INTRODUCTION
This report has been initiated on behalf of and with the participation of Policy Working
Group (PWG) of Activating Change Together for Community Food Security (ACT for
CFS), a Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada-funded project
based in Nova Scotia. ACT for CFS is a Community University Research Alliance
(2010-2015) being led by FoodARC - the Food Action Research Centre - at Mount Saint
Vincent University (Principal Investigator and Co-Director, Dr. Patty Williams) and the
Nova Scotia Food Security Network (Co-Director, Christine Johnson) along with nearly
70 partner organizations in Nova Scotia and across the country. ACT for CFS builds on a
long standing university-community partnership in Nova Scotia that aims to “enhance
understandings of Community Food Security (CFS) in concept and practice while
strengthening capacity for policy change at multiple levels” (Williams, 2009). One of
the key questions we are aiming to address in ACT for CFS is how can food systems be
sustainable while both supporting local producers and facilitating access to healthy
foods for low-income households?

This research explores different distribution models available to farmers and fishers in
Nova Scotia. A “distribution model” refers to how a producer distributes his/her products
from the farm or the sea to the consumer. One model might entail selling to a processor,
who then sells the finished product to a distributor, who then sells to the consumer.
Another might involve directly marketing one’s crop through a farmers' market. Each of
these distribution models involves different players and typically results in different
prices for the product. The purpose of this research is to explore the advantages and
disadvantages of different models of distribution from the perspectives of various
producers in the farming and fisheries sectors, and how these models affect what prices
producers are paid for their goods.
Food security in a community means that everyone has access to enough affordable,
healthy, and culturally appropriate food that is produced in socially, economically and
environmentally sustainable ways (Hamm & Bellows, 2003). If food producers are not
able to earn a living wage, then what are the distribution models that might mitigate their
economic insecurity? Can more economically advantageous models also encourage
environmental and social sustainability? Further, do the alternative distribution models
that some producers use help strengthen community food security more broadly,
including improving physical and economic access to sustainable foods?
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The following case studies provide a snapshot of various distribution models adopted in
Nova Scotia by sharing the experiences of producers and harvesters in five sectors:
field vegetables, grass-fed beef, wild blueberries, dairy, and finfish. Each of these
sectors represent different aspects of food production/harvesting in Nova Scotia, e.g.,
operating under supply management (dairy), being a primarily exported commodity
(blueberries), or a new area of growth (grass-fed beef).
Ten interviews were conducted with producers and industry representatives from each
of these commodity sectors in Nova Scotia between 2013 and 2014. Interviews were
conducted either over the phone or in-person. For each sector, we attempted to
interview one voice representing a mainstream distribution model (e.g., selling to a
major grocery chain) and one who uses an alternative distribution model (e.g.,
Community Supported Agriculture or CSA). In selecting commodities and models for the
research, we kept in mind that certain commodities may dictate which distribution
models are available to them; for example, dairy is regulated by supply management,
which limits distribution model options.
The case studies offer a glimpse into how producers choose a distribution model. The
cases also highlight, from the producer’s experience, some of the benefits and
drawbacks of these models, some of the challenges and opportunities faced in each
industry as a whole, and opportunities for growth. In each case, and echoing some of
the suggestions raised in the Policy Working Group’s paper, “Challenges and
Opportunities for Community Food Security: The Policy Landscape in Nova Scotia,”1
we also suggest policy-based strategies aimed at furthering the goal of CFS.
This research was motivated by two sets of conversations within ACT for CFS, both
initiated through a stakeholder engagement process held both provincially and within
each of four communities exploring priorities for collecting data on various community
food security indicators. The first set of conversations were held within Eastern
Shelburne County, Nova Scotia when the community engagement process surfaced
concerns about what appeared to be an unfair discrepancy between the price they were
getting at the wharf and the price being charged to consumers at the local supermarket.
The second set of conversations came up in Pictou County, Nova Scotia in relation to
the gap between the prices paid to producers for their products and the cost of food in
mainstream stores, of particular concern for low-income citizens.
This paper considers different distribution models from a producer perspective and their
implications for consumers; however, the systemic forces that underpin the way our
food is made, distributed and sold cannot be ignored. Though a few of these underlying
1

The report is available at: http://foodarc.ca/wp-content/uploads/2013/08/
ChallengesandOpportunitiesforCFSinNSAugust2013-Rev.pdf
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systemic issues are mentioned in the case studies, they should be kept in mind when
thinking through the cases presented here.
Furthermore, while we distinguish “producers” and “consumers” in this research. It
should also be acknowledged that both groups can all be considered more broadly as
“citizens”. Thinking of ourselves as “citizens” as well as “producers” or “consumers”
redirects our attention to our role as active participants within our food systems. We are
also not seeking to reduce those who grow, process or eat food to singular categories.
As such, the terms “citizens” and “consumers” are used throughout this paper with
some discretion.
Lastly, while the affordability of food for low-income citizens has already been examined
in detail in other research projects in Nova Scotia (i.e., the Nova Scotia Participatory
Food Costing Project), we had not yet explored the pros and cons of specific distribution
models for primary producers. Ultimately, this series of case studies is intended to
generate discussion about which distribution models allow both producers and
consumers to have greater control over price, while also considering other implications
of specific models.
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FIELD VEGETABLES
Health Canada recommends that Canadians include 5 to 10 servings of fruit and
vegetables in their daily diet (Health Canada, 2007). Inadequate consumption of fruits
and vegetables is linked to increased risk of several chronic illnesses, including
diabetes, heart disease, hypertension, and cancer. However, reports continue to show
that less than one third of Nova Scotians over the age of 12 eat the recommended daily
servings of fruits and vegetables (Statistics Canada, 2012). In addition, Nova Scotians
consume fewer vegetables on average per person than the Canadian average (NS
Department of Agriculture, 2005).
