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I-00

Executive Summary

In March 2011, SustainFloyd, a nonprofit organization located in Floyd, Virginia, contracted
with the researcher to conduct a feasibility study to investigate establishment of a value-adding
food and agricultural processing facility to serve farmers and entrepreneurs located in and around
Floyd County. This research was divided into two distinct phases, with the first phase focusing
on a local foods assessment of the region followed by a second phase focusing on project
implementation.
Results from the regional food assessment suggest that a level of demand for establishment of a
value adding food and agricultural facility may be sufficient to justify project development.
Research has identified a developing local foods movement in the region that provides market
opportunities for manufacture and sale of value-added local foods. Opportunities exist for directto-consumer sales, wholesale distribution to retailers and restaurants, and direct sales to large
institutions. Area institutions, including Virginia Tech and smaller private colleges, are actively
seeking ways to support local food entrepreneurship and farming, and several have an interest in
sourcing value-added food products from a facility processing locally grown products.
More than 40 small scale food entrepreneurs responded to a survey to document their existing
demand for a food processing facility that will enable them to expand and professionalize their
businesses. These entrepreneurs require physical infrastructure, including specialized equipment
within a facility that is in compliance with local, state and federal regulations concerning
commercial production of food products. They also expressed a strong need for marketing
support, business plan development, and technical assistance in product formulation and
packaging.
Eleven existing food businesses in Virginia responded to an email survey indicating demand for
contract manufacturing services for their food products that are already in the marketplace.
Southwestern Virginia, and the state as a whole, has very few co-packing facilities and many
small food businesses are now having their food products manufactured out of the state. The
responding businesses indicated a strong need for a reliable relationship with a contract
manufacturer based on transparency, reasonable pricing, confidentiality, and exact product
formulation.
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The research indicates that a value adding food processing facility may be successfully
developed using a three-pronged strategy of services. These three services are: 1) providing
signature branded processed foods to area institutions and retailers with a defined local label or
labels; 2) providing shared-use access of production space, storage, and technical assistance for
small scale food entrepreneurs located in the region, and; 3) providing contract manufacturing
under private labels for existing value adding food businesses in Virginia.
Phase II research focuses on the infrastructure – physical, legal, and organizational – necessary
to build and operate a value-adding facility that reflects measured demand from Phase I findings.
Project leaders are recommended to consider a site at the newer Floyd Commerce Park, located
on the outskirts of the Town of Floyd, as the home of a new value-added food and agricultural
processing facility. Attributes that make this site preferable are numerous. The area is currently
zoned for commercial activity and includes easy access for tractor trailer trucks. The industrial
park is extremely under-utilized, with only one commercial building in operation among multiple
lots, all of which are graded and essentially build ready. The park has stubbed-out water and
sewer access, as well as a readily available electric supply, including 3-phase power, from a
nearby transformer station.
The researchers recommend construction of a 10,000 square foot facility that can accommodate a
wide range of users and types of equipment. The sketch provided in this report includes two
manufacturing kitchens, a dehydration and pickling room, walk-in coolers and freezers, loading
docks, offices, bathrooms, and open space for staging and dry storage. The cost for base facility
construction is calculated on a square footage basis, and is estimated at $1,136,975.
Equipment needed to fully outfit the facility is listed and discussed and is priced at $693,240 for
all new equipment. While prices for new equipment are quoted, the researchers anticipate many
pieces will be bought used. Significant cost savings can be realized through used purchases, with
an estimated total cost of $425,000 for a combination of new and used equipment.
Based upon the economic disadvantages of Floyd County and established precedent,
SustainFloyd should be able to establish a subsidiary single-member LLC as the management
entity for a value-adding food and agricultural processing facility. An operating agreement
between SustainFloyd and the subsidiary must be developed that explicitly states the purposes of
the subsidiary will conform to the purposes of the parent nonprofit. Advantages of this approach
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are discussed in detail. If SustainFloyd chooses to manufacture products with a Floyd-identified
label, the researchers recommend establishing a for-profit entity that can be incubated at the
facility and which will pay regular use fees similar to any other users. Likewise, a for-profit copacking entity can also be established at the facility.
This project will best succeed by hiring an executive director with significant food production
and culinary experience. This individual should be hired a few months before the facility is open
for services. Key duties of this individual will include facility strategic management, daily
operations management, billing and bookkeeping, educational outreach, consulting, and
technical assistance. The executive director can also serve as production supervisor for
businesses housed at the facility manufacturing local-identified signature products and providing
co-packing services for existing food businesses in Virginia.
The base cost of operating this facility is estimated at about $127,000 in the first year, followed
by a decrease to about $110,000 in subsequent years. The researchers recommend a goal of
approaching or achieving break-even five years from the date of opening. Revenues will be
generated from user production fees and storage fees. The anticipated revenue sources are from
existing small businesses wishing to access the facility ($60,000 per year), a start-up businesses
manufacturing and selling locally-grown value added foods ($30,000) and a start-up business
providing contract manufacturing services to existing food businesses ($30,000).
Researchers recommend SustainFloyd establish a community advisory committee to provide
oversight and input during project development. Representation should be give from Floyd
County government, Virginia Tech Cooperative Extension, Virginia Tech Food Services, The
Floyd County Chamber of Commerce, The Virginia Department of Agriculture & Consumer
Services, and the SustainFloyd Board of Directors.
The estimated timeline for project development is three years from the conclusion of the
feasibility study. This is contingent upon successful fundraising and securing a necessary site at
the Floyd Industrial Park. The estimated total amount of investment required, including facility
development and post-opening operational support, ranges from $1.8 million to $2.5 million over
an eight-year period.
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I-01

Introduction

In March 2011, SustainFloyd, a nonprofit organization located in Floyd, Virginia, contracted
with the researcher to conduct a feasibility study to investigate establishment of a value-adding
food and agricultural processing facility to serve farmers and entrepreneurs located in and around
Floyd County. This research was divided into two distinct phases, with the first phase consisting
of the following deliverables:


Conduct a preliminary regional foods assessment with an overview analysis of the current
state of local foods markets and potential for growth. Data will be gathered from
interviews with project leaders, discussions with other organizations involved in
promotion and marketing of local foods, and review of existing local foods marketing
campaigns in or near Floyd County.



Identify and assess needs of institutional buyers. Working with SustainFloyd staff, SMI
will identify and contact institutional large scale buyers in the region. Data gathering
methods will include: 1) Canvassing the region for potential institutional and large-scale
buyers; 2) gauging their level of interest, willingness to cooperate and engaging them in
the process; and 3) follow-up with correspondence, surveys and visits to interested
institutional buyers. Research will result in a master list of market opportunities that will
inform and guide subsequent research.



Identify and assess levels of participation by local producers and manufacturers. SMI will
identify producers most willing and able to meet the demands of the market, as well as
best specialty crops for local value-added production. Active production demand will be
measured through survey instruments distributed to potential producers and follow-up
interviews to determine types of current production, volume potential, seasonality, and
current value-added processing capabilities and needs. SustainFloyd staff will assist in
conducting outreach to local farmers and producer groups. Secondary research on land
production capacity will be conducted, using data supplied by SustainFloyd and others.



Complete a Regional Foods Assessment. The complete Regional Foods Assessment will
encompass all data gathered in the services above and will serve as a foundation
document for subsequent research and development activities.

Phase II research focuses on the infrastructure – physical, legal, and organizational – necessary
to build and operate a value-adding facility that reflects measured demand from Phase I findings.
In accordance with contracted services, Phase II research addresses the following deliverables:


Conduct a thorough site review and assess a proposed facility site based on minimum
criteria including water and sewer access (or ability to accommodate septic systems
meeting purpose requirements), access to 3-phase power, geographical proximity to
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participating growers, site footprint size, proximity to support services, and political
receptiveness to hosting a value-added processing facility.


Determine optimal scale and infrastructure for a facility processing local foods and make
recommendations for floor plans, processing capacity with required and desired
equipment for processing, packaging, and storing local foods for distribution. A sketch
drawing of a proposed facility will be provided as a starting-point for architectural design
services.



Determine costs of facility development from now until opening for value-added
processing services, including an estimate for fixed-asset development costs of site
acquisition, construction and/or renovation, permitting, utility installation, and equipment
acquisitions and installation. Options for value-engineering and purchase of used versus
new equipment will be discussed.



Investigate the types of organizational management structure most likely to ensure longterm success of the project. This will include a discussion of the skills needed for a
facility general manager and expected responsibilities and duties assigned to that
individual. A labor force review will make recommendations for value-added processing
management, the number and types of workers needed to provide value-added services
from the host organization, and marketing and promotions activities need to attract valueadded producers and enter products into the marketplace. Legal establishment, use
policies, fee structures, and operational hours will be discussed and recommended.



Identify community partners and support organizations at local, state, and national levels
that can assure the facility is integrated into the community as a valued and effective part
of the local food and agricultural economy.
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I-02

Regional Demographics

Demographic research for this project focuses on Floyd County and six adjacent counties located
in central southwest Virginia. Adjacent counties include Carroll, Patrick, Franklin, Roanoke,
Montgomery, and Pulaski. According to the US Census Bureau, the 2010 population of these
seven counties was 341,610. By population, the largest counties are Montgomery (94,392) and
Roanoke (92,376). Franklin County, located near Roanoke, ranked third with a population of
56,159. Floyd, located in the center of this cluster of counties, had the smallest population at
15,279.
Formed in 1831 from parts of Montgomery County, Floyd is a rural, mountainous county located
southwest of and adjacent to the Roanoke Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA). According to the
U.S. Census Bureau, the county has a total area of 381 square miles. The county seat is the Town
of Floyd, with a 2000 Census population of 432 people.
Floyd County is adjacent to the Roanoke Metropolitan Statistical Area, but is not officially part
of the MSA. The County is situated atop a high plateau of the Blue Ridge Mountains which
divides the eastward flowing from the westward flowing waters. With the high topography, no
streams flow into Floyd County. The county is drained primarily by the Little River and its
tributaries which flow into New River. The headwaters of the south fork of the Roanoke River
are in the northeastern part of the county. Buffalo Mountain, at 3,971 feet (1,210 m), is the
highest point in the county.
Floyd is bordered by Carroll County to the southwest, Patrick County to the southeast, Franklin
and Roanoke counties to the northeast, and Pulaski and Montgomery counties to the northwest.
A moderately well-developed two-lane road system connects Floyd economically to its larger
adjacent counties, especially Montgomery and Roanoke. According to the Virginia Employment
Commission, 1,898 Floyd County residents commuted to work each day in either Montgomery
or Roanoke County in the year 2000.
The Town of Floyd is located approximately 42 miles from the city of Roanoke and 31 miles
from the town of Blacksburg, the home of Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University
(Virginia Tech), the leading state agricultural and technical university of Virginia. With over
30,000 full-time students, Virginia Tech and Blacksburg’s economic impact to the region is far
larger than population data would suggest.
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To the casual visitor, Floyd County appears to be an intensely rural county. However, proximity
to Blacksburg and Roanoke, along with a well-established back to the land movement dating
from the early 1970s, has attracted a more diverse population to the county than found in many
rural areas. By one local estimate, up to 30% of residents or their families moved to the county in
the past forty years.

Despite in-migration trends and a relatively large population of newcomers, Floyd remains
economically poor. Compared to Floyd County, the more urban counties of Montgomery and
Roanoke are much wealthier, younger, more diverse and much more educated (demographics for
Patrick, Carroll and Pulaski counties are more similar to Floyd’s). The chart below shows the
wide disparities in population, income and education between the three counties:
County Profiles: Floyd, Roanoke and Montgomery Counties
Population
Floyd
Roanoke
Population 2010
Population % Change 2000 2010
Percent White
Percent 65 and over
Income and Poverty

Montgomery
94,392

15,279

92,376

10.1%

7.7%

12.9%

95.9%
17.2%

90%
15.9%

87.6%
9.2%

Floyd

Roanoke

Montgomery
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Median Household Income
2009
Per Capita Income (2009
Dollars)
Poverty Rate 2009
Education
Percent with High School
Diploma
Percent with Bachelor's
Degree or Higher

$36,664

$56,508

$42,783

$20,171

$30,338

$21,271

15%

6.1%

19%

Floyd

Roanoke

Montgomery

77.3%

89.1%

87.9%

18.4%

32%

39.6%

For local sales of value added food products, Floyd County producers look to access markets in
Roanoke and Montgomery counties. Close proximity to the larger urban areas indicates an
opportunity to sell products to a relatively large and wealthy population in the MSA, particularly
in Blacksburg (Montgomery County) and the City of Roanoke. The map below shows Floyd on
US Highway 226, 41 miles southwest of Roanoke and 31 miles south of Blacksburg on State
Highway 8.

8

In addition to more local markets, Floyd is located within 2 hours of other large urban areas
including the Greensboro - High Point - Winston-Salem MSA in North Carolina. The county has
good access to Interstates 77, 74, and 81.

Agricultural Demographics
A brief analysis of agricultural demographics can be useful in planning for a food processing
center that wishes to increase economic opportunities for agricultural producers in the region.
Much of the basic demographic information on agricultural is readily available elsewhere,
including the Floyd County Comprehensive Plan, developed by Floyd County economic
development staff.
An understanding of agricultural activity can help a community food processing facility develop
meaningful strategies to engage the agricultural community. That said, it is important to keep in
mind that food processing is essentially a manufacturing activity and is not necessarily impacted
9

by the types of agriculture in its immediate vicinity. Value-added food processing facilities might
function just as successfully in urban environments with no local agriculture as in rural areas
with robust agricultural economies.
Floyd County, as with the entire southwest Virginia region, has a long history of small-scale
agriculture. However, due to poor soil quality, limited availability of irrigation, small
landholdings, and a national trend towards larger, vertically integrated agricultural systems,
Floyd and surrounding counties have seen declines in agricultural economic activity for most of
the past fifty years.
Exceptions to this trend have been recent expansions of small-scale vegetable growers,
Christmas tree farms, and ornamental nursery stock producers. The county ranked first in the
state in nursery stock production and second in the state in Christmas tree production in 2007.
Harvested cropland has increased since 1987, rising from 23,328 acres in 1987 to 33,971 acres in
2007. The number of farms growing vegetables has increased as well, from 18 farms in 1997 to
34 farms in 2007. Acres of harvested vegetables also increased in that ten-year period, from 73
acres to 224 acres. Almost all vegetables are grown on small scale farms, with 61 acres in
potatoes, 36 acres of sweet corn, 14 acres of cabbage, and 11 acres of pumpkins. No other single
vegetable crop recorded more than 10 acres of production in the 2007 Census of Agriculture.
The high rolling hills of Floyd are rocky, and the substrata aquifer is extremely limited. This
circumstance has led most farmers in the county to engage in low-intensity animal agriculture,
primarily the raising of feeder cattle. According to the 2007 Census of Agriculture, livestock
production accounted for 57 percent ($24,581,000) of Floyd’s total agricultural output value of
$43,361,000. Ornamental horticulture is a bright spot in the county, with Christmas tree and
boxwood production becoming a large part of overall agricultural economic activity and taking
the lion’s share of over $18 million in crops grown in 2007. Among the seven counties
researched in this study, Floyd ranks second in overall value of agricultural production, trailing
only Franklin County.
A comparison of the seven counties in the region shows Carroll County, located off the mountain
ridges and with superior soil quality, to be the largest vegetable producer in the area. According
to the 2007 Census of Agriculture, Carroll County had 1,114 acres of harvested vegetables. No
other county in the region had even half that much production, with Patrick County a distant
10

second at 388 acres. Over half of the region’s 2,079 acres of vegetable production came from
Carroll County. Carroll has a well-developed infrastructure for produce marketing, and is home
to the Southwest Virginia Farmers Market in Hillsville.
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I-03

Local Food Infrastructure, Farmers Markets and Retail Points

The region around Floyd has a modestly well-developed network of farmers’ markets,
distributors, retailers, and consumers supporting locally grown and manufactured foods. Markets
like these can often be the first sales opportunities for entrepreneurs and projects manufacturing
local foods. As shown in the table below, researchers identified at least eleven farmers markets
in the region:
Blacksburg Farmers’ Market
100 Draper Road
Blacksburg, VA 24060
P: 540-239-8290
bbfarmersmarket@gmail.com
www.bbfarmersmarket.org
Floyd Farmers Market
Mike Burton
info@sustainfloyd.org
540-250-0111

Roanoke City Market
P: 540-342-2028 x15
www.downtownroanoke.org/market.htm

Grandin Village Community Market (Roanoke)
Brent Cochran
brent@roanokenaturalfoods.coop
P: 540-597-6914
www.grandinvillagecommunitymarket.blogspot.com
Narrows Farmers’ Market
Jessie Parsell
jessparsell@townofnarrows.org
P: 540-726-2423
www.townofnarrows.org/farmersmarket.html

Pulaski Farmers’ Market
Shirley Bandy
pulaskifarmersmarket@verizon.net
P: 540-994-4200
www.pulaskitown.org/PULAKSI_FARMERS_MAR
KET_2009.aspx
Radford Farmers’ Market
Becky Haupt
info@mainstreetradford.org
P: 540-731-3656
www.mainstreetradford.org
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Salem Farmers’ Market
Alice Austin
aliceatthebeach@yahoo.com
P: 540-375-4098
www.salemva.gov/depts/streets/market/
Shawsville Farmers’ Market
Meredith Novak
meredithnovak@gmail.com
P: 540-357-3642
Southwest Virginia Farmers Market
(Hillsville)
Kevin Semones
farmersmarket@carrollcountyva.org
497 Farmers Market Road
Hillsville, VA 24343
P: 276-728-5540
www.farmersmarket.chillsnet.com
Vinton Farmers’ Market
Mary Beth Layman
mblayman@vintonva.gov
204 West Lee Avenue
Vinton, VA 24179
P: 540-983-0613
www.vintonva.gov

Almost all of the farmers markets identified are small retail operations that operate on a seasonal
basis with limited hours of operation. They are more akin to temporary tailgate markets than
fixed asset facilities dedicated to produce sales. More than 100 small scale diversified farms are
believed to use these markets for direct sales to consumers, and many farms rely on these
markets for a substantial portion of overall farm income.
The major exception to the small scale of farmers markets is the Southwest Virginia Farmers
Market in Hillsville (Carroll County). This facility is a large permanent operation that handles
bulk vegetable wholesale as well as retail sales year-round. It is jointly managed by Carroll
County and the Virginia Department of Agriculture & Consumer Services (VDACS). It is ideally
located next to Interstate 77 in Hillsville at exit 14 and serves as a clearing house for vegetables
grown in Carroll and surrounding counties. The facility has convenient large truck access,
loading docks, and cold storage. The facility also provides hydro-chilling services for fresh
produce, with two outdoor hydro-cooling units that were custom-made for the facility. In
addition, a 3,000 sq.ft. community cannery is located on the premises. It has several steamjacketed kettles and large vat pressure cookers for canning fresh produce. This facility is
inspected by the VDACS for commercial food processing, but apparently no commercial
operators currently use the facility. A cannery manager reported that almost all users are local
church groups and individuals putting up produce for personal consumption.
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Above: Hydrocooling equipment, SWVA Farmers Market, Hillsville

Above: Canning equipment, SWVA Farmers Market, Hillsville
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With the exception of this community cannery, researchers did not identify any other public or
open-access facilities providing entrepreneurs or individuals with access to food processing
equipment.
Several small specialty food stores support sales of produce and other food products that are
locally-produced.
Harvest Moon Food Store

Roanoke Natural Foods Co-op
Bruce Phlegar - General Manager bruce@roanokenaturalfoods.coop - x9
1319 Grandin Road
Roanoke, VA 24015
P: 540-343-5652
F: 540-343-5711
www.roanokenaturalfoods.coop
The Floyd Country Store

Margie Redditt
harvestmoonfoodstore@swva.net
227 N Locust Street
Floyd, VA 24091
P: 540-745-4366
harvestmoonfoods.com
Hethwood Market

David Wood - store manager
www.floydcountrystore.com
P: 540-745-4563

Annie Kay's Main Street Market

Scott Sink
scsink@vt.edu
307 Chowning Place
Blacksburg, VA 24060
P: 540-493-5531
virginiaharvest.com
Oasis World Market

Heather
heather@anniekays.com
1531 South Main Street
Blacksburg, VA 24060
P: 540-552-6870

Whitney Scheutz
info@oasiswm.com
1411 S Main Street
Blacksburg, VA 24060
P: 540-953-3950
oasiswm.com

anniekays.com
Eats Natural Foods

Sweetwater Market

Stan Davis
eatsnatural@gmail.com
708 North Main Street
Blacksburg, VA 24060
P: 540-552-2279
eatsnaturalfoods.com

Jared Mizraki
Barbara@bluemaountainorganics.com
1101 Floyd Hwy North
Floyd, VA 24091
P: 540-745-5000
sweetwatermarket.com
rawbakery.com
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I-04

Institutional Markets for Local Value-Added Foods

SustainFloyd staff requested the researcher investigate opportunities for selling value-added food
products through existing institutional channels in southwest Virginia, with a particular interest
in sales to Virginia Tech, smaller private colleges, and area hospitals. Potential opportunities for
wholesale distribution include clients being served by larger distributors including US
Foodservice and Produce Source Partners.
The researchers’ direct experience with similar projects indicate that institutional sales of local
foods are much more difficult than sales for retail consumption. This has many reasons, but
paramount among these is price. At the institutional level, most purchase decision-makers are
working with defined budgets based on a per-plate cost calculation. Rising food costs have often
tightened food service budgets to the point where little discretion is left to buy locally made
foods that usually cost significantly more than mass-produced foods.
In most cases, locally made foods will cost more than nationally distributed brands. This is
primarily due to economies of scale that reduce input costs. Lower cost may also be a reflection
of lower-quality inputs. For example, mass-produced jelly for institutional use may have highfructose corn syrup (HFC) as a key ingredient, whereas locally made jellies will be made with
pure fruit and pectin.
Buyers interested in a dual mission of providing superior foods and a commitment to supporting
local agriculture In southwest Virginia provide the best opportunities for a food processing
facility in Floyd with a mission to sell value-added local foods into institutional markets.
Virginia Tech
Virginia Tech (VT) is by far the largest institutional food buyer in the region. With over 30,000
full-time students, a staff in the thousands, and hundreds of thousands of visitors each year, VT
purchases millions of dollars of food inputs. VT dining services serves on average 40,000 meals
per day when school is in session. The school’s largest purveyors are US Foodservice, which
supplies most packaged and processed foods, and Produce Source Partners, a Virginia-based
produce distributor that provides most fresh produce to the school. VT also maintains its own
small garden farm, providing several thousand pounds of fresh produce during harvest season.
VT prides itself on the quality of its dining services and uses it as a recruitment tool for
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prospective students. The university receives national awards for its dining services every year,
and in 2009 it was ranked number one in the Best Campus Food category by the Princeton
Review.
VT is unusual compared to most large educational institutions in that it operates its own dining
services. Most schools contract for dining services with major food service management
companies such as Aramark and Chartwells. At VT, dining services are directly managed by the
school, with all operations designed to be self-supporting from retail meal sales to students and
staff at four major food courts on campus. According to VT’s dining services website
(http://www.dining.vt.edu), the largest food court is a state-of-the-art facility that combines allyou-care-to-eat dining with the variety of an international marketplace. This award-winning
dining center, named D2, is the largest on campus and can accommodate 1,100 people at one
time. D2 is located in Dietrick Dining Center, and ranks as one of the largest non-military dining
halls in the United States. This facility has eight specialty shops offering a wide range of
cuisines. In addition to D2, the Owen Food Court operates twelve specialty shops. The West End
Market houses seven distinct restaurants and features made-to-order specialties such as London
broil, lobster, and steak. A fourth large food court, Hokie Grill & Co., offers chain restaurant fast
food including Pizza Hut, Chik-fil-A, and Cinnabon.
One of the seven guiding principles of VT dining services is to "Promote a sustainable dining
and food system at Virginia Tech and therefore the greater community." According to the VT
website, dining services began to actively seek inclusion of local and sustainable foods in 2008.
Since then, VT has added an exclusively local, sustainable, and organic venue, the Farms &
Fields Project, located in Owens Food Court. The Farms & Fields Project is a showcase for
Dining Services’ gold standard of sustainability. Since 2008, the Dining Services sustainability
coordinator has actively pursued local and sustainable foods wherever possible in all other dining
units. Local special meals have now become a twice-annual tradition; meat produced and
processed on campus is incorporated in most units year-round.
VT dining services employs a full-time sustainability coordinator. Elena Dulys-Nusbaum works
closely with dining services staff to find ways to further develop a sustainable dining program at
the university and work with students to address concerns and seek input. Dulys-Nusbaum was
instrumental in implementing a comprehensive recycling and composting program, allowing
17

food waste to be turned into compost for use on the University’s Kentland farm. DulysNusbaum met with team researchers and reported that VT’s sustainability initiatives work best
when they also save money. Recycling and composting is a relatively easy program to
implement because it ultimately saves money or breaks even.
On the purchasing side, support for local food producers runs into conflict with the need to keep
costs low, and many locally grown products cannot compete in price with national massproduced products. Dulys-Nusbaum reported that the University purchases almost all foods on a
bid process, and she encouraged researchers to investigate open bids online at
www.purch.vt.edu. However, VT does have a bid waiver on locally-supplied products that total
less than $2,000 per week. Dulys-Nusbaum suggested that this waiver may allow a Floyd project
to begin small volume sales to VT while building up its capacity and understanding the food
system of the University. She stressed that chefs have more authority on purchasing decisions
and encouraged researchers to meet with VT chefs to discuss local sourcing. She also offered to
test market any value-added products made in Floyd with campus chefs.
Contact:

Elena Dulys-Nusbaum, Sustainability Coordinator
151 New Hall West (0428)
Blacksburg, VA 24061
Tel: (540) 231-1139
edulysn@vt.edu

VT dining services maintains a small garden farm at Kentland, the university’s land grant
research farm. Since beginning in 2009 the two-acre plot has more than tripled in size, and staff
reports that the farm plot may grow to as large as 16 acres in the near future. Sweet potatoes,
broccoli, mixed greens, asparagus, peppers, zucchini, and many more vegetables and herbs are
grown, processed, and served within ten miles of campus. VT dining services staff reported that
the University grew and served 8,000 lbs of broccoli, 1,350 lbs of beets, 800 lbs of kale, 450 lbs
of collards, and 700 lbs of chard from their garden farm.
In the future, dining services will be improving and expanding existing programs, as well as
more actively tracking sustainable purchases to measure progress. VT’s website reports that the
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University’s percentage of local foods (within 250 miles) and/or third-party sustainable certified
food for the 2011 fiscal year was 1.6 percent of all foods used or purchased by the University.
Unlike most institutional users, VT dining services maintains a large central commissary for
further processing of fresh produce and raw materials. Food preservation is a key component in
expanding the window of time for serving locally-grown food. The University’s Southgate Food
Processing Center has partnered with the Department of Food Science and Technology (FST) on
several measures to expand its food preservation capacity. The facility plans to add a “fast
freezer,” which quickly chills food in order to preserve taste and nutritional quality, as well as
create start-to-finish preservation plans for various types of produce to ensure quality and safety.
VT dining services staff expressed an interest in working with SustainFloyd to identify products
that could be further processed and sold to the University as local, sustainable, value-added
foods. However, the fact that VT maintains a large commissary for just-in-time further
processing precludes the opportunity for sales of many types of common value-added foods
including baked goods, heat-and-serve dishes, and cut fruits and vegetables. In a meeting with
John Scherer, executive chef of Owen Food Court, discussions centered around identifying
products that were difficult for VT staff to manufacture due to time, space, or regulatory
constraints. One promising category was manufacture and sale of local pickles. Production of
pickles is a time-consuming process and VT staff would prefer to source locally-made pickles
rather than commodity products made by national suppliers. Chef Scherer was also open to the
possibility of developing “signature” recipes of value-added products that could be made by
Floyd to VT’s exact specifications. He reported that other executive chefs on campus would also
be interested in this approach. A private label co-packing agreement with a facility in Floyd
would serve the goals and needs of both VT, with a commitment to supporting local sustainable
agriculture, and SustainFloyd’s aspiration to provide increased sales and economic opportunity
for local farmers.
Contact:

John Scherer, Executive Chef
Owens Dining Center (0223)
Blacksburg VA 24061
Tel: (540) 231-5274
jscherer@vt.edu
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Ferrum College, Ferrum VA
According to Michael A. Martin, Food Services Manager at Ferrum College, the school currently
purchases approximately 30% of its food locally, including pork and chicken and produce from a
farm that they operate on campus which supplies produce during harvest season. They have
arranged for the majority of the rest of their food service through US Foodservice (USF), thus
providing efficient distribution to meet their institutional needs. Their local vendors deliver to or
backhaul with USF to streamline a single vendor delivery to campus. This helps them also
reduce the carbon footprint of their menu.
Ferrum also participates in a consortium of colleges that aggregate their purchases in order to
enhance their buying power. This consortium of colleges includes Washington and Lee
University. Mr. Martin suggests that project leaders and research set up a meeting with
consortium members to further explore their sourcing needs. He suggests that a project could
integrate with the US Foods system already in place. Mr. Martin has offered to serve as a contact
person to help get a meeting set up.
The current student body population at Ferrum is approximately 1,500 and the college serves
between 2,500 and 3,000 meals per day during the school year. What they need most locally is a
source for ground beef and then for beef primal cuts at a later date. Ferrum is also are also
interested in finding good local organic sources of produce and other foods.
Anything that Ferrum might purchase as a value-added product must be easily used by the
student population, and this includes individual packaging. The school would possibly be
interested in jellies as a branded product, but more likely they would use breads and honey. Mr.
Martin wants to ensure, however, that all the ingredients for any branded product they that are
advertising as VA Grown are actually grown in Virginia, not just being passed off as such from a
manufacturer. They could use honey tableside as well as in the restaurant kitchens in bulk if it
were available.
Ferrum does not purchase on bid. For the time being they are operating on an informal
agreement for the fixed price of produce for the year. The main barrier to Ferrum purchasing
more local foods is the issue of distribution. This is not only critical to the college but also one of
the biggest cost markups for small producers. Ferrum cannot accommodate a variety of small
producers delivering at different times, and the producers cannot afford to provide their own
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distribution. Therefore, someone must provide that distribution service. This is why they like
their current relationship with US Foods.
Ferrum College is committed to sustainability and they have many sustainability initiatives in the
campus community, including work to curb their energy consumption, reduce their waste stream
and act locally.
Ferrum’s Titmus Agriculture Center houses a modern barn, a greenhouse, and an organic garden
that provides food for the cafeteria. The Farm to Cafeteria Program aims to supplement the local
food initiative. This spring and summer the campus garden has provided the cafeteria with
lettuces, tomatoes, bell peppers, banana peppers, edible flowers, broccoli, and cauliflower. Local
food is served in the cafeteria.
Mr. Martin believes Ferrum College is lucky to be located in a rural setting. With approximately
30% of the food coming from local farms, the college has made a large impact on the local
economy and has allowed for the farms to increase staff and production.
Product Farm
Location
Milk
Homestead Creamery Wirtz, VA
Produce Jeter Farms
Roanoke, VA
Rocky Mount,
Produce Beckner's Produce
VA
Boones Mill,
Apples Bryant's Orchard
VA
Sweet Providence
Poultry
Floyd, VA
Farms

