provide parallel revenue streams to their core processing 
capacities should they be determined viable. Coordinate efforts with state and regional Labor and 
Commerce departments.  
 

10.6  Task 6: Marketing Plan 

The marketing plan is a major chapter within the business plan. It is usually the first chapter of the 
business plan, laying the foundation for future chapters on forecasting, site selection, financing, law, 
business structure, advertising, public relations and supply sources.  A marketing plan will be useful at 
the virtual FIRC and future physical, brick-and-mortar stages.  
 

10.6.1  CREATE NEW LINKAGES IN THE FOODSHED 

Marketing is about more than just sales. Foodshed development requires a comprehensive approach 
that considers ‘Return on Investment’ (ROI), which includes profitability (on the supply side) and price 
(for the demand side). On the supply side, this means investing in what is working and ignoring or 
divesting in what is not working. 
 

10.6.2  TARGET INSTITUTIONAL DEMAND 

As noted in the report, 41% of all the meals eaten in the fall, winter and early spring seasons in Moscow 
are consumed by pre-K through post-grad students when classes are in session around the cities many 
educational institutions. This opportunity presented by the study area’s atypical institutional profile is 
substantial and obvious.  
 

10.7  Task 7: Funding Portfolio 

Even a virtual FIRC or food hub (e.g. Idaho Bounty) requires staff time and sources from external funding 
(grants, government funding, or subsidized labor) to at least initially help create a vibrant regional food 
system. Typically, funding is available for the formation of food policy councils, farm-to-school 
programs, and creating infrastructure for local producers. The region is strong in interest from local and 
regional economic development organizations, which may also bring grant resources to establishing a 
regional food system that brings economic benefit to the region.  
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Producer Survey   



 

 

Producer Survey 
1. This survey is going to respondents in an 8-county region, which is the region served by Latah Economic 

Development Council and Clearwater Economic Development Association. Some of the questions in this survey are 
similar to or the same as questions in a survey by Lewiston’s Inland Northwest Food Hub group. Have you already 
taken the survey? _____ Yes     ____No  
 

2. Farm size: 
a. 1 to 4 acres  
b. 5 to 9 acres  
c. 10 to 49 acres  
d. 50 to 179 acres 
e. 180 to 499 acres  
f. 500 to 999 acres  
g. 1,000 to 1,999 acres  
h. 2,000 acres or more 

 

3. Harvested cropland _____ (acres) 

4. Total potential cropland _____ (acres) 

5. Irrigated land _____ (acres) 

6. Greenhouses/Hoop houses  ______ (number of square feet) 

7. Value of your total sales per year: 

a. Less than $2,500 
b. $2,500 to $4,999  
c. $5,000 to $9,999  
d. $10,000 to $24,999  
e. $25,000 to $49,999  
f. $50,000 to $99,999  
g. $100,000 to $499,999  
h. $500,000 or more  

 
8. Please indicate quantity of each crop you are producing at present: 

For each crop category, the following scale will be provided for respondents 
Less than 1 acre  1-3 acres 4-10 acres 11-50 acres over 50 acres   N/A 

a. Corn   
b. Wheat  
c. Winter wheat  
d. Durum wheat 
e. Spring wheat  
f. Oats  
g. Barley  
h. Sorghum  
i. Dry edible beans & peas  
j. Oilseeds  
k. Forage-land used for all hay and haylage, grass silage, and greenchop  
l. Sunflower seed  
m. Sugarbeets  
n. Vegetables  
o. Herbs 
p. Potatoes  
q. Fruit Orchards  
r. Nursery and Greenhouse products  
s. Other _____________________________ 
9. Please indicate the number of heads of livestock and poultry you are managing at present.  

For each livestock and poultry category, the following scale will be provided for respondents 
   1-5 head  6-50 head 50+ head N/A 



 

 

a. Cattle and calves  
i. Beef cows  

ii. Milk cows  
b. Hogs and pigs  
c. Sheep and Lamb  
d. Other Animals (Goat, Bison, etc) 
e. Chickens 
f. Turkeys 
g. Ducks 
h. Other poultry 

 
10. What are your barriers to expansion (circle all that apply)? 

a. Availability of Labor 
b. Cost of Labor 
c. Equipment 
d. Available land 
e. Finance 
f. Knowledge 
g. Price uncertainty 

 
11. Would you expand production if you could get a guaranteed price from a food hub buyer? ____Yes ___No 

 
12. What food items are you producing at present? (Circle all that apply) 

a. Bakery Items 
b. Catering Meals 
c. Sauces/Salsa & Condiments 
d. Value-added Veggie (e.g. salad mixes, cut veggies, et al.) 
e. Value-added Fruit (e.g. frozen fruit, dried fruit, cut fruit, et al.) 
f. Dairy Products 
g. Canned Goods (including meat) 
h. Jams, Jellies, Syrups 
i. Juices, Cider, other beverages (non-alcoholic) 
j. Beer, Wine,  other fermented beverages 
k. Pasta 
l. Dry Mixes 
m. Herbal Products 
n. Other non-culinary goods 
o. Smoked and Cured Meats 
p. Honey, other bee products 
q. Other __________________ 

 
13. What food items are you interested in producing? 

a. Bakery Items 
b. Catering Meals 
c. Sauces/Salsa & Condiments 
d. Value-added Veggie (e.g. salad mixes, cut veggies, et al.) 
e. Value-added Fruit (e.g. frozen fruit, dried fruit, cut fruit, et al.) 
f. Dairy Products 
g. Canned Goods (including meat) 
h. Jams, Jellies, Syrups 
i. Juices, Cider, other beverages (non-alcoholic) 
j. Beer, Wine,  other fermented beverages 
k. Pasta 
l. Dry Mixes 
m. Herbal Products 
n. Other non-culinary goods 
o. Smoked and Cured Meats 
p. Honey, other bee products 
q. Other __________________ 



 

 

 
14. If you have a food-based business, what type do you have? (Circle all that apply) 

a. Restaurant 
b. Baker 
c. Catering/ Event hosting 
d. Specialty/Gourmet Food Producer 
e. Value-added Producer (including veggies, fruit, meat and dairy) 
f. Seasonal Vendor (cart, street vendor) 
g. Craft products 
h. Other ___________________ 

 
15. Is your food business a start-up or existing? (Skip if does not apply)  ____Start up   _____Existing    

a. If existing, how long?  _____ months    ______ years 
 

16. Is your business full-time or part-time? 
a. Full Time, self-employed only 
b. Full Time, with additional staff support 
c. Full time, with seasonal support only 
d. Part time, self-employed only 
e. Part time, with seasonal support only 

 
17. Who are your customers or target customers? (Circle all that apply) 

a. Homestead 
b. Friends and Neighbors 
c. Farmer’s Market 
d. Roadside Market 
e. Restaurants 
f. Grocery Stores 
g. Other Retail Stores 
h. Wholesalers/Distributors 
i. Mail Order/Internet 
j. Other ________________________________ 

 
18. What food service facilities are you utilizing at present? (Circle all that apply) 

a. Home/Farm Kitchen (non-licensed) 
b. Home/Farm Kitchen (licensed) 
c. Rental Kitchen  
d. Church Kitchen 
e. Commercial Kitchen  
f. Other ________________________ 
g. Not utilizing any food service facilities 

 
19. What type of service is available at this facility? (Circle all that apply, skip if not utilizing food service facilities) 

a. Wet/Hot Processing 
b. Bakery/Dry Processing 
c. Cheese 
d. Other Dairy 
e. Canning 
f. Other packaging 
g. Dry Storage 
h. Cold Storage 
i. Specialty production (please describe) ___________________ 

 
20. What type of food service capacity would you be interested in using on rental or pay-as-you-go basis? (Circle all that 

apply) 
a. Wet/Hot Processing (Kitchen) 
b. Baking 
c. Other Dry Processing (including dehydration) 



 

 

d. Cheese 
e. Other Dairy 
f. Canning 
g. Other preserving/packaging 
h. Dry Storage 
i. Cold Storage 
j. Specialty production (please describe)  _____________________ 
k. Not interested in using food service capacity  

 
21. How many hours per week would you use such a facility?  _______ 

 
22. How many hours per week would you use such a facility during peak season? ______ 

 
23. How much volume would you expect to process during peak season? ______ 

 
24. What is your level of interest is using such a facility? 

a.  If you build it, I will come 
b. Excited, and want to learn more  
c. Definitely interested, but not sure I would use it 
d. I will wait and see  
e. Not interested 
f. I think it’s a bad idea 

 
25. What service(s) would be most beneficial to your business?  (Circle all that apply) 

a. Planning 
b. Administrative support 
c. Marketing services  
d. Other ___________ 
e. Do not need any additional services 

 
26. What specific types of business services would you be interested in? 

a. Shared Computers 
b. Internet 
c. Copy/Printer/Fax Center 
d. Telephones 
e. Answering Services 
f. Office Space 
g. Others ___________ 
h. None 

 
27. Would you be willing to tithe a portion of your harvest each season in lieu of facility usage fees? ___Yes  ____No 

 
28. 28.  How many miles would you travel to a facility that offered you access to the services you selected in questions 

20-26?   
a.  up to 100 miles 
b. up to 50 miles 
c. up to 25 miles 
d. up to 10 miles 
e. up to 5 miles 
f. f.        I currently do not have the means to transport my products, or do not believe I have sufficient volume 

to do so profitably  (see question 29) 
 

29. Would you benefit from mobile, come-to-the-farm services such as butchering, veterinary care, drop-off/pick-up? 
_____ Yes ____No 

a. If so, which ones _________________________ 
 



 

 

30. Would you be interested in taking seminars, classes and training in any of the following subjects? (Circle all that 
apply) 

a. Business 
b. Marketing 
c. Local, State and Federal Health Regulations 
d. Nutrition 
e. Finance and Credit 
f. Craft Workshops 
g. Food processing techniques 
h. Food growing techniques  
i. Other __________________ 

 
31. Would you be interested in teaching or demonstrating any of the following subjects? (Circle all that apply) 

a. Business – General 
b. Business – Start-Up 
c. Marketing 
d. Local, State and Federal Health Regulations 
e. Nutrition 
f. Finance and Credit 
g. Craft Workshops 
h. Food processing techniques 
i. Food growing techniques  
j. Other _________________________ 

 
32. On a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 being not at all likely, and 5 being very likely, how likely are you to participate in 

related activities at the facility: 
a. seasonal processing activities (“neighbor labor”) _______ 
b. planning meeting _______ 
c. community meetings _______ 
d. social events, e.g. speakers, potlucks, barn dances ______ 

 
33. How often might you volunteer at such activities? 

a. Very Often 
b. Regularly 
c. Seasonally 
d. A few days/weekends per year 
e. A few hours at a time 

When the survey is submitted, respondents will see the message below:  
 
Thank you for your time in taking this survey!  
 