Despite these statistics, vegetable production is both a diverse and active sector in
Nova Scotian agriculture. The province has more than 1,573 fruit and vegetable farms
(NS Department of Agriculture, 2013a). After a select group of fruit, vegetable crops
represent the second largest sector of horticultural production in the province (NS
Department of Agriculture, 2014a). Total Nova Scotia farm crop receipts totaled
approximately $138 million in 2008, with fresh vegetable farm cash receipts in Nova
Scotia adding up to just over $17 million (ibid).
There are a small number of large-scale vegetable producers in Nova Scotia, mostly
concentrated in the Annapolis Valley. Larger farms in the province primarily produce root
vegetables such as potatoes, onions, or carrots. Other vegetables such as tomatoes,
greens, and other summer vegetables are mainly produced by greenhouse operators
and mixed crop producers. The large-scale farms generally sell their products wholesale
to larger distribution chains for both domestic and export markets (ibid). In particular,
root vegetables have well-developed value chains2 with provincial and regional
distribution, notably thanks to a history of major distributors setting up processing plants
for potato chips in the Maritime region.
There are a growing number of small fruit and vegetable producers selling primarily
through direct marketing channels such as farmers’ markets, roadside stands, and
Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) programs. An impact study of farmers’ markets
conducted in 2013 estimated that average daily sales at one farmers’ market totalled

2

At the industry level, a value chain, also known as the supply chain, represents the various processes
involved in producing a particular product, from growing the raw materials to the final delivery of the
product to the consumer.
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just over $22,000 (Crawford & Butler, 2014). Small and medium producers often sell
their crops to local farm market stores for resale.
In terms of CFS, the lack of local processing and storage infrastructure in Nova Scotia
remains a strong limitation to producers’ ability to supply local products on a consistent
basis. The Nova Scotia Department of Agriculture recognizes that retail food
consolidation and the growth of regional distribution systems has created a more
challenging environment for provincial vegetable growers (NS Department of
Agriculture, 2005). In particular, the growth of a larger regional distribution system has
led to the closure of many processing plants in the province to be replaced by fewer and
larger regional plants. For example, the last vegetable canning operation in Atlantic
Canada, Avon Foods, closed in 2004. Not only has this trend affected employment in
rural areas but significantly limited producers’ local processing options and potentially
increased their processing costs (Seed, 2007). Other challenges for Nova Scotia
vegetable producers are derived from globalized food systems, which can contribute to
increased input costs, stricter regulatory structure, and competition from lower cost
producers from both inside and outside of the country. In addition, with the population of
Nova Scotia being relatively small, financially sustainable sales and distribution options
for producers within the province are limited.
The two case studies below offer a look into two different distribution models for
vegetable producers in Nova Scotia. The first showcases the advantages and
disadvantages of larger scale field vegetable production. While larger growers can offer
cheaper produce to a wide variety of consumers, their ability to operate and make profit
is still somewhat unstable. The second case study highlights an organic, directmarketing model for mixed vegetable production, showing both its capacity to build
strong consumer-producer relationships and its attempts to address issues of
accessibility.
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CASE STUDY 1
Interviewees:
• A large-scale field vegetable producer in the Annapolis Valley3
• A representative of the Nova Scotia Horticultural Association
(NSHA)
To meet and encourage daily fruit and vegetable requirements, increasing the
availability of healthy local produce in the province seems more important than ever.
One field vegetable producer in the Annapolis Valley strongly believes that
strengthening CFS in the province means being able to produce the volume and quality
of vegetables able to supply most if not all of Nova Scotia’s major food retailers. His
goal is to “maintain [his] position as industry leaders in Atlantic Canada” in the
production of field vegetables.
With over 600 acres of agricultural land (150 of those currently in production), this fifth
generation family farm is one of the largest in the region. Over three generations, their
farm developed from a potato farm contracted by a neighbouring potato chip factory that
used to source locally, to an apple farm when markets opened up in Europe, to field
vegetables over the last ten years. The producer’s explanation for changes in
production was “that at the end of the day, we’re market driven we have to find and fill a
market that will hopefully remunerate us our costs, and that’s the road we follow.”
One major change the producer noticed was in employment. While the farm used to
have a number of year round employees, it now employs about 45 foreign seasonal
workers under the Seasonal Agricultural Workers Program. Farmers used to hire local
people and provide work for them year round, but the food system has shifted to a point
where full-time labour is no longer economically viable.
Another change that the producer commented on was the decrease in number of
distribution centers in the province. There were 40-50 independent warehouses in
Atlantic Canada only 30 years ago; there are now only two, each belonging to one of
the two major grocery store chains in the area. While this change was obviously made
to increase each chain’s efficiency and profit, the farmer pointed out that concentrating
warehouses can also potentially create a smaller environmental footprint because of the
efficiencies gained by these systems moving high volumes of food products to fewer
locations across the province. However, one could also point to the loss of employment
due to the closures of local warehouses. For example, one representative from the
This farm was considered to be “large-scale” both by the farmer himself. In addition, over 80% of Nova
Scotia’s 3,905 farms are smaller than this farm’s 600 acres (Nova Scotia Department of Agriculture,
2011).
3
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Nova Scotia Horticultural Association (NSHA) commented on sustainability issues
related to having fewer warehouses: “If you had a
strawberry farm in Yarmouth, [major retailer] would go
Strategy #1:
there, drag it all the way to [centralized distribution centre]
Identify policy supports to
and all the way back [to the local store]. It’s just mush by
help fill local and regional
the time it gets back!” In addition, the Annapolis Valley
processing and distribution
farmer also noted that producers have reduced options
gaps; and rebuild or prevent
when looking for the best way(s) to distribute their
the loss of further capacity.
produce due to the fewer local options now available.