Contact:

Michael A. Martin
Food Services Operations Manager
Ferrum College
Dining Hall Tel: (540) 365-4458
mamartin@ferrum.edu
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Radford University, Radford VA
According to their website, Radford University is committed to being a model for sustainable
campus practices and policies. They are recognized for their stewardship of economic, social,
and environmental resources and for an academic commitment to sustainability. From using
biofuel in its bus fleet to a trayless dining hall, Radford University has aggressively pursued
ways of reducing waste and finding green alternatives.
Radford has a Purchasing Working Group that explores ways to increase local food in food
contract, green product purchasing, and holding vendors to higher levels of sustainability.
Sustainability Coordinator Julio Stephens reported that the college was currently renegotiating
with their dining services provider to include a definite percentage of locally grown foods in
their offerings.
Contact:

Julio Stephens
Sustainability Coordinator
801 East Main Street
David E Armstrong Complex
Box 6909
Radford, VA 24142
540-831-7206
wrstephe@radford.edu

Washington and Lee University, Lexington VA
According to their website, a target goal of organic and sustainably produced food at Washington
and Lee University is 30-40% of all food consumed. Dining Services recently has enlisted the
assistance of David Ward from the Association of Family Farms to assist Dining Services in
implementing Value Based Value Chains into its local food purchasing process. This system
recently implemented in Chicago by Levi Brothers and Bon Appetite provides a unique
opportunity for Washington and Lee to meet the demands of institutional local procurement
while maintaining and developing the farmer – community bond. Dining Services has also
provided many of its catering customers menus crafted from local products. They have provided
numerous groups and departments with locally sourced food items and compostable plastics
upon request.
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When possible, Dining Services is committed to using locally grown products. Starting in the fall
of 2007 Dining Services has served an annual local fall harvest meal. This meal provides guests
with a chance to meet local producers and learn about the benefits of local foods while enjoying
a meal that is about 90% locally sourced. Dining Services is actively engaged in setting up local
connections to provide beef, pork, poultry, produce and grains for the University. This effort has
reduced carbon emissions and strengthened the connection between local farmers and consumers
while providing economic benefits and quality foods to those in the community. Initiatives
begun during the 2008-2009 academic year should raise the percentage of local food purchased
to 25 -35%.
The Campus Garden was started in the summer of 2008 with assistance from Dining Services,
the Biology and Facilities Management Departments and the Campus Kitchen Project. The one
acre garden is planted in vegetables and herbs. Compost from the campus composting program
and leaves from the campus grounds are used to nourish the plants. The produce is used by the
Campus Kitchen Project and the herbs and some vegetables are used by Washington and Lee
Dining Services. From July 1, 2010-June 30, 2011, the Campus Kitchen Project served 22,844
meals, passed along 24,267 lbs of food to local food pantries, enlisted 3,820 volunteer hours
from over 300 volunteers, and recovered 72,380 lbs of food that would otherwise have gone to
waste.
As the person responsible for securing local food sources for Washington and Lee University,
Mr. Carpenter is very interested in helping develop local food distribution systems across the
state. He also knows there is a need for services like these in Southwestern and South Central
Virginia. He believes that a project like this should look to serve its region first with a focus on
sharing resources with all food hubs in the state. He envisions a scenario where all are working
together to deal with food needs, overruns and purchases, as well as providing education to
people about how to buy locally. As a standalone operation, Washington and Lee can now
function on its own for local foods and Mr. Carpenter is proud of developing a system whereby
the university can continue to increase the amount of local food it purchases annually. He
believes it is important to develop the producer-distributor-consumer chain, but that there is too
much money in the middle of the chain. He feels that projects like this are important economic
development opportunities for Virginia and wants to help them succeed and work together.
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Washington and Lee currently procures 20% of its food locally, which amounts to about
$400,000 per year. As they developed their systems for getting more access to local foods, they
even drove to the farms to pickup produces in order to act as a model for local food production
and distribution. Their next goal is to achieve 25% local food purchases while lowering their
bottom line. This they have done by retraining their staff to make food items such as salad
dressing from scratch, which allows them to spend extra resources developing their local chains
for foods like wheels of cheese and local meats. This has the added benefit of increasing
employee morale because they are actually working instead of mainly opening cans. With labor
included, they save $14 on each gallon of salad dressing they make from scratch, allowing them
to put extra money into projects such as cheese and meat production and distribution .
The consortium of independent colleges including Radford, Ferrum, Lynchburg and Sweetbriar
all initially banded together in order to buy milk from Homestead. This has since expanded to
include yogurt and ice cream. In order to get into the consortium buying process, Mr. Carpenter
is the one to contact. In fact, sustainability coordinators at any of the major schools should be
interested in this project concept and should work with their food services directors to work out
traceability and distribution issues. They do not operate on formal bids – a phone call usually
suffices.
Washington and Lee also participates in direct buying, which doesn’t change even if their
producers get involved in backhaul and distribution with US Foods. For produce they are
currently using Cavalier. They source all their grains locally through Wade’s Mill, including
flour, grits and cornmeal. For meats, the university has assisted a local farmer in developing a
slaughterhouse that distributes both to US Foods and directly to the university. They conduct
farm inspections themselves. With the purchasing power that they have developed, they have
also helped a cheese producer get up and running. This vendor also sells direct to the university,
with additional distribution from D.C. to the Charlotte area.
Washington and Lee operates three food service facilities on campus. Two of these are semiretail operations that use local ingredients in the sandwiches and snacks that they sell. These two
shops also sell local food products retail. Including the law school, Washington and Lee has a
student population of about 1,400. Since they have a strong program of sending students
overseas during spring semesters, the number of meals served daily in the third dining facility
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decreases throughout the year. In fall, they serve between 1,200 and 1,800 meals per day. In the
spring the numbers start out around 1,000-1,200 meals per day, dropping to 6-800 in March and
to 200 in May.
Mr. Carpenter is not particularly interested in obtaining processed or value-added foods from a
facility like this at this time. They already have in place many of the supply chains that suit their
needs, including trout, tilapia, shrimp, chicken, beef, pork, dairy, grains, fruits and vegetables.
They do have an occasional need for lamb. One sector of the state that he does feel could benefit
from canned products is the K-12 system. Having been to 70% of the school systems in the state,
he knows that they are interested in procuring canned tomatoes for winter as well as canned
sliced peaches in standard #10 cans. The price they pay currently for a half dozen #10 cans of
plum tomatoes is around $13.88. In order to sell to the school systems, one would have to be no
more than 10-20% above this to fit within their budget constraints.
One other resource that Mr. Carpenter mentioned for local food sustainability at the university
level is Emory in Atlanta. They are dedicated to a goal of sourcing 75% of their food locally by
2015. For this, they are building their own dairy, beef and chicken systems.
Contact:

Christopher Carpenter
Special Projects Coordinator
Washington and Lee University
Lexington, VA 24450
ccarpenter@wlu.edu
540-458-8636

Carilion Clinic
Carilion Clinic is a hospital management agency that coordinates food service with nine
hospitals in the greater Roanoke area. Rebecca Ellis, Senior Director for Dining and Nutrition
Services, met with researchers and gave a tour of the company’s food service commissary in
Roanoke. The commissary is large (ca. 10,000 sq ft.) and handles further processing and
packaging for all nine hospitals. The facility does everything from cooking and slicing portioncontrolled meats to making peanut butter and jelly sandwiches. Portions are then packaged and
delivered to hospitals daily. Ellis explained that the company believes it has more quality control
and saves money by conducting its own cooking and processing of raw and bulk foods. For
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example, the commissary will buy whole turkeys, and will then cook and slice the meats based
on patients’ needs.
Ellis works closely with US Foodservice and purchases most of its inputs from that company.
She agreed to continue discussions with project directors and USF staff to indentify locally-made
foods that can work within their food system structure. In an interview attended by USF staff,
Ellis did not identify any specific products in demand from local sources.
Contact:

Rebecca Ellis, Senior Director
Dining and Nutrition Services
1906 Belleview Avenue
Roanoke VA 24014
Tel: (540) 981-7061
Cell: (540) 521- 7298
reellis@carilionclininc.org

Food Service Distributors
Researchers and SustainFloyd staff met with three food distributors to assess levels of interest in
sourcing locally-grown and processed foods. These were US Foodservice (USF), Produce Source
Partners (PSP) and Good Food/Good People (GFGP). These distributors offer perhaps the
easiest way for a project in Floyd to access the institutional markets indentified. Both US
Foodservice and Produce Source Partners have existing distribution channels to most educational
institutions in the area. All three of these companies recognize the newly emerging market
potential of locally-identified foods and are responding to client and consumer demand for local.
While providing access to institutional markets, distributors also act as gatekeepers to them. As
middlemen, these companies require a profit incentive to carry products. They will also have
internal requirements for liability coverage and food safety certification, and may have additional
requirements for minimum production, labeling, or product design.
US Foodservice (USF)
USF is one of the largest food service distributors in the country. Until only recently, large
national distributors including USF, Sysco, and others have been resistant to sourcing productidentified local foods, primarily because local foods can be more expensive and often cannot be
sourced under 12-month supply contracts. Local purchasing often costs significantly more time
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and money to the distributor. A prime example of this may be cheese. USF can contract for
production of a wide range of cheese products from Kraft for year-round supply to all of its
regional distribution centers in the country.
However, the local food movement can no longer be ignored by even the largest food
distributors. Clients at both the restaurant and institutional level are increasingly demanding
access to local fresh produce and value-added products including hand-crafted cheeses, gourmet
spreads, local meats, and all-natural snacks.
Frank Holland is the Sustainable Coordinator for USF and Business Development Manager for
the USF Roanoke Division. Holland explained that his role as coordinator of sustainability is a
pilot initiative of the USF nationwide, and his work in the Roanoke Division may become a
model for the company nationally. Holland acknowledged the many challenges a national
distributor may encounter when trying to be a provider of local foods, but believes that the
movement towards local has staying power and is not a passing fad. He reported that the USF
sustainability initiative is a direct response to the demand for local foods from existing USF
accounts, including Virginia Tech and private educational institutions in the region.
USF also has a dedicated account manager for services to Virginia Tech. Les Johnson holds this
position, and a working relationship with him would be essential for selling product to VT
through USF distribution.
USF can source locally-made foods through back-hauling. Back-hauling allows for a truck
making sales deliveries to also provide pick-up services for products being sourced locally. USF
has regular truck delivery to Floyd and can back-haul products in a 28’ refrigerated truck with a
lift gate.
USF carries several local value-added products and has test marketed local beef with area
institutions. For produce, the company sources from Jeter Farms on a regular basis
Contact:

Franklin M Holland – Business Development Manager
USF CRS Sustainable Coordinator
40 Fort Lewis Boulevard
PO Box 40
Salem, VA 24153
Tel: (540) 375-8738
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Cell: (540) 520-7234
frank.holland@usfood.com

Produce Source Partners
PSP is the result of a merger of 3 companies; Baker Brothers Produce of Richmond, Quality
Produce of Roanoke and Saville Produce of Hampton Roads. The company operates state-wide
in Virginia and holds many supply contracts with major institutions in the state, including fresh
produce for Virginia Tech. PSP is a major competitor with USF in Virginia. In addition to fresh
produce, PSP also distributes some value added food products, including locally-made tofu and
cheeses.
In a meeting with PSP Vice-President Eddy Bova, he explained that the local food movement
arose long after he had begun sourcing local produce. He said his company has always purchased
local produce in-season, but did not realize until recently the value in maintaining productidentified local foods throughout the distribution chain. By segregating local foods and labeling
them as such, PSP is able to charge a little more and customers are assured that they are
receiving a local product. The rise of a local food movement worked well for them because they
already had existing relationships with Virginia growers and a few value-added producers.
Bova manages the produce contract with VT and is aware of a rising demand for local valueadded products. Many of his restaurant accounts also specify a requirement for local supplies,
and he is interested in meeting demand for whatever local foods are needed or requested from his
accounts. PSP’s website lists several value-added products available, including salad dressings,
salsa, guacamole, and tofu. Although most of these are not locally-produced, an opportunity may
exist to supplant national brands with local production. Bova expressed an interest in working
with a local value-added manufacturer to help access institutional markets in the state.
Contact:

Eddy Bova , Vice President
116 5th Street, NW
Roanoke, VA 24016
Tel: (540) 342-3443 x 6110
Cell: (540) 537-2684
ebova@webpsp.com
www.producesourcepartners.com
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Good Food/Good People
GFGP is a small produce aggregator based in Floyd County. The business aggregates produce
from over 27 different farms in the region and distributes to restaurants and institutions.
According to its website (www.godfoodgoodpeople.net) the company was established to
promote the integral connection between farmers and food connoisseurs in the southwest
Virginia bioregion, highlighting the variety, taste and freshness of locally-grown foods. All
GFGP products are sourced within 100 miles of Floyd. Company goals include:


Promoting sustainable and organic growing practices in our bioregion by providing stable
markets for these superior products;



Keeping local as our watch word, reducing “food miles” of imported produce;



Ensuring our cooperating growers a living wage and sustainable markets by fairly
reimbursing their family farms for top quality products;



Providing consistent, convenient and personalized service to wholesale & retail buyers,
highlighting specialty and gourmet items as well as basics and, above all, emphasizing
quality and freshness.

GFGP markets locally grown foods in a variety of ways. The company has a presence at four
area farmers markets, and manages a community supported agriculture (CSA) program for
subscription deliveries to individuals. GFGB also maintains an online ordering system allowing
customers to purchase bulk fresh foods in-season.
GFGP owners Tenley Weaver and Dennis Dove are active supporters of SustainFloyd and are
interested in supporting sales and distribution of local value-added products made a Floyd
processing facility.
Contact:

Tenley Weaver
Dennis Dove
320 Fork Drive
Floyd, VA 24091
Tel: (540) 745-3182
Cell: (540) 597-2582
goodfoodgoodpeople@swva.net
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I-05

Survey Analysis and Market Demand for a Shared Use Food Processing Center

This section reviews results of a community wide survey of potential users of a shared use food
processing facility and assesses the viability of such a project based on measured community
demand.
Local market demand is defined as a measurable need or wish on the part of prospective clients
to use a shared-use food and agricultural processing facility. Market demand in this sense does
not mean a measure of consumer, retailer, or wholesale demand for specific products, but rather
the demand from small scale food entrepreneurs for access to a facility of this nature.
From March 24 to June 21 2011, a survey was disseminated to potential users of a shared-use
food processing facility via direct mail, public announcements, and other direct solicitation to
known food businesses in the region. Survey instruments were made available through hardcopy,
email, and an online survey posted at www.SurveyMonkey.com. The survey was publicized
through local newspapers, including the Roanoke Times and the Floyd Press, and was sent to a
list of specialty crops producers supplied by the Floyd County Cooperative Extension office.
The results of the community survey of prospective facility users indicate a moderate demand
for development of a shared-use facility in the seven-county region. When compared to other
communities where shared use food and agricultural facilities have succeeded, the seven-county
region of this study indicates a comparable level of interest from small food entrepreneurs.
However, it must be noted that the level of professional development of the survey respondents
is somewhat lower than that found in other regions, especially in areas with larger populations
and well-established support networks for sales and promotion of local foods.
Methods
Market demand was measured primarily through the use of a potential user’s survey, which
profiled prospective users according to selected characteristics and documented potential facility
usage, including equipment needed and hours of anticipated use. The survey instrument
(Attachment A) was titled “Floyd County Value Added Food Processing Center 2011 Needs
Survey for Users and Suppliers,” and was based on an instrument presented in the publication
Establishing a Shared-Use Commercial Kitchen, authored by Dr. Cameron Wold and used in
feasibility studies throughout the country.
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Survey Results
A total of 43 surveys were returned to researchers within a timeframe of just under 3 months. Of
that number, two surveys were determined to be invalid because no contact information was
supplied.
Researchers divided the remaining 41 survey responses into three tiers, with Tier 1 considered
the most likely to take advantage of a value-added food processing center. Tier 2 represents
respondents with a moderate likelihood of using such a center, while Tier 3 represents
respondents least likely to use such a center. Seven respondents were identified in Tier 1, twelve
in Tier 2, and twenty-two in Tier 3. In order to separate the 41 survey responses into tiers,
researchers relied on the following criteria as identified in survey responses:
(1) Whether a business activity was planned or active and the length of time in business.
These criteria indicate a respondent’s preparation and readiness to act upon the
availability of a value-added food processing center, especially if the respondent
indicated a food business activity. Respondents indicating active business activities with
business experience were ranked highest.
(2) Indication of food items currently being prepared versus an interest in preparing said
food items. This criterion also speaks to the respondent’s preparedness to utilize the
facility. Respondents indicating that they are currently preparing food items were ranked
highest.
(3) Which facilities the respondent uses or if respondent is not currently processing. This
criterion shows which respondents have reached capacity in their current facilities and
need expansion options. Respondents indicating facility use were ranked highly, with
respondents indicating a need for additional space ranked highest of all. Respondents
indicating that they are not currently processing were ranked lowest due to ramp up time
and expense.
(4) Indication of expected hours per week and expected annual sales goals. These criteria
were examined to determine which respondents had a clear and realistic understanding of
the time investment and economic return. Respondents with clear and realistic
expectations were ranked highest.
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(5) Existing business plan. This criterion indicated a respondent’s preparation and readiness.
Respondents who indicated having a business plan were ranked higher than those who
indicated none.
(6) Relevant Comments. Respondents who offered open-ended comments that indicated their
pressing need for a facility like this were given extra consideration and ranked more
highly.
Seven respondents were identified as tier one potential facility users, followed by 12 tier two
potential users, and 22 tier three potential users. Responses to the survey questions are discussed
below.
Respondents were given a list of business types to choose from to describe their activities, and
were allowed to select all that applied to their business operations. The identified business
activities were as follows:
Type of Business
Farmer, Vegetable and Fruit
Farmer, Livestock and Poultry
Farmer, Value Added Meats
Farmer, Value Added Non Meat
Non-Farm Food Producer/Entrepreneur
Church/School/Civic Group
Caterer
Restaurant
Other
Farmer, Vegetable and Fruit
Farmer, Livestock and Poultry
Farmer, Value Added Meats
Farmer, Value Added Non Meat
Non-Farm Food Producer/Entrepreneur
Church/School/Civic Group
Caterer
Restaurant
Other

Responses (% of Tier)
TIER ONE
4
1
0
2
2
0
3
1
3
TIER TWO
4
0
0
1
5
1
3
3
3
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(25%)
(6.25%)
(12.5%)
(12.5%)
(18.75%)
(6.25%)
(18.75%)
(20%)

(5%)
(25%)
(5%)
(15 %)
(15%)
(15%)

TIER THREE
Farmer, Vegetable and Fruit
12 (36.4%)
Farmer, Livestock and Poultry
9 (27.3%)
Farmer, Value Added Meats
2 (6.1%)
Farmer, Value Added Non Meat
2 (6.1%)
Non-Farm Food Producer/Entrepreneur
2 (6.1%)
Church/School/Civic Group
0
Caterer
1 (3%)
Restaurant
0
Other
5 (15.2%)
ALL TIERS
Farmer, Vegetable and Fruit
20 (28.9%)
Farmer, Livestock and Poultry
10 (14.5%)
Farmer, Value Added Meats
2 (2.9%)
Farmer, Value Added Non Meat
5 (7.2%)
Non-Farm Food Producer/Entrepreneur
9 (13%)
Church/School/Civic Group
1 (1.4%)
Caterer
7 (10.1%)
Restaurant
4 (5.8%)
Other
11 (15.9%)

1. Please indicate your current business activity, how long you have been in business, or if
business planned. You may indicate more than one activity if applicable:
Planned and Active Businesses
Business
Active
Planned
Farmer, Vegetable and Fruit
12
6
Farmer, Livestock and Poultry
5
3
Farmer, Value-added Meats
1
1
Farmer, Value-added Non-meat
2
3
Non-Farm Food
4
1
Producer/Entrepreneur
Church/School/Civic Group
1
0
Caterer
3
0
Restaurant
1
1
Other
2
1
Totals
31
16

All Responses
18
8
2
5
5
1
3
2
3
47

Over fifty percent of all business types selected involved farming of some type, with the most
common selection being “Farmer, Vegetable and Fruit.” Most respondents who selected farming
as their business operation selected only one type of farming activity. Fifteen respondents
selected one activity while eight respondents selected multiple activities. Among the twenty
respondents who selected “Farmer, Vegetable and Fruit,” an almost equal number selected single
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or multiple activities: eleven fruit and vegetable farmers indicated only that activity, while nine
indicated multiple activities.
Tier one respondents lean towards fruit and vegetable farming. Tier three respondents were most
heavily represented by fruit and vegetable farmers, while tier two respondents were heavily
represented in the food industry as non-farm food entrepreneurs and operators of restaurants and
catering operations.
Open-ended responses for question one in Tier One include herbs, aggregator, goat’s milk soap,
lip balms, and lotions. Open-ended responses in Tier Two include Roanoke County Schools,
vendor and country store. Open-ended responses in Tier Three include Chinese herbal pharmacy,
baked goods, forest medicinal products, herbal products and goat milk.
Question one also asked whether a listed business type was planned or active. Only 16 of the 47
indicated business activities were purely in the planning stage, with 31 of 47 indicated business
activities currently engaged in some form of food or agricultural production. Many farm-based
producers indicated planning for expanded business activities.
2. Are you interested in using a facility to manufacture food products yourself, or are you

interested in a service that will manufacture foods using your recipes for you?
Self-Manufacture
8

Manufacture by Others
4

Open to Either
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35 out of 41 respondents (85.4%) answered question two. Just over 65% of respondents indicated
being open to either manufacturing food products themselves or enlisting a service that will
manufacture foods for them using their recipes. Of the respondents who indicated a preference,
twice as many indicated a preference for self manufacture of food products. Based on interviews
with existing food businesses in Virginia, many producers of value added food products do not
completely trust existing co-packers to sufficiently ensure the level of quality control they
require. Any facility attempting to co-pack will need to ensure quality control as per customer
expectations.
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3. What food item(s) are you now or would you be interested in preparing? You may

indicate more than one item if applicable:
39 out of 41 respondents (95%) answered question three. Respondents identified 60 types of
foods that they are currently producing, and 83 foods that they are interested in preparing.
Food Item
Bakery items
Catered meals
Sauces/Salsas/Condiments
Jams/Jellies
Pasta
Dry mixes
Herbal supplements
Value-added fruits/vegetables
Chutney
Dairy
Beef
Poultry
Pork
Seafood
Other – frozen vegetables

Now Preparing
7
5
8
7
0
4
2
5
3
3
3
4
2
0
0
35

Interested in
Preparing
7
1
12
9
2
3
3
13
6
4
4
7
3
1
1

All Responses
14
6
20
16
2
7
5
18
9
7
7
11
5
1
1

Other – venison
Other – deli items
Other – beverages
Other – ice cream
Other – Biologically
Appropriate Raw Foods
Other – yogurt
Other – tempeh
Other – fermented vegetables
Other – frozen vegetable stock
Other - lamb
Other – goat
Other – coffee
Other – fresh fruit

1
1
1
0
0

0
0
0
1
1

1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
0
0
0
1
0

0
0
0
1
1
2
0
1

1
1
1
1
1
2
1
1

Most food preparation types listed are under the regulatory jurisdiction of the FDA and the
Virginia Department of Agriculture. However, fourteen respondents indicated an interest in or
current production of value-added meat processing. Of those fourteen respondents, eight merely
expressed an interest in value-added production, while six are actively producing poultry, pork,
beef and seafood. Of these six, only two are producing value-added meat products only. One
respondent expressed a specific need for a USDA approved meat packing facility to buy meat
locally. These types of activities are regulated by the US Department of Agriculture and the
Virginia Department of Agriculture.
Six respondents indicated a desire to prepare catered meals, which is under the jurisdiction of
county-level health departments.
4. What facilities or services are you currently using to meet your food processing needs

(e.g., church kitchen, rental kitchen, restaurant, home kitchen)? You may choose more
than one if applicable:
Facility Type
Rental Kitchen/Community
Facility
Restaurant
Home Kitchen
Co-packer
Not Currently Processing
Other

Responses

Response Percentage

6

16.2%

4
10
1
15
8

10.8%
27.0%
2.7%
40.5%
21.6%
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37 out of 41 respondents (90%) answered question four. Responses to question four indicate that
15 of the 41 respondents are not currently processing. From this question we assume that not
more than 29 of the total respondents are currently engaged in value-added food or agricultural
processing. Of those who are processing, 10 indicated their production space as their home
kitchen. One respondent indicated operating out of a VDACS certified kitchen and one indicated
pending certification. The remaining eight respondents may not be in compliance with state and
federal regulations pertaining to food manufactured for wholesale or direct retail.
Open-ended responses to question four include the following: “an 8,000 square foot building,”
“catering in customer’s home kitchens,” “purchasing from others,” “VDACS certified farm
kitchen,” “butcher,” “certified kitchen at home pending,” “retail space doubling as processing
facility,” “third year of 100+ tree orchard,” and “our focus has been getting our grade B dairy
license.”
5. What type of equipment would you need to prepare your food product? Please choose

all that are applicable to your production:
37 out of 41 respondents (90%) answered question five. The seven highest ranked pieces of
equipment in terms of response count include Standard Range/Oven (24), Filling and Packing
Equipment (20), Food Processor and Dehydrator/Drying Equipment(tied at 18), and Commercial
Mixer and Walk-in Cooler, non-meat (tied at 17). The highest ranked equipment in terms of
importance include Food Processor (89%), Walk-in Cooler, non-meat (88%), Filling and Packing
Equipment (80%), Standard Range/Oven (79%) and Individual Quick Freezing (IQF) (77%).

Equipment
Standard Range/Oven
Steam Jacket Kettle
Batch Dairy Pasteurization
Cider Manufacturing
Commercial Mixer
Filling and Packing
Equipment
Bottling Equipment
Meat Processing Equipment
Walk-in Cooler, non-meat
Food Processor

Response Count
24
13
7
10
17

# Highly
Important
19
7
2
5
12

20

16

14
12
17
18

9
7
15
16
37

% Highly Important
79%
54%
29%
50%
71%
80%
64%
58%
88%
89%

Walk-in Freezer, non meat
Dehydrator/Drying
Equipment
Convection Oven
Roll-in Rack Oven
Pie Maker
Individual Quick Freezing
(IQF)
Vegetable Washing and
Grading
Ice Machine
Other

14

9

18

9

6
6
7

2
3
2

13

10

16

9

9
6

4
3

64%
50%
33%
50%
29%
77%
56%
44%
50%

Open-ended responses to this question include the following: commercial pressure canner,
sanitary pressurizable tank for carbonating either w/ glycol jacket or located inside walk in
cooler, vacuum sealing, grinder, goat milk ice cream in small batches around 10 gallons at a
time, all equipment needed for canning veggies, sauces, and condiments; temperature controlled
area for fermentation, ice to chill sausage ingredients when grinding, a 10-20 cu ft ice machine
would be sufficient (unless there are large amounts of usage), and a destoner.
6. Are you interested in buying locally-grown ingredients for your business?

35 out of 41 respondents (85.4%) answered question six. Many respondents to this question
indicated their current local purchases or their desire to purchase locally-grown ingredients for
their business. Several respondents indicated that they would purchase locally only in the event
that they needed product in addition to what they already produce themselves.
Interested
Yes
No

Response Count (%)
27 (77%)
8 (23%)

Open-ended responses for question six include the following:
We are currently working with several area
farmers buying certified organic ingredients
from them and plan to continue contracting for
future needs.
Already do.
We (my co-operators and myself) are
producers.

As we purchase a lot of our produce for the
restaurant from Floyd County, we might as
well purchase it on the spot up there for
canning purposes, if the price is right.
Fresh herbs for flavored cheeses, fruits for the
ice cream.
If needed beyond what our farm is supplying.
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Local jams, jellies, chutneys, herbal teas.

In the circumstance that the ingredient is not
grown by me.
I want to offer local organic value added
Probably not, we get surplus donations from
products.
farmers and gardeners but may have funds in
the future to purchase.
Currently it would be locally milled grains and Any items that I do not grow myself OR that I
flour, which is available somewhat locally (Big need in larger quantity than I can grow. EX:
Stone Mill). There is a rather significant
ecologically produced red cabbage, carrots,
demand for locally produced pork, however
daikon radish, soybeans, spelt flour, barley
there currently are not any producers that can
flour, raisins, walnuts, other nuts, some herbs I
keep up with the demand several people in this use in large quantity (nettle, red clover,
county need.
chickweed).
Yes! That's what we do! All raw and processed I already buy local meats and milk.
local farm origin products.
Cherries, raspberries.
Yes, to supplement what I grow on my
property near Woolwine, VA.
Buy local fruit and milk for ice cream.
We already do this.
Need USDA/FDA approved meat packing
Local produce, meats and herbs.
facility to buy meat locally.
Chinese herbs grown cooperatively and
I grow my own.
without pesticides, etc.
Possibly.
Not at this time.
To supplement what I don't grow enough of or
can't grow.
7. What ingredients are essential to your products?

23 out of 41 respondents (56%) answered question seven. Many respondents to question 7
indicated that their primary essential products consist of fruits and vegetables, with herbs, meat
and dairy products also important to production. Open-ended responses to question seven are as
follows:
Certified organic.
Local veg.
Fresh vegetables.
Tomato, fruit, herbs, squash, etc . . . #2
products that need to be processed but not
composted!
As fresh as possible.
All local foods, highlight on produce.
Fruit, ginger, spices, sugar.