As a reminder, the data you entered in the survey is anonymous. If you are interested in participating in the ongoing 
discussions about a regional food hub, we’d like to invite you to attend a networking event for producers and institutional 
buyers from the 8-county area served by LEDC and CEDA (counties are Latah, Asotin, Whitman, Clearwater, Lewis, 
Idaho, Nez Perce, and Garfield). If you click this link, you will leave this survey, and go to a separate form where you can 
provide contact information.   
----- 
 
If the link is clicked: 
Thank you for your interest in participating in the November producer/buyer networking event! The week after 
Thanksgiving, buyers and producers will have an opportunity to meet and discuss a regional food hub. By providing your 
contact information below, you will receive an email with information about the event.  
 

Contact Information 
 
 Name: ___________________________________ 
 
 Organization: _____________________________ 
 



 

 

 Phone: ___________________________________ 
 
 Email: ___________________________________ 
 
 
If you would like to share what food, and in what quantities, you are most interested in selling regionally to institutional 
buyers, it will help us plan an appropriate mix of institutional buyers and producers at the event. I also welcome any feedback 
or questions about the project or the survey.  
 
_text box here______________________________________________  
 

Thank you again! If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact me at any time. 
 
Tracie Lee 
University of Idaho – College of Business and Economics 
tlee@uidaho.edu 
(208) 885-6854 

 
 



 

 

Appendix 11.2 

 

Purchaser Survey



 

Purchaser Survey 20121 

The definition of “regional food” is food that is produced in the 8 counties served by Latah Economic 

Development Council and Clearwater Economic Development Association: Asotin, Nez Perce, 

Whitman, Lewis, Idaho, Clearwater, Latah and Garfield counties.  

Regional Food Purchasing 

Q1  Does your organization currently purchase regional food? 

 1 Yes                          Go to Q7 

 2 No  

Q2  Is your organization interested in purchasing regional food? 

 1 Yes  

 

 2 No                         Go to Q6 

 

Q3  What type(s) of regional food is your organization interested in  purchasing?  

 (Circle all that apply) 

 

 1 Dairy Products 

 

 2 Meat 

 

 3 Produce 

 

 4 Other, specify __________________________________________________ 

 

Q4  Would your organization purchase regional food directly from farmers? 

 

1 Yes 

 

2 No 

 

Q5  Would your organization purchase regional food through distributors? 

 

 1 Yes, but only through current distributors 

 

 2 Yes, through any distributor 

 

3 No

                                                 
1
 This survey was provided by UI Professor Darin Saul, which was adapted from Priscilla Salant and Erinn Cruz’s 

institutional buyer survey, and used in a similar study conducted in Treasure Valley (and referred to in the report). 



 

 

Barriers to Purchasing Regional Food 

 

Q6  What keeps your organization from purchasing regional food?  

(Circle all that apply)  

 

1 Too expensive 

 

2 Not available (either the quantity or the type of product) 

 

3 Poor quality 

 

4 Reliability of vendors 

 

5 Corporate requirements 

 

6 Seasonality 

 

7 Other, specify ____________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Please go to Q26. 



 

 

Regional Food Purchasing – Current Buyers 
 

Q7  Next I’ll read a list of 12 crop & livestock products that are currently or have historically 

been grown in the 8-county area. Please tell me if you buy the product in this area, and if 

you do, in what form you buy it.   

 

 Fresh Canned Frozen Processed, What Form 

 ▼ ▼ ▼ ▼ 
 

 Apples 
 

1 

 

2 3 4 
 

 Beef 
 

1 

 

NA 3 4 
 

 Carrots 
 

1 

 

2 3 4 
 

 Beans 
 

NA 

 

2 NA 4 
 

 Fluid milk 
 

NA 

 

NA NA 4 
 

 Grapes 
 

1 

 

NA 3 4 
 

 Leafy greens 
 

1 

 

2 3 4 
 

 Peppers 
 

1 

 

2 3 4 
 

 Potatoes 
 

1 

 

NA 3 4 
 

 Strawberries 
 

1 

 

2 3 4 
 

 Tomatoes 
 

1 

 

2 3 4 
 

 Wheat flour 
 

NA 

 

NA NA 4 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Q8 What other crop and livestock products does your organization currently purchase 

regionally? 

 

  

 

 

Q9  Now I’ll read the same list of 12 crop & livestock products as in Q7. Please tell me if you 

would like to buy any of these products regionally, and if you do, in what form you would 

like to buy it.   

 

 Fresh Canned Frozen Processed, What Form 

 ▼ ▼ ▼ ▼  

 Apples 
 

1 

 

2 3 4 
 

 Beef 
 

1 

 

NA 3 4 
 

 Carrots 
 

1 

 

2 3 4 
 

 Beans 
 

NA 

 

2 NA 4 
 

 Fluid milk 
 

NA 

 

NA NA 4 
 

 Grapes 
 

1 

 

NA 3 4 
 

 Leafy greens 
 

1 

 

2 3 4 
 

 Peppers 
 

1 

 

2 3 4 
 

 Potatoes 
 

1 

 

NA 3 4 
 

 Strawberries 
 

1 

 

2 3 4 
 

 Tomatoes 
 

1 

 

2 3 4 
 

 Wheat flour NA NA NA 4 

 



 

Q10 How often do you/would you purchase the following products regionally, and how much would you purchase? 

 

 Not Interested Daily Weekly Monthly Holiday/Special Event Other, Specify 

  Yes Quantity Yes Quantity Yes Quantity Yes Quantity Yes Quantity 

 ▼ ▼ ▼ ▼ ▼ ▼ ▼ ▼ ▼ ▼ ▼ 

 Apples 1 2  3  4  5  6  

 Beef 1 2  3  4  5  6  

 Carrots 1 2  3  4  5  6  

 Dry Beans 1 2  3  4  5  6  

 Fluid milk 1 2  3  4  5  6  

 Grapes 1 2  3  4  5  6  

 Leafy greens 1 2  3  4  5  6  

 Peppers 1 2  3  4  5  6  

 Potatoes 1 2  3  4  5  6  

 Strawberries 1 2  3  4  5  6  

 Tomatoes 1 2  3  4  5  6  

 Wheat flour 1 2  3  4  5  6  

 

 

 



 

 

Q11 Does your organization purchase regional food directly from farmers? 

 

 1 Yes  

 

 2 No                         Go to Q15 

 

Q12 About how many regional farmers does your organization have direct buying/selling 

relationships with? 

 

 1 1 – 4  

 

 2 5 – 8  

 

 3  9+ 

 

Q13  What are the advantages of purchasing regional food directly from farmers?  

         (Circle all that apply) 

 

 1 More convenient  

 

 2 Lower prices  

 

 3 Better product selection  

 

 4 Better product quality  

 

 5 Other, specify ______________________________________________________ 

 

Q14  What are the disadvantages of purchasing regional food directly from farmers? (Circle all 

that apply) 

 

 1 Higher prices  

 

 2  Smaller product selection  

 

 3 Poorer product quality  

 

4 Reliability of farmers  

 

 5 Other, specify ______________________________________________________ 

 

 

Q15  Does your organization purchase regional food through distributors?  
 

 1  Yes, but through current distributors only 

 

 2 Yes, through any distributor who carries the product we’re looking for 

 

 3 No                         Go to Q18 



 

 

 

Q16  What are the advantages of purchasing regional food through distributors? 

 

 1 More convenient  

 

 2 Lower prices  

 

 3 Better product selection  

 

 4 Better product quality  

 

5 More reliable  

 

 6 Other, specify _____________________________________________________ 

 

Q17  What are the disadvantages of purchasing regional food through distributors? 

 

 1 Higher prices  

 

 2 Smaller product selection  

 

 3 Poorer product quality  

 

4 Other, specify ______________________________________________________ 

 

Q18  Is your organization interested in increasing the amount of regional food it purchases? 

 

 1 Yes 

 

 2 No 

 

Barriers to Purchasing Regional Food – Current Buyers 

 

Q19  What keeps your organization from purchasing more regional food? 

         (Circle all that apply) 

 

 1 Too expensive 

 

 2 Not available (quantity or product, not seasonality) 

 

 3 Poor quality 

 

 4 Reliability of vendors 

 

5 Corporate requirements 

 

6 Seasonality of products 

 

7 Other, specify ______________________________________________________  



 

 

Common Questions About Barriers 

 

Q20  Are the following qualities important to your organization? 

 (Circle all that apply) 

 

1 Organic 

 

2 Sustainable 

 

3 Humane Animal Treatment Certification Programs 

 

4 Grass Fed 

 

5 Antibiotic Free 

 

6 Pesticide Free 

 

7 Free Range 

 

8 Other, specify _____________________________________________________ 

 

 

Q21  Does your organization require or prefer any food safety certifications?  

         (Circle all that apply) 

 

 1  Require ___________________________________________________________ 

 

 2 Prefer ____________________________________________________________ 

 

 3  No 

 

Q22  Does your organization require vendors to carry a certain level of insurance? 