Seeking to supply mostly mainstream retailers, the farmer’s distribution model is
“relatively simplistic. We basically have two customers who take 80% of our volume.”
Both of these stores are Nova Scotia’s largest supermarket chains that dominate the
regional market. Together they distribute about 80% of the total food consumed in the
Atlantic region. The farmer believes that his farm “is
dominant because we’re just a mirror image of that, by
Strategy #2:
selling into that pipeline we access 80% of the market
Support, maintain and
strengthen both government share.” Of the two chains, the farmer sells slightly more
or business-run buy local
product to the chain that has been “a little more
campaigns (e.g., Sobey’s
aggressive on the marketing side” in promoting
Choose Atlantic program or
Atlantic-grown foods, which was brought up as being a
the province’s Select Nova
particularly successful strategy to promote local foods in
Scotia campaign).
larger retail environments.
One pitfall in working with the major chains is that the farmer’s contracts with them are
verbal. There is no written assurance, but a “commitment, [which] they do try to honour
within the confines of the variables that are always in play for
them”, such as volume, uniformity, quality, and their own food
safety standards. The problem with such an informal contract
Strategy #3:
Incentivize businesses
is that “the food business in general is a very competitive
and public institutions’
business,” so a farmer can never truly know whether a chain
commitment to increase
will uphold their commitments. More specifically, the
local food procurement
producer mentioned the much richer public program
to support local
support for agriculture in Québec, which makes it more
agriculture & fisheries.
difficult for Nova Scotia producers to compete.
In the food system, farmers do not always know when the price for their product(s) will
be determined. Sometimes, an agreement is made prior to the beginning of the season,
other times it is decided a few weeks before harvest when the farmer tells the
distributors that produce will be available shortly. Price is very loosely negotiated,
because produce is perishable. As the farmer stated, “it’s gotta move, there’s no debate
around that, so generally [farmers] will end [with a price] somewhere in the middle of
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what their expectation was and what we need.” In this context, farmers are more ‘pricetakers’ than ‘price-setters’, with less than optimal levels of co-operation between
different players in the value chain.
The producers explained that often consumers are willing to pay up to 25-30% more
than commodity price for a product if it is local, but the consumer does not know
whether those extra dollars are returned to the producers. In addition, although a farmer
might consider himself a “local producer”, the larger food retail chains he sells into
“extend around the world, literally, so [those chains] have a lot of other responsibilities to
think about... and I’m pretty sure it’s not just about being altruistic. It’s [about] good
business at the end of the day.”
With only two main buyers, the producer definitely
felt that his family’s farm is more vulnerable now
than in the past. At the same time, the farm’s
economic security comes from the fact that they are
one of the few producers in Nova Scotia large
enough to supply larger retail chains, as long as
those stores are committed to sourcing locally.
When thinking about access to local food for all, the
farmer emphasized that local farms of his scale
are able to affordably supply to most Nova
Scotians. His concern is that if too few farms in
the province choose to operate at larger scales, these efficiencies “will just dissipate
and erode, and this will be a major loss to our economics on one hand and our ability to
produce food for the region within a cost structure that is reasonable.”
Strategy #4:
Support both small and large local
farms. Though smaller-sized farms
and direct marketing strategies are
often the focus of CFS research,
larger farms selling through
mainstream chains may be able to
better supply affordable local food
to a broader range of consumers
due to their production volumes.

The representative from the NSHA noted that one of the province’s biggest changes in
the past 15 years has been the rise of small growers dealing directly with the public.
However, these smaller farms are confronting a large number of regulations, especially
in relation to on-farm food safety certifications. These costs can quickly add up, with
some major retailers requiring pricier federal certifications, because they operate across
the country. These added costs were seen as “dividing large growers from the medium
and small-sized grower even more, because small growers who used to be able to band
together to get enough to distribute, can’t afford, each of them, to get their own
certification.”
Despite his commitment and desire to supply local food through major retail chains, the
producer mentioned several times how difficult it is to stay above the cost of production,
that they have been “working for margins that have been too tight for too long.” Not only
is this a challenge to keeping current farmers in business, it is also a major disincentive
for anyone wanting to get into farming. For many aging farmers, “it’s not a hard thing for
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us to put up a ‘for sale’ sign on our land and convert it into cash. Some corporate
structures that are floating around will subsume the land and put into part of a bigger
corporate structure, you know, non-family type farm structure and the world will keep
turning.”
Though the producer emphasized that he has nothing against corporate ownership, he
believes there is a stronger desire to farm in a more environmentally friendly way if
agricultural land is family-owned. He noted that reasons for
this were simple, “since when you live on a farm, that’s the
Strategy #5:
environment you live, that’s where your kids are going to live,
Increase provincial,
[...] whereas corporations can often have shorter-term
business or peer-to-peer
thinking by extracting value out of a land base and drive it
support and incentive for
harder.” For him, the difference between being sustainable
producers to adjust to
best management
or not would require him to get only about 5% more for
practices.
4
his produce , “but how do I go to [one of these major
chains]? Their world is quarterly driven.”
According to the NSHA representative, these types of difficulties are the main reasons
why some medium and large scale farmers have also moved into direct marketing and
farm markets. Some have successfully sold almost exclusively through the Seaport
Farmers’ Market in Halifax or the Wolfville Farmers’ Market.
This producer wondered what it would take to have a distribution chain that was truly
sustainable - environmentally, socially, and economically - for both producers and
consumers. When asked whether the government could establish programs to help
support sustainable farming practices, the farmer responded that while farm
organizations have approached the provincial and federal governments about program
changes, “no one is prepare to finance them. When it comes to talk about the money, all
of a sudden, the screen goes blank.”