Exact recipes not fully known yet. We grow a
wide variety of produce and herbs.
Milk, beef, pork.
Green coffee beans.
Looking to support Farm to School Initiative –
hope to buy some local items.
Butter, cheese, flour, fruit, vegetables,
meat/poultry, bread.
Organic or low-spray fruits and vegetables.
Goat’s and cow’s milk, local fruits and
vegetables.
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Green and red cabbage, carrots, scallions,
green bell peppers, onions.
Again, I do not “produce” a product, but the
ones that are prepared in the commercial
kitchen we have are demanding of pork, beef,
chicken, flours, sugars, and some vegetables.
Other inquiries we have had were for dairy,
however the ones that were requested utilized
raw milk and the people had no idea as to what
requirements they had to meet to be able to
legally produce items with raw milk.
Sugar, honey, various vinegars, spices, herbs,
pectin, fruits, vegetables.

Fresh fruits and veggies for canning, soup
making. Also make breads and desserts.
Locally-grown medicinal herbs that are dried
and packaged for consumer use. For example,
American ginseng, Black cohosh, False
unicorn, Blue cohosh, Fringetree, Goldenseal,
and many others.

Various vegetables, herbs, and fruits. Goat
milk, whole wheat flour, fresh eggs, honey,
olive oil, pine nuts, and garlic.
Fresh goat’s milk.

Spices.

8. When might you be interested in using this facility?

31 out of 41 respondents (75.6%) answered question eight. The highest number of responses
indicated a need for weekly access to a commercial kitchen. Many respondents indicated that
their frequency of use would be dependent upon seasonality, the success of their harvest and
future measurement of demand for their product(s).

Period

Response
Count
2
15
7
10
6

Daily
Weekly
Monthly
Seasonally/Holidays
Occasionally
Period
Daily
Weekly
Monthly
Seasonally/Holidays
Occasionally

AM

PM

Varies

1
4
2
1
0

0
1
0
0
0

1
7
2
3
3
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Response
Count
2
12
4
4
3

Open-ended responses for seasonal/holiday or occasional use explanations include the
following:
I'm not sure yet, but once my blueberries are
producing I would like to be able to freeze
them in bulk for market--maybe also dry
some. So I would need it in the summer. I'm
a few years away from needing this. Also I
plan to raise goats--primarily for fiber but
some may make it onto the table. Same with
chicken primarily for eggs, but some meat as
well. All of this is 2-5 years out.
8 hours per week vegetables, 18 hours per
month sodas, seasonally July-October.
July-Dec.
During growing season.
8 hours per week vegetables, 18 hours per
month sodas, seasonally July-October.

Frequency of use depends upon harvest.

For making fermented foods, imagine I
would need access to cut veggies, season,
pack jars and begin fermentation process. It
is unclear to me if I could then take away the
fermenting product and finish the process
elsewhere OR if I would need to complete
the process at health-registered facility.
I would need to wash and dehydrate or
tincture the herbs shortly after harvesting.
These processes would be seasonal.
Can't answer this one in the check boxes. It
would be late August through Early
November, at various times when our crop is
coming in.

At this point, my interest is only
hypothetical. First of all, Floyd is too far
away. Second, I do not currently have a need
for such a facility, but if I were to sell to
schools, information that I have so far
indicates that most schools have no real
cooking facilities on site, so vegetables
would have to be prepared and probably
frozen before delivery to schools.
Possibly off-season and/or summer, but it
depends on the products.
2-5 months.
April through December.
Meat processing (scalder or plucker?) about
every 12 weeks between may and October
Occasionally for other veg/fruit processing
about 1-2 times/year.
As bulk produce comes into my garden, I
would be very interested in being able to can
and process these things with a group of
people in a facility like this.
Will be making hand painted holiday and
seasonal cut out cookies for sale. Weekly
usage would be for jams, jellies, condiments,
etc.

Blueberries are in season June/July.
Raspberries August/September. Tomatoes
June to October.
When fruit is in season will need to cool the
fruit, especially peaches.

9. What would be your total hours per week of estimated usage?

29 out of 41 respondents (70.7%) answered question nine. Respondents varied widely in their
responses to questions pertaining to their estimated usage of a shared-use food and agricultural
processing facility. Only 30 out of 41 valid respondents gave any clear indication of hourly
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usage. In some cases, for purposes of analysis, responses were pro-rated to a weekly basis, such
as when a respondent wrote “10 hours each month,” the response was interpreted as 120 hours
per year, equaling 2.4 hours per week in a 50 week work year.
In order to more accurately gauge potential weekly usage, the researchers have weighted
responses according to whether they are from tier one, two or three. Under even the best of
circumstances, hourly use and participation by potential clients will be far lower than what is
reported on a written survey. The sum of tier one hourly use estimates is weighted by
multiplying the sum by 50%. Tier two usage amounts are multiplied by 25%, and tier three usage
is multiplied by 10%.
Seven tier one respondents reported they would use the facility 75 hours per week, twelve tier
two respondents reported they would use the facility 55 hours per week, and twenty-two tier
three respondents reported they would use it 93.75 hours per week. Using the formula explained
above we have the following use estimates:
Tier
Tier One
Tier Two
Tier Three

Reported Use/Week
75
55
93.75

Weighting Formula
X 50%
X25%
X10%
Total

Total Estimate
37.5
13.75
9.375
60.625

Among existing shared use food processing centers in North Carolina and nationwide, a common
hourly use fee is $20 per hour for actual food manufacturing hours, not including hours spent
packing jars in boxes or applying labels. Based on survey responses, and using an average of
60.625 hours of weekly usage at a standard fee of $20 per hour, researchers estimate a potential
facility annual use income of between $45,000 and $60,625.
The open-ended responses to question nine are as follows:
20
Not sure
Heavily during that time
We would be most interested
in working with a co-packer
5+
Only as a buyer
25
2-5

20
2-4
4
20

16
Less than one
3-4
10

16-20
8 periodically
One day a month
10-20 when flush from the

10-30
20-40
10
16
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garden
8-12
Depends on demand

8
5-10

20

10. Are you interested in using a facility for long term or short term storage? If yes, please

describe duration, volumes, and type of product needing storage:
31 out of 41 respondents (75.6%) answered question ten. 22 respondents answered that they
would have a need for short term or long term storage.

Interest
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Maybe
No

Use
General
Freezer
Fruits and Vegetables
Herbs and Spices
Meat
Test Marketing
Equipment
Green Coffee Beans
Canned Goods

Response Count
9
4
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
6
3

Open-ended responses for question ten include the following:
Long term, to help us invent
and test market new brands.
No, we would probably just
try to fashion our own
coolbot. There is no sense in
driving veggies/fruit far away
just to cool and store them
short term.
Perhaps, hopefully short
term, but with the storage
freezer, maybe some months.
Possibly.
Long term - rather use a
community kitchen than
build my own.
Interested in renting walk-in
freezer space now. Later?

No.

Jars and boxes. Sugar.

Storage for fermenting
veggies; cold
storage/freezer storage for
sourdough breads and
tempeh.

Long term. We currently
buy some products from a
producer in CA. We are
starting to produce our own
but would like to grow this
significantly.
Short term storage of green
coffee - 500-1000lbs. Plus
storage of coffee bags.
Probably short term.

Short term, 2 weeks of
rotated stock. Might not
need storage at all.
Possibly short term meat
freezer space.
Possibly medium to long
term freezer storage.

Do not know. Is a great
idea I would have to
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Short term, mostly small
volumes of finished items
and some raw goods. Less
than 15 cu ft.
Short-term, for sausages
and cured meats.

explore with my kitchen
staff.
Permanent cold storage for
Short term, just for the
Possibly long term as my
inventory, approx 36 sq ft.
time needed to process.
business grows.
Short term.
Possibly for canned goods. Short term winter storage
for frozen items. Have no
idea of volume right now.
Short term.
Possibly. Frozen
No.
blueberries and or meats.
Possibly long term.
Long term.
I currently have over 100 semi-dwarf
If storage were made available, I might use it
fruit trees, mostly apples and peaches,
to store sacks of dried herbs and cartons of
and will have nearly 200 fruit trees by the packaged herbs. For example, 100 lb. of fresh
end of this year. Hope to start the
herbs, 50 lb. of dried herbs, 20 cartons of
business in about 2 to 3 years from now.
packaged herbs. Also, space to prepare and
Already producing some fruit last year.
store alcoholic tinctures. I don't know
Plans are to continue to expand the
whether your facility could handle anything
orchard. I cannot officially start the
alcoholic. Doing so would require licensing
business until I begin selling an adequate from the Bureau of Tobacco, Alcohol and
amount of fruit.
Firearms, as I understand.

11. Who are your customers, or what type of customers are you targeting?

38 out of 41 respondents (92.7%) answered question eleven. Some respondents indicated
marketing to multiple entities. Twenty-two different respondents indicated their main targeted
customers as the general local public, while thirteen different respondents indicated their main
targeted customers as retailers and wholesalers (including co-ops, grocery stores and
restaurants). Five respondents indicated a desire to market online to consumers. Four plan to
market for tourists or visitors to the area. Two plan to market to institutions, and one each intend
to market to festivals and Good Food-Good People.
Customer Type
General Local Public
Retailers and Wholesalers
Online
Tourists and Visitors
Institutions
Festival
Good Food-Good People
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Response Count
22
13
5
4
2
1
1

Open-ended responses for question 11 are as follows:
Co-ops and grocery stores.
Country store locals, tourists
and e-store users.
Stores to sell, festivals,
general public.

Organic, local interests.
Looking for fresh or frozen or
canned local products.
Wholesalers, general public,
grocery stores.

Thinking to targeting public
schools.
Middle aged mid/high income.
Internet sales.
Blacksburg residents and
ethnic markets.
Local real food consumers.

Local residents and visitors to
Floyd.
Mostly local individuals and
some retail stores.
Floyd, Montgomery and
Roanoke counties.
People who visit our winery
and website.

Elders without transportation
and families with small
children.

People interested in natural,
locally grown and produced
food and meat.

Farmer's market.
Wholesalers, restaurants,
natural food stores, online
farmers markets and direct to
the shopper.
Baking is the wife’s game,
mostly specializing in cakes
but has been branching out
lately.
Hope to sell locally, tree
ripened fruit.
We currently sell to Whole
Foods, Kroger’s, Harvest
Moon, Country Store,
Roanoke coop and distributors
in Canada and Bermuda. We
ship products all over the
world using fed ex or USPS.

Salem and Roanoke.
Educated and dedicated
customers who can pay
farmers/processors fair wage.
Coffee drinkers, customers
interested in Fair Trade,
Organic & local goods.
Tourists, locals, holiday
gifting.
Folks interested in whole
foods, locally grown. I could
expand what I offer beyond
fresh fruits and veggies into
things like pizza dough,
dried/frozen tomatoes, and
dilly beans or similar canned
products, as well as poultry if
I had access to a processing
facility.
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Retail and wholesale.
GFGP will buy all I can
produce!!
Wholesale - small local
specialty stores and
restaurants.
Primarily local business; not
broad marketing.
Wholesale and retail. Farmer's
Markets.
Locavores; those open to
learning about eating locally.
Farmer's market customers,
direct farm sells, and CSA
members. I would like to sell
to specialty food retailers,
restaurants, schools, and
institutions.
Everyone, anyone who seeks
an alternative to the current
pharmaceutical drug/surgery
paradigm in our medical
system.
People who love to eat well.
I am very early in my
planning, much at the
idea/possibilities stage, so I
have not identified this yet.
Local-Floyd. Internet sales as
well. People interested in food
made with local ingredients.
Goat meat would have to be
butchered according to kosher
rules for Jewish and Muslim
clients. Frozen berries for
supermarkets, or restaurants,
or other food producers.

12. What type of a business are you planning to run?

40 out of 41 respondents (97.6%) answered question 12. Open-ended responses for this question
include: “Double Time!” and “Nearing retirement from the workforce in about 8 years. Has been
part-time up to now, hope to go full time eventually.”
Business
Part-time
Full-time
Non-Profit
Supplemental Income
Hobby/Gifts
Other

Response Count
15
17
3
12
1
3

Response Percent
37.5%
42.5%
7.5%
30.0%
2.5%
7.5%

13. What is your annual sales goal for products manufactured at a shared-use facility?

$________ per year
Survey respondents were asked to determine their annual sales goals for products manufactured
at a shared use facility. 28 of 41 respondents (68.3%) answered this question; of those, nine had
difficulty determining an estimate, leaving nineteen actual estimates for consideration here. For
respondents who indicated a range of possible sales numbers, researchers used the lower of the
two figures for aggregate sales goal compilation. Three tier one respondents reported an
aggregate annual sales goal of $1,130,000 (this is skewed high by one of the three respondents
who indicated first year sales between $1,000,000 and $3,000,000). Five tier two respondents
reported an aggregate sales goal of $133,000. Finally, eleven tier three respondents reported an
aggregate sales goal of $191,000.
Using the same weighting formula for sales goals as used for hourly usage gives the following
output value estimate:

Tier Designation
Tier One
Tier Two
Tier Three

Annual Sales Goal
$1,130,000
$133,000
$191,000

Weighting Formula
X 50%
X 25%
X 10%
TOTAL
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Total Estimate
$565,000
$33,250
$19,100
$617,350

In order of value, the nineteen respondents answered as follows:
$ 1,000 (1)
$ 5,000 (5)
$ 10,000 (3)
$ 15,000 (2)
$ 18,000 (1)
$ 40,000 (1)
$ 50,000 (2)
$ 60,000 (1)
$ 70,000 (1)
$ 80,000 (1)
$ 1,000,000 (1)
The median estimated annual production value, where half of respondents reported less and half
reported more, is between $10,000 and $15,000 per year and is in line with experiences at other
shared use facilities in the country. Open-ended responses to question 13 are as follows:
From 1 to 3 million dollars
$18,000 per year
$80,000 per year
no idea
$10,000
$5,000-10,000
$50,000
$15,000
No plan yet - sold $10,000 of
provisions in 2010.

$70,000 per year
? Sky’s the limit
$5000-$8000 per year
$50,000
unknown
$10,000 - $50,000
$15,000-20,000
$40,000
As much as possible! At least
$5,000 to make it worth my
time.

?
?
$5,000.00 to $10,000.00
$1000
$5000 - a guesstament
none set yet
$60,000
$10,000
Haven't committed to a "sales"
goal; see education as part of
the process.

This will probably be the first
marketable year.
14. How do you plan to market your product?

35 out of 41 respondents (85.4%) answered question fourteen. Respondents were asked to
provide open-ended responses to this question and many indicated more than one marketing
activity. A breakdown of the major marketing plans by frequency of response is shown below:

Marketing Activity
Online/Internet/Social Media
Farmers Market/CSA
Retail/Wholesale/Restaurant

Frequency of Response (%)
11 (23.9%)
10 (21.7%)
10 (21.7%)
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Word of Mouth
In Store Ads
Print Journalism
Vending/Catering
Television

7
3
2
2
1

(15.2%)
(6.5%)
(4.4%)
(4.4%)
(2.2%)

Open-ended responses to question 14 are as follows:
Through existing store and estore.
GFGP.
Direct to retail outlet.
Street vending/catering and
festivals.
Farmers markets, CSA.
Farmer’s Markets, local retail
stores, restaurants.
Internet, word of mouth,
limited print.
I have connections in retail
marketing through my
fragrance business.
Local clinical use primarily.

Social Networking, web site,
flyers, organization
affiliation, maintaining
farmer's market presence.
Retail Internet, National
Magazines, Guest
appearances on TV shows,
Tradeshows.

We currently market our
products.
As a buyer.
Facebook, store ads.
Via customer base and
market stand.
To our existing customers.
Directly- CSA and farmers
market.
Wholesale to grocery and
specialty stores.
Facebook/email newsletters,
local markets.

Word of mouth, previous
customers.
Word of mouth.
Word of mouth.
Website, farmer's markets,
word of mouth.
Farmers markets, CSA.
Word of mouth; sampling,
education.
We are building the market
now through direct contact.
Famers markets or packing
houses.

Direct marketing, referrals,
internet, and some POS
merchandising.
In house marketing.

Haven't thought that far
ahead. Could use a
middleman.
Through local stores.

At the restaurant, social
media, though a lot of the
canned items will be for our
own use.
Good Food-Good People:
CSA, wholesale, farmers
markets, store, virtual
market.

Still in the ideas/possibilities
stage. Would really just like
to do farmers markets and
perhaps sell at local places.
Area restaurants, internet
farmers markets. Our store
front. Ref. question 15 :
Business plan is not
complete, it has evolved.

15. Do you have a business plan?

35 out of 41 respondents (85%) answered question fifteen. Of these 35 respondents, only 37%
had a business plan. Those clients accessing a shared use facility may benefit from business
planning assistance.
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Response
Yes
No

Response Count
13
22

Response Percent
37%
63%

16. Would you be interested in sharing services in addition to the food processing facilities?

Please check all that apply:
20 out of 41 respondents (48.8%) answered question sixteen. By far the two most important
additional services for respondents are Food Brokering and Sales (75%) and High Speed Internet
(40%).
Services
Phone Answering
Personal Computer
Food Brokering and Sales
Secretarial
Postage Meters
Copy Machine
Office Space
Fax
High Speed Internet
Other

Response Count
5
2
15
3
4
4
4
3
8
6

Response Percent
25.0%
10.0%
75.0%
15.0%
20.0%
20.0%
20.0%
15.0%
40.0%
30.0%

Open-ended responses to question sixteen are as follows:
This is a very interesting idea, maybe include
packing in the list.
We already have these services in house.
Not at this time.
Not sure.
Not sure.

Book-keeping, money handling, cooperative
marketing, nutritional analysis, labeling.
Good with computers.
Meeting space.
Not sure, possibly.
None.

17. Would any of the following seminars or classes be of interest to you? Please check all

that apply:
29 out of 41 respondents (70.7%) answered question seventeen. Questions 16 and 17 indicate
that most respondents understand they will need additional business development services
beyond simple access to processing equipment and space. To succeed in creating new jobs and
increased income, shared use facilities must provide comprehensive training and educational
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services to their clients. Seminars, workshops and ongoing training programs are integral parts of
these projects’ activities.
Seminars or Classes
Preparing a business plan for a food-related
business.
Marketing assistance for a food-related
business.
Microenterprise and self-employment
opportunities.
Meeting health regulations for food
preparation and food product distribution.
Nutritional considerations for prepared
meals or food products.
Starting a business legally.

Response Count

Response Percent

15

51.7%

17

58.6%

13

44.8%

23

79.3%

10

34.5%

14

48.3%

18. Would you be interested in attending a meeting to discuss future plans for the proposed

shared-use value added food center?
37 out of 41 respondents (90%) answered question eighteen.
Response
Yes
No

Response Count
32
5

Response Percent
86.5%
13.5%

19. How far would you be willing to drive to use a processing center? ___________ miles
36 out of 41 respondents (87.8%) answered question nineteen. Of those 36, only 34 gave an
actual mileage estimate. The average distance reported was 25 miles. When a respondent
indicated a range of mileage, researchers used the lower number to compile the average and
median mileage. The average distance respondents indicated a willingness to drive was 25 miles.
The median average, where half of respondents would drive less and half would drive more, was
between 20 and 25 miles.
Miles
5
10
12
15
20

Number of
Respondents
3
4
1
6
3
50

25
30
40
45
50
60
100

1
9
1
1
3
1
1

20. This questionnaire was designed for farmers, entrepreneurs, companies, and
organizations, which might be prospective tenants of the proposed facility. If you have
other suggestions or comments regarding the need for a food processing incubator in
our community, please use the space below:
19 out of 41 respondents (46%) answered question twenty. The general tone of the open-ended
responses to this question indicated that this facility is useful, valuable and needed. Respondents
felt that more sharing and cooperation in ventures such as this is the way to the future for smaller
scale food processing. And while some have no need for such a facility and will pursue other
options, they are still enthusiastic about the efforts for creating such a facility in their region.
Open-ended responses for question twenty are as follows:
We have very good connections with
equipment manufactures that could be of
assistance.
As a school system that wants to buy locally
I am interested in end product and logistics
of possibly being a buyer of the products
produced.
I am not a prospective user of this particular
facility, though I could be of one nearer
Roanoke. I am responding only to provide
general information.
We would like to be able to cure and smoke
bacon, and possibly make hot dogs from our
meats.
I wish someone was doing this closer to me,
but it's better than nothing.
This is a fantastic idea. Thank you. I
currently reside in Roanoke County, but have
some acreage near Woolwine where I plan to
relocate within the next few years.
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The more the better! Sharing and cooperating
on these big ventures is the way of the past
and the future.
I am currently happy making my baked
goods from home but if I ever decided to
expand my business, then a processing plant
would be nice.
At this time, I am not sure how much we
would be processing to sell to the public and
how much would be for restaurant use.
Our farm is in Blacksburg so it would have
to be close to Blacksburg to make it
economical for us to use.
This facility is needed in our area, but with
the high gas prices of today it needs to be
centrally located.
I believe this is a service that will be
beneficial to the community, however it will
need to be centrally located to be accessible
easily. There are hundreds of logistics issues
that need to be sorted out, and it will be

challenging.
I have a B.S. in Business Administration but USDA/FDA approved meat processing
the training is not specialized towards
center would create endless opportunities for
farming. This type of training would be very local farmers. Instead of building a new
useful.
facility, aiding in upgrades needed for an
existing facility might be an option.
Although I am not currently involved in any
Control of the manufacturing process is
food processing nor do I have any plans in
important but issues arise when sharing a
the near future, I think this type of facility
facility, space, equipment etc. We would
could be very valuable to our community.
want to be involved in production but maybe
Thanks for researching this!
have someone to oversee the management of
the facility.
At this time, we use a butcher for our
I don't imagine needing a HUGE facility, nor
animals. Our fruit trees are small enough
did your survey seem to ask any scale issues.
they are not producing fruit. I've been
I am basically wanting to be in compliance
discouraged by the regulations and trying
with complex and expensive-to-implement
find answers to production questions. Most
overhead requirements by the health
everything we currently produce we take care department and USDA. I think more than one
of ourselves or sell as is.
facility and/or multiple "micro" facilities is a
better idea than one large scale facility
UNLESS you have enough committed
producers to make a large scale operation
sustainable (which still leaves us little folk in
a weird spot)....
We are developing a strong market for value-added items using local ingredients and would
love to purchase more and more locally. We have deep resources of #2+ surplus produce and
would love to participate in preserving this food for off-season sales. We prefer to purchase
from other businesses at this point. However, if local supply continues to fall short of our
demand, we may be interested in renting this facility to produce product for our own markets.
We look forward to working together on this community project.
21. Please provide your contact information. We cannot use information from this survey
without your name.
Respondent contact information has been provided to SustainFloyd staff. Contact
information is not included in this report in order to protect confidentiality of respondents.

Market Demand Conclusion
It is important to note that the primary purpose of a potential user survey is to gauge the level of
existing community demand within a given time frame, in this instance the time period from
March 24 to June 21, 2011. While several of the individuals and businesses who responded may
ultimately be clients of a facility if it is built, the survey is intended to be a sort of snap shot in
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time that demonstrates the level of community demand during the feasibility study period. It is
not intended to generate a list of future users of a facility. However, respondent contacts may be
useful to keep the community informed of developments when the project moves forward to an
implementation phase. The results are a useful guide to the demographic profile of the types of
individuals and businesses who are likely to use a facility of this nature in the future. The
individuals may change over time, but the kind of user base as demonstrated in the surveys is
likely to remain essentially the same for several years forward.
Survey analysis of potential users indicates a clear demand for access to a shared-use food
processing facility in the region including Floyd County. Calculations of facility use from survey
respondents indicates that a facility of this nature in Floyd may be able to generate between
$45,000 and $60,000 per year in user fees, and a gross product output value of a little over
$600,000.
However, as a stand-alone shared-use food processing facility, this level of economic activity
will be difficult to sustain, as core operating costs of a facility will likely exceed $60,000 per
year. Shared-use access may generate a substantial portion of operating revenues, but will not
likely cover all base costs of operating a food processing facility. Other activities, including copacking services for established food businesses in Virginia and the Southeast, and establishment
of a branded line of Floyd County food products, are discussed elsewhere in this study.
To better understand the potential user base of a shared use facility, the following short profiles
of Tier One respondents are offered below. Names of respondents have been redacted for public
use to respect respondent confidentiality:
Respondent 6
Respondent 6 is a Non-Farm Food Producer/Entrepreneur who has been actively roasting coffee
for less than 1 year and is interested in preparing dry mixes. The respondent is currently
processing in a retail space that is doubling as a processing facility and is interested in using a
facility where they can manufacture food products or a service that will manufacture foods using
their recipes. Respondent would not be interested in sourcing local ingredients, but would be
interested in using the facility between 20 and 40 hours per week at varying times. Short term
storage of product and supplies would be important to this potential user. Respondent has a
business plan and will market to customers such as coffee drinkers and customers interested in
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fair trade, organic & local goods through the internet, limited print resources and word of mouth.
Respondent intends to operate a full time business with an annual sales goal of $60,000.
Respondent 13
Respondent 13 has been an active poultry and livestock farmer for between six and ten years and
is planning to farm fruits and vegetables and value-added non-meat products. For the last 1-2
years, respondent has also been producing goat's milk soap, lip balms, and lotions. The
respondent is currently processing jams/jellies, dairy, poultry and pork in a home kitchen and is
interested in a facility where they can manufacture food products themselves. Respondent would
not be interested in sourcing local ingredients, but would be interested in using the facility
between 8 and 12 hours per week in the afternoons or evenings. Respondent has a business plan
and will market to customers who are interested in natural, locally grown and produced food and
meat. Respondent intends to operate a full time business.
Respondent 35
Respondent 35 has been an active caterer, herb farmer, and fruit/vegetable and value-added nonmeat farmer for more than ten years. The respondent is currently processing catered meals,
salsas/sauces/condiments, jams/jellies, value added fruits and vegetables, chutney and venison in
home and customers’ kitchens. Respondent is interested in preparing soups, dry mixes, herbal
supplements, dairy, beef, poultry and seafood. Respondent is interested in a facility where they
can manufacture food products themselves or a service that will manufacture foods using their
recipes. Respondent would be interested in sourcing local ingredients such as produce, meats and
herbs, and would be interested in using the facility approximately 7 hours per week. Respondent
has a business plan and will market to retail and wholesale customers. Respondent intends to
operate a full time business with an annual sales goal of $70,000.
Respondent 36 and Respondent 31
Respondent 36 has been an active caterer for three to five years and a fruit/vegetable farmer for
six to ten years. The respondent is currently processing bakery items. Respondent is interested in
preparing salsas/sauces/condiments, jams/jellies, value-added fruits or vegetables and chutney.
Respondent is interested in a facility where they can manufacture food products themselves.
Respondent would be interested in sourcing local ingredients, especially #2 products that need to

54

be processed instead of composted. They would be interested in using the facility approximately
10 hours per week and 50+ hours on a seasonal basis between two and five months per year.
Respondent is interested in long term storage options as well. Respondent will market to Good
Food-Good People (GFGP). Respondent intends to operate a part time supplemental income.
Respondent does not have a business plan, but has a close relationship with GFGP who will,
according to the respondent, purchase all they can produce.
Respondent 31 is a fruit and vegetable farmer and aggregator who has been in active business for
over ten years. Respondent is interested in a facility that will prepare value-added fruits and
vegetables for them. They do not currently process, but purchase food from others and is
interested in renting walk-in freezer space. While the respondent does not have a business plan,
they are in business targeting educated and dedicated customers who can pay farmers/processors
a fair wage.
Respondent 39
Respondent 39 has been in the catering business for between three and five years and a
restaurateur for less than one year. In that time, he has been preparing bakery items, catered
meals, and salsas/sauces/ condiments. Respondent is interested in preparing pastas and is
currently preparing foods in a restaurant kitchen. Respondent is interested in using a facility
where they can manufacture food products or a service that will manufacture foods using their
recipes. Respondent is interested in purchasing locally-grown produce and already purchases
local vegetables for his products. He has an expressed interest in using the facility 12 hours per
week in the mornings. Respondent has a business plan for a full-time business marketing to coops and grocery stores.
Respondent 40
Respondent 40 is a Non-Farm Food Producer/Entrepreneur who has been actively preparing dry
mixes for between six and ten years. They are also interested in preparing
salsas/sauces/condiments, jams/jellies, and herbal supplements. The respondent is currently
processing in an 8,000 square foot building and is interested in using a facility where they can
manufacture food products or a service that will manufacture foods using their recipes.
Respondent is interested in sourcing local ingredients, and is currently working with several area
farmers buying certified organic ingredients from them and plans to continue contracting for
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future needs. They would be interested in using the facility approximately 20 hours per week in
the mornings. Long term storage of product and supplies would be important to this potential
user to help them invent and test new market brands. Respondent has a business plan and will
market to current customers: Whole Foods, Kroger, Harvest Moon, Country Store, Roanoke
coop and distributors in Canada and Bermuda. Respondent intends to operate a full time business
with an annual sales goal of $1,000,000 to $3,000,000.
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I-06