 

1 Yes ______________________________________________________________ 

 

   2 No 

 

Q23  Does your organization have specific concerns about purchasing the following products 

regionally? (Circle all that apply) 

 

 1  Meat ____________________________________________________________ 

 

 2  Poultry __________________________________________________________ 

 

 3  Eggs ____________________________________________________________ 

 

 4 Cheese __________________________________________________________ 

 

 5  Milk ____________________________________________________________ 



 

 

 

 6 Produce _________________________________________________________ 

 

 7  Honey ___________________________________________________________ 

 

 8  Nuts _____________________________________________________________ 

 

 9 Other, specify ______________________________________________________ 

 

 

Q24  How much food preparation is your organization able to do?  

 (Circle all that apply) 

 

 1  Washing 

 

 2  Peeling 

 

 3 Slicing 

 

 4 Cooking raw products 

 

 5 Other ____________________________________________________________ 

 

Q25  Does your organization have food storage capabilities? 

 

 1 Yes _____________________________________________________________ 

 

 2  No 

 

 

Q26  Would you like to receive a copy of these survey results? We will not keep your contact 

information with your survey responses. 

 

1 Yes (please fill out the contact information below) 

 

 2 No 

 

Q27  This November we are planning to bring together several institutional food buyers like 

yourself and regional producers to talk about the barriers facing regional food in the 8-

county area. Would you be interested in participating? 
 

 1 Yes (please fill out the contact information below) 

 

 2 No 
 



Appendix 11.3 
 

Table I “Uses of Funds from the Federal Government,” from the report Regional Food Hub Resource 
Guide, USDA Agricultural Marketing Service, April 2012. See also footnote 16 in the report. 
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Appendix 11.4 
 

Table II “Entities Eligible for Federal Grant Funds,” from the report Regional Food Hub Resource Guide, 
USDA Agricultural Marketing Service, April 2012.  See also footnote 16 in the report. 
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Appendix 11.5 



 

 

Business Models 

In future planning stages, there will be a variety of business models available to the Latah 

County Food Innovation and Resource Center (FIRC):  public, private, public-private and various 

hybrid models. This appendix examines each, towards informing decision makers in selecting 

the model most appropriate. 

Legal Structures of a FIRC 

 A FIRC may take one of several common legal structures. Each legal structure will offer 
benefits and detriments that will best suit the foodhub (or innovation center) business 
model selected.  

 

 For example, if the FIRC planners are seeking grant and donation funding, then a not-
for-profit structure is the choice. Not-for-profits, though, have more difficulty obtaining 
bank loans, revolving lines of credit and other private investment than for-profit 
businesses.  

 

 Another example is the producer cooperatives. The cooperatives can access member 
equity and utilize the business services offered by the Cooperative Extension programs, 
but have more difficulty finding available grant and loan programs. 

 

   

Table 1 – 2012 USDA Regional Foodhub Resource Guide Survey Results 

Foodhub Legal Status Number Percentage 

Privately held 67 40% 

Nonprofit 54 32% 

Cooperative 36 21% 

Publicly held 8 5% 

Informal 3 2% 



 

 

Market Models 

According to the 2012 USDA Regional Foodhub Resource Guide,1 a foodhub may be categorized 

by its primary market. The Latah County Food Innovation and Resource Center will need to 

choose both a legal structure and a market model.  

Each of these market models is described below: 

 Farm-to-business/institution model – is a foodhub that sells to wholesale market buyers, 
such as food cooperatives, grocery stores, institutional foodservice companies, and 
restaurants. Under this model, foodhubs provide new wholesale market outlets for local 
growers that would be difficult or impossible for them to access individually. 

 

 Farm-to-consumer model - In this case, the foodhub is responsible for marketing, 
aggregating, packaging, and distributing products directly to consumers. This includes 
multi-farm community supported agriculture (CSA) enterprises, such as buying clubs, 
food delivery companies and mobile markets. 

 

 Hybrid model - The foodhub sells to wholesale market buyers and also directly to 
consumers. 

As of December 1, 2011, the USDA and the National Foodhub Collaboration identified 168 

regional foodhubs. The Table on the previous page identifies their legal status and the table 

below specifies their market model. 2  

 

                                                      
1 USDA  Regional Foodhub Resource Guide 2012, page 8.  
2 The USDA found that 17 out of 20 foodhubs indicated that they were viable businesses, meeting the USDA threshold of one million 
dollars in annual revenues. 

Table 2 – 2012 USDA Regional Foodhub Resource Guide Survey Results 

Market Model Number Percentage 
Farm to business/institution (F2B) 70 42% 
Farm to consumer (F2C) 60 36% 
Hybrid (both F2B and F2C) 38 22% 



Appendix 11.6 



Financing Options 

The FIRC study region has ample financial options. The Manheim Solutions Team found a wide-range of 

government, commercial and education resources. Below are funding options that our research 

identified. Following is a summation of local interviews with regional funding agencies and lending 

institutions.  

Government Grants and Loans: These types of financing include a) state and local economic 

development incentive programs, loans, or tax incentives, especially if jobs are created. There are also 

state economic development and agriculture department grant or loan programs. Many of these 

programs focus on value-added processing and job creation.  

At the federal level there are several agencies with funding programs – the USDA FSA. This agency offers 

short-term operating loans (OL) and longer-term farm ownership (FO) loans up to $300,000. FSA loan 

interest rates are quite low, but the paperwork process tends to be onerous and the wait times long. 

You also typically have to be rejected by several mainstream agricultural lenders before the FSA will 

consider you, but they also offer loan guarantees, which may mean that commercial lenders might take 

the group (or business) on as a higher risk client.1 

 The USDA has several competitive grant programs that can fund aspects of your business and 
on-farm research. These include the Value-Added Producer Grant (VAPG), which fund planning 
and implementation activities related to adding value to your farm products, marketing and 
some agri-tourism activities. Another is called the Rural Energy for America Program (REAP), 
offering grants and loans for on-farm energy efficiency and renewable energy projects. 

 

 SBA loan guarantees. They can help business real estate purchases, inventory, equipment, and 
more. They also provide business technical assistance, such as help with crafting a business plan 
and business management expertise. 

 

 Value Added Producer Grants support planning activities, such as business plan development, 
and provide working capital for value-added processing and marketing which helps farmers and 
ranchers receive a higher portion of the retail dollar. Specific funds are available for projects 
that focus on local and regional supply networks and support beginning farmers and ranchers, 
socially disadvantaged farmers and ranchers, and small- or medium-sized farms and ranches. 
This grant program was recommended by the Southwest Wisconsin. 
www.rurdev.usda.gov/BCP_VAPG_Grants.html 

 

Appendix 11.3 is Table I “Uses of Funds from the Federal Government,” from the report Regional Food 

Hub Resource Guide USDA, USDA Agricultural Marketing Service, April 2012. This table lists all available 

federal programs from all federal agencies, including the USDA/FSA, U. S. Department of Commerce and 

the U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.  

                                                           
1 Rebecca Thistlethwaite, in her book “Farms With A Future, Creating and Growing Sustainable Farm Businesses,” gives an excellent 
summary of the available loan and grant programs available to small farms and organizations (on pages 68 – 69). 



Appendix 11.4 is Table II from the same resource guide. Entitled, “Entities Eligible for Federal Grant 

Funds,” the table shows that the majority of the USDA Rural Development grants are available to 

nonprofits, Co-Ops, and public agencies. 

Other grants, loans and tax credits to consider, include: 

 Sustainable Community Regional Planning Grant (HUD) 

 Public Works and Economic Development Program (Commerce) 

 Economic Adjustment Assistance Program (Commerce) 

 Community Transformation Grants (HHS) 

 Community Economic Development Grants (HHS) 

 Community Food Projects Competitive Grant Program (USDA) 

 Beginning Farmers and Rancher Development Program (USDA) 

 Community Facilities Grants and Loans (USDA) 

 Business & Industry Guaranteed Loan Program (USDA) 

 Rural Economic Development Loan and Grant Program (REDLG, USDA) 

 New Market Tax Credit (apply to Community Development Entity, U.S. Treasury) 
 

Locally Available Programs 

In October and November, The Manheim Solutions Team interviewed key financial partners and 

economic development agencies located within the region. A brief summary of these programs are 

found below: 

 The Small Business Development Center, WSU Research and Technology Park, Pullman, WA. – 
The SBDC provides assistance to entrepreneurs, both start-ups and existing businesses, to retain 
and create jobs. Its key mission is to work with these entrepreneurs to develop business plans in 
order to qualify for conventional loans and government programs.  
  

 SCORE Subchapter, Pullman, WA. – Provides the first step of U.S. Small Business Administration 
(SBA) counseling services to entrepreneurs and existing small businesses. The local SCORE 
experience is primarily with service businesses that require business plans.  

 

 NONPROFIT FUNDING - The SBDC cited Avista Corporation (the local utility company) and 
Southeast Washington Economic Development Association (SEWEDA) as two sources for startup 
or capital funding for non-profits. The Pullman Community Foundation and the Inland 
Northwest Community Foundation have also been identified by area lenders to assist 
nonprofits. 

 

 Note that the foundations can provide funding for specific projects. An example used by 
Columbia Bank: funding the purchase of a freezer for the Moscow Co-op. But, foundations 
typically do not provide funding for administration or on-going operations. 

 

 Not-for-profits: Local banks consider not-for-profits as eligible for commercial loans. The prime 
example given was Moscow Co-Op because it is a good organization to help with financing 



because it "is on the cusp of being a real business."2 Organizations that rely upon subsidies from 
a municipality or other source are difficult to finance because the bank cannot assume that 
assistance will continue. Zions Bank will do not-for-profit lending, but said “The loan has to make 
sense and benefit the whole community.” 

 

 Loans are typically made to “very mature” farms and larger commercial operations. There are 
few, if any, start-ups or organic farms that apply or qualify for loans. They regularly work with 
USDA/FSA/SBA 504 and 7(a) programs. They have seen organic farm loans in Columbia (WA), 
but not in Nez Perce County. 
 