One area for growth and maintaining the livelihood of vegetable producers around the
province has been in value-added products. The NSHA representative mentioned that
one of the province’s largest carrot growers is now producing pre-packaged baby
carrots, and another group of growers is developing bulk bags of pre-cut coleslaw and
other vegetables and have successfully moved their foods into school lunch programs in
PEI. Other areas of opportunity include growing world crops - referring to ethnocultural
crops that are generally not grown in Canada - or alternative vegetables that are seeing
a rising demand in the province.
Sustainability relates to the “best management practice” suggested in #5. A best management practice
refers to “a practical and affordable approach to conserving a farm’s soil and water resources without
sacrificing productivity” (OMAFRA, 2014)
4
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CASE STUDY 2
Interviewees:
•A medium-scale organic farm in the Annapolis Valley

In contrast to a model where CFS might mean selling large amounts of produce through
mainstream distribution outlets, one organic farm in the Annapolis Valley has found a
more direct way to connect with its community. With 250-300 acres of land in cultivation
in any given year, this “big farm with small-scale values” has progressively gone from
conventional to certified organic production over ten years and has successfully
converted half of their distribution to operate under the Community Supported
Agriculture (CSA) model.
With family roots in farming going back to the 1700s, the young husband and wife team
have been farming since the early 2000s. The organic CSA farm as it exists today was
bought in 2007, became a CSA in 2011, and has gone through some major expansions
in both production and number of workers over the years. While the CSA now makes up
50% of their sales, the other 50% comes from wholesaling to larger distributors, who
often ship their produce both within and out of province. However, as most other
producers who use the wholesale channel mention, prices negotiated between a farmer
and distributor are “usually way lower than what [they] would ever really want to be
selling for.” As such, adopting a CSA model was part of a strategy to reduce this farm’s
“dependency” on wholesale.
When the farm operated solely through wholesale in the past, the farmer stressed that
the family’s financial situation was much less comfortable, often getting paid “just
enough to keep things covered.” In contrast, as a CSA, the farm grew more financially
secure, giving the couple the ability to buy a house on their farmland. Under the CSA
model, the farm can now set its own prices at the farmers’ market, through wholesale,
as well as on prices for certified organic food. It was also important to the farmers to
establish prices both fair to themselves and to their consumers, which comes from
ongoing feedback from their CSA members and “conversations that happen every week
when we put the boxes together.”
However, while the farm does advocate for organic, community support and more local
distribution, the husband was quick to point out that he doesn’t think poorly about large
farms “because they are feeding us right now and they are trying their best. [...] And I
don’t think those conventional farmers want to go into their tractors and go spray. That’s
just sort of what they have to do because I think there aren’t very many people who
want to go buy an apple with a maggot in it, so they sort of have to do what they need to
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do.” He stressed in particular, that “farmers just do what they need to do to make the
people that they are working for, the consumer, happy.” As such, the wife mentioned
that one possible solution to enhance CFS and more consumption of local food in Nova
Scotia was that farmers themselves “really need to be able to think outside the box.
They tend to think about security, so they just go to the marketing options that they’ve
always known or that people have always told them about [...] That’s how they fall into
what I can maybe call a ‘trap’ or ‘cycle of’ the conventional food system which doesn’t
really get them anywhere unless maybe they are of a certain scale or have a certain
infrastructure. And it’s fantastic if you have the scale and infrastructure, it’s still highly
volatile but you know, you can move a lot of product and you can still get a good price
for it.”
In exploring other distribution models, farmers’ markets were mentioned as a useful way
to strengthen ties between producers and consumers. However, they were considered
too time-consuming for a farming family with small children. As one of the farmers
mentioned, “from a financial perspective, I don’t have a whole lot of room for something
not to work. I can’t go somewhere, spend four hours getting ready, time to get there,
and come home and unload and not having sold enough to make it all work.”
Part of the couple’s reasoning to opt out of farmers’ markets was also to allow for
consumers to access more fresh produce directly from farmers more than one day a
week on market day. The wife noted, “We have been very committed to making sure we
are sensitive to market share. I wanted to not do the Saturday farmers’ market and do
the bulk of our activity when things are not happening, like in the middle of the week.
That way if people are CSA members and farmers’ market goers than they could still be
able to participate in both.”
However, it is also worth noting that the farmers expressed some disappointment at the
way farmers’ markets are sometimes managed; in particular, that some producers may
not want to share space with new members who may take up their market share. “That’s
completely opposite to my philosophy,” one of the farmers mentioned. “My philosophy is
that the more support we have for one another, the more farms we have, the better job
we are doing as a collective group helping one another, the better our vibrancy will be in
agriculture.”
As such, becoming a CSA was as much a decision based on price as it was about
building and strengthening community. “How can you put a price to that? [...] There is an
opportunity there to build the relationships we need to talk about a healthy food system.
With a CSA, we have the opportunity to have those conversations. It’s a sharing and
engaging process.” The farmer pitted this model in contrast to retail chains, but also to
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farmers’ markets, where conversations may be had but often have a time limit due to
line-ups or how busy a market day might be.
Restaurants were also mentioned as being clients of the farm, though they buy their
produce through wholesale distributors rather than directly from the farm. Though the
farm has tried working one-on-one with restaurants, restaurants were seen as being
extremely volatile, largely due to their need for a larger, cheaper and more consistent
supply of food. Similarly, public institutions such as hospitals were mentioned for their
interest in local food, but also for their lack of commitment. The farmer expressed
frustration that while connections can be made between farmers and public institutions,
these latter groups are usually hard to maintain long-term relationships with as they, “at
the end of the day, [they] continue to operate under a cheap food model.”