Industry Needs for Contract Packaging Services

Researchers investigated the market for establishing the Floyd processing center as a contract
manufacturer, or co-packer, for small food businesses in Virginia. Co-packers manufacture and
package foods for other companies to sell.
Co-packing is a business solution to contract packaging, manufacturing, mixing, blending, and
contract private label packaging. Co-packaging can be provided in the forms of custom filling,
casing, boxing, labeling, wrapping, bagging, and liquid filling. Co-packing facilities can
formulate custom blends to precise specifications as per customer formulas. Co-packing can also
allow the entrepreneur to run trial batches, minimal run orders and test samples.
Co-packed products range from nationally-known brands to small private labels. Entrepreneurs
choose to use the services of co-packers for many reasons. Co-packers can provide
entrepreneurs with a variety of services in addition to manufacturing and packaging products.
They can often help in the formulation of the product. The co-packer may function only as a
packer of other people’s products or may be in business with his own product line. They may be,
in fact, manufacturing several competing products. The range of services available from a copacker will vary depending on the size and experience of the co-packer and the type of facilities
and the capacity of their plant.
Food entrepreneurs can face a variety of obstacles when it comes to beginning or growing a food
business or manufacturing their own product. They may not possess the experience and expertise
necessary to manufacture a food product. There may be zoning laws or food safety/certification
regulations, which restrict certain business activities on the entrepreneur's property. A smaller
economy of scale for the entrepreneur may be such that the cost of the ingredients and packaging
may be prohibitive.
There are many advantages to using a co-packer. The most obvious is to reduce startup costs for
the food entrepreneur. Capital costs of equipment and facilities can be enormous. Using a copacker allows one to more accurately predict overhead costs due to manufacturing. Using a copacker can also reduce lead-time in getting a product to market. Choosing a co-packer who
already has processing lines in place almost makes manufacturing, packaging, and labeling a
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food product a matter of placing an order. The co-packer may have experience with similar
products which is transferable to the product one wishes him to co-pack.
With established business, the co-packer will usually have the proper regulatory certifications,
lines of credit for purchasing supplies and ingredients, insurance, food industry contacts and
sources to get the job done efficiently. They should be familiar with quality parameters, food
safety requirements, and shipping needs. They will have the proper facilities for receiving and
storing ingredients and can arrange storage of finished product. Some co-packers will offer other
services for entrepreneurs such as product stability testing, nutritional labeling, formulation
assistance, ingredient substitution, and other product development services. In addition, they can
offer suggestions on packaging and labeling the product, usually based on the types of filling,
capping and labeling equipment in their facilities. They can direct you to professionals who can
assist you in the design and marketing of your product. They usually offer the advantage of
buying supplies and ingredients in bulk. They can arrange palletizing and shipping to meet the
needs of the buyer. Using a co-packer can also reduce lead-time in getting a product to market.
Choosing a co-packer who already has processing lines in place almost makes manufacturing,
packaging, and labeling a food product a matter of placing an order. The co-packer may have
experience with similar products which is transferable to the product you wish him to co-pack.
For the entrepreneur, the best source of information about co-packers, their abilities and how
they work with entrepreneurs is often other entrepreneurs. An obvious disadvantage to using a
co-packer is a loss of control over the product and its manufacture. Many co-packers will request
the entrepreneur be available in the plant the first time the product is run so they can ensure it is
made to the customer's satisfaction. However, the presence of the customer is usually not
requested for subsequent runs. An entrepreneur is at the mercy of the co-packer's production
schedule, their fixed costs and their method of doing business. The product must conform to the
co-packer's equipment and facility limitations. In some cases, the co-packer may be producing a
competing product. Confidentiality may be a problem as formulations, ingredients and product
specifications must be shared with the co-packer. Oftentimes it is necessary to share customer
and sales information. The co-packer has access to other information such as sales, volumes and
price. This information can be protected to some degree with agreements, but confidentiality can
never be assured. Disagreements between customers and co-packers are not easily resolved.
Disputes and litigation may tie up ingredients, supplies and finished product for extended periods
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of time. Finding an alternative co-packer who can produce the same product may prove difficult.
Using a co-packer can also be expensive. A co-packer must recover direct and indirect overhead
and costs. Additionally, a co-packer must also make a profit. Consequently, the costs associated
with co-packed product may be high.
In April 2011, the Virginia Department of Agriculture’s Marketing Division sent a short email
questionnaire to approximately 200 food manufacturing businesses who are members of the
Virginia’s Finest marketing program. The purpose of this questionnaire was to gauge the level of
demand for co-packing services for Virginia based small- and medium-sized food companies.
Members were asked if a new co-packing facility in Southwest Virginia could be beneficial to
them. Fifteen companies responded to this question. Of these 15, eleven indicated that a new copacking facility could be beneficial. Telephone interviews and email communication indicate a
high level of dissatisfaction with existing co-packing services within the state among this group
of entrepreneurs. Issues of price, transparency, quality control, and confidentiality were
paramount for these respondents in working with a co-packer.
Virginia-based food businesses that indicated a need for better co-packing services and with an
interest in using a facility in Floyd County for such services have been provided to SustainFloyd
staff. Contact information and results of detailed conversations with respondents are not included
in this report to protect respondent confidentiality.
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I-07

Phase I Summary and Conclusions

Research constituting a regional local foods assessment indicates that a value adding food and
agricultural processing facility in Floyd County can succeed in serving farmers, small food
businesses in the immediate region, and more established food businesses throughout the state.
Opportunities may also exist for contract manufacturing on behalf of higher educational
institutions wishing to support local agriculture through purchasing locally-made processed
foods. Access to equipment and facilities needed to meet local, state and regulatory food safety
requirements, along with essential technical support, can allow new food entrepreneurs to enter
direct retail, wholesale and institutional market levels, while also supporting existing small
specialty food businesses.
A review of markets in the southwest Virginia region indicates that local foods are continuing to
gain acceptance in retail, wholesale, and institutional markets. This development is in line with
trends found throughout the United States. Consumers are responding to concerns about the
future of local agriculture and the viability of sourcing healthy, sustainably-produced foods from
large national production systems. Development of a value-adding food and agricultural
processing facility would complement and enhance other aspects of a comprehensive local food
system in the region around Floyd.
The research suggests that a value adding food processing facility may be successfully developed
using a three-pronged strategy of services. These three services are: 1) providing signature
branded processed foods to area institutions and retailers with a defined local label or labels; 2)
providing shared-use access of production space, storage, and technical assistance for small scale
food entrepreneurs located in the region, and; 3) providing contract manufacturing under private
labels for existing value adding food businesses in Virginia. All three of these services should
contribute to necessary cash-flow to allow the facility to reach current-account break even
between operational costs and revenues.
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II-01 Introduction to Phase II Research
Phase I research on food systems and markets in and around Floyd indicate that a value-adding
food and agricultural processing facility can result in positive economic impacts. Demand exists
from food entrepreneurs for manufacturing space, equipment and co-packing services.
Furthermore, colleges in southwestern Virginia are actively supportive of local food systems and
are interested in collaborating with projects that can increase the supply of local foods to campus
cafeterias and food courts. The leadership of SustainFloyd is committed to increasing linkages
between farm-based production and markets at institutions including Virginia Tech.
Phase II research focuses on the infrastructure – physical, legal, and organizational – necessary
to build and operate a value-adding facility that reflects measured demand from Phase I findings.
In accordance with contracted services, research addresses the following deliverables:


Conduct a thorough site review and assess a proposed facility site based on minimum
criteria including water and sewer access (or ability to accommodate septic systems
meeting purpose requirements), access to 3-phase power, geographical proximity to
participating growers, site footprint size, proximity to support services, and political
receptiveness to hosting a value-added processing facility.



Determine optimal scale and infrastructure for a facility processing local foods and make
recommendations for floor plans, processing capacity with required and desired
equipment for processing, packaging, and storing local foods for distribution. A sketch
drawing of a proposed facility will be provided as a starting-point for architectural design
services.



Determine costs of facility development from now until opening for value-added
processing services, including an estimate for fixed-asset development costs of site
acquisition, construction and/or renovation, permitting, utility installation, and equipment
acquisitions and installation. Options for value-engineering and purchase of used versus
new equipment will be discussed.



Investigate the types of organizational management structure most likely to ensure longterm success of the project. This will include a discussion of the skills needed for a
facility general manager and expected responsibilities and duties assigned to that
individual. A labor force review will make recommendations for value-added processing
management, the number and types of workers needed to provide value-added services
from the host organization, and marketing and promotions activities need to attract valueadded producers and enter products into the marketplace. Legal establishment, use
policies, fee structures, and operational hours will be discussed and recommended.
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Identify community partners and support organizations at local, state, and national levels
that can assure the facility is integrated into the community as a valued and effective part
of the local food and agricultural economy.
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II-02 Site Review
The study team identified a number of criteria for determining an appropriate site where the
facility might be located. While one viable option for site development has been identified,
project leaders have yet to secure a definite site for development. In order to make a final
determination, the researchers suggest using a rating scale that could be used in choosing a site
or building when the time is appropriate. Major factors and their relative importance are as
follows:
Floyd Site or Building Selection Criteria
Scale of importance: "1," preferable; "2," helpful; "3," absence will require some
compromises; "4," will impede operation significantly; "5," disqualifies site.

Criteria

Rating

Public Water System

3

Public Sewer with Adequate Capacity

3

3 Phase Electricity

3

Commercial or Industrial Neighborhood

3

Adequate Turn Radius for Tractor Trailers

3

Truck Height Loading Dock (existing building)
Building 12,000 s.f. or Larger (existing building or
max for lot)
Building 9000 s.f. to 12000 s.f. (existing building or
max for lot)
Building 7000 s.f. to 9000 s.f. (existing building or
max for lot)
Building Less Than 7000 s.f. (or max building size
for lot)

3

12'+ Interior Clearance (existing building)

2

Walking Distance of Floyd Downtown

2

On or Adjacent to Class I or II Road

2

Class III or Higher Road Access

4

New Construction

1

Building Age Less than 15 Years

2

2
1
4
5

The researchers toured the immediate Floyd area. They previewed a number of industrial sites
and conducted an external review of some existing structures. What became evident is that most,
if not all, existing buildings in the area would be unsuitable to house the project as they are older
industrial structures and in some instances were believed to have wooden floors. In some
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instances there were existing buildings of adequate size which likely had concrete floors, but
these would be constrained by other tenants and have been subdivided from their original
intended use.
Perhaps the greatest impediment to site options is Floyd County’s severe lack of groundwater
resources. Without a reliable and abundant supply of potable water, a facility of this nature
cannot accomplish its goals. Furthermore, restricted water supplies will prevent a facility from
future expansion into other agricultural processing options such as dairy processing, vegetable
washing, and hydro-chilling.
Ultimately the final decision to renovate or undertake new construction becomes one of lowest
net cost to the project. Often, new construction results in a lower cost per square foot of build out
than renovation and is the preferred option. Not only is new construction cheaper, but the costs
of operation are expected to be lower as repairs and maintenance on a new building are lower in
the early years of its life. New construction is also carries warranties for repairs by a general
contractor, typically for one year after completion of construction.
Based on this review of possibilities in the immediate Floyd area, project leaders should consider
a site at the newer Floyd Commerce Park, located on the outskirts of the Town of Floyd.
Attributes that make this site preferable are numerous. The area is designed for commercial
activity and includes easy access for tractor trailer trucks. The industrial park is extremely underutilized, with only one commercial building in operation among multiple lots, all of which are
graded and essentially build ready. The park has stubbed-out water and sewer access, as well as a
readily available electric supply, including 3-phase power, from a nearby transformer station.
Easy and affordable access to key utilities removes some of the key build out costs that often
prevent a project such as this from becoming a reality.
The Commerce Park is owned by the Floyd County Economic Development Authority, an
autonomous organization closely affiliated with Floyd County government.
Contact:

Floyd County Economic Development Authority
c/o Floyd County Administrator
120 West Oxford Street
P O Box 218
Floyd, Virginia 24091
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Phone: (540) 745-9300
Fax: (540) 745-9305

The researchers recommend project leaders work collaboratively with the Floyd County
Economic Development Authority, Floyd County personnel and elected officials to secure a
commitment to allocating one lot at the commerce park for project development. A commitment
by the EDA to provide a nominal long-term lease at $1 per year for a site at the industrial park
will also give the project a tangible and significant in-kind contribution towards project
development. This contribution can become a cornerstone local match for a capital campaign
seeking funding for facility development from multiple funding agencies at local, state, and
federal levels.
It should be anticipated that some type of waste water pre-treatment to reduce particle emission
will be necessary. This requirement would most likely be required at any of the potential sites in
the area as it is directly related to waste water treatment capability. For other value-adding
facilities in operation, a 1,500 gallon grease trap with particle separation capacity is sufficient to
meet this need. Some review of storm water runoff will also be required. This is not expected to
be a critical expense as there is current storm water management infrastructure in place.
Another minor but interesting attribute to the Floyd Commerce Park is its proximity to a historic
farm house that has plans for renovation into a community center. Locating a project close to a
community center helps to support a hub of activity linked around the agricultural heritage of the
town and region.
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II-03 Facility Design Recommendations
The following discussion is based upon the conceptual floor plan in Appendix E: Floyd County
Conceptual Floor Design and Exemplary Equipment List. In this section the researchers provide
conceptual guidance to interior design features desirable for a food processing facility able to
accommodate a wide variety of processing needs and finished products. Design
recommendations follow results from assessment of demand in Phase I of this research, which
indicates demand for usage from food entrepreneurs, contracted manufacturing (co-packing) for
existing food businesses in Virginia, and manufacturing by an entity with a mission of providing
value-added products linking farm-based production to institutional end-users.
The kitchen portion of this facility is designed to accommodate a wide variety of potential food
producers and uses. Space and equipment has been included to accommodate such varied
activities such as catering, baking, sauce preparation, pickle curing, dehydration, or jam
production.
From the potential user surveys and discussions with potential producers who would use the
facility it appeared as though most of the potential facility users are in small or fairly new
businesses. With this in mind the equipment specifications do not call for equipment that would
normally be associated with larger scale food production. There is however a variety of
equipment to permit a wide range of food products to be made within the production spaces.
Production Facility Overview
Flexibility and multi-use is a major design consideration in all of the production spaces. For this
type of production facility, each production area needs to facilitate many different types of
production quickly and with relative ease. Whenever possible, equipment should be mounted on
wheels and stored out of the way when not needed for production. An example of this would be
the bottling line currently shown in Kitchen A. This increases room flexibility and permits
equipment to be maintained and stored away from daily activities protecting it from possible
damage.
Flexibility is important because experience shows that scheduling users and production runs
doesn’t always work as smoothly as might be desired. Many tenants will change or alter their
usage depending on unpredictable daily, weekly, or seasonal workflows. It is best to operate the
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kitchen no more than 20 to 22 hour per day (closing 2 to 4 hours per day for thorough cleaning)
and keep the space open to multiple, and where ever possible, simultaneous use.
It should be noted that the equipment list has been created in part based on a wide range of
potential user surveys and stakeholder meetings. A thorough review of prospective producers
who might use this type of facility should be done closer to and throughout the formal design and
build out phase of this project to best meet the region’s specific and changing needs. Historically
the nature of this type of project has shown that the final equipment needs will not be apparent
until 30-60 days prior to build out completion.
Kitchens A and B
This area is intended to be especially useful for sauce, salsa, jam, jelly, soup, as well as other
types of production. The equipment is positioned to permit a relatively efficient manufacturing
flow for these types of products, while maintaining a somewhat open floor space to permit use
by other types of food manufacturers who might need to bring in product-specific equipment of
their own when using the kitchens. Small caterers, initial startup companies, and communitybased organizations might also be interested in using this type of arrangement. Kitchens A and B
have been linked via doors so that a larger producer has the opportunity to link them for
specialized or large production run needs.
Pickling/Dehydration
Preliminary discussions were held which identified two potential production focuses that would
require a separate space to mitigate and control unwanted odors throughout the facility.
Dehydration of herbals and the production of pickled products were specifically mentioned.
To accommodate this type of production without creating a situation that would compromise
either of these producers’ products or the production of other businesses that would want to use
the kitchens, a separate room is suggested. This room would have its own ventilation system
separate from the others, as well as doors with seals to control leakage of odors into the rest of
the facility. When the facility is engineered, careful attention should be paid to this space to
assure that there is adequate air flow (negative from the rest of the facility) to prevent leakage of
odors from the room during the times required to dry or cure products being held here.
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Dry Storage
The proposed dry storage is to include physical barriers between different producers’ products.
This design helps to preclude the likelihood of cross contamination between producers’ products,
facilitating simultaneous production of various FDA products, as well as assure producers that
their products are safe and secure. The current space dedicated to dry storage is small. The
facility equipment list also includes a category for racking systems. These will be needed to
maximize the storage space and accommodate a larger number of companies. It should be noted
that identification of additional dry storage space in the facility would most likely be necessary
as production hours increase.
Cooler/Frozen Storage
The cooler and frozen storage at any proposed facility should be designed to facilitate the
possibility of simultaneous special storage needs. All cold storage in the facility is targeted to be
separate and isolated, permitting simultaneous production due to physical isolation and
prevention of potential cross contamination.
Multiple coolers and freezers are recommended in this type of facility to provide for the
separation of raw and cooked products, as well as fresh fruits and vegetables. As regulatory
agencies look more towards the use of Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point plans
(HACCP), future concerns over the physical separation of ingredients, particularly vegetables,
meats and dairy products, will become more prevalent. By having multiple coolers and freezers
dedicated to a particular type of storage this facility will be better suited to meet future regulatory
requirements.
All cold storage should be capable of handling bulk materials, requiring pallet width doors for
ease in movement of relatively large quantities of ingredients. Racking could be installed in a
portion of the cold storage space for the use of smaller producers who do not need full pallets of
space. This potential for multi-faceted use is expected to make the facility useful to most of the
targeted prospective facility producers.
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Employee Welfare Areas
Space needs to be considered for the appropriate "employee welfare" areas. These include locker
rooms for uniform changes, bathroom facilities, and a common lunch area. All of these spaces
are in conformance with Good Manufacturing Practices (GMPs).
Offices
This area will likely contain a reception area and offices for the Executive Director and Facility
Operations Manager. A conference and meeting room would be a valuable addition as would an
office workspace for clients.
Total Area
Based on the calculations above, and in consideration of likely funding limitations, researchers
recommend a facility with a minimum interior footprint of 10,000 square feet. If a building with
a larger footprint is selected, the additional floor space would be available for warehouse space
or fit-up at a later time to meet future needs. A common issue faced by most businesses involved
in the production, storage, and distribution of food is a shortage of storage space. Very often,
limited build out funds require a reduction in storage space from the initial proposals. As this is
an economic reality it should be kept in the forefront of future planning to better accommodate
all users of the facility.
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II-04 Project Development Recommendations and Cost Estimates
In order to plan effectively for getting this project to opening day, project leaders require an
estimated total cost of project development as well as a timeline for implementation. The
researchers have a combined experience of serving as lead project developers for three valueadded food processing centers similar in nature to the one contemplated in Floyd. Our experience
leads us to recommend certain key aspects of project development that will make goals and
objectives realistic and obtainable within a reasonable amount of time and within obtainable
budgets. Key among these are:
Paid staff to lead project development. Projects of this nature typically require several years of
effort and well over $1 million in investments. The lead project developer will be expected to
oversee fundraising, grants management and reporting, overseeing bids for construction,
receiving bids for equipment and determining best options to meet allocated budgets. Detailed
attention to every aspect of development is required.
It is important to note that this individual is not to be tasked with post-opening facility
management. That individual is described elsewhere in this report and requires skills different
from those of the project developer.
Project development should be led by an individual able to accomplish the following tasks:









Work well with regional stakeholders and the advisory committee to achieve consensus
on project development;
Develop a funding strategy, write grant requests, and successfully lobby for financial
support from elected officials, state and federal government grant-making agencies, and
private grant-making foundations;
Manage grant funds for project development and adhere to all reporting requirements;
Work closely with relevant regulatory agencies during facility renovations and equipment
acquisition, including the local health department, VDACS food inspectors, and the US
Food & Drug Administration;
Promote the project’s development to potential users and the general public in the region;
Work as the “owner’s representative” and negotiate services with architects, general
contractors, and specialized construction personnel before and during facility
renovations;
Negotiate purchase and installation of key equipment needed to open for business;
Lead a search for the permanent facility manager/executive director and identify strong
candidates for the job;
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Develop a legal management structure for the facility, either as a 501(c)(3) nonprofit
corporation or an LLC subsidiary of a 501(c)(3) nonprofit.

SustainFloyd has a paid executive director with the necessary skills required for project
development. That said, the executive director has other duties and responsibilities to the
organization and may not have sufficient available time to oversee every aspect of project
development. Our experience indicates that project development may require a 30% full-time
commitment during year one of project development, followed by a 50% full-time commitment
in year two, and a 75% full-time commitment in year three leading up to an opening day. This
amounts to the equivalent of 155% of a full time commitment for one man-year of work
conducted over a three-year period. If, for example, a paid staff member has a total compensation
of $50,000 per year (inclusive of benefits), a reasonable cost for project management for that
individual can be estimated at $77,500. While this is a substantial sum, it may amount to less
than 5% of total physical infrastructure costs.
As well as possible, secure full project funding before spending large sums of money. This
policy will allow the project to reach an opening day without running out of money in the middle
of development. An inherent difficulty in this approach is that funders typically require funds to
be spent within a narrow time frame, usually 12 to 24 months. An initial “first mover” for project
development should be an organization that is patient with use of its money, and one that
understands larger projects of this nature require more time than other projects. Initial grant
funds left unspent can be used to meet funding match requirements that are secured closer to the
beginning of construction. “Last in” funders (those who will contribute after initial development
funds are secured) will be more confident in their investments knowing that a sufficient amount
of funds are on-hand for project completion.
Anticipate cost over-runs. The most accurate estimates for project development can become
out-of-date quickly with changes to the local and national economy, fluctuations in material costs
(especially steel), changes in regulatory requirements, or any number of other variables. Project
leaders are therefore encouraged to have cost estimates that are not optimistically low.
Invariably, certain budgeted line-items will require more money than initially expected and
savings may be needed from other line-items. This “robbing Peter to pay Paul” scenario is

71

maddening to project developers and funders alike. However, project leaders must anticipate
working with funders to re-allocate funds from one line item to another while staying true to the
original goals and objectives of the project.
Whenever possible, and especially for construction budgets, project leaders should include a
contingency line-item equal to about 10% of total estimated construction costs. In many cases,
funding agencies will not allow a contingency line-time. In this case, allowable line items can be
stated at the high range of an estimate with the anticipation that funds may need to be shifted
from one line-item to another.
Plan to buy some equipment used. For purposes of project budgeting, researchers provide
equipment cost estimates based on all new purchases (See Appendix E). In fact, almost all
projects of this nature end up buying some equipment used. Many equipment pieces, especially
those without motors, compressors, or other moving mechanical parts, can be bought used and at
a fraction of new costs. In other instances, used equipment can be donated by area businesses or
bought at deep discounts from large organizations. Supermarkets in particular are a great place to
source used racking systems, stainless tables and sinks, cooler and freezer panels, baking sheets,
and dollies. Good steam-jacketed kettles without internal boiler systems built fifty years ago are
just as effective as new kettles, provided that an external boiler system in new or near-new
condition can also be acquired. Convection ovens, mixers, and other common restaurant
equipment can always be bought used, although caveat emptor applies and the project developer
must be extremely deliberate when selecting certain pieces.
Price estimates for used equipment can be easily obtained from searching online sites such as
Ebay. An advanced search for completed auctions will show how much others have recently paid
for similar equipment, usually at 50% or less of new costs.
Researchers recommend buying all equipment requiring compressors new. Compressors will
always break, and the project will want to have extended warranties for these and other
complicated mechanical equipment.
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Prioritize and rank equipment purchases. The comprehensive equipment list and cost estimate
provided in this report is ambitious and is developed in anticipation of a wide range of demands
from facility users. In reality, certain pieces of equipment will be in high demand while others
may be desired but not essential. For example, a complete automated bottling line may not be
necessary at opening day, with only a piston filler, heat sealer, and hand-rolled label applicator
sufficient for small scale production. Likewise, a fully automated key pad entry system (priced at
$18,000) may not be necessary until enough users are entering and leaving the building that
computerized tracking is necessary. A dish washer (priced at $8,000) is not necessary except in
facilities that have a high demand from caterers needing to wash large quantities of plates,
silverware, and other catering supplies. Other common pieces of equipment, including kettles,
convection ovens, and ranges, will be essential for a broad range of users.
Aspire to a Cadillac, but anticipate a Honda. Equipment installed must meet minimum
requirements for the majority of facility users. The comprehensive equipment list provided
would more than meet the needs for the majority of potential users identified in Phase I research.
By being frugal, acquiring suitable equipment used, and delaying purchases of equipment with a
low priority from users, project leaders may be able to acquire all equipment needed to open for
services at less than 50% of our formal cost estimate. Project leaders may be able to secure
necessary equipment for less than $425,000.
Project Construction Estimates
Feasibility study team member Brian Norder recently completed oversight for development of a
shared-use food processing center in Hardwick, Vermont. This facility was built in an existing
industrial park with ready access to water, sewer and electrical, and is comparable to a site
located in the Floyd Commerce Park. Mr. Norder reports that per square footage costs for base
facility construction (not including any equipment) at $65 per square foot for warehouse space,
$125 per square foot for office, restroom, break room and utility space, and $225 per square foot
for food production space. Based on this experience, the researchers estimate base project
construction costs as follows:

73

Area type
Warehouse space
(Open storage area
plus cooler and
freezer space)
Finished non-food
processing space
(Offices, break room,
toilets, utility room)
Production space
(Kitchens A & B,
dehydration room)
Total and average
square footage

Estimated square
footage
6,500

Estimated cost per
square foot
$65

Total Cost

935

$125

116,875

2,656

$225

597,600

10,000

$113.70

$1,136,975

$422,500

Architectural and Permitting Fees
Project development requires the involvement of a licensed architect. According to feedback
from staff with the United States Department of Agriculture’s Office of Rural Development,
architectural fees should not exceed 10% of total project bid costs. At a base construction
estimate of $1,113,975, architectural fees can be estimated at $112,000.
Permitting fees vary by municipal jurisdiction. While some municipalities may charge up to
$20,000 for a water and sewer access fee (tap fee), others may charge much less or even waive
such fees if they are tied to community economic development projects. Floyd County charges
$4,000 for water access and $5,000 for treated sewer access. Construction permits, water and
sewer hookup, and other miscellaneous fees are estimated at $6,000.
Total Project Development Cost Estimate
The total estimated project development cost includes project development oversight, equipment
acquisition and installation using a combination of new and used equipment, base facility
construction, architectural design, permitting fees, and a contingency line-item as follows:
Activity
Project development oversight
Equipment acquisition

Description
155% of one full year
employment at $50,000/yr
Based on actual experiences,
combining used and new
purchases
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Cost Estimate
$77,500.00
$425,000.00

Base construction
Architectural fees
Permitting fees
First total
Contingency
Final total development

10,000 sq.ft. facility at a clean,
graded site with utility access
10% of base construction cost
Construction permits, water
and sewer access fees
Not inclusive of contingency
10% of first total
Estimate only

$1,113,975.00
$112,000.00
$15,000.00
$1,743,475.00
$174,347.50
$1,917,822.50

Value Engineering
Most project leaders for similar projects experience a sense of sticker shock when seeing
accurate cost estimates for full project development. In many instances, there is a sense that
securing full project funding is not possible with known funding sources. It is not uncommon for
a project to approach funding and build-out in a manner that allows the most basic elements to be
funded to allow for up-scaling as funds become available.
SustainFloyd could save on development costs by paying for development oversight as a portion
of existing staff duties. Base construction costs could be deferred by first building out one
kitchen instead of two, and by reducing the initial size of coolers and freezers. A contingency
budget, while useful in the majority of cases, can sometimes be unnecessary. Given these less
than desirable options, the minimum amount of money necessary to open a facility that can be
up-fitted later is estimated at $1.5 million.
Timeline for Project Development
The project development timeline, from conclusion of a feasibility study to opening day for
services, is perhaps the most difficult estimate to determine in a feasibility study. Every project
has its own unique set of challenges and requirements, with the speed in securing necessary
funding being the most obvious.
Rather than provide an ideal scenario for development, researchers prefer to reference the
timeline for completion of existing projects that have been built in the past ten years. In
Asheville, North Carolina, the timeline for development of Blue Ridge Food Ventures was two
years and five months, from September 2002 to February 2005. In Hillsborough North Carolina,
the Piedmont Regional Food and Agricultural Processing Facility was developed in three years
and eight months, from February 2008 to October 2011. Both of these facilities are
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approximately 10,000 square feet and are comparable in scale and purpose to the facility
contemplated for Floyd.
Using these two projects as guides, the researchers estimate the total timeline for project
development in Floyd to be three years. Assuming funding development begins upon completion
of this study, a reasonable goal for project development completion is November 2014.
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II-05 Regulatory Overview
In this section, researchers provide guidance on proper adherence to key regulatory requirements
for food manufacturing in a production environment that accommodates multiple users and
multiple food products.
The importance of regulatory compliance cannot be overstressed. Food production is a highly
regulated activity, and failure to comply with these requirements can result in project failure,
food contamination, introduction of food-borne illnesses, and even death.
Definitions
It is helpful to define some of the terms that will be used in this report from the perspective of its
authors.
Food Entrepreneurs, Food Producers- Blanket terms for people using a food processing
facility to change or add value to foods. These raw materials may be grown by the producer,
sourced from local growers or purchased through wholesale food channels from anywhere in the
world. Activities may range from washing, trimming and packaging raw produce to freezing,
milling, and canning, baking, dehydrating or other processing activity.
Co-packing- Co-packing is the activity of producing a product under contract to the client’s
specifications. Some co-packers provide all raw materials and packaging for a fee, others use all
ingredients supplied by the client, or a combination of the two.
Private Labeling- Private label products are ones which the private labeler has a product or line
of products that are available for companies to purchase for resale under their own brand. This is
different from co-packing in that the client has no or little control of the nature and quality of the
product being sold
Community Food Processing Facility/Kitchen Incubator/Shared-Use Kitchen/Food Hub- A
facility that provides some combination of infrastructure and programming to enable increased
activity among food producers, consumers and wholesale customers. Infrastructure capabilities
may include processing, aggregation, packing, storage, shipping and development of diverse
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sales channels. Programming can include education, advocacy, mentoring and partnering of
producers and customers.
Growers/Producers- Those entrepreneurs whose own crops or agricultural commodities
comprise a significant part of their finished food product.
Locally Grown Foods- These are foods grown in the primary service area for the food hub
which is defined for this study as within a one hour drive of Floyd. (For comparative purposes,
the effective service area for similar facilities in the rural western U.S. can be two hours or
more.)
Food Safety and Regulatory Structure
Assuring that foods made in a food processing facility are safe to consume is the most important
task for facility management, staff and clients. One incident could close the facility, expose
individuals to litigation and, of course, cause illness or death. The burden for safety falls most
squarely on the person or people involved in daily operation of the facility and these people must
have adequate training in order to fulfill this responsibility.
The regulatory authority under which it operates is one of the most significant issues in
determining the operation of a facility. Emerging pathogens, consumer demands for safer food
and changing laws and regulations complicate the issue. As incubator clients typically engage in
a wide range of processing types, understanding the different agencies and how they interact is
critical.
A food processing facility that also incorporates minimal fruit and vegetable handling operations
such as washing, trimming and bagging operates in the gray area between farming and food
processing. Washing and trimming outer leaves of cabbage, topping and peeling carrots and
packing them together whole for consumers to make into coleslaw is an agricultural packing
activity. The act of shredding those would move it into processing. Fermentation, mentioned
above in products for local institutions, would clearly be a processing activity. In a facility where
both agricultural and processing activities are likely to occur, all activities should be subjected to
the standards of FDA Good Manufacturing Practices.
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Different facilities have varying philosophies concerning how much oversight managers should
maintain over regulatory compliance of individual producers. Many have adopted a hands-off
approach, and do not maintain records of licenses and permits of individual producers to avoid
becoming an unauthorized pseudo inspection agency.
Keeping track of all necessary licenses, permits and training certificates for all producers as well
as their expiration dates can become very cumbersome for a food processing facility. It may be a
better decision to fully educate all producers of what is needed and leave compliance
responsibility to them. Regulators are generally accepting of this practice, provided that facility
management is fully transparent with them regarding the identities, production frequencies and
volumes of individual clients. In turn, clients must be informed that this information will be
made available to regulators on request and is not covered by any non-disclosure agreements.
Related to the regulatory issue is that of liability and responsibility. Most incubators require all
producers to carry product liability insurance of at least $1 million naming the incubator as
additionally insured. This level of coverage should be considered a minimum as many retailers
have begun to require suppliers to have $2 million. Whether SustainFloyd or a contractor
operates the facility, the owner should be additionally insured and carry its own product liability
in addition to general liability.
Critical to any co-pack agreement is responsibility for unsatisfactory batches. SustainFloyd
should seek legal guidance in developing leases and agreements so that any quality and safety
problems that may arise due to the co-packer’s work do not become the legal problem of
SustainFloyd.
Regulatory Agency Structure
By federal law, any manufactured food product that contains ingredients or packaging which
have crossed a state’s boundaries, or will reasonably be expected to be consumed after having
crossed a state’s boundaries, are to be federally inspected for safety. Most non-meat items are
produced under the jurisdiction of the Food and Drug Administration (FDA). If the food product
contains meat or poultry, its production falls under the jurisdiction of the United States
Department of Agriculture (USDA). However, there are some exemptions from these general
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guidelines based on small farm exemptions. Since small farm exemptions vary between state and
local guidelines, individual state and local regulatory agencies should be contacted directly in
order to obtain specific applicable local regulations. The two primary federal agencies that
impact shared-use kitchens most are the FDA and the USDA. These are also impacted by state
and local health agencies.
FDA
The US Food and Drug Administration (FDA), an agency within the Department of Health and
Human Services, oversees much of the nation’s food supply as well as drugs and medical
devices.