 The SBA 504 Program provides growing businesses with long-term, fixed-rate financing for 
major fixed assets, such as land and buildings.  

o Typically, a 504 project includes a loan secured with a senior lien from a private-
sector lender covering up to 50 percent of the project cost, a loan secured with a 
junior lien from the Certified Development Company (CDC) (backed by a 100 
percent SBA-guaranteed debenture) covering up to 40 percent of the cost, and a 
contribution of at least 10 percent equity from the small business being helped.  

o Information: http://www.sba.gov/content/cdc504-loan-program 
 

 The SBA 7 (a) Guaranteed Loan Program is the SBA’s most common loan program, and 
includes financial help for businesses with special requirements.  

o The loan proceeds may be used to establish a new business or assist in the 
acquisition, operation, or expansion of an existing business. 

o Information: http://www.sba.gov/category/navigation-structure/loans-
grants/small-business-loans/sba-loan-programs/7a-loan-program. 

 

 Small farm operations continue to be a source of “desired loans” for local banks. On these types 
of loans, the bank looks at character/management/production history/sustainability and 
economic conditions and, over the past few years with strong yields and production and 
favorable commodity prices, these small farms have been successful. Banks have been 
aggressively pursuing the small farmer. Startup farm programs can be aided through FSA 
guaranteed loan programs, although, the banker has not been involved in a small farm startup. 

 

 Co-Op, Grange Supply stores and commodity warehouses are also desired loans. Strengths 
behind these related operations ties directly to success in the farm production sector. These 
industries are also sought after by banks and are generally competitively bid for pricing, terms 
and structure. 

 

 Note that in the past five years there are few FSA loans approved for small farms due to low 
commodity prices, low yields or industry conditions or borrower conditions require added 
support. 

 

 CEDA, highlighting the EDA RLF Micro Loan (offers up to $20,000), the USDA RLF IRP 
(Intermediary Relending Program) that partners with area banks and the USDA Enterprise 
Program. CEDA lends, on average, $500,000 annually among all of its programs. About 75% of 

                                                           
2 Columbia Bank interview. 



the loan referrals are from the banks. The loans are primarily ‘gap’ financing, with the SBDCs 
providing the balance of referrals and business planning/training assistance. 

 

 The following websites describe other financing partners in the area: 
o http://www.clearwater-eda.org/DrawOnePage.aspx?PageID=11 
o http://www.lcsc.edu/isbdc/  
o http://www.wsbdc.org  
o http://treasurevalley.score.org/node/146026 

  

 The Lewiston FSA Office – The FSA office is located in Lewiston and services all of northern 
Idaho, up to the Canadian border, with three loan officers. His office provides Direct Loan 
Program, Bank Guaranteed Loan Program (gap financing), up to $1.3 million. Guarantees are 
generally about 90%.  
 

o FSA programs generally finance up to 95% for starting farmers. The FSA programs avoid 
real estate loans. The typical loan is for machinery, equipment and working capital.  

 
o The Direct Farm Ownership Loan program is for the purchase of farms. (Separate from 

other real estate.) The program cannot be used to re-finance other real estate debt. It 
can refinance operating debt: e.g., the purchase of fertilizer and repay the debt at year-
end. Other examples include livestock and equipment, up to $300,000. To anyone 
debtor, total loans may not exceed $300,000.  

 
o All loans must be used for small farmers. The target market is one to five-acre farms: 

organic, vegetables. Generally, these farms are ineligible for commercial loans. FSA is 
generally working with entrepreneurs wanting to grow produce for farmers markets. 
However, the more typical FSA loan is the “dry farm,” such as wheat farms for 100 to 
200 acres.  

o Recently, there have been more loans to the small farms, including one of 20 acres in 
northern Idaho.  

 
o FSA Micro Loans are a maximum of $35,000.  

 
o Youth Loans – Active in the Lewiston area. E.g., purchase a pig or steer for the county 

fair.  
 

http://www.clearwater-eda.org/DrawOnePage.aspx?PageID=11
http://www.lcsc.edu/isbdc/
http://www.wsbdc.org/
http://treasurevalley.score.org/node/146026
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SITE SELECTION ANALYSIS 
 
Special Thanks to Shelley Bennett of Palouse Commercial Real Estate, Jeff Jones, Executive Director of the 

Moscow URA, and Jason Talanian of Lowenbaum Real Estate Partners for assisting in the collection of 
data that contributed to this section. 

SITE SELECTION 

As discussed in the Location Analysis section of the, the RFP limited the scope of this site selection 
analysis to the boundaries to Latah County.  So while the report examined the region and the foodshed 
as a whole, specific location analysis was limited to areas within Latah County.  
 
This appendix describes more detailed results of the Location Analysis above, including specific potential 
sites. 
 
POTENTIAL LOCATIONS IN MOSCOW 

Moscow is an ideal location to locate a FIRC, Foodhub, Food Incubator, or other food sector enabler (e.g. 
Market Square model).  The intersection of U.S. 95 and S.H. 8 at Legacy Crossing make it the ideal 
network center, as noted in the Location Analysis section above. Moscow is an obvious choice for 
businesses of all kinds, but its natural advantages are evidenced in the ongoing clustering of food sector 
businesses—including a well-established and growing agri-culinary and agri-tourism base.  Moscow is 
also a natural selection for a food-related business or incubator because it is the largest population 
center in Latah County, and proximity to final demand and ease of consumer access are primary 
variables is assessing the relative strengths and weakness of site locations—particularly facilities with a 
retail component.  
 
Pedestrian access is also emerging as an essential consideration, particularly in long term planning.  
Pedestrian trips have captured the zeitgeist across the development and planning communities as a 
much more economical (free) and nearly-universe alternative means of transportation, but should be in 
specific focus in considering foodshed redevelopment generally, and the location of alternative food 
system distribution points specifically.  Foodhubs, co-ops, community gardens/CSA’s, etc. often focus on 
serving markets with very narrow geographies, and residents in these communities and neighborhoods 
are increasingly travel-constrained.  Food access issues were already in clear focus prior to the oil shock 
of 2008, and became a crisis afterwards as oil prices peaked, bottoms, but quickly recovered, and gas 
prices have remained historically high notwithstanding a weak economy, and weak job creation.  Should 
upward pressure on oil prices continue in the coming decades, urban centers —whether urban, 
suburban, or rural—will experience greater and greater infill pressure as the economics of density 
become more and more compelling. 
 
On balance, Moscow is the ideal location to site any future substantial foodshed redevelopment project 
in Latah County—although other locations in Latah County were considered, and are described below.   
 
The analysis that follows summarizes a survey of the study are for potential site locations, consistent 
with the three scenario models described in the report.  Note:  these are the results of a preliminary 
survey only.  If a positive feasibility determination is made in the future, more diligence will be required 
towards selecting the most suitable site, given the financial budget of the realized project, as well as its 
mission and operational needs. 
  



Sites Potentially Suitable Scenario 1 
 
Option A:  New Construction—As given in Scenario 1, the small scale FIRC or foodhub.  Buildable sites 
are ample throughout the area.  New construction has a propensity for less “surprises” compared to 
remodeling an existing facility—especially in regards to any food processing capacity of substantial scale. 
 
Option B:  Old KFC – 310 W. Third St.—The former Kentucky Fried Chicken site is 5,000 square feet. 
There is a former kitchen space on the north side of the 1st floor, which is 2,500 square feet in total. This 
is enough to accommodate the duel-bay wet-kitchen envisioned in Scenario 1, with 1,000 square feet 
leftover for office, storage or other space. 
 
The building was renovated for another use since it was used as a retail food chain, so it would have to 
be refit to accommodate a FIRC’s needs.  Parking is limited, but there is alley access and frontage on 3rd 
Street just east of the existing food cluster on the western edge of Moscow. 2,500 square feet upstairs 
would serve as good office and storage space. There is also a small kitchen upstairs as well as another 
bathroom.  
 
The expansion kitchen space would occupy the south end of the building, the former serving area of the 
restaurant.  This would eliminate the potential for a retail component, which would take advantage of 
the frontage on 3rd Street.  It would also require additional building refit to install the necessary hood 
and vent system. 
 
On .21 acres, parking and expansion potential is limited. 
 
Sale price is $750,000. 
 
For more information contact Shelley Bennett at Palouse Commercial Real Estate:  208-882-3800. 
 
Option C:  Idaho Inn East—645 West Pullman Rd. 
 
The kitchen and utility areas serving the former Cavanaugh’s Inn—on the east side of the property—
could be for lease.  The space includes purpose-built kitchen areas nearby other general use space and a 
shipping and receiving area anchored by a roll-up door. As a short-term or interim option, the Idaho Inn 
East is more favorable to the Old KFC.  The kitchen space is idle, but more or less suitable in its current 
state.  With enough commitment letters from potential users obtained in business planning stages, and 
favorable lease terms, a lease of the existing facilities at the Idaho Inn East might be a realistic, low cost 
option for Scenario 1—with flexibility to lease/purchase space elsewhere in the future, as prudent 
 
The Idaho Inn is further discussed in Scenario 3 below. 
 
For more information contact Shelley Bennett at Palouse Commercial Real Estate:  208-301-1623 
  



Sites Potentially Suitable Scenario 2 
 
Option A:  New Construction  
 
Option B:  Former Garage – 207 N. Main St. 
 
The site is a former automobile service garage on the northern edge of the downtown business quarter.  
Its 6,264 square feet is amenable to Scenario 2.  On only .23 acres parking is limited—there are only 4 
surface parking spaces are available—but with 66 feet of frontage on North Main Street, visibility is high.  
 
A brownfield with recognized environmental conditions, the building itself is otherwise amenable to 
remodeling as a FIRC, or other light processing use—with an open floor plan and little obstruction to 
newly installed kitchen and processing space.  
 
Its potential less-friction remodel compromised by being opposite of campus from downtown—a 
meaningful distance from campus compared to the Idaho Inn or Old KFC.  It is, however, generally closer 
to downtown residents. 
  
Sale price is $250,000 
 
Jeff Jones, City of Moscow Economic Development Specialist and Executive Director of the Moscow URA 
showed us this property. 
 