As a final strategy, especially in light of limitations in local infrastructure, some of the
farm’s next steps involve both value-adding and being more self-sufficient. Canning,
preserving, and dehydrating on the farm were mentioned as ways of value-adding, as
well as educating others around seasonal eating.
Lastly, in terms of CFS, the farm has also actively tried to
Strategy #6:
respond to the consumer side of CFS, though efforts have
Identify and implement
proven particularly “difficult and challenging.” Recognizing
policies and practices or
that lower income families often need to spend their
adequate social transfers
that could allow access for
resources on other living expenses than food, the farm
those facing incomehas tried offering a “staple share” instead of a regular
related food insecurity to
weekly box which contains more expensive produce.
local and healthier food
The share consists in participants receiving staple produce
options.
such as organic apples, tomatoes, carrots, carrots, onions,
potatoes for $12, a price comparable to what it would cost
for the same amount of conventional produce in grocery stores. While the farmers
thought it would be attractive and easy for consumers to access this kind of share, they
were made aware of the number of barriers preventing certain groups from accessing
healthier local food –whether due to lack of transportation or awareness of the options
to which they can have access.
As such, to move towards any type of change, both farmers highlighted that any change
must be systemic, especially in terms of the mindset people adopt when they think
about food. While one noted that “in order to change how farmers farm in Nova Scotia,
you really have to change what everybody does when they go to the grocery store.
That’s the only way it’s going to happen.” The other farmer mentioned “that probably
the biggest challenge that we have is being able to envision that there is any other way
to do things. Once we can envision that there is another way to do it, then I would argue

13
that the infrastructure can be put in place.” The true change they saw was in being able
to generate conversations with people, helping them understand the impact of their
choices and inspiring them to make connections between consumers and producers.
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GRASS-FED BEEF
As one of Nova Scotia’s up and coming industries, grass-fed beef presents a genuine
area of opportunity for CFS in the province. Given the favourable temperatures and
rainy climate of Nova Scotia, grass-fed beef is seen as an ideal pursuit for local farmers.
Grass-fed beef growers have noticed a significant increase in demand over the last 3-5
years, to the point that demand may currently be outstripping local supply (NS
Department of Agriculture, 2013b). Growing Nova Scotia, an initiative by the Nova
Scotia Department of Agriculture, has highlighted grass-fed beef as one of the primary
opportunities for growth in the province for a number of years, with a range of benefits,
from environmental to economic.
Grass-fed beef differs from conventionally-raised grain-fed beef in that grass-fed cattle
are raised exclusively on a diet of forage and grass. Conventionally-raised cattle are fed
a diet of grains, corns or soy. Grass-fed beef, raised in pasture, also tend to spend more
time outdoors than grain-fed cattle.
From an environmental perspective, it has been argued that properly managed grassfed beef can have a significantly less environmental impact than conventionally-raised
beef (McKibben, 2010; Agriculture & Agri-Food Canada, 2013). Because animals
fertilize and harvest their own pastures, these cattle require less fossil fuel to transport
feed, help maintain grasslands and contribute to soil fertility. Farmers have also cited
additional benefits to grass-fed cattle farming, such as the animal welfare gained by
allowing the cattle to live more naturally and range freely (Wild Mountain Farms, 2013).
For the consumer, grass-fed beef also has greater health benefits than grain-fed beef
thanks to its healthier fat profile (Rules et al, 2002), such as higher levels of Omega-3s,
CLA (a source of healthy fat), and Vitamin E than its conventional counterpart (Ip et al,
1994).
For producers, raising grass-fed beef appears to include positive social and emotional
benefits, as well as financial ones. The grass-fed beef farmers interviewed all expressed
that raising animals more naturally was a way to raise a family in a healthier and more
peaceful environment. From an economic perspective, one farmer stressed the lower
costs he incurs due to not being required to buy feed or maintain indoor infrastructure
for the cattle year round, and lower labour costs as the cattle require less attention in
the pasture.
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As a benefit to the provincial economy, the grass-fed beef industry, especially if primarily
consumed locally, could also contribute to keeping provincially inspected meat slaughter
and processing facilities running. A majority of the current facilities in operation are
owned by independent processors and are considered small or micro-businesses (NS
Department of Agriculture, 2014b). As it stands, many provincially inspected plants are
closing as most of the slaughter and processing are brought to federally inspected
facilities in Nova Scotia or other Maritime provinces instead. This trend has affected the
environmental and economic cost of transportation of the meat, as well as the
livelihoods of those who own or are employed by smaller processing facilities.
The Ecology Action Centre’s Food Miles Project (2010) found that if Nova Scotia
produced all the beef consumed in the province, farm cash receipts could increase from
$22.5 million to at least $90 million/year and full-year equivalent employment would
increase from 448 jobs to about 1,774 jobs. They also estimated the full transportation
cost of imported beef at $30 million per year, in addition to the added environmental
costs of CO2 emissions generated through long-distance transportation.
The grass-fed beef market in Nova Scotia is still primarily based on direct marketing.
The case study below expands on some of these direct marketing opportunities,
emphasizing the better prices farmers feel they can get through these models. In
particular, it highlights the growth and opportunity that the grass-fed beef industry
currently holds in the province. Grass-fed beef is still primarily a niche product, generally
purchased by those with higher income. The case study highlights the potential to set
up a grass-fed beef commodity market to allow producers to have greater access to
mainstream markets and for consumers to better obtain a healthier product at more
affordable prices.