The FDA is the regulatory agency that enforces laws enacted by the U.S. Congress and is the
agency charged with protecting consumer health, safety and welfare. The Federal Food, Drug
and Cosmetics Act of 1938 (FCDA); (21 U.S.C. 301-392) is the basic food and drug law of the
United States. The FDA is responsible for interpreting laws and writing regulations concerning
specific food products and processes. This law applies to foods and drugs for human or animal
consumption, cosmetics and medical devices. The Food Safety Modernization Act of 2011
(FSMA 2011,) which will be discussed in a separate section, expands the FDA’s authority under
the FDCA.
Rules and regulations established by the FDA are published in Title 21 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR). Title 21, CFR, Part 1-99, covers the general regulations for the enforcement
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act and the Fair Packaging and Labeling Act. Part
100 to 169 addresses the food labeling, food standards, good manufacturing practices for foods,
low acid canned foods and acidified foods. Part 170 to 199 is concerned with food additives. Part
800 to 1299 include regulations under the Federal Import Milk Act, and regulations for control of
communicable diseases and interstate conveyance. These laws are intended to assure that foods
are safe to eat, pure, wholesome and produced under sanitary conditions.
FDA inspectors are given authority to inspect any establishment where food is processed,
packaged or held for shipment in interstate commerce. The term “interstate commerce” is so
broad that if a jar of food is manufactured in another state, that food is engaged in interstate
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commerce. Products after shipment, vehicles used to transport food in interstate commerce,
equipment, finished products, containers and labeling are also subject to inspection. The FDCA
provides specific definitions for adulterated and misbranded foods. The FDA is specifically
charged with inspection and registration of shelf-stable or canned foods. By definition, canned
foods include those preserved in glass jars and not requiring refrigeration prior to opening. In
many areas inspection of canning establishments is contracted to state agencies to administer.
The FDA does not approve, license or issue permits for domestic products shipped in interstate
commerce. The agency will, however, provide endorsement on export certificates stating that the
plant has passed FDA inspection.
It is the responsibility of manufacturers, packers or distributors to comply with the FDCA and
other laws and their implementing regulations. Inspections of facilities and products, analysis of
samples, educational activities and legal proceedings are tools used by the FDA to ensure
compliance with laws and regulations.
Shelf-stable foods in cans or glass jars (those that do not require refrigeration until opened) have
special requirements and fall into three categories: low acid, formulated acid and acidified.
Low acid foods are ones which have a final pH over 4.6. Safety of low acid foods is attained by
either retort (pressure) canning or by controlling water activity. Cost, liability and technical
expertise have prevented most community food processing facilities from engaging in retort
processing. Low acid foods in this environment are exclusively water activity controlled, such as
fudge sauces and syrups.
Formulated acid foods are ones which are naturally acidic and have a pH below 4.6. Barbeque
sauces, salad dressings, jams and jellies are all examples of formulated acid foods.
Acidified foods are either low acid foods to which an acid has been added for preservation (such
as pickles) or foods which are a combination of both acid and significant amounts of low acid
foods and have a final pH of below 4.6 (for example, salsa recipes with significant amounts of
onions or peppers). Processes for low acid and acidified must be approved by an FDA
recognized process authority. Practically speaking, while a pH of 4.6 is the legal cut-off, most
food scientists are reluctant to approve any formula with a pH above 4.2. This process approval
currently is available at Cornell, North Carolina State and Clemson.
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If the Floyd facility does produce a line of pickled and other fermented products, these are
subject to acidified foods regulations if they are packed into jars and heat treated for shelf
stability. If they are held and sold as a refrigerated product, they are exempt from acidified foods
regulations.
Acidified foods must be processed under the supervision of a person who has attended Better
Process Control School (BPCS) for Acidified Foods. Virginia Tech has plans to start conducting
BPCS’s on a regular basis throughout the state.
USDA
The United States Department of Agriculture-Food and Safety Inspection Service (USDA-FSIS)
is the agency that enforces laws pertaining to meat and poultry. Meat or meat products derived
from cattle, sheep, swine, goats and horses are subject to the provisions of the Wholesome Meat
Act, and poultry is subject to the Wholesome Poultry Act. Food products having more than three
percent (3%) meat (raw) or two percent (2%, cooked) are subject to USDA regulations, and must
be produced in an USDA certified facility. All other meat and poultry products not subject to
USDA regulations are under the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, and thereby subject to
FDA jurisdiction.
USDA inspection does not apply directly to meats prepared directly for consumption. If a food
service operator is smoking meat for sale directly to consumers at a restaurant, fair or event, it
must be made from inspected meat but the smoking and sale is governed by retail food codes. If
that same meat is being packaged for wholesale trade, it comes under USDA regulations.
The USDA, through the Food Safety Inspection Service (FSIS), maintains regulatory authority
over most meat and poultry products consumed in the United States. Exceptions include products
originating from facilities that do strictly intrastate shipment in states with their own meat
inspection programs, such as Virginia. The Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer
Services (VDACS) conducts inspections in plants for intrastate shipment. State inspection
programs must adhere to USDA regulations and maintain inspection standards at least as strict as
the USDA.
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Other exempt processes include slaughter and processing of animals for personal consumption,
further processing of meats for retail sale and certain species such as rabbit.
While some larger processing plants may keep a multitude of FSIS inspectors on full-time duty,
most medium and small plants are covered on a circuit rider basis with one inspector covering
several plants in an area. The inspector visits each plant on days they do inspected product to
verify that Sanitation Standard Operating Procedures (SSOP’s) and proper food handling
processes are being followed. Currently there is no charge for the FSIS inspector for a period of
up to 40 hours per week – Monday through Friday between the hours of 7:30 a.m. and 3:30 p.m.
However there are indications that this could change and a salary recovery fee may be imposed.
This fee would be dependent on the seniority and therefore pay rate of the inspector assigned to a
particular plant.
Inspectors report to a Circuit Supervisor whose jurisdiction covers many individual plants. The
CS will be the primary individual in approving the Grant of Inspection for any new plant and
represents the first avenue of appeal when plants and inspectors have regulatory disagreements.
Plants can expect a visit from the CS at least yearly, and often more frequently.
In a shared-use kitchen the Grant of Inspection is issued to the company producing the food and
it receives its own individual and unique plant number. All products produced under inspection
must be labeled to include (among other things) that unique plant number. Slaughter facilities, in
addition to maintaining conditions that promote safe food handling, are also required to be
designed and operated with concern for the animals’ welfare.
We cannot emphasize enough how significant an investment of time, money and other resources
is required to open and operate a plant to USDA standards, even if being run under VDACS
inspection. Current data does not indicate that such a facility should be included in the
SustainFloyd program. If an operator emerges who would enter into a long-term lease and
maintain all responsibility for a dedicated area within the plant, SF could then consider meat
processing.
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Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (VDACS) and Floyd County
Health Department
Determining which state or local agencies will provide oversight of community kitchens and its
clients can be one challenge and then getting multiple agencies to agree and work together is yet
another. It appears that there is a good understanding of the issues and desire to cooperate
between Keith Snead of VDACS and Paula Bittinger of Floyd County Health. VDACS will take
primary responsibility for wholesale activities and processed packaged foods not involving meat
or dairy and Floyd County Health will be the lead on retail activities.
Wholesale activities are those where the food is sold to another entity such as a store or
distributor for resale or to an institution such as restaurants or Virginia Tech to serve. Foods
packaged for sale at festivals in jars or sealed pouches are also wholesale activities. Retail
activities would be events catered by kitchen clients. Another retail use would be vendors at
events such as Floyd Fest who used the kitchen as a preparation and storage commissary for their
event stands.
Other Agencies
Other regulatory agencies that may peripherally affect shared-use kitchens are the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), which determines the safe use of pesticides and sets pesticide residue
limits in food, and the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms, which regulates food
containing greater than 7% alcohol.
Cosmetics, Nutritional or Dietary Supplements and Botanicals
Conversations with Floyd stakeholders and potential clients have indicated a strong interest in
manufacturing products in these categories. For the integrity of the facility and the products of
other producers, there should be one iron clad rule for manufacture of cosmetics, botanicals and
dietary supplements: they must be made from food grade ingredients so that in the event of
accidental cross-contamination with other foods, such contamination will not constitute chemical
contamination. While any cross-contamination is a matter of concern, cross contamination with
non-food ingredients will almost certainly necessitate product recalls. In some areas of the
United States the FDA has become concerned with “phantom odors,” that is, escaping aromas
from companies making botanicals and even the methane associated with commercial bread
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bakeries. This has the potential to create a situation where additional air handling systems would
be required at the facility.
In order to gain an understanding of the issues surrounding these products, definition of each is
valuable as well as a brief outline of the regulatory oversight of each.
Cosmetics
According to the Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act (FDCA,) a cosmetic is “intended to be rubbed,
poured, sprinkled or sprayed on, introduced into or otherwise applied to the human body…for
cleansing, beautifying, promoting attractiveness, or altering the appearance.” This includes
moisturizers, shampoos, toothpaste, and deodorants among other things. In contrast, drugs are
“intended for use in the diagnosis, cure, mitigation, treatment or prevention of disease.” A
toothpaste that contains fluoride, a deodorant that is also an antiperspirant or a shampoo that also
treats dandruff are examples of products that are both cosmetics and drugs. (Source:
http://www.fda.gov/Cosmetics/GuidanceComplianceRegulatoryInformation)
Needless to say, the legal requirements for marketing cosmetics are much less onerous than for
drugs. In determining whether something is a cosmetic or drug, the FDA places great weight on
“intended use” as indicated by label claims and marketing material including claims made on
web sites, Facebook pages and Twitter.
Soaps are classified separately from cosmetics, and exempt from the FDCA, provided they meet
specific criteria: “The bulk of the nonvolatile matter in the product consists of an alkali salt of
fatty acids and the product's detergent properties are due to the alkali-fatty acid compounds, and
the product is labeled, sold, and represented solely as soap [21 CFR 701.20].” Nonvolatile
compounds would include fragrances and food coloring. If a claim is made that the product
moisturizes, or moisturizing ingredients are added, the product is classified as a cosmetic or
perhaps even a drug.
The FDA does not approve, issue permits or inspect cosmetics but requires all cosmetics be
manufactured under the same Good Manufacturing Practices (GMP’s ) that apply to food, [21
CFR 110.] In contrast to mandatory food facility registration, there is a voluntary registration
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program for cosmetic manufacturers. FDA enforcement activities surrounding cosmetics only
result from a complaint or recall.
Dietary Supplements
As defined by Congress in the Dietary Supplement Health and Education Act (DSHEA,) which
became law in 1994, a dietary supplement is a product (other than tobacco) that:





is intended to supplement the diet;
contains one or more dietary ingredients (including vitamins; minerals; herbs or other
botanicals; amino acids; and other substances) or their constituents;
is intended to be taken by mouth as a pill, capsule, tablet, or liquid; and
is labeled on the front panel as being a dietary supplement.

Again, “intended use” as marketed is a key determinant whether something is a dietary
supplement or a food. Producers of both must register under the Bioterrorism Act of 2002 and
process under GMP’s. FDA enforcement actions of dietary supplements often focus on strict
adherence to labeling laws and regulations and proper standardization of ingredients in label
copy, ingredient statements, “Supplement Facts” panel (which is the dietary supplement
counterpart to Nutrition Facts statements) and any ancillary marketing material.
Botanicals
“A botanical is a plant or plant part valued for its medicinal or therapeutic properties, flavor,
and/or scent. Herbs are a subset of botanicals. Products made from botanicals that are used to
maintain or improve health may be called herbal products, botanical products, or
phytomedicines.
In 2007, the FDA issued Good Manufacturing Practices (GMPs) for dietary supplements, a set of
requirements and expectations by which dietary supplements must be manufactured, prepared,
and stored to ensure quality. Manufacturers are now expected to guarantee the identity, purity,
strength, and composition of their dietary supplements. For example, the GMPs aim to prevent
the inclusion of the wrong ingredients, the addition of too much or too little of a dietary
ingredient, the possibility of contamination (by pesticides, heavy metals such as lead, bacteria,
etc.), and the improper packaging and labeling of a product.” (Source:
http://ods.od.nih.gov/factsheets/BotanicalBackground)
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An herbal (or botanical) product such as a tea, which makes no explicit or implied health claims
is quite simply a food item and is regulated as such.
Traceability and Recalls
The Bioterrorism Act of 2002 mandates that all food producers registering their facility with the
FDA be able to trace their raw ingredients back one step in the food chain and tie those
ingredients to finished products one step forward from them. While formal recall plans have
been part of the FDA’s Good Manufacturing Practices, this new traceability requirement brings
added focus to recall plans.
After several years of less-than-vigorous enforcement of traceability and facility registration
requirements, the FDA is increasing efforts in these areas and the passage of the FSMA 2011
will continue the stepped up enforcement. Responsibility for writing and implementing these
plans in a shared-use environment must lie with each individual producer. A great deal of
information about these regulations can be found at the FDA’s web site at
http://www.fda.gov/Food/FoodDefense/Bioterrorism/ucm2006917.htm.
There are a number of sophisticated software programs for implementing traceability plans, but
they are often more expensive and complex than most small producers need. A simpler system
involves using production records to capture lot codes of ingredients and recording the
production lot number on both packaging, production records and sales or shipping documents.
The Food Safety Modernization Act of 2011 and Food Safety Plans
The Food Safety Modernization Act of 2011 (FSMA) looks to be one of the most significant
changes to food safety regulation in decades. While the law provides the framework for a revised
food regulation process, much of the detail will emerge from the FDA’s and to a lesser extent,
USDA’s processes of developing enabling regulations. Critical to the political deal-making that
preceded the bill’s passage was a provision that made compliance less onerous for smaller
producers. Small business outreach and education efforts are also mandated in the law. There
have been on-going efforts to blunt the impact of the law by withholding funding for key
enforcement provisions.
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No matter what emerges in the regulation process, all producers regardless of size will need to
develop written food safety plans. Regulations will detail necessary elements of food safety
plans. Under the law, all larger food producers will be mandated to operate under formal Hazard
Analysis and Critical Control Points (HACCP) programs. Smaller companies will need plans
that include documentation that food producers have conducted a risk assessment for their
products and have instituted measures and controls to manage those risks. Part of any food safety
plan will be related to sanitation and maintenance of the facility and equipment. This will be the
responsibility of facility management while individual producers will be responsible for
components related to direct food contact and processing activities.
Private Third Party Good Manufacturing Practices (GMP) Audits
While politics and budget uncertainty may dilute the effect of FSMA 2011, the growing
importance of private audits will continue to make formal food safety and GMP plans vital for all
food producers. Institutional and chain buyers are among the primary drivers of third party safety
audits. Audits are conducted by private firms such as Steritech, Silliker, American Institute of
Baking and Primus Labs, among others. Currently chains and other customers specify one
particular audit firm which can present issues to small producers who sell to multiple chains with
multiple auditors. There is little or no reciprocity among audit firms, although the new food
safety law may address this in some form, perhaps as accreditation of auditors. A typical audit
will examine safety plans, employee training, policies for receiving, plant security and many
other areas. Most small food producers planning for an audit engage a consultant to help bring
the entire GMP plan up to the correct standards and then pay for the audit firm to come in. Audit
preparation consulting can cost $1500 to $2000 or more while the audit itself may cost over
$3000 and must be repeated annually. In a multi-tenant facility like a food venture center,
individual clients are responsible for the audit and must be sure that the facility operator brings
the plant up to standards physically before bringing in an auditor.

Technical Assistance Resources
The following table provides contact information for regulatory contacts and technical assistance
resources that can assist the facility and its users in complying with regulatory requirements:
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Regulatory and Technical Assistance Resources
Virginia
Polytechnic
Institute and
State
University
(Virginia Tech)

Dr. Joseph
Marcy

Chair,
Department of
Food Science

22 Food
Science and
Technology
Building,
Blacksburg, VA
24061

540-231-7850
Fax: 540-231-9293
jmarcy@vt.edu
www.fst.vt.edu/extensions/
valueadded

Virginia
Polytechnic
Institute and
State
University
(Virginia Tech)

Dr. Karleigh
Huff Bacon

Director, Food
innovations
Program

128A Food
Science and
Technology
Building,
Blacksburg, VA
24061

540-231-6806
Fax: 540-231-9293
K2huff@vt.edu

Virginia Dept.
of Agriculture
and Consumer
Services, Office
of Dairy and
Foods
Floyd County
Department of
Health

Keith Snead

Senior Food
Safety Specialist

2943-E Peters
Creek Road,
Roanoke, VA
524019

540-562-3641
Fax: 540-562-3649
Cell: 434-221-9487
Keith.snead@vdacs.virginia.gov
www.vdacs.virginia.gov/fdsafety

Paula M.
Bittinger

Environmental
Health
Specialist

203 S. Locust
St. Suite M,
Floyd, VA
24091

540-745-2141, Ext. 115
Fax: 540-745-4929
Paula.Bittinger@vdh.virginia.gov
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Currently
developing
statewide food
entrepreneurship
Technical
assistance
program
Coordinator or
statewide
outreach program
and contact
person for
regional
extension people
Provides
inspection and
licensing services
for wholesale
food producers
Provides
inspection and
licensing for retail
food producers in
Floyd county

II-06 Legal Organization and Liability Considerations
This project will require legal support for its incorporation. While the researchers have
significant layman’s experience with incorporation, advice and recommendations in this report
cannot substitute for professional legal assistance.
A community food processing entity in Floyd County will benefit from enjoying status as a
nonprofit organization. Many similar projects around the country are organized as subsidiary
Limited Liability Corporations to a parent organization that is recognized a tax-exempt 501(c)(3)
organization under the federal Internal Revenue Service. Subsidiary organizations may be
established as a single-member LLC, with the parent organization serving as the sole member. In
these cases, the subsidiary LLC must have a purpose that is in congruence with the purposes of
the parent organization.
According to a legal opinion offered by the Community Law and Business Clinic at Wake Forest
University, some considerations for eligibility for tax-exempt 501(c)(3) organizations include:
1) Whether assistance is being provided to help local businesses;
2) Whether assistance has non-commercial terms & potential to revitalize an area;
3) Whether a nexus exists between the businesses assisted and the area's problems: The IRS
has identified three “characteristics” of this nexus which must be met. Like the above,
compliance with these strictures should be explicitly mentioned in any communication
regarding the project’s tax-exempt status:
A. Whether those assisted conduct their business in the disadvantaged area;
B. Similar assistance from conventional sources must not be available because of the
depressed nature of the area;
C. A preference should be established to assist those who offer the greatest potential
community benefit.

The activities and purposes of the subsidiary must be limited to the activities and purposes
enumerated in the Articles of Organization for the parent organization. For SustainFloyd,
incorporated as a 501(c)(3) in 2009 as the Floyd Economic Foundation Inc. and later changed to
SustainFloyd Foundation, Inc., the articles of incorporation state that the organizational purpose
will conform to charitable or educational purposes within the meaning of Section 501(c)(3) of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986. Based upon the economic disadvantages of Floyd County
and established precedent, SustainFloyd should be able to establish a subsidiary single-member
LLC as the management entity for a value-adding food and agricultural processing facility. An
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operating agreement between SustainFloyd and the subsidiary must be developed that explicitly
states the purposes of the subsidiary will conform to the purposes of the parent nonprofit.
There are many advantages to establishing a subsidiary rather than establishing a new standalone nonprofit. A subsidiary does not need to re-apply for 501(c)(3) designation by the IRS,
although the IRS will likely review any operating agreement between the two entities. Legal
support, while absolutely necessary, should not be as intensive or as expensive as new nonprofit
incorporation. Furthermore, subsidiary status should allow SustainFloyd to operate as the fiscal
agent for project development and during an initial period of post-opening operations. Having a
fiscal agent with prior experience in grants management will give potential funders confidence in
the organization’s ability to manage funds effectively. LLC status will provide some degree of
legal liability separation between the parent organization and the subsidiary. Finally, an LLC can
be transferred to another nonprofit entity should such action be necessary in the future.
It is important to note that the pre-opening project development phase can be managed directly
by SustainFloyd without prior establishment of a subsidiary. However, on or before opening day,
the facility management duties should be assigned to the subsidiary through a general operating
agreement. An example of an operating agreement, between Blue Ridge Food Ventures LLC and
its parent organization, the Western North Carolina Economic Development Commission, is
included in the appendices of this report.
Other Legal and Liability Considerations
Co-packing operations. Many similar projects have looked at co-packing as both a means of
meeting client needs and generating revenue for the facility. When considering how the Floyd
facility will be governed and operated, the issue of unrelated business activity should be
addressed. Generally, kitchen incubators and food hubs have not had issues with the IRS over
revenue generation since money from kitchen rental, training and consulting related to food
entrepreneurship is in alignment with their organizational missions. This is not to say that this
issue can be ignored as there are instances around the country where local municipalities and
state governments have begun to scrutinize the revenue sources when private for profit
businesses are generating revenue in conjunction with 501(c)(3) entities.
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If SustainFloyd acts as co-packer as a funding mechanism, it should beware of being perceived
as unfairly competing with existing for-profit co-packers. There are indications that tax filing
requirements for non-profits will become more onerous in the upcoming years. SustainFloyd
should consult with its Certified Public Accountant and/or attorney for a professional opinion as
to whether proposed activities constitute taxable unrelated business activity and what the
consequences would be.
The researchers recommend that SustainFloyd choose not to be the long-term co-packer/private
labeler but rather set a strategic goal of helping one or more small businesses start at the facility
who would then assume this role. It may be necessary for SustainFloyd or its subsidiary to be
this entity initially to get the facility open and demonstrate that this would be a viable business
option. There are a number of options for how this could be structured and operated. It is quite
likely that a flexible lease rate may be needed to account for the time needed to ramp up the
business or for seasonal fluctuations.
In regards to a potential SustainFloyd fermented product line (or other signature product) for
Virginia Tech and others, there are two distinct tracks under the above arrangement. Under one,
the co-packer has responsibility for the product line including procurement of raw material sales,
fulfillment and profit or loss. SustainFloyd’s revenue comes from on-going lease payments
received from this production time and the co-packer has the advantage of an established
business base with which to start and financial incentive for the growth and success of the
product line.
In the other scenario, the entrepreneur serves solely as co-packer under contract to SustainFloyd
or its subsidiary for the fermented products. SustainFloyd or its subsidiary would have full
control of raw materials, marketing, distribution and financial management. SustainFloyd or its
subsidiary would then absorb both risk for poor performance and potential greater upside for
success. The decision ultimately will be determined by how much operational involvement and
risk to cash flow SF is willing to undertake or wishes to offload.
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Critical to any co-pack agreement is responsibility for unsatisfactory batches. SustainFloyd
should seek legal guidance in developing leases and agreements so that any quality and safety
problems that may arise due to the co-packer’s work do not become the legal problem of SF.
Liability Insurance. Related to legal issues are those of liability and responsibility. Most
facilities require all producers to carry product liability insurance of at least $1 million, naming
the incubator as additionally insured. This level of coverage should be considered a minimum as
many retailers have begun to require suppliers to have $2 million. Whether SustainFloyd or a
subsidiary operate the facility, the facility owner should be additionally insured and carry
product liability in addition to general liability.
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II-07 Facility Management, Labor Force Review and Client Use Policies
It will ultimately be the decision of Board and management of SustainFloyd as to what is the
operational and managerial structure of the processing facility. As this is to be determined, we
will outline the tasks which will need to be assigned and completed, regardless of who is the
operator.
Below are major job functions which will need to be performed in the Floyd facility. If daily
operation of the facility is turned over to a subsidiary, responsibility for some of these tasks can
be negotiated into the operating agreement.
Facility Strategic Management- This includes responsibility for general oversight, budgeting,
and financial management, marketing to new clients and long-term development and planning.
Additionally, this person serves as a liaison to local, state and federal officials, as well as to other
non-profit organizations and educational institutions.
Daily Operations- This includes training new producers on facility policies and use, production
scheduling, monitoring of safe food practices, equipment set-up, training and troubleshooting,
and purchasing operational supplies such as cleaning chemicals and paper goods.
Bookkeeping- This position entails responsibility for client billings for production and storage,
entering and paying bills from vendors and processing payroll. The management entity will need
to develop a system to accurately track client hours to maximize revenue and eliminate the
temptation for users to under-report hours or skim revenue.
Educational outreach, consulting and technical assistance- These functions are the ones
which separate a true value-adding food and agricultural facility from a community kitchen.
Regular offerings of educational and training programs are an important form of facility
marketing and help maintain a flow of new producers as older businesses move on to co-packers,
their own facilities or out of business entirely. The technical assistance piece assists with product
development, scale-up, packaging and label development, food science and shelf-life issues and
test marketing as well as marketing and business planning assistance.