For more information contact Gary Tribble at 208-883-1525.   
 
Sites Potentially Suitable Scenario 3 
 
Option A:  New Construction  
 
Option B:  PC Consolidated - 233 S. Highway 8 
 
This large building is a former rail distribution station at the intersection of S.H. 8 and U.S. 95—on the 
southeast corner of Legacy Crossing.  It is within the Urban Renewal District, and is a brownfield site 
with recognized environmental conditions, particularly UST and petroleum conditions—which may have 
an impact on future uses of the property.   
 
The existing building is 14,000 square feet, with limited tenancy because some portion of the square 
footage requires remodeling.  The building sits on 1.31 acres with significant frontage along S.H. 8, while 
Paradise Creek separates the rest of the acreage to the south.  This acreage is further constrained by 
easements for pedestrian pathways and power, as well as steep rocky hillside in the southeastern corner 
of the property.  In total the 6.8 acre parcel may be a challenge to residential or commercial use, but the 
location of this acreage is uniquely valuable for some public use—potentially a facility with a multi-use 
mission, as described in Scenario 3.   
 
Another brownfield adjoins the property to the south, and Berman Creekside Park (noted with a green 
arrow) is just to the southeast, along the Paradise Path.  Unused open lots and a university parking lot 
are nearby—across U.S. 95 (shown in blue) 
 



Sale price is $1,500,000—although the existing building and 1.31 acre parcel can be purchased 
separately for $300,000 (contingent upon the sale of the parcel south of Paradise Creek—contact 
Shelley Bennett at Palouse Commercial Real Estate:  208-882-3800.   
Jeff Jones, City of Moscow Economic Development Specialist and Executive Director of the Moscow URA 
also showed us this property. 
 

 
     Figure 1 - Selected Locations and Areas in Moscow, ID 

Option C:  Idaho Inn East—645 West Pullman Rd. 
 
As a whole, the former Cavanaughs Inn/UI Grad Student North property has over 17,000 square feet of 
office space and more than 30,000 square feet of office space (85 units).  It sits on 2.88 acres with 100 
parking stalls and excellent frontage on Pullman Rd. and adjacent to campus.  The student union is 
nearby, as is Ghormley Park.   
 
It is also located in the Legacy Crossing Urban Renewal Area.  The property was recently purchased by 
the Idaho Inn, list price was $1,500,000. According to information shared with us, this property has an 
underutilized commercial kitchen on the east end of the building, sufficient office space, loading dock 
and cold and dry storage capabilities.  The FIRC could approach this property owner to gauge potential 
interest in sub-leasing this space and/or co-locating.   
 
Access to UI campus is excellent and the site has a great central location downtown with access to 
Pullman Road.  Ghormley Park is immediately south and a number of schools and churches draw traffic 
as well.  The site also offers excellent access to UI (including the student union) as well as the west side 
food cluster, where most food chains have gathered.  It does, however, compromise being close to 
campus by being somewhat further from residents than the PC Consolidated or the Old KFC properties.  
Nevertheless, it has high pedestrian access in the heart of the growing pedestrian network.   
 



For more information contact Shelley Bennett at Palouse Commercial Real Estate:  208-882-3800 
 
As locations for Scenario 3, both the Idaho Inn and the PC Consolidated sites could play a catalytic role in 
the re-imagined downtown area—particularly as part of an integrating strategy, such as an agricultural 
urbanism strategy discussed in the report. 

 
Figure 2 – The Idaho Inn and PC Consolidated sites are shown on a conceptual drawing done in 2008 in a feasibility study for the Jackson St. 
Elevator redevelopment – image courtesy of Palouse Commercial Real Estate 

  



Potential Locations Beyond Moscow 
 
Genesee Catholic – 754 Walnut 
Street, Genesee, ID 
 
This building is large enough for 
Scenario 3, but Genesee is not the 
best location for a multi-use facility. 
Genesee would be a good location if it 
were determined that a single, large-
capacity FIRC or foodhub should 
service the foodshed. As the map 
below shows, Genesee is centrally 
located to do just that and could very 
adequately service large 
transportation needs, particularly by 
truck. Its central location and proximity to three ports nearby are the same reasons one of the dry-land 
co-ops (Pacific Northwest) has its headquarters there. However, Genesee Catholic is located off the 
highway, and in a residential area—whose residents may disfavor the coming and going of large trucks 
through their neighborhood.  
 
Based on the study team’s network analysis a facility located in Genesee would preclude the need for 
facilities in Moscow or Lewiston.  Groups advocating for facilities there should join forces in developing a 
facility located at Genesee Catholic. 
 
15,000 square feet with a large commercial kitchen in place. Cabinets, etc. $200,000 asking price. Roof a 
concern. There is some asbestos, but it seems that only tile will need to be removed. 
 

Location of Blue Mountain Station in Dayton 
 

As discussed in the Location Analysis, 

above (Section 6.1), facilities located 

in Moscow and Lewiston may have 

overlapping service networks.  The 

same analysis indicates that a facility 

in Lewiston would have a service 

network that also overlapped with 

Blue Mountain Station, in Dayton, WA.  

Pomeroy, for example, is within the 50 

mile service radii for both Lewiston 

and Dayton—see Figure 4. 

 
 

Figure 3 – Service network within a 50 mile radius of Genesee  

Figure 4 – Service network overlap at Pomeroy, WA between a facility in Lewiston (its 

50-mile service radii highlighted in orange) and Blue Mountain Station (highlighted in 

light blue) 



      
        

           FOR SALE: 
        4+/- ACRE DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITY  IN MOSCOW, ID  

       
      SALE PRICE:  $1,500,000

This document has been prepared by Palouse Commercial Real Estate for advertising and general information only.  Palouse Commercial makes no guarantees, representations or warranties of any kind, expressed or 
implied regarding the information including, but not limited to, warranties of content, accuracy and reliability. Any interested party should undertake their own inquiries as to the accuracy of the information. Palouse 
Commercial excludes unequivocally all inferred or implied terms, conditions and warranties arising out of this document and excludes all liability for loss and damages arising therefrom.  

Shelley L. Bennett
208-301-1623

Sbennett@palousecommercial.com

•	 Large level building site in the   
Moscow Urban Renewal District:
http://www.moscow.id.us/URA/index.asp

•	 At Intersection of Hwy 8 & 
Hwy	95	in	a	High	Traffic,	High	
Visibility area near the University 
of Idaho. 

•	 Traffic	Count:	(entering	
Moscow from Lewiston): 8510

•	 Contact listing agent for 
information on the many in-depth 
studies	on	file.

Adjacent to popular City of 
Moscow path system.

Existing 14,000+ SF building and  
1.31 acres of land labled ‘parcel 2’ 
(below)	may	be	purchased	along	with	
Parcel 1 or separately for $300,000 
contingent on sale of Parcel 1.



      
        

           FOR SALE: 
        4+/- ACRE DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITY  IN MOSCOW, ID  

       
      SALE PRICE:  $1,500,000



      
        

           FOR SALE: 
        4+/- ACRE DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITY  IN MOSCOW, ID  

       
      SALE PRICE:  $1,500,000



Property

•	 Former	Cavanaughs	Inn
•	 17,012	+/-	SF	Office	Space
•	 30,078	+/-	SF	Apartment	Space
•	 85	Units
•	 100	Parking	stalls
•	 Land	2.88	+/-	AC
•	 High	visibility
•	 Tax	Parcel	#	RPM	0000078550A
•	 Built	1977
•	 2003	ITD	Traffic	Count	10,230

Overview

Highly	visible	property	with	ample								
parking	and	great	signage.	On	busy	
road	with	easy	access	to	Latah	Trail	
system,	walking	distance	to	downtown	
and	adjacent	to	the	University	of	Idaho	
Campus.

Address 645 W Pullman Rd
Moscow, ID 83843 

©2010 Google - Map data ©2010 Google -

			 	FOR	SALE	-	WALK	TO	CAMPUS/DOWNTOWN
	 								645	W.	PULLMAN	ROAD,	MOSCOW,	ID			

     SALE PRICE: $1,500,000

This document has been prepared by Palouse Commercial Real Estate for advertising and general information only.  Palouse Commercial makes no guarantees, representations or warranties of any kind, expressed or 
implied regarding the information including, but not limited to, warranties of content, accuracy and reliability. Any interested party should undertake their own inquiries as to the accuracy of the information. Palouse 
Commercial excludes unequivocally all inferred or implied terms, conditions and warranties arising out of this document and excludes all liability for loss and damages arising therefrom.  

Shelley	L.	Bennett
208-301-1623

Sbennett@palousecommercial.com

Colleen	MacDonald
509-338-5534

Colleen@palousecommercial.com





		FOR	SALE	-	WALK	TO	CAMPUS/DOWNTOWN
	 	645	W.	PULLMAN	ROAD,	MOSCOW,	ID			

     SALE PRICE: $1,500,000

This document has been prepared by Palouse Commercial Real Estate for advertising and general information only.  Palouse Commercial makes no guarantees, representations or warranties of any kind, expressed or 
implied regarding the information including, but not limited to, warranties of content, accuracy and reliability. Any interested party should undertake their own inquiries as to the accuracy of the information. Palouse 
Commercial excludes unequivocally all inferred or implied terms, conditions and warranties arising out of this document and excludes all liability for loss and damages arising therefrom.  

Shelley	L.	Bennett
208-301-1623

Sbennett@palousecommercial.com

Colleen	MacDonald
509-338-5534

Colleen@palousecommercial.com



Second Floor

First	Floor

Second	Floor

		FOR	SALE	-	WALK	TO	CAMPUS/DOWNTOWN
	 	645	W.	PULLMAN	ROAD,	MOSCOW,	ID			

     SALE PRICE: $1,500,000



   For rENT: 
       KFC Building
       310 W. 3rd Street Moscow, id  

$5,000/mo/NNN  
20+ parkiNg spaces

5,500 sF

This document has been prepared by Palouse Commercial Real Estate for advertising and general information only.  Palouse Commercial makes no guarantees, representations or warranties of any kind, expressed or 
implied regarding the information including, but not limited to, warranties of content, accuracy and reliability. Any interested party should undertake their own inquiries as to the accuracy of the information. Palouse 
Commercial excludes unequivocally all inferred or implied terms, conditions and warranties arising out of this document and excludes all liability for loss and damages arising therefrom.  