16

CASE STUDY
Interviewees:
• An independent grass-fed beef producer in the Wolfville area
• A grass-fed beef specialist from Perennia (for background
information on the industry)
One independent grass-fed beef producer in the Wolfville area has successfully been in
operation since 2005 thanks to direct marketing. Raising 50 head of cattle, as well as
hogs and lambs, his distribution channels have included the Wolfville Farmers’ Market
(20% of sales), one local restaurant and processor (20%), and more recently through an
online point of sale for customers outside the Annapolis Valley (60%).
The producer referred to farmers’ markets as “nearby and convenient,” especially for
new farmers looking for the opportunity to learn more about their customers and feel out
the market. However, online sales were ultimately seen as “far more efficient in terms of
cost and time required.” Taking transportation, time and market booth fees into account,
the output cost of online retail was assessed to be half of what it costs to sell at a
farmers’ market, allowing the producer to keep a much greater share of sales. In dollar
value, this farmer also estimated that he likely makes five times the amount of online
sales compare to what he makes on a very good day at the farmers’ market for the
same amount of time spent. He stressed how time is always a vital resource to most
farmers, especially when most of them or their family members also have-off farms jobs
to manage as another source of income.
The producer noted that he only began to wholesale to a restaurant and one processor
when he increased his production volume. While a good way to move larger amounts of
product, wholesaling only gets about 75% of the price he would be making from direct
sales. Selling through grocery outlets was never really considered as an option, due its
perceived drawbacks. Major retail outlets operating within regional distribution systems
seek to compete in the global economy in a way the
producer sees as contrary to a small-scale producer’s
Strategy #7:
capacity. Most issues revolved around provincial vs.
Address regulatory and
federal meat inspection regulations and the related
market barriers for medium
and smaller-scale producers; costs associated with slaughtering and processing
establish regulatory policies
meat to meet the distributor’s criteria. Ultimately,
equitable and scaled to the
direct marketing was determined as being the optimal
size of the operation (e.g.,
choice because of its profit margins. With beef being sold
federal vs. provincial meat
at very little over the cost of production, the farmer stated
inspection regulations).
that he would “either have to be very, very efficient,
operate at a much larger scale, or have much less
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overhead costs to be able to justify selling the beef in any other way than direct sales.”
As a new commodity being distinguished from conventionally grain-fed beef, the price
for grass-fed beef is still largely defined by mainstream grocery store prices for regular
beef. However, because he is selling a different product, this producer has the ability to
adjust the price. Taking his own production costs into account, he tries to ensure that his
margins are around 100% over the cost of his production, while also keeping his prices
in a range that grocery stores charge. This is possible because a major benefit of grassfed beef is savings on feed, one of the higher input costs of conventional beef farming
(Robinson, 2010).
When asked if prices for grass-fed beef are fair, the producer believes that the biggest
reason they would not be is because “the producers who are naming their retail prices
are not being fair to themselves. As direct marketers, it’s our decision to be price-setters
rather than price-takers.” However, he did add that the price for beef itself is far from
fair. He attributed these unfair prices to the loss of export markets after the mad cow
outbreak, too many cow-calf producers relative to meat processors, and because it is
impossible for small local farmers to compete in price with the much larger cattle
operations outside of the province.
Demand for grass-feed beef has grown largely due to
increasing consumer awareness of health, food
safety, and environmental concerns. Recent media
coverage has actively profiled grass-fed beef as a
more environmentally sustainable and nutritious meat.
Recent food safety scares across the county have also
motivated people to “become a little bit more open to
the idea of looking for local options and thinking about
where their food comes
from.” However, it should
Strategy #9:
be noted that demand for
Support the development
grass-fed beef is still
of new commodity markets
in farm and fisheries
believed to come primarily from middle to higher income
products, including
groups. Whether based on access, price, or knowledge
developing marketing
about the product, future marketing of grass-fed beef
opportunities and
could better include lower income populations, so they
management support for
also benefit from a healthier and more local meat
new farmers.
source.
Strategy #8:
Continue public education and
awareness on Nova Scotia’s
food systems and how it can
be supported. (e.g.,
information about the benefits
of local food or particular
regional commodities on
health and economic,
environmental and social
sustainability).

As the market for grass-fed beef evolves, this producer envisions Nova Scotia adopting
models that have worked in other parts of North America to support the industry. Cooperatives were specifically mentioned as a good way for producers to structure
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themselves, to “meet a critical mass to target some of the larger grocery store chains.”
The producer also mentioned being able to create some form of grading or categorizing
for grass-fed beef, based on the different animal genetics and nutritional content. This
farmer hopes to see “some kind of commodity market for grass-fed beef, created
not directly by the government but maybe coordinated by it, to bring producers
together to create a mass that could market on a wider scale and access markets
that producers are [currently] not big enough to get into yet.” (Also see Strategy
#7) Such an effort would potentially make it more attractive for producers to sell through
major retail chains, making local grass-fed beef more accessible to a broader public,
including lower-income Nova Scotians.
In an ideal world, this farmer would prefer to “be able to get a price in more of a
commodity-like [or mainstream] market that was actually allowing [him] enough of a
margin to keep farming, and to stay within a reasonable scale without having to become
super huge.” Those in the industry have a fairly optimistic picture of how it will develop,
as Nova Scotia is particularly well suited to growing grass. The growth of a larger
number of smaller and medium-size farmers could meet the growing demand for grassfed beef and increase the province’s levels of community food security for both
producers and consumers. Currently, the most generous estimates claim that only about
8-10% of beef consumed from Nova Scotia is actually from within the province, while
conservative estimates put local beef consumption at only 1-5% (Scott & MacLeod,
2010, 172). As stated by the Nova Scotia Department of Agriculture (2013c), “if the beef
industry continues to move in the direction [it is], it will be positioning itself as a more
environmentally sustainable and humane industry that can offer healthier food choices
to discerning customers.”