94

These so-called “software” services, as opposed to “hardware” or “bricks and mortar” services
do not generate immediate return but are critical for clients and the long-term viability of the
facility. Many people rely on co-packers for product development services and the results can be
disappointing as a co-packer is usually looking for the quickest and cheapest processing method
which can short circuit the artisan product development process. Virginia Tech’s Department of
Food Science, Virginia Cooperative Extension can assist in the food technical piece and the
Small Business Development Centers can help with the business planning. The facility can be
effective by being an information and referral service without needing to have a number of
technical assistance people on staff.
Virginia Tech temporarily suspended most activities of its food assistance outreach program last
year due to staffing issues. The Food Science Department has hired a new leader, Karleigh HuffBacon, to resurrect the program. In order to avoid overloading the department with assistance
requests, the department head Dr. Joe Marcy is proposing funding for seven extension positions
around the state to help new food processors get started.
Project Executive Director
This project will best succeed by hiring an executive director with significant food production
and culinary experience. This individual should be hired a few months before the facility is open
for services. Key skills and training recommended for this position include:









Experience working in food and agricultural production environments;
Formal training in food systems management or the culinary arts, or equivalent
experience;
An understanding of small scale food processing and food-based business management;
Certification for acidified foods processing and graduation from a recognized Better
Process training program;
Strong interpersonal skills and an ability to work well with service providers, community
leaders, farmers, and food entrepreneurs;
Meticulous detail to sanitary operating procedures and an ability to enforce strict sanitary
policies in the facility;
Good public speaking skills and an ability to promote both the project and products
manufactured by clients;
A strong work ethic and an ability to work long hours and on weekends as necessary.
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Over the first year of operations, the executive director will need to codify and establish firm
facility use policies. Fortunately, a large body of information is available from existing projects,
including at Blue Ridge Food Ventures in Asheville, North Carolina. Nationally, facility
directors are in regular communication with each other via conferences, listservs, and informally
via telephone and email. Most are more than willing to share best practices and experiences with
particular challenges in their daily work.
Labor Force Review
Researchers were tasked with providing a labor force review and to make recommendations for
value-added processing management. This issue is somewhat complicated, and the division
between the management entity and an entity providing value-added processing must be
understood and clarified before the facility opens for services.
The management entity, recommended as a subsidiary LLC of SustainFloyd, should anticipate
having only one full-time employee who will serve as facility general manager. Other part-time
or seasonal employees may be hired under the management entity depending upon specific
duties and sub-projects that the entity chooses to engage in. For example, Blue Ridge Food
Ventures has multiple employees tasked with specific projects, including a subscription program
for frozen local vegetables and a new processing line for manufacture of herbal supplements and
natural products. These positions are supported with grants from various funders to accomplish
specific objectives of sub-projects within Blue Ridge Food Ventures. Labor costs above those
incurred for the general manager are directly tied to revenues from grants, and core operating
revenues from client use fees do not support these positions. When grant funds are expired, these
positions will either be eliminated or revenues for them will be specifically tied to revenues from
processing of frozen vegetables or natural products. Some employees of BRFV may be spun off
into new legal businesses providing co-packing services.
The more complicated labor force issues lie with creation of a dedicated co-packing business
housed within the facility. This business can be incubated through access to manufacturing lines
and support from the general manager, food regulatory agencies, and community service
organizations. Grant funds to pay line staff to manufacture products for sale should not be
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anticipated due to the legal gray area this type of activity falls into between allowable and nonallowable nonprofit purposes.
Like any small food business, the labor force must be grown as revenues are realized. One
attractive development strategy is to enlist the same person who serves as facility manager to
become the production manager for the manufacturing entity. Essentially, this business becomes
a dedicated anchor client of the facility, and a portion of the general manager’s compensation
will come from processing activity on behalf of the business. Under this scenario, the
manufacturing business will be expected to pay reasonable client use fees just as any other small
business accessing the facility.
A labor force of approximately four to five part-time employees is likely to be needed during
times of processing. Researchers recommend paying a generous wage of not less than $11 per
hour for part-time staff. As business grows over a period of time, these employees can increase
their hours of work and approach full-time status. Furthermore, these same workers can be
deployed as part-time support for other food entrepreneurs accessing the facility. This
arrangement is in effect at Blue Ridge Food Ventures, where a small pool of “on demand” staff
work either directly for Blue Ridge Food Ventures or for other small businesses needing
manufacturing staff on a scheduled basis. In certain cases, entrepreneurs manufacturing at the
facility may also hire themselves out to other businesses needing occasional staff. This laborsharing arrangement is yet another advantage to having multiple businesses manufacturing at the
same location. At the same time, it is not recommended that the project serve as a temporary
labor agency by hiring and “leasing” labor to producing companies using the facility. Labor can
be referred by the project to businesses for their direct hire.
Client Use Policies
This project will benefit from reviewing client use policies in effect at other value-adding food
processing facilities in the country. A complete set of use policies from Blue Ridge Food
Ventures is including in the appendices of this report. Some important policies recommended for
facility use are as follows:
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Establish Clear Rate Schedules. An exemplary rate schedule for different activities at the
facility may include:
Orientation and Application Fee

$50 one-time fee

This fee will cover a required safety and sanitation course provided by the general manager as
well as one-on-one training necessary to use the facility safely. Note that this fee may be waived
during the first year of operation as the facility develops a client base. Over the long run,
however, this fee is needed to cover the extensive amount of time needed to prepare clients to
use the facility properly.
Cleaning Deposit

$50.00

This amount will pay cleaning costs for users who leave the kitchen in an unacceptable manner.
Experience shows that without a cleaning deposit, some users will disrespect the facility by
leaving unsanitary conditions, some of whom never return. The balance can be returned to
clients when and if they decide to no longer use the facility.
Security Deposit

$50.00

This will be applied to any damage or breakage caused by misuse of equipment. The balance can
be returned when a client is no longer using the facility.
User Fees

$ 22 per hour per production area

Production fees can be graduated to benefit clients who will use the facility on a more intensive
basis as follows:
Maximum of 6 workers:
The first 1-40 hours per calendar month
The 41st-80th hours per calendar month
All hours over 80 hours in a calendar month

$ 22 per hour
$ 18 per hour
$ 15 per hour

Other important client use policies are recommended as follows:
Dry Storage- Fees for dry storage should be charged on a monthly basis payable in advance. All
items must be clearly identified and labeled with the User’s name. Opened food items must be
stored tightly covered in labeled containers. All items must be on pallets or otherwise off the
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ground at least 6 inches for items on moveable shelves, 12 inches if they are on permanent racks.
No cardboard boxes are allowed in dry storage as they are breeding grounds for roaches except
as the original boxes for jars and bottles. Plastic milk crates or covered plastic tubs may be used
to store utensils and other items. The areas around stored items must be kept scrupulously clean,
swept and mopped at least once a week.
Cooler Storage- All items must be clearly identified and labeled with the User’s name. Food
items must be stored tightly covered. Clients are paying for cooler storage by the shelf, or speed
rack. Clients must be reminded to clean and sanitize storage areas at least once a week. Clients
should mop their storage areas immediately if there is a chance of any spills.
Kitchen Use- Users must request use of a food processing area at least one week in advance. If
space is available, requests will be accepted up to 48 hours in advance. An online reservation
system for established clients may be useful.
Cancellations- Cancellations of kitchen use must be received as soon as possible but no later
than 24 hours in advance. Repeated cancellations may result in the User being denied use of the
facility.
No-Shows- If no cancellation notice is received 24 hours in advance of scheduled kitchen time,
and another User has been denied access due to that prior reservation, then the “No-Show” User
will be charged $22 for the No-Show.
Sign-In Production Sheets- All Users are required to sign-in when they arrive at the facility and
begin to assemble their products. All users must complete a Facility Checklist to note any areas
of the kitchen that need attention. Users must sign-out when they are finished cleaning the
facility. There will be a half-hour set-up time allowed, off the clock, so that Users may bring all
their needed equipment and supplies into the kitchen and get set up for efficient processing.
Failure to accurately sign-in and out may result in the User being denied use of the facility.
Cleaning Time- At the end of each User’s operation this will also be off the clock, to insure
thorough cleaning and sanitation. Abuse of this cleaning time may result in additional hourly
processing charges.
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Facility Failure- In the event of equipment failure or other facility issues that compromise
production, no charge will be made for lost hours. Users must fill out a Facility Incident Report
within 24 hours of the occurrence to be eligible for a credit.
Eligible Users- Only those Users and their employees that are registered and authorized by the
Executive Director are allowed to be in the production areas. Each employee/helper must have
completed an Emergency Contact Form and certified that they have been trained and received a
copy of these guidelines.
No Children Under 16 are allowed in the kitchen areas when any food processing is taking
place. No unsupervised children are allowed in the other areas of the facility at any time.
No Live Animals are allowed inside the building at any time.
No eating or drinking from open containers is allowed in the food production areas. The
break room is provided for workers to eat meals and take breaks. Only drinks in covered
containers are allowed in the food production areas and must be kept on lower shelves, below
any food items.
Smallwares- Users will provide their own towels, cooking items, pans, small wares and other
special items necessary to their specific production needs. Clients may not leave personal
smallwares in the kitchens.
Facility Property- No equipment or others items belonging to the facility is ever allowed to
leave the premises.
Fine- The fine for violation of Facility rules is a maximum of $50.00 per occurrence.
Dispute Resolution- A clear policy of handling disputed charges or requests for “discount”
should be established and provided to client companies as part of their initial agreements.
Marketing the Facility and Its Benefits
A common occurrence for new community food processing facilities is a perception among area
food entrepreneurs that fees for access to the facility are cost-prohibitive. In many cases, small
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food entrepreneurs carry no liability insurance and are using home kitchens or other rudimentary
facilities for free (not including utility charges). This perception is best overcome by providing
free orientations at the outset of project services and a consideration of a certain number of
introductory hours at reduced or no cost. This will allow prospective clients to realize the greatly
expanded economies of scale from accessing a sophisticated facility for production. For example,
an entrepreneur making hot sauce from her home kitchen (which is not actually legal), may be
manufacturing one or two dozen bottles of sauce per hour. With access to steam kettles and
automated bottling equipment, that same entrepreneur can manufacture hundreds of bottles in the
same amount of time. An economic impact analysis of Blue Ridge Food Ventures conducted in
2006 showed that on average clients were able to manufacture approximately $190 of goods sold
for every $22 spent on hourly use rates.
The educational and marketing services offered by a facility of this nature will more than offset
the costs of paying for manufacturing time and space. A targeted marketing campaign explaining
the long-term benefits of facility use can help overcome perceptions that fees and liability
insurance would restrict business success. Additionally, use of the facility will inevitably be a
positive marketing bonus to entrepreneurs, as many buyers will contact the facility to source
various products. An annual trade fair held at the facility, with invitations to institutional buyers,
retailers, and distributors, can provide valuable linkages between manufacturers and markets.
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II-08 Operating Budgets and Sustainability
Proper planning for operating budgets and a long-term plan for sustainability are essential for a
project of this nature to succeed. As a nonprofit activity with a goal of increasing economic
opportunity for members of the community, the project itself cannot be expected, nor should it
be designed, to generate revenues substantially exceeding operational costs. The primary benefits
of this type of facility accrue to its users and not its management.
Successful nonprofit value-adding food and agricultural facilities must work strategically to
achieve break-even status within a reasonable amount of time. In addition to the obvious benefit
of paying for itself, grant-making agencies will be very reluctant to fund initial start-up costs of
physical infrastructure and post-opening working capital unless some plan is in place to wean the
project off of grants.
Fees generated from users, contract manufacturing, and manufacture of Floyd-branded products
should approach or meet current-year operating costs after a “ramp-up” phase that will require
external (grant-funded) operating capital. Based on experience, the researchers recommend a
break-even goal within five years of opening for services. A total revenue target, as discussed
below, should be $120,000 within five years.
A discussion on sustainability begins with an analysis of costs of operation. Based on
experiences at other facilities, a realistic year one post-opening project management budget is
outlined below:

Estimated Year One Operation Costs
Category
Cost
SALARY- GENERAL MANAGER
42,500
SALARY FRINGE
8,500
LEGAL AND ACCOUNTING
5,000
OFFICE SUPPLIES
1,500
CLEANING SUPPLIES
2,500
PART-TIME LABOR
10,000
WASTE BIN FEE
1,000
MARKETING
5,000
MAINTENANCE-LABOR
5,000
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MAINTENANCE-PARTS
CLEANING SERVICES
STAFF TRAVEL
TELEPHONE
CELL PHONE
UTILITIES AND GEN MAINTENANCE
INSURANCE
Base Cost of Operations

5,000
3,500
1,000
1,200
1,000
32,000
3,000
127,700

EQUIPMENT ACQUISITION
Total Expenses

50,000
171,905

Some expenses are explained as follows:
General Manager Salary and Fringe- The selection and retention of a well-qualified general
manager is probably the most important management decision that SustainFloyd will make for
this project. As discussed, SustainFloyd may opt to employ an individual as both the facility
general manager and the production manager for a co-packing and manufacturing business
incubated at the facility. This individual will need to be experienced in food manufacturing,
knowledgeable of food science and skilled at management and human relations.
As a business making and selling locally grown value-added products is developed, the
manager’s compensation may be shared by the two entities. In the first year, however, no
significant revenues or operating capital can be expected from a start-up food business.
Legal and Accounting- Professional services, especially accounting and billing, are highly
recommended for this project. As a subsidiary of SustainFloyd, some support may be derived
from the parent organization.
Maintenance Labor and Parts- A $10,000 budget for maintenance parts and labor is the cost of
acquiring equipment used. While substantial upfront savings can be realized, these pieces will
have no warranties. Repair and maintenance of equipment is an ongoing fact of life in food
processing facilities.
Marketing Expenses- These funds should be used to develop promotional materials, including
brochures and web-based outreach, on the services available at the facility. These funds are for
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outreach to food producers and others in the local food chain, including university chefs and
entrepreneurs. Travel to food conferences and trade events should also be considered. These
funds are not to be confused with funds for marketing of manufactured food products.
Part-time Labor- Some part-time labor may need to be hired by the management entity to
accomplish tasks including product development and assistance to businesses accessing the
facility. Special initiatives, such as experimenting with the development of frozen or dehydrated
vegetables, would require some labor. Most part-time employees should also generate income
from paid assistance to facility clients needing “just in time” processing labor.
Utilities and General Maintenance- The cost estimate of $32,000 should be sufficient to cover
propane gas, electricity, and water fees associated with facility use. This amount may be
substantially less if the facility starts without intensive use by anchor users.
Insurance- The project should secure product liability insurance of at least $1 million for
acidified and high acid foods manufactured under FDA and VDACS inspection, in addition to $1
million per occurrence of general liability insurance for accident and fire. SustainFloyd should
investigate whether coverage may be available under any existing insurance policies it carries.
Equipment Acquisition- While not technically part of core operating costs, the project will
benefit by having an unallocated equipment fund at the time of opening. Experience shows that
users requiring unanticipated pieces of equipment often come calling after a project is open for
business. Expenditures should be made with an eye on return on investment through developing
billable hours of usage with clients needing access to specific pieces of equipment. Any savings
on the equipment budget during the project development phase should be carried over for postopening use.
After the first year of operation, the project should incur similar costs of operation. Subsequent
years of operation will see some expenses rise while others may fall or be funded through
dedicated sources. Part time labor incurred directly by the project may decrease as businesses
pick up more of their time for food processing. Equipment can be acquired as other funds for
specific sub-projects are secured. Most importantly, the facility general manager may devote
30% to 50% of their time to manufacturing for a Floyd-specific product line, and be
compensated accordingly from sales of product or manufacturing fees.
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Estimated Year Two Operation Costs
Category
Cost
SALARY- GENERAL MANAGER
30,000
SALARY FRINGE
6,500
LEGAL AND ACCOUNTING
3,000
OFFICE SUPPLIES
2,000
CLEANING SUPPLIES
3,000
PART-TIME LABOR
8,000
WASTE BIN FEE
1,000
MARKETING
5,000
MAINTENANCE-LABOR
5,000
MAINTENANCE-PARTS
5,000
CLEANING SERVICES
3,500
STAFF TRAVEL
1,000
TELEPHONE
1,200
CELL PHONE
1,000
UTILITIES AND GEN MAINTENANCE
32,000
INSURANCE
3,000
Base Cost of Operations
110,200

Revenue Generation
Revenue from user fees on a per hour basis for access to production space will be a large source
of non-grant income to the project. Additional fees can be generated from storage fees from
coolers, freezers and dry areas leased on a per-pallet basis. Incubating a signature brand food
business will contribute to the project in the form of increased production and storage fees, so
this is not technically a separate source of income. However, it will potentially carry a portion of
the cost of an individual serving as general manager and so will reduce facility operational costs.
Likewise, co-packing services to existing food businesses identified in this research would
presumably be provided by a legal entity other than the management organization.
As determined in the measurement of demand section of this study, researchers estimate this
facility may be able to generate $45,000 to $60,000 per year in entrepreneur user fees, not
including fees paid by a newly incubated local food processor or fees paid for co-packing
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services. Regardless of source, significant revenues should not be expected in the first year of
operation, and start-up operations will need to be funded by grants.
The goal of the project should be to begin generating significant revenue in year two from a
combination of non-affiliated user fees, and from fees paid by an affiliated business or
businesses incubated at the facility. Revenues generated will be proportional to the amount of
manufacturing activity that takes place as a result of product sales. A useful rule of thumb is to
calculate user fees at a rate of 15% of total product gross sales. Using this rough metric, a
manufacturer of Floyd-branded local food with gross sales of $200,000 would pay $30,000 to the
project for manufacturing and storage. Likewise, a co-packer producing $200,000 of product for
other entrepreneurs would pay $30,000 to the project as part of its manufacturing cost.
A goal for combined revenues from all three activities should be $120,000 to meet base
operating costs within five years. Over this time period, reliance on grant funds should decrease
steadily. A good estimate of the total amount of grant funds over this five year period for
operating support is 50% of total costs, estimated at $300,000. At least $100,000 is
recommended to be secured by opening day.
The estimates provided here expect that ongoing and active management support will be
provided by SustainFloyd board and staff. Once a facility of this nature begins operations, it will
inevitably take on a character that is unique to its own specific location and circumstances. New
opportunities for development will constantly present themselves, and project organizers must be
flexible and pro-active in guiding the facility to its highest and best use. Grant support should be
sought for new initiatives that will support local economic and agricultural development, and
SustainFloyd is recommended to take a lead on pilot manufacturing and other sub-projects that
further the goals and objectives of the project.
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II-09 Community Partners and Support Organizations
SustainFloyd’s efforts to establish a value-adding food and agricultural processing facility will
benefit from broad community participation and a sense of community ownership of the project.
SustainFloyd can also enlist support from many local, regional and national organizations that
can assist in the project development phase as well as provide the project leaders and clients with
important technical assistance including business plans, access to capital, and legal advice. Some
organizations that could be enlisted are presented below:
Radford University Small Business Development Center
The mission of RU Small Business Development Center is to help people grow and improve
their business. This SBDC provides a range of services to small businesses including business
plan development, loan packages and sources of financing, marketing assistance, small business
training, and business consulting.
Contact:

RU Small Business Development Center
704 Fairfax St. Suite H
Radford University
Radford, VA. 24142
Phone: 540-831-6056
Fax: 540-831-6735
Email: dshanks@radford.edu
Website: http://bac.asp.radford.edu/SBDC/index.html

TAP – Total Action Against Poverty
Total Action Against Poverty (TAP) is a non-profit community action agency helping the
residents of 11 cities and counties in southwestern Virginia to escape poverty and become selfsufficient. TAP helps people disenfranchised from our society to become part of the American
dream.
TAP's Business Seed Loan Program is a micro enterprise development program. The program
offers educational classes to entrepreneurs on how to start and manage a small business. The
program also offers individual technical assistance for new and experienced small business
owners. Business Seed also offers specialized classes in accounting. Business Seed Capital, Inc.
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(BSCI), offers financing to micro enterprises which may not be able to obtain a loan from a
conventional bank. Loans range up to $35,000.
Contact:

TAP
145 Campbell Ave SW
Roanoke VA 24011
Phone: 540-345-6781

Virginia Tech Cooperative Extension – Floyd County
The Floyd office of Virginia’s Cooperative Extension Service is actively involved in supporting
this effort, and Floyd County Extension Director Jon Vest serves on SustainFloyd’s oversight
committee for this project. Extension should continue to play an active role in providing a link to
area farm-based producers and should be able to assist with support for funding development.
Contact:

Jon Vest
County Agent
Floyd County Cooperative Extension
209 Fox Street NW
Floyd, VA 24091
(540) 745-9310
Email: jmvest@vt.edu

Floyd County Chamber of Commerce
The Floyd Chamber can help to integrate the project into the greater business community and
can possibly help in accessing professional services needed during project build-out and
development of operational policies.
Contact:

Floyd Chamber of Commerce
The Village Green, Suite 7
201 East Main Street
Floyd, VA 24091
Phone: 540-745-4407
Email: chamber@swva.net

Floyd County Economic Development
Floyd County has an economic developer who has been actively involved with the project. Mr.
Lydeana Martin can provide valuable interface with county government and elected officials and
should continue to serve in an advisory role for the project.
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Contact:

Lydeana Martin
Director of Economic Development
Floyd County
120 W Oxford St
Floyd, VA 24091-2222
Phone: (540) 745-9359
Email: lmartin@floydcova.org

National Business Incubator Association
NBIA is the national organization supporting the development of business incubators. NBIA has
been actively supportive of food business incubators for more than a decade.
Contact:

NBIA
20 East Circle Drive, #37198
Athens, OH 45701-3751
Phone: (740) 593-4331
Fax: (740) 593-1996
Email: info@nbia.org

Blue Ridge Food Ventures
BRFV is the largest nonprofit value-adding food and agricultural processing facility in the
southeast. The BRFV executive director maintains regular contact with other similar projects
nationwide and can provide project leaders with advice on best practices for project
management, client use policies, and other fine details for successfully managing a food
processing facility.
Contact:

Mary Lou Surgi , Executive Director
Blue Ridge Food Ventures
1461 Sand Hill Road
Candler, NC 28715
Phone: 828-348-0128
Email: mlsurgi@awnc.org

Wake Forest University Community Law and Business Clinic
The Community Law & Business Clinic is a new clinical education program within the Wake
Forest University School of Law which launched in the spring of 2009. CL&BC provides law
and graduate business students with an opportunity to develop skills needed to practice in the
increasingly complex legal and regulatory environment they will encounter as professionals. In
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addition, CL&BC uses the resources and expertise of Wake Forest University to enhance
community development efforts in Winston-Salem, Forsyth County and regionally.
CL&BC Director Steve Virgil has significant experience in agricultural and nonprofit business
development. The Clinic often offers pro-bono legal support to community nonprofits engaged in
economic development activities. Mr. Virgil may be able to assist the project in determining the
relationship between for-profit businesses operating and the facility and the nonprofit activities
of the project.
Contact:

Steve Virgil, Director
Community Law & Business Clinic
8 West Third Street, Suite 100A
Winston-Salem, NC 27101
Phone: (336) 631-1953
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II-10 Conclusion and Next Steps
The feasibility study phase of this project’s development is now complete. This project will
benefit greatly from the previous efforts to develop shared use food processing centers elsewhere
in the nation. Advice on proper management, regulatory compliance, equipment maintenance
and acquisition, and market development is readily available from facility directors and other
research publications currently in the public domain.
Project leaders are encouraged to pursue the following action items over the development period,
estimated at 36 months:
1. Continue developing relationships with other entities involved in local food distribution,
including distributors and educational institutions, and have them participate in
developing a facility that will further their own organizational goasl of increasing supply
and sale of locally-made foods.
2. Deepen relationships with growers and suppliers of locally grown foods, with an eye
towards sourcing supplies needed for value-added processing;
3. Secure a viable lot for project development at a nominal lease fee;
4. Request formal support for this project from local elected leaders, economic development
agencies, and other business development entities in and around Floyd County;
5. Pursue initial grant funding to secure the services of a lead project developer. This may
be accomplished through securing a stand-alone grant for these services, or may be part
of a larger request including other development costs;
6. Continue pursuing grant funds necessary to complete facility construction, equipment
acquisition and installation;
7. Upon securing facility development funds, hire an architect to develop blueprints and
oversee bidding for construction services from a general contractor;
8. File articles of incorporation and approve board members and bylaws for the
management entity, as a subsidiary LLC of SustainFloyd;
9. Oversee the bid process and contract award for a general contractor to undertake facility
construction;
10. Acquire equipment needed for opening;
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11. Secure start-up funds for hiring an executive director of the management entity, as well
as support for the first three years of working capital;
12. Hire an executive director between 3 and 6 months before the facility is open for
business.
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Appendix A: Regional Agricultural Demographics

Regional Agricultural Demographics
Statistic
# of Farms
# of Acres in
Farms
# Acres
Vegetable
Production
# Acres in
Orchards
# of Acres in
Pasture
Top Crop (acres)
Market Value of
Agricultural
Products Sold

Average
701
99,036

Total
4,909
693,251

297

2,079

8

299

2,092

17,421

15,843

20,403

142,819

Forage (5,225)
$4,897,000
(Crops $3,437,000;
Livestock $1,461,000)
$14,195

Forage (17,421)
$18,978,000
(Crops $5,244,000;
Livestock $13,734,000)
$30,219

Forage (15,843)
$13,339,000
(Crops $611,000;
Livestock $12,728,000)
$32,142

20,403
$26,414,714
(Crops $7,309,429;
Livestock $18,925,429)

$44,279

$14,981

$29,311

$27,810

$11,258

$636

$2,939

$5,363

Average Acreage
149
124
131
of Farms
Median Acreage
80
67
74
of Farms
http://www.agcensus.usda.gov/Publications/2007/Full_Report/index.asp

160

85

142

$182

90

41

62

72

Total Population
Per Capita
Income
Median
Household
Income

Average Market
Value Per Farm
Average Farm
Production
Expenses
Average Net Cash
Farm Imcome

Floyd
864
128,872

Carroll
1,001
123,678

Patrick
613
80,027

Franklin
1,043
166,592

Roanoke
345
29,214

Montgomery
628
89,411

225

1,114

388

55

260

37

188

642

852

210

184

8

27,590

25,564

14,949

36,227

5,225

Forage (27,590)
$43,361,000
(Crops $18,727,000;
Livestock $24,634,000)
$50,186

Forage (25,564)
$34,447,000
(Crops $8,606,000;
Livestock
$24,581,000)
$34,413

Forage (14,949)
$15,913,000
(Crops $7,523,000;
Livestock $8,390,000
$25,959

Forage (36,227)
$53,968,000
(Crops $7,018,000;
Livestock $46,950,000
$51,743

$46,920

$31,400

$26,284

$4,510

$4,690

$3,424

Pulaski
415
75,457

15,279
$20,171

30,042
$17,942

18,490
$18,694

56,159
$23,425

92,376
$30,338

94,392
$21,271

34,872
$20,667

48,801
$21,787

$36,664

$34,240

$33,059

$45,105

$56,508

$42,785

$40,239

$41,229

http://quickfacts.census.gov

Appendix B: Prospective User Survey Instrument

Floyd County Value Added Food Processing Center
2011 Needs Survey for Users and Suppliers
Please complete the following questionnaire about the proposed facility.
Mail or fax it by May 25, 2011 to:

Floyd County Cooperative Extension
209 Fox Street NW, Floyd, VA 24091
Fax: (540) 745-9315
Questions? Email Smithson Mills at smithson@smithsonmills.com
Or call 828-273-9119
1.

2.

Indicate your current business activity, how long you have been in business, or if business is planned?
 Farmer, Vegetable and Fruit
______ years
planned
 Farmer, Livestock & Poultry
______ years
planned
 Farmer, Value Added Meats
______ years
planned
 Farmer, Value Added Non-Meat
______ years
planned
 Non-Farm Food Producer/Entrepreneur ______ years
planned
 Church/School /Civic Group
______ years
planned
 Caterer
______ years
planned
Restaurateur
______ years
planned
 Other_______________________
______ years
planned
Are you interested in using a facility to manufacture food products yourself, or are you interested in a
service that will manufacture foods using your recipes for you?

Interested in a facility where I can manufacture foods myself
Interested in a facility that will manufacture foods for me
I am open to either possibility
3.

What food item(s) are you now or would you be interested in preparing?
Now
Interested in
How Interested?
preparing
preparing
Low...Medium...High
Bakery Items

   

1
2
3
Catered Meals

   

1
2
3
Sauces / Salsa / Condiments 
   
1
2
3
Jams / Jellies

   

1
2
3
Pasta

   

1
2
3
Dry Mixes

   
1
2
3
Herbal supplements

   

1
2
3
Value-added fruits / vegetables
   
1
2
3
Chutney

   

1
2
3
Page 1
Question 3 Continued 

Dairy


Beef


Poultry


Pork


Seafood _________________ 

Other ___________________ 

4.















6.

1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3

What facilities or services are you currently using to meet your food processing needs (e.g., church
kitchen, rental kitchen, restaurant, home kitchen)?


 Rental Kitchen/Community Facility
 Home Kitchen
 Not Currently Processing
5.














 Restaurant
 Co-packer
 Other:________________________

What type of equipment would you need to prepare your food product?
How Important?
Low
Medium
High
 Standard range/oven
1
2
3
 Steam jacketed kettle
1
2
3
 Batch dairy pasteurization
1
2
3
 Cider manufacturing
1
2
3
 Commercial mixer
1
2
3
 Filling and Packaging equipment
1
2
3
 Bottling equipment
1
2
3
 Meat processing equipment
1
2
3
 Walk-in cooler, non-meat
1
2
3
 Food processor
1
2
3
 Walk-in freezer, non-meat
1
2
3
 Dehydrator / drying equipment
1
2
3
 Convection oven
1
2
3
 Roll in rack oven
1
2
3
 Pie maker
1
2
3
 Individual Quick Freezing (IQF)
1
2
3
 Ice Machine____________________________ 1
2
3
 Vegetable washing & grading
1
2
3
 Other_________________________________ 1
2
3
 Other_________________________________ 1
2
3
Are you interested in buying locally-grown ingredients for your business?  Yes
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 No

If yes, please explain_________________________________________________________
7.

What ingredients are essential to your products?
___________________________________________________________________________

8.

How many times and hours per week might you be interested in using this facility?
 Daily
_____ Hours per day
AM or PM
 Weekly
_____ Hours per week
AM or PM
 Monthly
_____ Hours per month
AM or PM
 Seasonally / Holidays __________________ Month(s)
_____ Hours per month
 Occasionally
__________________ Month(s)
_____ Hours per month

Total hours per week of estimated usage:
9.

Are you interested in using a facility for long term or short term storage? If yes, please describe
duration, volumes, and type of product needing storage:
_____________________________________________________________________________

10. Who are your customers, or what type of customers are you targeting?
_____________________________________________________________________________
11. What type of a business are you planning to run?
Part Time
 Non-profit
Full-Time
 Supplemental Income




Hobby/Gifts
Other

12. What is your annual sales goal for products manufactured at a shared-use facility? $________per yr
13. How do you plan to market your product?
_____________________________________________________________________________
14. Do you have a business plan?

Yes  No

15. Would you be interested in sharing services in addition to the food processing facilities?
 Phone answering
 Secretarial
 Copy machine  Fax
 Personal computer
 Postage meters  Office space
 High speed Internet
 Food brokering and sales  Other ______________________________________________

16. Would any of the following seminars or classes be of interest to you? (Check as many as apply.)
 Preparing a business plan for a food-related business.
 Marketing assistance for a food-related business.
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Microenterprise and Self-employment opportunities.
Meeting health regulations for food preparation and food product distribution.
Nutritional considerations for prepared meals or food products.
Starting a business legally.
Obtaining and using credit.

17. Respondent Information- Please note we cannot use this survey without your name.
Name: _____________________________________________________________________
Address: ___________________________________________________________________
City: _____________________________________ State: _______ Zip:_______________
Phone: (_____) _______________________

Fax: (_____) ______________________

Email: ___________________________________
Would you be interested in attending a meeting to discuss future plans for the proposed shared-use
value added food center? Yes
 No
How far would you be willing to drive to use a processing center? ___________ miles
This questionnaire was designed for farmers, entrepreneurs, companies, and organizations, which
might be prospective tenants of the proposed facility. If you have other suggestions or comments
regarding the need for a food processing incubator in our community, please use the space below:

Thank you for your time and interest.
Please return your completed questionnaire by May 25, 2011 to:
Value-Added Survey
c/o Floyd County Cooperative Extension
209 Fox Street NW
Floyd, VA 24091
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Appendix C: Blue Ridge Food Ventures
Operating Agreement

Operating Agreement
of
BLUE RIDGE FOOD VENTURES, LLC

(A North Carolina Limited Liability Company)

DATED: August 21, 2003

THE LLC MEMBERSHIP INTEREST REPRESENTED BY THE OPERATING AGREEMENT HAS NOT BEEN
REGISTERED WITH THE SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION UNDER THE SECURITIES ACT OF 1933,
AS AMENDED, OR UNDER THE NORTH CAROLINA SECURITIES ACT, OR SIMILAR LAWS OR ACTS OF OTHER
STATES IN RELIANCE UPON EXEMPTIONS UNDER THOSE ACTS. THE SALE OR OTHER DISPOSITION OF THE
MEMBERSHIP INTEREST IS RESTRICTED.

ARTICLE I.

FORMATION OF THE COMPANY
1.1.

Formation

1.2.

Name

1.3.

Registered Office and Registered Agent

1.4.

Principal Place of Business

1.5.

Purposes and Powers

1.6.

Term

1.7.
1.8.