Shelley l. Bennett
208-301-1623

Sbennett@palousecommercial.com

•	 Two-story	
commercial	space	in	
a	high-traffic	area.	

•	 Central	Business	
District.

•	 Ideal	for	a	
restaurant,	offices	
or	retail.	In	close	
proximity	to	
residential	zoning,	
the	University	
of	Idaho	and	
downtown	Moscow.

•	 Divisible	into	upper	
and	lower	floors.	
Lower	floor	is	
available	to	lease	for	
$3,500/MO/NNN.

•	 Owner	financing	
is	available	and	
encouraged.

•	 Building	may	
be	purchsed	for	
$750,000.

www.palousecommercial.com

2012 Taxes: $4,825.84



Shelley L. Bennett
208-301-1623

Sbennett@palousecommercial.com

For Sale Genesee Catholic School
754 W. Walnut Street Genesee, Idaho

This document has been prepared by Palouse Commercial Real Estate for advertising and general information only.  Palouse Commercial makes no guarantees, representations or warranties of any kind, expressed or 
implied regarding the information including, but not limited to, warranties of content, accuracy and reliability. Any interested party should undertake their own inquiries as to the accuracy of the information. Palouse 
Commercial excludes unequivocally all inferred or implied terms, conditions and warranties arising out of this document and excludes all liability for loss and damages arising therefrom.  

Must sell! Multiple 
opportunities for 
this well-constructed 
former Catholic school 
located in the heart of 
the town of Genesee, 
Idaho.

Includes:
• Classrooms
• Greatroom
• Gymnasium
• Commercial kitchen

Great opportunity for 
daycare, community 
center or other. 

Must have 
appointment for 
showing.

•	15,500	SF	on	two	
levels
•	Huge	commercial	
kitchen
•	Gymnasium
•	$200,000

www.PALOUSECOMMERCIAL.com
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by Joel Salatin

As the imperative for developing 
ecologically-regenerative food and farm-
ing systems penetrates deeper into our 
culture’s collective psyche, even college 
administrators are asking: “What does 
an eco-college look like?”

Almost every institution, from corpo-
rate to academic, now has some sort of 
sustainability director. The person hired 
for this position is supposed to help the 
organization become 
more eco-friendly, or at 
least promote a sem-
blance of green-think. 
Raising institutional 
awareness about wa-
ter usage, natural light, 
living roofs, local food 
sourcing and the type 
of napkins used, these 
staff members are an 
impressively persistent 
lot, often challenging 
entrenched ways of do-
ing things.

In the last couple of 
years, I’ve been asked 
more and more, as part 
of a day’s speaking en-
gagement, to address 
presidents, faculty, and 
operational staff regard-
ing ecologically sensible 
changes. Points of ten-
sion arise from all sorts 
of areas. I always have a cheerleading sec-
tion in the form of a couple of professors 
who promote permaculture or a group 
of highly active, engaged students ready 
to put worm beds in the dining common.

But these cheerleaders butt heads with 
many entrenched ideas, the most com-
mon being the near-universal notion that 

agrarianism is anti-intellectual. “Parents 
don’t send their scholars here to see 
sheep grazing the lawn,” one recruitment 
staff member responded after I suggested 
mowing the lawn with sheep. Interest-
ingly, this prestigious school had pictures 
in the administration building, taken in 
the 1930s, of sheep grazing the lawn.

Integrating livestock or fruit trees in a 
scholastic atmosphere is almost univer-
sally perceived as a step back to primitive 
times. One school ripped out all of its 

apple and pear trees in the 1980s be-
cause the students were throwing them 
at each other. Perhaps edible landscap-
ing does encourage primitivism. Farming 
and anything associated with it, in our 
mainstream culture, is viewed as some-
thing only dolts enjoy. I guess that makes 
me a dolt.

As I’ve watched this tension in numer-
ous on-campus discussions, I’ve devel-
oped a laundry list of extremely radical 
ideas for collegians. It’s all about vision 
and selling something that makes eco-
nomic sense. Ecological design and policy 
need to be attractive, economical, and 
intellectual. The intellectual component 
includes ethics, spirituality, and commu-
nity outreach — like cultural leadership, 
blazing new trails, trips to the moon, that 
sort of thing. All colleges like to think of 
themselves as discovering new frontiers, 
going where no man has gone before.

As I’ve refined this laundry list, it has 
become much more aggressive and bold. 
No tiptoeing around the tulips. Go for 
the jugular. Get serious. Big 180-degree 
changes. That’s where the big paybacks 
are. And that’s what captures imagina-
tion. While it’s true that small steps are 
better than none, too often small steps 
don’t pay. For example, replacing white 
napkins with brown often doesn’t pay, 

whereas replacing napkins with a roll 
of paper towels on the dining tables can 
bring huge savings.

As I launch into this list, I need to 
thank Acres U.S.A. for providing a forum 
big enough and eclectic enough to push 
the edges of its own constituency. When 
I proposed this article to publisher Fred 

Eco-Campus
Thinking Beyond “Green”  
to Truly Sustainable

During the 1920s and 30s, the University of Winsconsin-Madison’s flock of sheep sometimes grazed near 
the Agricultural Hall. 
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Walters, I fully expected to be told that 
this was outside the scope of Acres U.S.A. 
But true to cutting-edge eco-think, Fred 
embraced the idea and here we go, my 
Santa Claus list for a college eco-campus.

1. EDIBLE LANDSCAPING
This seems like such a no-brainer to 

me that I can’t figure out why more cam-
puses don’t utilize it. An edible perennial 
plant does not take much more horti-
cultural maintenance than ornamentals. 
Ornamental shrubs and trees need to be 
pruned and mulched to their drip line 
just like a pear, apple, or Juneberry. 

If we take this one step further, does 
a bed of strawberries or asparagus need 
more care than daffodils and ornamen-
tal cabbage? While annual vegetables 
arguably take more maintenance than 
perennial ornamentals, if we concentrate 
on perennial edibles, including rhubarb 
and even brambles, these plants would 
certainly compete with annual posies set 
out by the grounds crew.

Many campuses have sustainability 
clubs that could undertake maintenance 
of more intensive annuals. The sheer 
production capabilities from what land-
scape architects loosely call the edges 
is staggering. Between sidewalks and 
buildings is a prime area. Along roads 
and in medians. Countless campuses 
have hundreds of acres being chemically 
fertilized, irrigated, and then mowed. 
I’ve seen some of these grounds mainte-
nance budgets, and they are staggering.

Now let’s make this mosaic of ed-
ible landscaping intellectually sexy. The 
whole campus is divided into quadrants, 
numbered or lettered, and plugged into 
the global positional satellite network. 
With iPhones or other electronic gad-
gets, the campus community receives 
daily updates and reminders of what is 
available where.

When students wake up in the morn-
ing, for example, on their Smartphones 
is the message: “Asparagus ready in 
quadrant 138.” The next day, the message 
reads: “Strawberries ready in quadrant 
53.” Students pull up their quadrant grid 
map and stop by these areas to graze 
between classes.

Too often when coming to radical 
cultural or systems redesign we want 
to press too much of the innovation 

through the status quo. When I say, “ed-
ible landscaping,” most administrators 
immediately think about how to get 
the food into the cafeteria. That means 
it must be harvested, transported, and 
incorporated into menus. Why? Just let 
the campus family use these areas like 
anybody would in their backyard. An 
info-sheet on protocol (pick only the 
black blackberries, not the red ones) 
could help the ignorant get up to speed. 

The point is, the easiest changes don’t 
force innovation through the status quo. 
It re-invents the whole game. Students 
would love the intellectual challenge of 
finding, picking, and eating food on the 
spot. No storage, no menu planning, no 
hassle to existing staff or plans. Just pick 
the easiest stuff first.

Imagine a campus brimming with 
in-season produce and fruit. Every porch 
sports a pergola with grapevines. Blos-
soms in the early season; fruit-laden 
branches in the later season. It would in-
deed present an Edenic appearance that 
would both attract aspiring recruits to 
the campus and present an atmosphere 
of abundance. I spend a lot of time on 
university campuses these days, and I am 
chagrined at the level of pessimism and 
hopelessness that pervades the students. 
Negativity, scarcity, and resignation in 
the face of lost resources. Guilt over their 
own lifestyle routines; frustration over 
cultural intransigence. Anger at Mom 
and Dad’s generation for squandering. 

But imagine living every day in a cor-
nucopia, a veritable nest of abundance 
cradled in an ecological womb. That 
can heal mind and spirit. Who needs 
exercise machines? Rip them out and 
replace them with gardening and tree 
pruning. Climbing ladders to pick apples 
is absolutely as strenuous as walking on 
a treadmill — and far more productive.

Can you imagine a physical fitness pro-
gram centered around food production? 
Instead of 20 minutes on a treadmill, it’s 
40 climbs up and down a ladder picking 
fruit. Or perhaps 200 square feet of garden 
bed aeration with a hand tillage tool. 

2. INTEGRATE ALL ACTIVITIES 
Reflective of our cultural fragmented, 

linear, reductionist, compartmentalized, 
systematized, disconnected thinking, 
college students exercise on multi-thou-

sand dollar contraptions in a designated 
building while right outside the win-
dows the equally disconnected grounds 
crew spreads 10-10-10 on a grass strip so 
it will grow enough to mow next week. 
Integration is the key to ecology; segre-
gation is the key to futility.

For students who really want to ex-
ercise on machines, link them into a 
generator and let all that effort create 
electricity. Hook up bicycles to washing 
machines or water pumps. All that exer-
cise peddling something could actually 
run things. Cisterns to collect rainwater 
from the roof would eliminate storm 
water piping. Exercise bicycles hooked 
to pumps would bring the stored water 
back up to the living roofs for irrigation.