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WILD BLUEBERRIES
Native to Nova Scotia, wild blueberries are the province’s largest export crop, its history
as an industry in the Maritimes dating back to the 1880s. Ninety percent of harvested
wild blueberries are exported outside of the province in frozen form and represent over
30% of the profits earned by all agri-food exports in Nova Scotia (Agriculture & Agri-food
Canada, 2007). Wild blueberries are worth more to the provincial economy than any
other horticultural crop and lead in fruit crop export sales (Agriculture & Agri-food
Canada, 2013). Nova Scotia produces more blueberries than any other province in
Canada, its acidic soil making the crop particularly well suited to Nova Scotia.
Wild blueberries provide a unique perspective into aspects of the local food system, as
it was assumed by the farmers interviewed that close to, if not, 100% of all fresh wild
blueberries consumed in the province are grown locally. However, with the population of
Nova Scotia being approximately 1 million, and consumption of blueberries being
roughly 1 pound per individual per year (counting both fresh and frozen), this results in a
total consumption annual of approximately 1 million pounds. Given an average
provincial production of 40 million pounds, it is clear that the bulk of production must be
exported out of the province, as it could not completely be consumed locally. As a result,
given the size of the provincial market compared to the industry, only 2% of harvested
wild blueberries are sold at local markets. The rest are exported and used in products
including baked goods, yoghurts, ice creams, jams or juice (ibid).
Wild blueberries have received more attention over the past few years as consumers
are discovering their health benefits. In particular, wild blueberries are touted for their
high antioxidant content, Vitamin C and dietary fibre. Over the past few years, the wild
blueberry industry has frequently gotten media attention related to the volatility of prices.
Wild blueberries are bought and sold through a fairly complex pricing system based on
world market prices, which results in growers being uncertain of what price they might
get for their crop during the year with price adjustments throughout the harvesting
months, if prices do change on the world market. However, their production chain is
fairly simple. After blueberries are harvested, they are taken to a receiving shed, then to
a processing plant where they are frozen. Processed berries are exported frozen
primarily to the United States, but also to Japan and Europe.
The following case studies offer two perspectives on the wild blueberry industry in Nova
Scotia. Both show how wild blueberries are positioned to be a strong crop in relation to
CFS, as they are consumed locally as fresh produce at affordable prices and also
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provide marketing opportunities for producers thanks to a large export market. However,
the complex marketing structure based primarily on international prices leads to
financial insecurity for wild blueberry producers, mitigating the positive effects of the
crop’s success as an exported good. While both farmers interviewed ultimately sell their
blueberries to a processor, the first interview highlights the benefits of selling to
receiving stations rather than directly to a processor, and stresses how different
distribution models might be valued for reasons other than maximizing financial profits,
such as supporting other businesses in local communities. The second case study
offers potential government and industry-based solutions to address price instability for
wild blueberry producers.
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CASE STUDY 1
Interviewees:
•An independent wild blueberry producer in Antigonish County
One producer in Eastern Nova Scotia has been farming for 35 years and now maintains
about 100 acres of berries. While he may be of a size to sell directly to a processing
plant, his distribution chain involves selling to a receiving station, which acts as the
middle man between the farmer and the processors.
The blueberry grower indicated that selling to a receiving station is generally beneficial
for medium and smaller growers who cannot harvest the volume required to sell directly
to a processor. While it is often believed that middle men should be cut out from
distribution chains, this producer finds receivers to be “a very important part of the
industry,” not only by helping small farmers move their produce, but also by serving as
educators. Older receiving stations, such as the one mentioned by the farmer, “really
develop growers; they mentor growers, they show growers that raising blueberries can
make money, and they give you the help to do it.” For example, the farmer mentioned
that he would be going to his receiving station along with over 100 other blueberries
growers for an upcoming educational day on innovations in blueberry farming hosted in
co-operation with scientists from the Nova Scotia Department of Agriculture. To this
blueberry grower, the historical system of growers, receiving stations and
processors is a supply chain which benefits everyone. (See Strategy #1)
Processing plants that service small producers are few; the closest is in PEI. The
grower stated that a receiver may buy his blueberries for 60 cents a pound and resell
them to a frozen food processing company for 70 cents a pound; while a producer might
be able to get 70 cents by directly selling to a processor, the extra 10 cents per pound s/
he would gain was not valued as much as the relationship and resources s/he would
lose with his receiver.
Most blueberry growers also have working relationships with their receiver beyond
shipping and receiving, as some receivers also do
additional custom work for farmers, such as spraying their
Strategy #10:
fields or providing equipment a smaller grower could not
Establish or strengthen
afford on his or her own. The farmer also mentioned that
cooperatives, especially to
producer-receiver relationships are highly valued in his
increase competitiveness
area, particularly by growers whose small scale of
of smaller growers, but
operation would not justify buying all of the required
also for processing
infrastructures, and
equipment for growing and harvesting.
distribution systems.

Co-ops were cautiously offered as an alternative
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system for small farmers to compete with larger growers, enabling them to get
enough volume to sell directly to processors and potentially get a better price for
their produce. However, the farmer mentioned that many smaller blueberry producers
including himself also work with local receivers as a way of supporting their community’s
economy or would not wish to “destroy somebody else’s livelihood” over a marginal
profit increase.
Direct sales of fresh wild blueberries were not seen as a viable channel for this farmer,
who believes there is no money in that type of business for his crop, because of the
time and effort it takes to clean and sort them. However, some growers have taken the
time to develop markets and have invested in fresh-pack lines to clean and package the
blueberries. Most of these operations are small, selling to local farmers’ markets, but a
few are quite large, selling to the two major supermarkets in Nova Scotia.