Nature of Member’s Interest
Amendments

ARTICLE II.

DEFINITIONS

ARTICLE III.

MANAGEMENT OF THE COMPANY

ARTICLE IV.

3.1.

Management

3.2.

Indemnification of Manager for Management Services

RIGHTS AND OBLIGATIONS OF MEMBER
4.1.

Name and Address of Member

4.2.
4.3.

Limited Liability
Transfer Restriction

ARTICLE V.

CAPITAL CONTRIBUTIONS AND LOANS

ARTICLE VI.

ALLOCATIONS, ELECTIONS AND REPORTS

ARTICLE VII.

DISTRIBUTIONS

ARTICLE VIII.

ARTICLE IX.

Schedule I:

DISSOLUTION AND LIQUIDATION OF THE COMPANY
8.1.

Dissolution Events

8.2.

Liquidation

8.3.
8.4.
8.5.
8.6.

Articles of Dissolution
Guarantee of Charitable Disposition
For-Profit Prohibition
Distribution of Assets Restriction

MISCELLANEOUS
9.1.

Records

9.2.

Survival of Rights

9.3.

Interpretation and Governing Law

9.4.

Severability

9.5.

Agreement in Counterparts

9.6.

Tax Matters Manager

9.7.
9.8.

Creditors Not Benefited
Protection of Interest

Name, Address, Capital Contribution, and Membership Interest of the Sole Member

OPERATING AGREEMENT
OF

BLUE RIDGE FOOD VENTURES, LLC
THIS OPERATING AGREEMENT of Blue Ridge Food Ventures, LLC (the “Company”), a limited liability
company organized pursuant to the North Carolina Limited Liability Company Act, is executed effective
as of the date set forth on the cover page of this Agreement. Western North Carolina Regional
Economic Development Non Profit Corporation, Inc. (“Advantage West”), a North Carolina nonprofit
corporation, with a principal place of business in Buncombe County, North Carolina, is the sole member
of the Company. For federal and state tax purposes and pursuant to Treasury Regulations Section
301.7701, Advantage West and the Company intend the Company to be disregarded as an entity
separate from Advantage West. For all other purposes (including, without limitation, limited liability
protection for Advantage West from Company liabilities), Advantage West and the Company intend the
Company to be respected as a separate legal entity that is unique and unaffiliated with Advantage West.

ARTICLE I
FORMATION OF THE COMPANY

1.1.
Formation. The Company was formed on August 18, 2003, upon the filing with the Secretary of
State of the Articles of Organization of the Company.

1.2.
Name. The name of the Company is as set forth on the cover page of this Agreement.
Advantage West may change the name of the Company from time to time as it deems advisable,
provided appropriate amendments to this Agreement and/or the Articles of Organization the Company
executes any amendments in accordance with Code Section 501(c)(3).

1.3.
Registered Office and Registered Agent. The Company’s registered office within the State of
North Carolina and its registered agent at such address shall be as Advantage West may from time to
time deem necessary or advisable.

1.4.
Principal Place of Business. The principal place of business of the Company within the State of
North Carolina shall be at such place or places as Advantage West may from time to time deem
necessary or advisable.

1.5.

Purposes and Powers.

(a) The purpose of the Company shall be to engage in any lawful business for which limited
liability companies may be organized under the Act, so long as that business is consistent
with the charitable purposes of its sole member.

(b) The Company shall have any and all powers which are necessary or desirable to carry out
the purposes and business of the Company, to the extent the same may be legally exercised
by limited liability companies under the Act, provided that these powers are used
exclusively for the furtherance of its sole member’s purposes.

1.6.
Term. The duration of the Company shall be unlimited, unless the Company is earlier dissolved
and its affairs wound up in accordance with the provisions of this Agreement or the Act.

1.7.
Nature of Member’s Interest. The interest of the sole Member in the Company shall be personal
property for all purposes. Legal title to all Company assets shall be held in the name of the Company.

1.8.
Amendments. Any amendments to the Articles of Organization or this Operating Agreement
shall be consistent with Code Section 501(c)(3).

ARTICLE II
DEFINITIONS

The following terms used in this Agreement shall have the following meanings (unless otherwise
expressly provided herein):

“Act” means the North Carolina Limited Liability Company Act, as the same may be amended
from time to time.

“Agreement” means this Operating Agreement, as amended from time to time.

“Articles of Organization” means the Articles of Organization of the Company filed with the
Secretary of State, as amended or restated from time to time, so long as such amendment or
restatement is consistent with Code Section 501(c)(3).

“Code” means the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended from time to time (and any
corresponding provisions of succeeding law).

“Liquidator” shall mean a liquidating trustee.

“Manager” means Advantage West. In no case may a Manager be an individual or entity other
than Advantage West, another 501(c)(3) organization, or a government instrumentality.

“Member” means Advantage West. In no case may a Manager be other than Advantage West,
another 501(c)(3) organization, or a government instrumentality.

“Person” means an individual, a trust, an estate, a domestic corporation, a foreign corporation, a
professional corporation, a partnership, a limited partnership, a limited liability company, a
foreign limited liability company, an unincorporated association, or another entity.

“Property” means any real or personal property acquired by the Company.

“Secretary of State” means the Secretary of State of North Carolina.

“Tax Matters Manager” means the person who is the "tax matters partner," as that term is
defined in the Code and the Treasury Regulations.

“Treasury Regulations” means the Income Tax Regulations and Temporary Regulations
promulgated under the Code, as such regulations may be amended from time to time.

ARTICLE III
MANAGEMENT OF THE COMPANY

3.1.
Management by Sole Member. Advantage West, by virtue of its status as the sole Member,
shall also be the Manager of the Company for all purposes. Except as otherwise expressly provided in
this Agreement, the Articles of Organization or the Act, all decisions with respect to the management of
the business and affairs of the Company shall be made by Advantage West.

3.2.
Indemnification of Member for Management Services. The Company shall indemnify Advantage
West in connection with their services as Managers of the Company to the fullest extent permitted or
required by the Act.

ARTICLE IV
RIGHTS AND OBLIGATIONS OF SOLE MEMBER

4.1.
Name and Address of Sole Member. The name, address, and Membership Interest of the sole
Member is reflected in Schedule I attached hereto.

4.2.
Limited Liability. The Member shall not be required to make any contribution to the capital of
the Company except as set forth in Schedule I, nor shall the Member in its capacity as such be bound by,
or personally liable for, any expense, liability, or obligation of the Company except to the extent of its
interest in the Company and the obligation to return distributions made to them under certain

circumstances as required by the Act. The Member shall be under no obligation to restore a deficit
Capital Account upon the dissolution of the Company or the liquidation of Membership Interest.

4.3.
Transfer Restriction. Advantage West shall not transfer, directly or indirectly, any membership
interest in the Company to any transferee other than a 501(c)(3) organization or governmental
instrumentality. Furthermore, any transfer pursuant to this Agreement shall be made only for fair
market value.

ARTICLE V
CAPITAL CONTRIBUTIONS AND LOANS

The sole Member has contributed cash to the Company in the amounts set forth as the initial Capital
Contribution opposite its name on Schedule I attached hereto.

ARTICLE VI
ALLOCATIONS, ELECTIONS, AND REPORTS

All allocations of profit and loss of the Company and all assets and liabilities of the Company shall, solely
for state and federal tax purposes, be treated as that of Advantage West pursuant to Treasury
Regulations Section 301.7701, but for no other purpose.

ARTICLE VII
DISTRIBUTIONS

Distributions of assets shall be made on such basis and at such time as determined by Advantage West,
provided the Company complies with paragraphs 8.4 and 8.6 hereof.

ARTICLE VIII
DISSOLUTION AND LIQUIDATION OF THE COMPANY

8.1.
Dissolution Events. The Company will be dissolved upon the happening of any of the following
events:

(a) All or substantially all of the assets of the Company are sold, exchanged, or otherwise
transferred (unless Advantage West has elected to continue the business of the Company);

(b) Advantage West signs a document stating its election to dissolve the Company;

(c) The entry of a final judgment, order, or decree of a court of competent jurisdiction
adjudicating the Company to be bankrupt and the expiration without appeal of the period, if
any, allowed by applicable law in which to appeal;

(d) The entry of a decree of judicial dissolution or the issuance of a certificate for administrative
dissolution under the Act;

(e) One or more Members no longer constitute a 501(c)(3) organization or a governmental
instrumentality;

or

(f) The failure of Advantage West to continue the business of the Company.

8.2.
Liquidation. Upon the happening of any of the events specified in Section 8.1, Advantage West,
or any Liquidator designated by Advantage West, will wind up the Company’s affairs in accordance with
this section of the Agreement. Assets of the Company may be liquidated or distributed in kind, in

accordance with this section of the Agreement. Advantage West will continue to be entitled to Company
cash flow and Company profits during the period of liquidation. The proceeds from liquidation of the
Company and any Company assets that are not sold in connection with the liquidation will be applied in
the following order of priority:

(a) To payment of the debts and satisfaction of the other obligations of the Company;

(b) To the establishment of any reserves deemed appropriate by the Liquidator for any
liabilities or obligations of the Company, which reserves will be held for the purpose of
paying liabilities or obligations, which shall be held for an appropriate time by the
Liquidator;

(c) To Advantage West;

(d) The remainder and residue shall be distributed to any other 501(c)(3) organization or
governmental instrumentality.

8.3.
Articles of Dissolution. Upon the dissolution and commencement of the winding up of the
Company, Advantage West shall cause Articles of Dissolution to be executed on behalf of the Company
and filed with the Secretary of State, and Advantage West shall execute, acknowledge, and file any and
all other instruments necessary or appropriate to reflect the dissolution of the Company.

8.4
Guarantee of Charitable Disposition. Those assets devoted to charitable purposes at dissolution
shall continue to be devoted to charitable purposes after dissolution.

8.5

For-Profit Prohibition. The Company shall not merge with or connect into a for-profit entity.

8.6
Distribution of Assets Restriction. The Company may only distribute assets to 501(c)(3)
organizations or governmental instrumentalities.

ARTICLE IX
MISCELLANEOUS

9.1.
Records. The records of the Company will be maintained at the Company’s principal place of
business or at any other place Advantage West selects, provided the Company keeps at its principal
place of business the records required by the Act to be maintained there.

9.2.
Survival of Rights. Except as provided herein to the contrary, this Agreement shall be binding
upon and inure to the benefit of the parties, their successors and assigns.

9.3.
Interpretation and Governing Law. When the context in which words are used in this
Agreement indicates that such is the intent, words in the singular number shall include the plural and
vice versa. The masculine gender shall include the feminine and neuter. The Article and Section headings
or titles shall not define, limit, extend, or interpret the scope of this Agreement or any particular Article
or Section. This Agreement shall be governed and construed in accordance with the laws of the State of
North Carolina without giving effect to the conflicts of laws provisions thereof.

9.4.
Severability. If any provision, sentence, phrase or word of this Agreement or the application
thereof to any person or circumstance shall be held invalid, the remainder of this Agreement, or the
application of such provision, sentence, phrase, or word to Persons or circumstances, other than those
as to which it is held invalid, shall not be affected thereby.

9.5.
Agreement in Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed in several counterparts, each of
which shall be deemed an original, and all of which shall constitute one and the same instrument.

9.6.
Tax Matters Manager. For purposes of this Agreement, Advantage West shall be the Tax
Matters Manager.

9.7.
Creditors Not Benefited. Nothing in this Agreement is intended to benefit any creditor of the
Company. No creditor of the Company will be entitled to require the Member to solicit or accept any
loan or additional capital contribution for the Company or to enforce any right which the Company may
have against a Member, whether arising under this Agreement or otherwise.

9.8
Protection of Interest. Advantage West will expeditiously and vigorously enforce all of its rights
in the LLC and will pursue all legal and equitable remedies to protect its interest in full.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned, being the sole Member of the Company, has caused
this Agreement to be duly adopted by the Company as of the __ day of August, 2003.

SOLE MEMBER:

Western North Carolina Regional Economic
Development, Member

_______________________________________
Dale B. Carroll, President

SCHEDULE I
Names and Addresses

Capital

Membership

of Member

Contribution

Interest

Western North Carolina Regional
Economic Development

$100.00

100%

$100.00

100%

3 General Aviation Drive
Fletcher, NC 28732

TOTAL

g:13794.01\Docs\single member 2003.doc

Appendix D: Blue Ridge Food Ventures
Client Use Forms and Policies

Blue Ridge Food Ventures, LLC
Checklist for Becoming a User
1. Meet with the Director to discuss your product and business plan.

2. Discuss your product(s) with the appropriate regulatory agency: Asheville-Buncombe
Health Department and/or the FDA.

3. Fill in the application form and pay application fee. (User number will be assigned
here).

4. Sign User Services Contract with Rental and Use Policies.

5. Present copies of: Asheville Privilege License
FDA Facility Registration
Product Liability insurance
Scheduled Process Documentation (if applicable)

6. Attend orientation and training:
 Food Safety & Sanitation; Good Manufacturing Practices.
 Equipment Operation.
 Cider processing/pasteurization training & HACCP Plan (If applicable).
 Acidified foods processing/Scheduled Process from Dr. Rushing and FDA
Registration of Acidified Food Manufacture. (If applicable).

7. Pay cleaning and security deposits, and other deposits as needed.

8. Sign up for storage if needed.

9. Schedule kitchen use time as needed.

Blue Ridge Food Ventures, LLC
User Services Contract
This person or organization joins this Agreement as User of the Blue Ridge Food Ventures commercial kitchen facility.
Full Legal Name of User

Name Authorized Representative

Legal Status of User (Check One):
□ Individual □ Partnership □ Corporation
□ Limited Liability Company
□ Other _______________
Title (e.g., Sole Proprietor, Partner, President, Manager)

Mailing Address

Email

Telephone

Fax

This User Services Agreement is between the User (identified above) and Blue Ridge Food
Ventures, LLC, a North Carolina Limited Liability Company (also referred to here as “BRFV”), and is
effective upon the date of execution shown below. User and BRFV agree to the following terms:
1. SERVICES. BRFV will provide User with nonexclusive access to and use of BRFV’s
commercial kitchen facility (“Kitchen”), subject to the terms of this Agreement.
a. Facility. The Kitchen is a shared-use facility, equipped with commercial stoves, ovens, tilt
kettles, steam kettles, mixers, sinks, refrigerators, tables, dry and cooler storage and other food
preparation equipment. BRFV shall maintain the Kitchen in a sanitary and orderly state and
ensure that all equipment available to User operates to all applicable health and safety
standards.
b. Business Services. BRFV may also provide user with the following services: advice on
business development, product development, and/or packaging and label design; assistance
with complying with food safety regulations, business plan development and/or accessing small
business financing; training in safety and sanitation; and marketing support activities
(“Business Services”).
c. User Prerequisites. All Users of BRFV will have completed the following activities and
provided appropriate documentation to the Executive Director of BRFV before User may enter
and use the facility:
• Completed application form and application fee;
• Successfully completed the BRFV Food Safety and Sanitation Course;
• Proof of Product Liability Insurance, as detailed in Section 4.c, below.
d. Authorized Food Products. User must obtain specific authorization from BRFV prior to
producing each food product.

BRFV User Services Contract 2/25/2007
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Scheduling of Use. Because the Kitchen is a shared use facility, BRFV shall control the times and
manner of all Users’ access to and use of the Kitchen. User shall request use of the Kitchen in
advance. BRFV will make its best efforts to create a schedule for use of the Kitchen that
accommodates all Users’ reasonable requests.
2. PAYMENT TERMS. User will pay BRFV rent for each hour (or part thereof) User occupies
the Kitchen and uses the Services described in Section 1 of this Agreement according to the following
terms:
a. Fee Schedule. The fees for various uses of the Kitchen and/or equipment are set out in the Fee
Schedule, attached to this Agreement as Exhibit A. BRFV may change this fee schedule at any
time and will notify users as soon as possible in advance of changes.
b. Payment Terms – New User. Each User will pay for kitchen use on a “pay-as-you-go” basis
for the 1st three months of using the Facility. BRFV will provide User with a bill after each
use. Payment is due upon receipt. Storage fees will be charged on a weekly basis for in-active
users. User may not use the Facility until all outstanding bills are paid.
c. Payment Terms – Good Payment History. After 3 months of on-time payments, BRFV will
bill User for Facility and storage use at the end of each calendar month. Payment is due within
seven days. If User pays any bill late, BRFV may require User to pay under New User
payment Terms. A Late Payment Fee may be charged for payments made more than 7 days
after receipt of invoice.
3. USER DUTIES. User agrees to assume the following duties in its use of the Facility under
this Agreement:
a. Rental and Use Policies. User acknowledges that User has received and read the Rental and
Use Policies, a copy of which is attached to this Agreement as Exhibit B. BRFV reserves the
right to amend the Rental and Use Policies at any time upon written notice to User. If User
violates these Policies, BRFV may impose a fine upon User and upon repeated violation BRVF
may in its discretion terminate Agreement. User agrees to comply with all of the rules and
obligations set forth in the Rental and Use Policies as currently stated and as modified at any
time in the future.
b. Contact Information. User promises that the identification, address and contact information
stated at the beginning of this document is current and correct. User agrees to keep BRFV
informed of any changes in User’s legal identity, address or other contact information.
c. Security. BRFV is equipped with both open and individual/locked storage areas. User agrees
that BRFV assumes no responsibility for the security of any equipment or supplies the User
brings for their use in the facility. Individual storage areas may be equipped with locks and
keys, and will be assigned upon availability to the User upon request. If any additional locked
storage is brought into the facility by the User, User shall supply a duplicate key to the
Executive Director.

BRFV User Services Contract 2/25/2007

Page 2

d. Food and Equipment Safety and Sanitation. All Users and their employees are required to
successfully complete the BRFV Course on Food Safety and Sanitation before they may use the
Kitchen. Use of specialized equipment, such as, but not limited to the cider press and
pasteurization equipment and the Hobart slicer, requires special training and authorization from
the Executive Director. Each person using the facility must receive specific authorization
before using the Facility and certain equipment.
e. Housekeeping Policies. User policies include but are not limited to the following:
1) Users will provide their own cleaning towels, cooking items, ingredients, utensils, small
wares and other special items necessary to their specific production needs.
2) No equipment or items owned by BRFV shall ever leave the premises.
3) Users will strictly follow the Cleaning Guidelines provided by BRFV before, during and
after each use of the facility.
4) Users must perform and fill in the “Cleaning Check List” before each kitchen use, and leave
them in the designated area.
5) If User fails to leave the facility in the proper condition, User will receive a warning
and be responsible to pay the actual cost of cleaning the facility as determined by
BRFV. Upon a second such failure, User shall pay a fine (set out in the Rental and Use
Policies) and actual cleaning costs. Upon a third such failure, this Agreement shall be
terminated.
f. Assignment. Except for User’s properly trained and authorized employees, User may not
transfer or assign User’s privileges under this Agreement to any third party. This includes the
disclosure of the User’s security entrance code. The User shall not grant access or allow a third
party to operate in the kitchen any time. Violation of this duty is grounds for immediate
termination of this Agreement and the immediate discharge of that User from the kitchen.
g. Signs and Advertising. No signs or advertising matter shall be painted or attached in any way
on the BRFV premises.
4. HEALTH AND SAFETY RESPONSIBILITIES. To ensure the safety of all persons
associated with the BRFV facility, User shall also comply with the following duties:
a. Worker Safety. User is exclusively responsible to ensure that User and its employees observe
proper safety procedures while using the Kitchen. All User employees must have registered
with the Executive Director and provided contact information in case of emergencies before
being authorized to work at BRFV. No children under 16 are allowed in the kitchens when any
food processing is taking place.
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b. Right of Inspection. The staff of BRFV retains the right to enter and inspect operations at any
time during use. The health department of Buncombe County as well as the Food & Drug
Administration shall have the right to inspect without prior notice at any time deemed
necessary by their organizations.
c. Product Liability Insurance. Each User will maintain a minimum coverage of $2,000,000 of
general liability and product liability insurance, with Blue Ridge Food Ventures, LLC named as
“added named insured” on each policy. Users must provide proof of insurance to the BRFV
Director before User may enter and use the facility.
5. LIMITATION OF LIABILITY. User agrees that any and all claims involving BRFV are
strictly subject to the following limitations:
a. Business Services. All Business Services provided by BRFV and/or any officers, staff, or
other agents of BRFV are provided solely for the purpose of assisting User in the operation of
its business. BRFV make no representations, warranties or guarantees that the business services
provided will result in the success of the Company. User understands and acknowledges that
User is solely and completely at freedom to accept or reject any business services, and that the
principal(s) or owner(s) alone are in control of the Company and its success or failure. User
acknowledges and agrees that BRFV and any officers, staff, trustees or other agents of BRFV
are not liable to the Company or its principal(s) or owners(s) for any damages resulting from
the use of or reliance upon the business services provided by BRFV.
b. Liability. Blue Ridge Food Ventures, LLC shall not be liable for any damage to either person
or property sustained by the tenant or by any third party arising in any way out of the User’s
use, operation, occupancy of BRFV premises, or sale or distributing of any product
manufactured on the premises. The Users covenant and agree to indemnify, defend, and hold
harmless Blue Ridge Food Ventures, LLC, and its employees from all claims, costs, and
liability arising from or in connection with damages, injuries to persons (including death), or
property in, upon, or about the BRFV premises, or any portions thereof, or resulting from the
sale, distribution, and use of any product manufactured by the User on the BRFV premises.
6. CONFIDENTIALITY. User and BRFV agree and acknowledge that the Kitchen is a shareduse facility, and may be occupied and used simultaneously by similarly situated third-party Users
(“Others”). The Parties further acknowledge and agree that the conduct of User’s business and the
production of User’s food products may involve the use of recipes, techniques, sources of ingredients,
financial and business records and other information that is owned and used exclusively by the User
that constitute trade secrets or proprietary knowledge that must remain confidential for the protection
of User’s business (“Confidential Information”). User acknowledges and agrees that Others may have
also have Confidential Information that applies to the conduct of their own business. User and BRFV
acknowledge and agree that User’s Confidential Information may be disclosed to BRFV for the
purpose of providing product authorization, training, or Business Services to User.
a. BRFV is required to report to its grantors and sponsors on the economic impact of the services
it provides. Users agree to provide an estimated sales value (wholesale and/or retail) all of the
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goods they produce each time they use the Facility. BRFV will treat this as Confidential
Information and will provide only aggregate information in its reports.
b. In the course of using the Facility, User shall make reasonable efforts to not give User’s
Confidential Information to Others or any third party. User shall also respect that Others using
the Facility may be applying their Confidential Information and shall take care not to discover
Other’s Confidential Information. Any spying or deliberate intrusion into Others’ Confidential
Information is grounds for terminating this Agreement.
c. In the course of dealing with BRFV and its officers and employees under this Agreement, User
shall take care to inform BRFV whenever User is disclosing Confidential Information to
BRFV. BRFV shall make all reasonable efforts to prevent disclosure of User’s Confidential
Information to any third party.
d. Confidential Information does not include information that is already known to BRFV, to the
public or any third party beyond User’s control, or obtained by User from an independent
source or otherwise developed independently from the User. This agreement does not cover
any disclosure required by applicable law or regulation.
7. TERMINATION. This Agreement shall continue indefinitely unless terminated as provided
in this Section. User’s obligations pursuant to Section 6 (Confidentiality) of this Agreement and any
financial obligation to BRFV shall survive the termination of this Agreement.
a. Voluntary Termination. This Agreement may be terminated at any time upon mutual
agreement of BRFV and the User. User may terminate this Agreement at any time upon written
notice to BRFV.
b. Breach or Default. User must correct any violation, breach, or failure to keep or perform any
conditions of this Agreement or the Rental and Use Policies within three (3) days after receiving
written notice of such from the Executive Director of BRFV. If more than three (3) days pass
without any corrective action taken by the User, BRFV may, in its sole discretion, terminate this
Agreement. This Agreement may also be terminated as provided in Sections 3.a, 3.e 5), 3.f and 6.a
of this Agreement.
c. User Property. Upon termination, User shall remove all of User’s property from the Facility.
If User’s property is not promptly removed, BRFV may enter, take possession of and remove
User’s property. User shall be liable to BRFV for a reasonable storage cost for any property
removed in this way.
8. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS.
a. Jurisdiction and Venue. Any disputes regarding this Agreement shall be resolved in the
courts of Buncombe County, North Carolina, and according to the laws of North Carolina.
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b. Relationship of Parties. This Agreement shall not be construed to form a partnership or any
other business association between the Parties other than independent parties to contract. User,
its officers, agents and employees are not employees or agents of BRFV.
c. No Oral Modification. This Agreement may only be modified in writing signed by the
parties.
9. ENJOYMENT. This shared-use commercial kitchen is a unique facility meant to be useful to
and enjoyed by its Users. The kitchen has been furnished to accommodate a wide variety of start-up
food businesses. It is necessary that all Users work collectively to make this shared-use space work for
all. Cooperation will benefit everyone and will allow harmony in the entire space. It is the desire of
BRFV to aid the many persons that may desire to start their business and provide a clean and workable
space for all parties. We wish each User’s business the greatest success with their product and with
their business. May each grow and prosper and become a part of our community.
This Agreement is executed this ____ day of ____________, 200__, by the duly authorized
representative of each party.
BLUE RIDGE FOOD VENTURES, LLC

______________________________
Legal Name of User’s Business

By:

______________________________
Mary Lou Surgi
Executive Director

By:

____________________________
Signature of Business Owner/Authorized Representative

___________________________
Name Printed

____________________________
Title
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Blue Ridge Food Ventures, LLC
Rental and Use Policies
1. Rate Schedule: The attached rate sheet (Exhibit A) shows the fees attached to the different
services provided by BRFV. This schedule may be changed at any time. Users will be given
a 45-day notice of any changes in the fee schedule.
2. Dry Storage: Fees are charged on a monthly basis payable in advance. All items must be
clearly identified and labeled with the User’s name. Opened food items must be stored
tightly covered in LABELED containers. All items must be on pallets or otherwise off the
ground at least 6 inches for items on moveable shelves, 12 inches if they are on permanent
racks. No cardboard boxes are allowed in dry storage as they are breeding grounds for
roaches except as the original boxes for jars and bottles. Plastic milk crates or covered
plastic tubs are good to store utensils and other items. The areas around stored items must be
kept scrupulously clean, swept and mopped at least once a week.
3. Cooler Storage: All items must be clearly identified and labeled with the User’s name.
Food items must be stored tightly covered. Remember that you are paying for cooler storage
by the shelf, or speed rack. It is to your advantage to arrange your items in the most space
efficient way, keeping in mind sanitation guidelines that dictate raw meats on bottom
shelves. You are also reminded that you must clean and sanitize your storage at least once a
week. You should mop your area immediately if there is a chance of any spills.
4. Garbage Disposal: Use only the BRFV dumpster, located down the parking lot from the
main doors of BRFV. DO NOT USE ANY OTHER DUMPSTER ON THE PROPERTY.
No cardboard or boxes are to be put in the BRFV dumpster. Take it home, or recycle it in
the special recycling dumpster located at the far opposite end of the building. If you don’t
know where it is, please ask.
5. Kitchen Use: Users must request use of a food processing area at least one week in advance.
If space is available, requests will be accepted up to 48 hours in advance. Use the on-line
scheduling system on the BRFV website and you may expect a reply within 24 hours.

6. Shared Use Facility: Please remember that this is a shared-use facility with NO janitorial
service. If you notice that trash containers in the break room or rest rooms are getting full,
please empty them into the dumpster and re-fit them with plastic trash bags found in the
green cabinet near the break room. The Break Room is for all to share. If you use it, please
clean it. Wipe the table, sink, and refrigerator. Sweep the floor if it needs it. This space is for
your convenience, please take care of it.