Once you start viewing the campus as 
a never-ending set of circles rather than 
a set of linear activities, all sorts of pos-
sibilities surface. As a culture, we’re far 
more enamored of affixing solar panels 
to the rooftops than harnessing physical 
activity to do many of these tasks. I sug-
gest that for too long, energy has been 
viewed as a problem far out there some-
where, rather than being something we 
can personally and viscerally solve by 
greater integration. I’ve never gotten 
into Walk-a-Thons. Why not collect do-
nations for X number of postholes dug, 
or square feet of garden beds installed? 
How about donations for stacking fire-
wood or loading bales of hay? After 
spending my day in meaningful work, 
I’m too tired to walk anyway.

One huge hurdle to the edible land-
scaping idea is that most colleges in North 
America take a summer break — the very 
time when food is most abundant. Ster-
ling College in Vermont offers summer 
work and academic exchange for students 
who elect to stay there during the sum-
mer. These students tend the gardens 
and farm, as well as help the dining staff 
preserve the seasonal bounty to feed the 
students when they come back in the fall.

Surely somebody on a campus is clev-
er enough to figure out how to integrate 
students this way. At Polyface, we had a 
wonderful intern who had just gradu-
ated from a prestigious New England 
university with a degree in human nutri-
tion. This degree, preparatory to becom-
ing a licensed dietician, did not require 
one minute in a kitchen or garden. She 
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30   Acres U.S.A.  

had never baked a cookie. Folks, I’m not 
making this up. Perhaps no one exempli-
fies the integrated dietician better than 
food and urban gardening guru Joan 
Gussow, whose classroom nutrition in-
struction drove her to the garden. 

One of the biggest hurdles I’ve en-
countered on campuses is with the 
grounds keepers. The bosses have inevi-
tably majored in landscape design and 
do not see the grounds as anything ex-
cept something separate from everything 
else. If lawn is going to be mowed, the 
clippings should be caught and compos-
ted to apply to the edible plants. Better 
yet, mow the lawn with animals. 

Woody prunings and tree scraps 
should be shredded and chipped to pro-
vide the mulch around the gardens. The 
compost can fertilize the lawn and the 
ball fields. If the average campus inte-
grated its biomass waste products into 
an aggressive composting system, prefer-
ably using pigs to upgrade it and turn 
it, no off-site fertilizer would need to 
be bought. That’s another huge savings. 
And it makes the campus safer.

3. CHICKENS NEXT TO KITCHENS 
This is one of my favorite suggestions 

because I think it is perhaps the sim-
plest, but offers the biggest bang for the 
buck. I’ve toured mega-dining facilities 
proudly boasting green awards for com-
posting or expensive water-reclamation 
infrastructure that squeezes moisture 
from table scraps. As much as I like com-
posting, I don’t think trucking kitchen 
waste 10 miles away to a separate facility 
deserves a green award.

Why not dispense with all the high 
tech, transport-dependent, energy-using 
composting systems and locate a flock of 
egg laying chickens next to the kitchen? 
That way nothing has to be centrifuged 
or trucked anywhere. The scraps go into 
the chickens, who turn them into eggs. 
That way, dining services doesn’t even 
have to buy eggs from a factory farm to 
be trucked to the kitchen.

This tight recycling circle eliminates 
transportation, storage, containers, and 
yields both eggs and manure on site. If 
every kitchen in America had enough 
chickens attached to it to handle all of 
its scraps, the entire egg industry as we 
know it would be unnecessary. Half of 

all human edible food in the world never 
gets eaten. The preparation waste and 
plate waste coming out of institutional 
dining facilities is enormous; most of it 
goes to landfills.

We live in a funny world when millions 
of tons of edible, decomposable food fill 
our landfills and give off gas methane that 
when captured with expensive contrap-
tions yields greenie awards to progressive-
thinking engineers in the municipal solid 
waste department. More systematized en-
gineers figure out how to run the garbage 
trucks on this methane to collect the 
kitchen scraps to truck and bury to gener-
ate more gas to run more trucks several 
decades from now to collect more kitchen 
scraps . . . do you see a pattern here?

Forget the freaking methane, green 
awards, and trucks. Just feed the stuff 
to chickens and nobody needs all the 
techno-glitzy infrastructure and energy-
intensive trucks. Such a simple system is 
beyond the constipated imagination of 
most institutional executives, but every 
time I present this idea, the students 
clap, holler and generally go into ecstasy. 
They get it. Believe me, something like 
kitchen chickens is radical and exciting 
enough to capture the imaginations of 
today’s best and brightest minds. 

4. SOLARIUMS,  
SHADE & GREEN ROOFS 

Air conditioning and heating are huge 
costs on college campuses. I recently 
spoke on the University of North Caro-
lina-Chapel Hill campus. It has 30,000 
students. Square footage of interior space 
— are you ready for this? — is 360 acres. 
At an average four floors per building, 
the actual building footprint is 90 acres. 
Keeping all that interior space heated and 
cooled staggers the imagination.

What if every building had a solarium 
attached to its southern wall? Readers of 
Acres U.S.A. know how simple a solarium 
can be. Many of us have bent cattle panels 
and covered them with plastic for poor-
boy tall tunnels. You can half-bend these 
on the southern side of existing buildings 
to make a crude but very functional solar-
ium. For naysayers, don’t underestimate 
the heat-generating capacity of simple 
plastic tunnel like this. It’s enormous.

The hot air naturally rises, so captur-
ing it is easy as long as it flows upward 

into the adjoining building. Of course, 
I don’t expect colleges to begin bending 
cattle panel half-hoops up against all 
their southern exposures, but if they did, 
most would see an immediate 50 percent 
reduction in heating costs. Are any of 
you comptrollers listening? Hello? If you 
build them out of Lexan or other sophis-
ticated materials the heat generation is 
even better. By locating the cisterns for 
roof water runoff in these solariums, you 
could grow fish as well as have thermal 
mass to keep things warm at night.

During the winter, these solariums 
would grow mesculin mix, lettuces, and 
other cool-hardy plants. Doing double 
duty adds significant payback to this 
kind of infrastructure.

On the other end of the spectrum, 
heavy deciduous vines and trees on the 
north side can create a hyper-cool zone 
in the summer. This cool air can be 
sucked through the building to cool it, 
saving air conditioning costs. Tall de-
ciduous trees above the solariums would 
shade them during the summer so they 
wouldn’t get too hot. Trellises up the so-
lariums could hold both ornamental and 
vegetable vines.

Living roofs are truly coming into 
their own these days. Amazingly, the 
number one reason is that they protect 
the roof from ultraviolet radiation that 
deteriorates everything from shingles to 
metal. Impervious membranes are now 
extremely functional and last decades 
because they are protected from sun, 
rain, hail and wind — all the things that 
degenerate a roof. 

The soil medium utilizes high tech 
polymers that absorb up to 10 times their 
weight in moisture but are extremely light 
otherwise. Some roofs have as little as 4 
inches of soil and others as much as 18 
inches. But the fabricated soil medium, 
made with these special lightweight poly-
mers, is not nearly as heavy as regular soil. 
These living roofs, which grow anything 
from short lichen-type plants to small 
trees, provide super insulation and also 
reduce storm water runoff. They also cre-
ate beautiful spaces for leisure and medi-
tation. They can be quite productive.

I recently spoke at a green-think con-
ference at a community college and a 
visiting professor had just returned from 
China, where he visited a brand new 
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100,000-person city built on prior agri-
cultural land. The officials and engineers 
designing the city were mandated to not 
compromise food production as a result 
of the city. The buildings were all about 
five stories with living roofs growing as 
much food as had been grown on the 
land previously occupied by the buildings’ 
footprints. The aerial photograph showed 
vines and plants cascading off the edges of 
the roof that virtually obscured the entire 
city: buildings, streets, everything. 

He didn’t say, but I can imagine peo-
ple leaning out of their condos pick-
ing cucumbers and butternut squash. 
Wouldn’t it be fun every morning to 
wake up and look at all that abundance? 
Can you imagine this produce cascade 
outside your dorm window? “What’s for 
lunch?” asks one roomie. 

The other responds: “Hey, this cu-
cumber is finally perfect today. Tie a 
sheet around my leg and hold onto me as 
I lean out and grab it.” Lunch is served. 

5. LIVESTOCK TO MOW  
& FERTILIZE GRASS 

You who know me didn’t think I’d let 
the lawns escape a livestock component, 
did you? With high tech electric fencing, 
small livestock can be managed beauti-
fully in and around a campus to mow 
the lawns. I’m certainly not opposed to 
lawn, but again, it should be seen as a 
component in a larger ecological whole.

Cows, while perhaps the easiest thing 
to manage, might not be the most com-
plementary mower due to the size of 
their pies, if you get my drift. Manure 
from chickens and sheep is more people-
friendly. With a portable henhouse de-
signed to exclude sheep, egg layers and 
sheep could be controlled together in 
electrified netting. The complementarity 
of sheep and chickens is perfect. Sheep are 
better mowers. Chickens are better fertil-
izers. Between the two, a campus could 
have lawns that would be the envy of any-
one. Again, this would eliminate fertilizer 
bills and produce food for the campus.

Obviously around the edges or less-
traveled areas, cows would fit well, espe-
cially if followed by chickens. I’m con-
fident that many campuses could see a 
dramatic decrease in food purchases were 
these kinds of proposals implemented on 
a college campus. If the dining services 

folks came aboard — and they need to 
— who knows how much food could be 
produced on the average college campus?

One of the biggest hurdles on cam-
puses is project continuity. A group of 
students gets excited about something 
but by the time they’ve jumped through 
all the hurdles, the founding leaders 
graduate. Increasingly, however, I’m see-
ing officially-sanctioned student-run 
organizations take on some of these 
projects. Traditions in student-run or-
ganizations could certainly include the 
great campus strawberry pick as well as 
the annual drag dress day.

6. COMPOSTING TOILETS 
Perhaps nothing exemplifies the sheer 

waste and extravagance of modern cul-
ture more than water-based sewage sys-
tems. Using potable water for sewage is 
simply an unconscionable misuse of re-
sources. We should at least be using gray 
water. At the least, all dormitory showers 
should be plumbed into the toilets.

But even better would be to go to com-
posting toilets. The problem with most 
composting toilets is that their holding 
chambers are too small. For a compost-
ing toilet to work, especially in a college 
setting, it needs to be able to handle lots 
of excrement one day and very little the 
next. While I appreciate that a compre-
hensive discussion on this topic would 
easily take a whole book, I’ll cut to the 
chase based on what I’ve seen in many 
different installations around the world.

If buildings are designed so that all 
bathrooms are against an outside wall 
and all excrement goes to a large vermi-
composting box (something at least 4 ft. 
x 4 ft. x 4 ft.) you have the advantage of 
a mouldering toilet mass but the hygiene 
and sanitation of the alimentary canal 
(worm digestion). With a simple forklift 
or castor wheel arrangement, these boxes 
can be exchanged underneath the toilets 
at the corners and edges of buildings. 
From a simple cost savings alone, not 
having to treat all that effluent justifies 
going to a waterless system.

From a nutrient cycling standpoint, it 
converts all that manure into pathogen-
free vermicompost for fertilizer. If people 
are squeamish about using it on vegeta-
bles, it could be used on select ornamen-
tals, the lawn, or plants that bear food like 

trees or shrubs, where you don’t eat the 
plant itself. This puts one degree of sepa-
ration between the compost and the food. 

That’s one of the beauties of chickens 
for handling kitchen scraps. By using 
laying hens, the scraps go through a 
biological separation by the time they 
are turned into eggs. And chickens will 
eat anything.

While I’m certainly not naive enough 
to believe that these suggestions would 
be enthusiastically endorsed by any cam-
pus, I hope that they do at least provide a 
vision for what could be done over time. 
A campus utilizing this laundry list of 
ecological systems will find intellectual 
stimulation, spiritual fulfillment, and 
economic payback. Drastically reducing 
energy costs, growing most of its own 
food, cutting the grounds keeping bud-
get, and cycling nutrients — that’s just 
what ecological design does. I think I’d 
enjoy attending classes on this eco-cam-
pus, wouldn’t you? It would be a hoot. 

Joel Salatin operates Polyface Farm in 
Virginia’s Shenandoah Valley with his family. 
He is the author of several books on ecological, 
family-scale farming including Sheer Ecstasy of 
a Lunatic Farmer, available from Acres U.S.A. 
Learn more about Joel and Polyface at www.
polyfacefarms.com. See page 27 for informa-
tion on Polyface’s upcoming field day for a 
chance to visit the farm and meet Joel. 
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11.9 Project Team  

Chris Manheim is President of Manheim Solutions, Inc. Chris specializes in community economic 
development and workforce programs. After 25 years of managing economic development 
agencies, he founded Manheim Solutions, Inc. in November of 2008, focusing on linking economic 
development, education and business to provide skilled workers to employers. He is both a 
Certified Economic Developer and an Authorized ACT WorkKeys® Job Profiler. Since 1983, Mr. 
Manheim has worked on a number of projects that required the use of TIF and other incentive 
programs. 
 
As the Director of the Joliet (Illinois) Jr. College Small Business Development Center from 1986 
through 1988, Chris packaged more than $8 million in SBA 7(a) loans for local businesses. While 
the Director of the Grundy County (Illinois) EDC, a rural economic development public-private 
partnership, his efforts helped lead to the expansion and redevelopment of an aluminum extrusion 
plant (Alumax), a moth-balled synthetic natural gas plant (Aux Sable Liquid Products) and other 
heavy industrial expansions. As the long-time Vice-President for Economic Development at the 
Elgin (Illinois) Chamber of Commerce, its “Challenge 21” 8-year campaign recruited German, 
Chinese and other foreign manufacturing facilities to northern Kane County. Examples are GE-
Schleifring Medical Systems, LLC, Sonderhoff (Automotive parts), Fabric Images, Inc. and Wanxiang 
Corporation (U. S. headquarters). The Grundy County and Elgin programs also focused extensively 
upon business retention-expansion, local image building and partnered with Main Street 
campaigns. 
 
The Alumax project was a unique and complicated deal worth $500 million (1999 dollars). It 
required an incentive package that used TIF and other incentives available from the State of Illinois 
and Grundy County in force at that time. The Canadian-owned plant has created hundreds of jobs 
for Will and Grundy County, while re-using a defunct synthetics natural gas plan. 
 
While the Vice President of Economic Development at the Elgin Area Chamber, Chris was also a 
member of the City of Elgin’s Development Review Team. In 1999, the city proposed and then 
moved ahead with a $79 million expansion of its downtown TIF district, the third TIF district at that 
time. 
 
In 2010, in his role as a consultant to the Village of Roscoe and in coordination with the Rockford 
Area Economic Development Council and the Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic 
Opportunity, a TIF district was created for the old 54 acre Warner Brake Plant in order to attract 
American Aluminum Extrusion. The project will eventually create 145 jobs directly, as well as 
another 3.7 jobs within Winnebago County, according to an IMPLAN study prepared by Northern 
Illinois University’s Center for Governmental Studies. 
 
As both an ACT WorkKeys® Job Profiler and National Career Readiness Certificate Specialist, he is 
often the liaison linking schools and businesses to develop a skilled workforce. Chris’ EDC programs 
have garnered recognition from Site Selection Magazine in 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2007. IEDC 
recognized the Elgin Image Campaign “It’s Happening Here!” in 2005. Chris has chaired the River 
Valley Workforce Investment Board, served on the Illinois Development Council Board of Directors, 
President of the Mid-America Economic Development Council from 1993 -1994, and an officer of 
several revolving loan funds. He recently completed his terms of office on the Board of Directors of 
the Chicago Chapter of CoreNet Global. With an MA in Political Science from Eastern Illinois 
University, he has continuously worked as an adjunct instructor of Public Administration and 
Public Policy for Governors State University (Illinois) and Columbia College of Missouri (Crystal 
Lake, Illinois Campus) since 1980. Since the 1980s, Chris has been a frequent speaker for IEDC, 
MAEDC, IDC, ASPA and the ACCE. 
 



Daniel French, JD, LLM – is the lead author of this report.  Mr. French is a licensed attorney and 
environmental transactions expert that leads strategic planning and research initiatives for 
Manheim Solutions, Inc. He is responsible for the formulation of project-level strategy, analysis and 
oversees project operations in the areas of environment, redevelopment, adaptive reuse, feasibility 
analysis, and regional analysis. Sustainable land use planning is a particular focus of his practice, in 
which he blends traditional analysis with principals of economic geography, place making, green 
infrastructure, ecosystem services, and network analysis to lend a balanced, creative and impactful 
perspective. After receiving a B.A. at the University of Illinois, Dan completed his law degree from 
St. Louis University with concentrations in business transactions and tax law, before finally 
completing a Masters of Law (LL.M.) in Business and Trade Law from Erasmus University in the 
Netherlands. Following his studies, Dan briefly interned at the law firm Nautadutilh in Rotterdam 
before joining British Petroleum in Chicago in 2007 where he supported retail and midstream asset 
divestment in both portfolio and single-site sales— transacting over a billion dollars in total value 
and liability in more than a dozen states in just 5 years. Mr. French’s most recent major projects 
include leading the redevelopment analysis and strategy development for a 400 acre brownfield in 
a mountainous region of the rural South East and a 440 acre brownfield in industrial corridor of 
northwest Indiana. 
 
Philip Watson, PhD – Dr. Watson is the lead economist for Watson Regional Economics Network 
(www.mydearwatson.net). In addition to his business, Dr. Watson also has academic year 
responsibilities as an Assistant Professor of Agricultural & Regional Economics in the College of 
Agricultural and Life Sciences at the University of Idaho. Phil not only works as a private consultant, 
but he also receives funding to support his research from the USDA Rural Community Development 
Initiative program where he is currently working in Priest River, Idaho on a targeted community 
economic analysis tool to help guide strategic decision-making in rural communities. Phil also 
serves as lead on several National Oceanic & Atmospheric Association and industry association 
economic impact studies (i.e. Cattleman, Dairy, etc.) and is well versed in regional and community 
economic practices in the Intermountain West. He has over ten years of experience in conducting 
research and teaching about regional economic theory and practice, recreation and tourism 
management, fisheries planning, natural resource valuation, and public involvement. He has 
conducted workshops and training in regional economics for the Northwest Community 
Development Institute and several other, federal, and state agencies. Phil is a Pullman, WA resident.  
 
Michele Vachon, MS – Michele Vachon, is affiliated with Watson Regional Economics Network 
(WREN) and provides land use planning, brownfield, community economic development and grant 
writing to WREN. Michele has a Master’s in Bioregional Planning and Community Design Program 
from the University of Idaho, with an emphasis on Community and Regional Economic 
Development. She has over twelve years providing business and triple-bottom-line consulting to 
small-mid-sized companies, non-profits and government. She has an extensive background in real 
estate development, construction, government contracting, environmental planning, facilitation, 
entrepreneurship training, and public outreach. Michele is passionate about community economic 
development and is member of the Community Development Society, as well as a 3rd year student 
of the Northwest Community Development Institute. She participated in the 2010 Food on the 
Table conference and knows many of the area farmers and other stakeholders. Michele coordinated 
the installation of three community gardens in Idaho (two in Cascade, one in Priest River). As a 
Moscow resident, she completed the Cultivating Success Business Planning course coordinated by 
UI Latah County Extension, which inspired her to pursue turning her hobby garden into a 
neighborhood CSA, now in its first year. Michele also serves her community by providing grant 
writing services to the Greater Moscow Area Brownfield Coalition and Troy Horizons, participating 
in the CEDA Green Technology Taskforce, and she is a member of the Students for Place-based 
Planning & Urban Design, who leads cleanups and community tours each spring and fall.  
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