7. Cancellations: Cancellations of kitchen use must be received as soon as possible but NO
LATER than 24 hours in advance. Repeated cancellations may result in the User being
denied use of the facility.
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8. No-Shows: If no cancellation notice is received 24 hours in advance of scheduled kitchen
time, and another User has been denied access due to that prior reservation, then the “NoShow” User will be charged $22 for the No-Show.
9. Sign-In Production Sheets: All Users are required to sign-in when they arrive at the facility
and begin to assemble their products. All users must complete a Facility Checklist to note
any areas of the kitchen that need attention. Users sign-out when they are finished cleaning
the facility. There will be a half-hour set-up time allowed, off the clock, so that Users may
bring all their needed equipment and supplies into the kitchen and get set up for efficient
processing. Failure to accurately sign-in and out may result in the User being denied use of
the facility.
10. Cleaning time at the end of each User’s operation will also be off the clock, to insure
thorough cleaning and sanitation. Abuse of this cleaning time may result in additional hourly
processing charges.
11. Facility Failure: In the event of equipment failure or other facility issues that compromise
production, no charge will be made for lost hours. Users MUST fill out a Facility Incident
Report within 24 hours of the occurrence to be eligible for a credit.
12. Eligible Users: Only those Users and their employees that are registered and authorized by
the Executive Director are allowed to be in the production areas. Each employee/helper must
have completed an Emergency Contact Form and certified that they have been trained and
received a copy of these guidelines.
13. NO CHILDREN UNDER 16 are allowed in the kitchen areas when any food processing is
taking place. No unsupervised children are allowed in the other areas of the facility at any
time.
14. NO LIVE ANIMALS are allowed inside the building at any time.
15. BRFV is located on the Smoke-Free A-B Tech Enka Campus.
16. No eating or drinking from open containers is allowed in the food production areas.
The break room is provided for workers to eat meals and take breaks. Only drinks in covered
containers are allowed in the food production areas and must be kept on lower shelves,
below any food items.
17. Smallwares: Users will provide their own towels, cooking items, pans, small wares and
other special items necessary to their specific production needs. Do not leave your personal
smallwares in the kitchens. Do not leave cleaning rags behind.
18. BRFV Property: No equipment or others items belonging to Blue Ridge Food Ventures,
LLC, is ever allowed to leave the premises.
19. Fine. The fine for violation of Facility rules is a maximum of $50.00 per occurrence.
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Check for updates at: www.blueridgefoodventures.org

828-665-9464

Fee Schedule as of September 1, 2007
The fees listed below are intended to help guide you in your business planning. Fees may change as the
facility grows. We will give users as much notice as possible whenever changes in the fees are made.
1. Orientation and Application Fee

$50 one-time fee

This fee will cover the required safety and sanitation course provided by BRFV as well as the one-on-one
training necessary to use the facility safely.
2. Cleaning Deposit

$50.00

This amount will be to pay cleaning costs for Users who leave the kitchen in an unacceptable manner.
3. Security Deposit

$50.00

This will be applied to any damage or breakage caused by misuse of equipment. Balance will be returned
when client is no longer using the facility.
4. User Fees
Maximum of 6 workers:
The first 1-40 hours per calendar month
The 41st-80th hours per calendar month
All hours over 80 hours in a calendar month

$ 22 per hour per production area

$ 22 per hour
$ 18 per hour
$ 15 per hour

10% discount when using the food processing area from 10:00 pm-6:00 am (after approval).
“Packaging Rate” At the Director’s discretion, clients may use space in one of the 4 inspected food areas
with NO EQUIPMENT USEAGE AT ALL, only tables and space when available. The charge for this is
$10 per hour. This is on a “space available” arrangement in advance with the Director.
Surcharge of $5 for using more than one of the following, high energy-consuming appliances:
Rack oven
Convection ovens
Deck oven
Fryers
Also, a surcharge of $5 could be added when using much more equipment than could be expected per
production area.
There will be a half-hour set-up time allowed, off the clock, so that users may bring all their needed
equipment and supplies into the kitchen and get set up for efficient processing.
Cleaning time at the end of each user’s operation will also be off the clock, to insure thorough cleaning
and sanitation. Abuse of this cleaning time may result in additional hourly processing charges.
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5. Unit Fees
There may eventually be a “cost per unit” i.e. number of jars, bottles, jugs, etc…that can be calculated
based on experience and this could be used instead of the hourly rate.
6. Storage Fees—weekly and monthly. Dry storage is payable in advance, cooler/freezer storage at
the end of the month. Minimum storage rental for space in freezer is one month; cooler, one week.
Users
Non-Users
Pallet in dry storage
$ 20 month
$ 30 per month
Pallet in cooler
$ 30 month
$ 35 per month
Pallet in freezer
$ 34 per month
$ 45 per month
Individual locked freezers/coolers $ 30 small, $ 45 large per month
$ 35 small; $ 50 large
Four-foot long shelf in cooler
$ 5.25 per week;
$ 25 month
Four-foot long shelf in freezer
$ 25 month
Dry storage: 6 x 6 cage
$ 35 per month (one month minimum—paid in advance)
Dry storage: 6 x 12 cage
$ 70 per month (one month minimum—paid in advance)
Speed racks in cooler/freezer
$ 25 per month
$30 month (cooler only)

7. Supplies Fee (required)

$ 2.50 per person per kitchen use

Includes cost of disposable aprons, hairnets, cleaning chemicals, mops, brooms, and garbage bags.
8. Optional Services
Deposit for use of pH Meter
Solution fee for pH Meter
Label Printer—black ink only
Label Printer—colored inks
Label Printer—black ink

$50
$ 1.00 per use
No charge for products being produced at BRFV
Users must provide their own ink ribbons
$5.00 per use for products not produced at BRFV

9. Storage Only
Persons who wish to use ONLY the dry or cooler storage facilities of BRFV will pay a $50 application
fee and the weekly or monthly storage fees as applicable. They are not required to take the Food Safety
and Sanitation Course, nor pay deposits, but they are required to abide by all other rules as set forward in
the User agreements.
10. Mobile Carts
Operators of mobile carts who wish to use the BRFV facility must pay the $50 orientation and application
fee, as well as cleaning and security deposits. Storage fees will apply as described above.
For occasional users, a $15 fee per use will be applied to use the facility for ware-washing and dumping
of wastewater. For regular weekly users of at least 4 times per week, the weekly fee is $50 and includes a
shelf in the walk-in cooler if needed, and nightly storage of cart. Other storage fees will apply as
described above.

www.blueridgefoodventures.org
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Appendix E: Conceptual Floor Design
And Exemplary Equipment List

Floyd Value-Adding Food and Agricultural Processing Facility
Equipment List with Legend - For Reference to Conceptual Design
SYMBOL
2CS
3CS
AC
BP
C2D
CL
CM
CO
CT
DA
DHC
DS
EH
EW
F
F2D
FP
FR
GD
GR
GT
HS

DESCRIPTION
2 Compartment Sink
3 Compartment Sink
Air Compressor
Braising Pan
Cooler 2 Doors
Conveyor Line - bottling
Cutter Mixer
Convection Oven Stacked (2 ovens)
Clean Table
Dewatering Apparatus
Dehydrator
Dish Machine
Exhaust Hood
Eye Wash
Filler
Freezer 2 Doors
Food Pump
Fryer
Griddle
Grill
Grease Trap
Heat Seal

SYMBOL
IM
K40
K5
K70
M20
M80
MW
O2D
PC
PP
R6
RC
S
SC
SG
SH
SM
ST
TA
TD
TS
WH

DESCRIPTION
Ice Machine
Kettle 40 gal.
Steam Kettle - Twin Table Top 5 gal.
Kettle 70 gal.
Mixer 20 QT
Mixer 80 QT
Microwave
Oven Double Deck
Proof Cabinet
Vegetable/Potato Polisher
Range 6 Burners
Robo Coupe
Slicer
Steamer, Convection - Double Unit
Steam Generator
Sink Handwash
Sink Mop
Soiled Table
Accumulator Table
De-Scrambler Table - Filling Line
Scrambler Table - Filling Line
Water Heater w/Storage Tank

Floyd County Value-Adding Food and Agricultural Processing Facility
Complete Equipment List- Exemplary Only
Dehydration

Equipment
Accumulator table - filling line

Kitchen A

Storage

Kitchen B

General

Total

Facility

Pieces

1

Total
Cost

Cost

1

4000

4,000

Air compressor - 8-10 hp, excluding piping

1

1

2000

2,000

Batch Code printer, excluding computer

1

1

5000

5,000

Box taping machine

1

1

6000

6,000

1

10307

10,307

10

10

100

2

80

160

1

350

350

15

25

375

Braising pan, tilt

1

Brooms

2

2

Can openers - Edlund #2 - manual operation

1

1

Carts - 30"x60" flat bed

1

1

2

3

15

Chairs - employee welfare area
Comtec - pie shell stamp machine, single head

1

1

6000

6,000

Conveyor - filling line

1

1

4500

4,500

Cooler - 2 door reach in

2

4

3600

14,400

1

1

19000

19,000

1

1

19000

19,000

1

9272

9,272

2

Cooler - final product walk in 16x20, exterior compressor
Cooler - raw product walk in 16x20, exterior compressor
Cutter MIxer - (HCM) 30 qt.

1

Dehydrator - Excalibur NSF approved

1

1

12500

12,500

Dehydrator Prep - trays & dolly, stainless perforated

2

2

3350

6,700

1

4000

4,000

Descrambler Table

1

Dewatering apparatus - Dryer, spin type

1

1

2400

2,400

Dish Table, Clean

1

1

550

550

Dish Table, Soiled - with disposer port

1

1

1400

1,400

Dishwasher - 2 rack, with booster, no tables

1

1

8000

8,000

Disposer

1

1

2500

2,500

1

2800

2,800

Dough Divider

1

Dough sheeter
Exhaust hoods with fire suppression & makeup air,
priced per foot

1
10

10

Eye wash stations

1

1

Filler (bottling machine)

1

1

8500

8,500

25

1000

25,000

3

24

72

1

8750

8,750

1

1

9500

9,500

4

11

45

495

1

3

32

96

4

20

80

5
1

Fire alarm system
Fire Extinguishers

2

2

First aid kits

1

1

Floor squeegees

2

2

Food pump and stainless pipe fittings (Waukesha type)

1

1

7000

7,000

Freezer - 2 door reach in
Freezer - sub zero, final product walk in 16x20, exterior
compressor
Freezer - sub zero, raw product walk in 16x20, exterior
compressor

2

2

4600

9,200

1

1

26000

26,000

1

1

26000

26,000

1

1

3500

3,500

1

2

3100

6,200

Fryer - 2 basket, w/wheels & quick disconnect, gas fired

1

2

Grease trap(s) - 175 pound

1

Griddle, with oven
Grill - gas fired approx. 2x3 feet, w/wheels & quick
disconnect

1

1

2100

2,100

1

1

3000

3,000

2

65

130

1

8000

8,000

2

Hand Truck
Heat Seal - double chamber -w/map capability

1

Ice Machine - 6 tons per day

1

1

7000

7,000

Keypad entry control system

1

1

18000

18,000

1

6000

6,000

10

10

60

600

1

1

3000

3,000

Label Applicator - jars and bottles

1

Lockers - mens and womens, 1/2 sized w/6 per bank
Maintenance tools and spare parts
Microwave, commercial grade

1

1

950

950

Mixer - 80 qt. with bowl dollies, M802 with tinned bowl

1

1

26500

26,500

Mixer 20 qt., table top with stainless bowl

1

1

4900

4,900

Mop Buckets with wringers

1

2

4

85

340

1

1

375

375

Mop sink

1

Mops

1

1

4

15

60

Oven - deck, double deck with pizza floor, gas fired

1

1

2

2

12196

24,392

Oven convection - full pan size, gas fired

2

2

4

5500

22,000

Pallet jacks, 2 1/2 ton capacity manual operation

2

2

400

800

Pallet racking

1

1

15000

15,000

1

2126

2,126

Proof/holding cabinet

1

Range - 6 burner, gas fired ( conventional oven)

1

1

2

2302

4,604

Robo Coupe, or similar (3 hp)

1

1

2

3655

7,310

Rolling racks - full size sheet pans

4

4

8

450

3,600

Room Cooling/Regrigeration
Security cages - cooler sized for pallets, price per pallet
space
Security cages - dry storage sized for pallet, price per
pallet space
Security cages - freezer sized for pallets, price per pallet
space

1

1

35000

35,000

10

10

759

7,590

24

24

759

18,216

10

10

759

7,590

1

1

12000

12,000

1

3300

3,300

Security cameras with monitor
Shrink tunnel

1

Sinks - 2 compartment

1

1

2

1400

2,800

Sinks - 3 compartment

1

1

2

2700

5,400

Sinks handwash, foot activated with stainless bowls

2

2

5

525

2,625

Slicer, heavy duty model

1

1

3500

3,500

1

35000

35,000

1
1

Steam generator - 20-30 hp.
Steam kettle - 40-50 gal. with tilt

1

1

2

11000

22,000

Steam kettle - 70-80 gal with tip out agitator

1

1

2

28000

56,000

Steam kettle, twin table top 5 gal.

1

1

2

8665

17,330

Steamer, convection - double unit

1

1

11935

11,935

Tables - 5 foot on wheels; heavy duty stainless shelf

2

2

2

6

575

3,450

Tables - 6 foot on wheels; heavy duty stainless shelf

2

2

2

6

650

3,900

5

125

625

1

2500

2,500

Tables - employee welfare area
Vegetable polisher (potato/carrot), counter top model 20
lb. capacity

5
1

Waste cans - 32 gal. with dollies
Water heater with storage system, 250 gal. per hour cap.
gas fired

4

Wire cooling racks on wheels - bottling, 4 tier 24x60x4

2

4

1

6

15

87

1,305

1

1

8000

8,000

2

340

680

Total Cost
2012 price increase

$693,240
$27,730

(expected to be an average of 4%)

Estimated 2012
Cost
Installation,
Shipping

Installation and shipping

$720,970
$72,097

(expected to be an average of 10%)
Total Equipment cost
Extended Equipment Warranty (10 %)

Grand Total Equipment

Contingency (10%)
Budget projection 2012

Notes:
Paper product dispensers are provided at no charge by the supplying company
Sanitation dispensing equipment is provided at no charge by the supplying company
All small wares that can be lost, stolen, dropped, easily abused are provided by each user
All walk in coolers and freezers include floors, ramps, pallet capable doors, and interior lighting
The above equipment list does not include any office furniture or related equipment
It is assumed that the local fire code permits quick disconnects on gas operated equipment

$793,067
$72,097
$79,307

$944,470

Appendix F: Researcher Resumes

Charles Smithson Mills
34 West Oakview Road
Asheville, N.C. 28806
Phone 828-273-9119; Email: smithson@smithsonmills.com
Experience
President and Principal Researcher
Smithson Mills, Inc.
(June 2005-present)
Provide program management, assessment and research services to governments, businesses,
nonprofits and community organizations involved in rural, agricultural, economic and community
development. Conduct feasibility studies and implement creative development strategies. Teach
grant writing skills to municipal managers and local nonprofit staff. Serve as contract grant officer
for the NC Tobacco Trust Fund, having assisted in awarding more than $25 million in agricultural
focused grants since 2006. Lead project manager for Foothills Pilot Plant, a small-scale USDA
poultry processing facility scheduled for opening in 2011. Trainer for the Rural Economic
Development Institute, a program of the NC Rural Economic Development Center.
Director, Mars Hill College Center for Assessment & Research Alliances
Mars Hill College, Mars Hill, NC
(June 2005-May 2009)
Oversaw course evaluations, student surveys, and student risk behavior surveys for Mars Hill and
other educational institutions. Conducted telephone and written surveys for nonprofit clients.
Managed a student staff of six and trained them in social science research.
Agribusiness Developer for Western North Carolina
North Carolina Department of Agriculture & Consumer Services, Asheville NC
(August 2001-April 2005)
Consulted with small-scale food and agriculture enterprises wishing to expand or launch new
products, focusing on value-added food processing. Served as lead project manager for developing
Blue Ridge Food Ventures, a shared-use food processing center in Asheville, N.C. Administered
grant programs and served on committees serving small farm operations, administering and/or
allocating grants funds in excess of $1.5 million. Conducted market research to identify new
opportunities for local farm-based businesses.
International Trade Specialist
North Carolina Department of Agriculture & Consumer Services, Raleigh NC
(June 1994-October 1996; April 1998- August 2001)
Promoted food and agricultural exports throughout Asia, working closely with domestic producers
and exporters. Conducted market research, formulated market entry strategies, and established
relationships with importers. Organized trade show attendance for companies and advised
exporters on international logistics and export procedures. Hosted overseas buyers to North
Carolina. Raised awareness of export opportunities through written articles, seminars, and talks
with civic, business and educational groups.

Education
Bachelor of Arts, Religious Studies
UNC-Chapel Hill

1989

Chinese Language Program
University of Oregon, Eugene OR

1988-1989

Master of Arts, International Policy Studies
Specializing in Chinese Studies
Monterey Institute of International Studies, Monterey CA
Graduate, Rural Economic Development Institute
N.C. Rural Economic Development Center, Raleigh NC

1994

2002

Research Publication Examples
Developing Shared-Use Food and Agricultural Facilities in North Carolina (North
Carolina Rural Economic Development Center, February 2007). Assessed the
development of food business incubation facilities throughout the state, including regional
food processing centers, community kitchens, and value-added agricultural facilities.
A Feasibility Study on Establishing a Small Scale Small Animal Processing Facility for
Independent Producers in North Carolina (North Carolina Department of Agriculture &
Consumer Services, February 2007). Led a team of experts in assessing all aspects of
project establishment, including production and market demand, site selection, and cost
analysis for an inspected slaughter and processing facility for poultry and rabbit producers.
Bethel Telephone Survey on Land Use (Haywood County Government, June 2006).
Conducted a survey of rural landowners and residents of the Bethel Community of
Haywood County on attitudes towards land use in the Upper Pigeon River Valley.
The WNC Agricultural Tourism and Crop Diversification Demonstration Program,
Economic Impact Study, (HandMade in America, July 2006). Measured economic impacts
of micro-grants to 76 farmers in western North Carolina.
A Market Analysis of the Tailgate Farmer’s Markets of Buncombe and Madison Counties
(Appalachian Sustainable Agriculture Project, October 2005). Analyzed survey results
from seven tailgate markets, determining aggregate and individual market economic
activity including per capita daily expenditures with recommendations for market
enhancements.
Feasibility Study for Establishing a Shared-Use Value Adding Agricultural
Processing/Commercial Kitchen Facility in Western North Carolina (North Carolina
Department of Agriculture & Consumer Services, Sept. 2002). Commissioned and
assisted this study with a nationally-recognized team of experts.

Skills
Project Management and Business Formation- Lead manager for economic development projects
impacting food entrepreneurship and farm-based production. Experience consulting with farmbased producer groups on best practices for marketing and management of agricultural enterprises.
Program Assessment and Evaluation- Significant experience evaluating economic and social
measures of program impacts. Proficient at formatting and administering survey instruments and
analyzing results using SPSS software and other statistical programs.
Grants Management and Proposal Development - Successfully have written more than 30 grant
proposals to federal, state and private foundation funding sources, raising more than $4 million for
projects since 2002. Excellent writing skills.
Knowledge of Trade and Intercultural Understanding- Over 12 years of progressively responsible
international work, more than 4 years living and working in Asia. Proficient at Mandarin Chinese.
Strong understanding of trade procedures and trade programs.

Associations, Boards, and Committees
Board Member, Grove Arcade Public Market, 2006-2010
Board Treasurer, WNC World Affairs Council, 2006-2007
Grant Committee, Tobacco Communities Reinvestment Fund, 2002-2007
Co-founder and Board Member, North Carolina Natural Products Association, 2002-2006
Member, North Carolina-Moldova Partnership, 1998-2005
Member, North Carolina Economic Developers Association, 2001-2004
Grant Committee, NCDA&CS Pasteurizer Loan Program, 2003-2004
Grant Committee, Appalachian Sustainable Agriculture Project, 2002-2003
Grant Committee, NCDA&CS Mountain Micro-grants Program, 2001-2002
Chapter Board Member, North Carolina World Trade Association, 1999-2001

Clients and Associates
Appalachian Sustainable Agriculture Project
Blue Ridge Food Ventures, LLC
HandMade in America
Madison County, North Carolina
McDowell County, North Carolina
MDC, Inc., Program for the Rural Carolinas
Mountain BizWorks
N.C. Department of Agriculture, Agribusiness Development Office
N.C. Golden LEAF Foundation
N.C. Rural Economic Development Center
N.C. Tobacco Trust Fund Commission
Orange County, North Carolina
Rural Advancement Foundation International
Western N.C. Economic Development Commission

Robert Weybright
7 Brenner Ridge Road, Pleasant Valley, NY 12569
Office: 845-483-9588
Mobile: 845-797-8878
rw74@cornell.edu
A consultant who has worked with entrepreneurs from a variety of businesses including specialty
Profile
food manufacturers, farmers, facility maintenance, commercial bakery, as well as individuals
exploring new business activities. Specific consulting projects include strategic business structure,
review of management and production systems, shared used production kitchen designs, marketing
and distribution strategies, and assistance in the development of product specification.
Individual business consultations with more than 350 small and rural based businesses across the
United States, with a focus on the Northeast and New England regions.
Presentations include the Hawaiian International Conference on Business, Farmers Direct
Marketing Association annual meeting, as well as numerous seminar presentations throughout the
Northeast, New York, New Jersey, Canada and Australia. Presentation audiences include rural
economic development agencies such as Appalachian Regional Commission, New York State
Planning Society, and University based education seminars.
Consulting work has involved both domestic and international projects, while holding a variety of
management, marketing, sales, manufacturing positions. His sales experiences include specialty,
fresh and fresh-cut produce; produce processing aids; marine supplies; consumer goods; and
wholesale foods. His management experiences include produce processing, institutional food
service, and repair centers for marine electronics, inflatable boats, and outboard motors.

Education

M.B.A., New Business Small Business Management, California State University - Hayward
B.A., Hotel, Restaurant, and Institutional Management, Michigan State University

Relevant Experience & Accomplishments
Experience Base
 Consulted, both domestically and internationally, while holding a variety of management,
marketing, sales, and manufacturing positions.


Sales experience including specialty, fresh and fresh-cut produce; produce processing aids;
marine supplies; consumer goods; and wholesale foods.



Management experiences include produce processing, institutional food service, and repair
centers for marine electronics, inflatable boats, and outboard motors



Over 30 years affiliation with the food industry, both manufacturing and production.

Management/Supervision
 Directed recruitment and retention of supervisors and staff of 25 employees.
 Trained, supervised and evaluated staff, coached improvement management skills.
 Resulted in multilateral staff achievement of work objectives.
 Managed and developed a staff of over 25 into goal-oriented, cohesive group.
 Successfully refined and implemented new projects.

Employment

Consultant
 Marketing team member for special projects with a concentration on
consumer product goods companies. Scope of work includes the
determination of consumer relevance; identifying and completing
knowledge maps that are then translated into value maps to permit client
companies develop strategic product development, rollout, and marketing
strategies.


Consortium member on projects focusing on consumer market research
studies for fortune 500 companies domestically and internationally.



Team member on over 20 feasibility studies on shared use and community
based food production kitchens, focusing on rural economic development
both domestically and internationally. Projects included production
capability for specialty food processing, value added agriculture crop
production, multi-species small scale slaughter and cutting, wool and fiber
production, lavender and botanical production.



Developed business plans for small businesses and community
organizations, with staffing levels of 1 to 35 individuals.



Strategic business development for small and mid-sized farmer, food
producers, and service industry companies.

Agriculture Program Leader, Cornell Cooperative Extension Dutchess
County, Millbrook New York
 Responsible for all programming in the Agriculture, Commercial and
Community Horticulture areas.


2005-2008

Public interface between Cooperative Extension and relevant community
organizations such as Farm Bureau, Farmland Protection Board, and
Dutchess County Planning Department.

Extension Support Specialist, Cornell University, Northeast Center for
Food Entrepreneurship
 Business and marketing guidance to entrepreneurs contacting the center
for assistance.


Identifying and researching resources related to the centers mission.



Coordinating business and marketing outreach projects of the center.



Seminar presentations relating to developing/growing a new and small
food related businesses



Develop seminar content relating to developing/growing new and small
food related businesses

Executive Director, Hudson Valley FOODWORKS, Poughkeepsie, New
York
 Manages all facets of a community economic stimulus project targeted
towards small and rural based businesses.


1990-present

Responsible for final construction and opening of a community based
shared use food production facility.

2000-2005

1997-2000

Pacific Pre-cut Product, Tracy, California
 Inventory control manager of a fresh cut produce facility


Team member during the renovation of two industrial buildings to serve
as fresh cut produce processing facilities.

Food Industry Sales


Street and program sales experience with a broad line food wholesale food
supplier.



Street sales specializing in fresh and processed produce.

Food Service Manager

Community
Involvement



Institutional food service manager focused on food production and
procurement.



Experience in managing kitchens with up to 45 employees, serving up to
3000 meals per day.

Hudson Valley FOODWORKS; Board of directors
Hudson Valley Food and Wine Center; Steering Committee Member
Nuestra Culinary Ventures; Advisory Board

Prior Experience

Brian Norder
PO Box 1324
Morrisville, VT 05661
norderfc@gmail.com
802-730-3597
Food and Agriculture Economic Development Experience
Food Consultant- Provide a wide range of product development and marketing research to
clients ranging from individual entrepreneurs to large corporations. Also provides extensive
consulting services in areas of food safety, process development, and feasibility analysis.
Certified trainer in USDA HACCP for meat and poultry.
Project Director, Vermont Food Venture Center (VFVC), January 1997 to Jan. 2011- The
center is a non-profit business incubator for the food sector. The Project Director oversees
operation of the facility, fund raising and development activities and delivery of training and
technical assistance, with emphasis on issues of food safety. Was instrumental in design, funding
and building for a 14,000 s.f. replacement facility in Hardwick, VT.
Instructor, New England Culinary Institute (NECI), December 2007 to December 2008Adjunct instructor of Food Science II-Product Development to BA, Culinary Arts students in
their final, on-campus term. The class was a combination of lecture and in-kitchen labs to teach
skills necessary to develop marketable, packaged food products.
Product Development Specialist, Northeast Center for Food Entrepreneurship (NECFE),
University of Vermont, January 2000 to 2004- This was a part-time contract position within
VFVC responsibilities. NECFE is a collaboration between the University of Vermont and Cornell
University to provide food-business development services throughout the Northeast. Provided, as
Product Development Specialist, a wide range of technical help to clients in seven state service
area. Authored numerous newsletter articles and resource guide chapters on food safety,
regulation and product development. NECFE was awarded the 2004 Honor Award for Excellence
from the Secretary of the USDA.
Curriculum Development
“Product Traceability and Recall Procedures for Cheesemakers”- Offered as part of the
artisan cheesemaker certificate program at University of Vermont’s Institute for Artisan Cheese.
“Good Manufacturing Practices and Food Safety for Fruit and Vegetable Growers”Offered in 2007 through Vermont Agency of Agriculture.
“Recipe for Success”- This program was designed to provide food business and food safety
skills to client of the Central Vermont Community Action Council (CVCAC) under a US Health
and Human Services Agency grant. Target groups were low and moderate income individuals and
immigrant populations in Central Vermont. The program consisted of 24 hours of classroom work
and individual follow-up assistance.
“Recipe to Market”- This one day workshop is one of the signature offerings of NECFE and has
been offered through out the Northeast as an introduction to starting a food business. Developed
and delivered units on product and process development, labeling, packaging and pricing.
“Selling Skills for Food Businesses”- Developed with a colleague at Cornell, this NECFE
workshop focused on product rollout and placement, the art of selling and trade show techniques.

Training Program Delivery
NxLeveL © Training Network- Coordinated instructor training program and serve as state
administrator for this national business training program. As a certified instructor, assisted in
conducting three “Tilling the Soil” agricultural business planning courses in Vermont.
Serv-Safe © - Conduct frequent trainings in this nationally accredited food safety curriculum.
Operation Frontline © - Chef/instructor in this program to teach cooking, shopping and
budgeting skills to disadvantaged clients.
Feasibility Analysis and Consulting Services
Have worked extensively in the area of preparing feasibility studies for mixed-use
incubators, and shared-use food production incubators, providing consulting services
regarding the design, programming, feasibility and implementation of same. A
partial list of organizations includes:
Austin CDC, Austin, TX
Alliance 2005 / Okanogan County, WA
Roswell Hispano Chamber of Commerce, Roswell, NM
La Plata County, Colorado
Rutgers University, New Brunswick, NJ
North Carolina State Dept. of Agriculture, Asheville, NC
Cook County, Chicago, IL
Clallam County, WA
Dartmouth,(MA) Grange
Glendive, MT
Rutland (VT) Area Farm and Food Link

Nuestra Comunidad Development Corporation, Roxbury, MA
New Orleans Center for Successful Living, New Orleans, LA
Unlimited Future, Inc., Huntington, W VA
San Miguel County, Telluride, CO
Denver Enterprise Center, Denver, CO
Intervale Foundation, Burlington, VT
Jefferson County, NC
Carteret County, NC
Harnett County, NC
Univ. of Idaho Food and Technology Center, Caldwell, ID
Vermont Institute for Artisan Cheese, University of Vermont,
Whole Foods Markets, North Atlantic Region

Grant projects
Have written and received grants to develop value-added meat products, to assist a local school in
producing and documenting “Vermont Folk Foods” and to assist farmstead producers in
regulatory compliance. Have worked as a consultant on a number of grants for other
organizations including one to use locally-grown foods in products for public school meal
programs.
Presentation Experience
Farm to Kitchen to Market Conference, UConn Extension, Cromwell, CT, March 2010,
“Bringing Your Product to Market.”
New England Farmers’ Direct Marketing Conference, Sturbridge, MA, February 2007 &
2009, Workshops on value-added product development and marketing.
Association For Enterprise Opportunity Annual Conferences, Portland, OR, May 2005,
Atlanta, GA, “Designing a Micro-enterprise Program for the Food Sector”
AEO Food Sector Learning Cluster, 2002 to 2005, participant in learning cluster activities to
promote best practices in food sector technical assistance.
New England Fruit and Berry Growers’ Conference, Manchester, NH, December 2003, “Safe
Food Handling for Fruit and Vegetable Growers.”
Vermont Women’s Economic Opportunity Conference, Randolph, VT, Nov. 2003, 2006,
“Starting a Small Food Business.”

Food Incubation Summit, Northampton, MA, September 2003, “Incubator Policies and
Procedures,” and “Why include a kitchen incubator as part of your organization/”
Starting a Specialty Food Business in Indiana, Purdue Univ. IN, April 2003, “Food Labeling
and Packaging,” and featured speaker on the nature of food entrepreneurs.
New England Apple Society, February 2003, Ludlow, VT- “Processing and Marketing ValueAdded Apple Products.”
Food Business Incubation Summit, September 2002, Rutgers University, NJ, Presentations and
panel discussions, “Independently Operated Food Sector Business Incubators,” and “ Facility
Planning Essentials.”
Northeast Agricultural Development Symposium, November 2000, Albany, NY, Presentation
and panel discussion, “New Marketing Initiatives for Local Farm Products.”
Vermont Sheep and Wool Festival, October 2000, Killington, VT- “Value-Added Opportunities
for Lamb Producers.”
Other Professional Experience
General Manager, The Shed Restaurant and Brewery, Stowe, VT, September 1996 to January
1997. Responsible for overall operation of restaurant and brewery grossing over $2 million
annually. Hired to help guide company through Chapter 11 reorganization, implemented strict
financial controls and developed policy and training manuals resulting in substantial bottom-line
improvement.
Food and Beverage Director, Smugglers’ Notch Resort, Jeffersonville, VT, September 1991 to
August 1996. Responsible for all food service operations for a major resort including five retail
outlets and a conference and banquet facility. This senior management position included
extensive involvement in company-wide planning, marketing, operations and training.
General Manager, Carbur’s Restaurant, Burlington, VT, September 1983 to August 1991.Was
responsible for writing and developing national award-winning menu and oversaw major facility
expansion and business growth.
Education and Certifications
Tufts University, Medford, MA, 1975-1979 major in Political Science with specialization in
journalism.
Vermont Fire Safety Training Council, 1986, certified in “Essentials of Firefighting.”
Cornell University, NY State Experimental Station, 1998, Better Process Control for Acidified
and Low Acid Canned Foods.
US Food and Drug Administration, 1999, “Foodborne Illness Investigation” and “Traceback of
Fresh Produce and Other Commodities.”
NxLevel Training Network, 2001, certified business planning instructor.
National Restaurant Association Educational Foundation- Certified food safety instructor.
National Sanitation Foundation, 2003, “Certified HACCP Manager.”
Penn State University, 2010, “Train the Trainer for USDA Meat and Poultry.”
Other Interests
Active in hiking, bicycling, skiing and snowshoeing; reading and current events; member Boards
of Directors of Vermont Organic Farmers and Lamoille Community Food Share.