There is some ambiguity as to how the price of wild blueberries is set. However, it was
noted that producers are price-takers, and that larger blueberry growers get a
somewhat higher price than smaller ones. This farmer believes that the processor most
likely sets prices to some extent, while receivers only have some power to negotiate.
Generally, the growers stated that the only way smaller producers in the province can
get a sense of the price of blueberries in advance is to rely on data published in the
Food Institute Report, Cornell University, or the American National Agricultural Statistic
Service data on frozen foods at the start of the season.
Blueberry growers sometimes receive payments at two or more points of the year. The
first price is the “picking price,” received when the berries are harvested and sold to a
processor or receiver. This is intended to “attempt to determine the value of the crop
that the frozen product will be sold for.” Later in the season, and once the price of
blueberries is globally more predictable for the year, the producer will often receive
additional payments, or “top ups”. In other words, the processor will pay an initial price
and adjust it upwards as the market firms up over the season.
For example, in 2012, the farmer recalls that the largest processor set the price of
frozen blueberries at 60 cents a pound at the start of the season. In November, the price
was raised to 70 cents, and a few months later, the price was raised again. These price
increases lead to additional payments to farmers in the area of $4,000-$5,000 a year,
making for a very unpredictable harvesting season.
When asked what wild blueberries producers might be able to do to become more of
price-setters than price-takers, the farmer mentioned that the Wild Blueberry Producers
Association of Nova Scotia could go beyond its current bounds as a research and
marketing organization to one that negotiates price, similar to the blueberry marketing
board in Québec.
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The last option mentioned for wild blueberry growers to improve their income was to
create value-added products. These products include items such as blueberry wine,
juice and jam. There are many small value-added operations around the province,
selling their products at farmers’ markets and small shops, with a few large ones selling
to the major chain stores, and even exporting their products overseas. One success
story discussed was Van Dyk Farms whose wild blueberry juice is sold both locally and
internationally. The farmer was particularly interested that Van Dyk Farms sell their own
berries to a processor, but buy frozen berries back from the processor as they are
needed to make into their juice. Because it is expensive to clean, quick-freeze and store
berries, it is more cost-effective for a producer to buy frozen berries from a processor to
create a value-added product rather than process and store
their own.
The farmer mentioned that many wild blueberry producers
in the area operating on a small scale do sell directly to
local consumers through road stands and farmers
markets. However, there are too many wild blueberry
farmers in Nova Scotia in relation to local demand. As a
result, income security for medium to large-scale
blueberry famers in the province must include
exporting as a necessary part of their operation.

Strategy #11:
Encourage and value both
export marketing options
and smaller scale
production and local
economies to allow
producers to benefit from
the widest variety or
distribution options.
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CASE STUDY 2
Interviewees:
• An independent wild blueberry producer in Cumberland County
Another wild blueberry producer operating out of Cumberland County serves as a good
example of a producer who sells directly to the processor. He and his father have
continued their six generation family farm and have expanded their operation to about
100 acres of land. As a result of his short distribution chain, his story is self-admittedly
“a short one, [since] his blueberries go right from the field on a truck to the factory down
the road.” He decided to sell to this processor not only because he has the volume to do
so directly, but simply because they are in such close proximity to his blueberry fields.
The blueberries, which are sold to the world’s largest wild blueberry processor, Oxford
Frozen Foods, are then frozen and shipped globally. Wild blueberries sold to major
processors are mixed in with wild blueberries from the Atlantic Region (Nova Scotia,
Newfoundland, and PEI, as well as Maine). Most exported blueberries are sent to
Japan, Europe, and the United States. Fifty-five percent of exports are also sold as an
ingredient in baking, rather than as produce.
This producer also mentioned that the range of farm sizes in Nova Scotia allows for
both large and small producers to find markets to sell their produce. (See
Strategy #11) While large players primarily sell their berries to large-scale processors
for freezing, growers of all sizes have the capacity to profit from the smaller, fresh, direct
sales market, including farmers’ markets, regional grocery stores, and through U-Pick.
Other growers develop specialty products, such as juice, jam, or extract properties from
the berries for pharmaceuticals.
Like most wild blueberry farmers, this producer found that the most curious aspect of
the industry is that growers do not set price nor do they know prices in advance. He
noted the following factors as influential in how prices are determined at the buyer level,
including existing inventory from previous harvests, speculation based on how crops in
different regions are looking and demand. However, when asked how prices are set or
how growers might know prices in advance, he replied that while “there are always
rumours, it’s this great mystery of how the price is formed.” As he also noted, “usually
you make a product, you set the price, people buy it right? In our case, we make the
product on a handshake. They take it away and then they tell us later what they’re going
to pay us for our product.”
The producer also noted that rumours play a big part in how price is speculated. “The
rumors usually go that the price is going to be either ridiculously low or delusionally
high.” Rumours can have both a positive and a negative effect on price. More positively,
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if a producer starts a rumour that prices might be higher than usual “it might be scoffed
at by buyers, but if it becomes a general rumour, then if it’s not something close to that
amount people are going to be outraged. Whereas, if they say it’s going to be [a very
low price], and they end up paying more per pound, instead of appearing lousy, it will
look pretty good because it’s higher than what you expected.”
One solution mentioned was government programs to
offset some of the market uncertainty, at both federal and
Strategy #12:
Strengthen programs aimed
provincial levels. Agri-stability and Agri-invest and
at protecting growers from
crop insurance are measures that protect growers.
price volatility; including
Despite these programs, the producer believes that
increasing support for
too few farmers take advantage of these programs,
producers to learn about and
usually because they are poorly administrated and
apply to these programs.
explained. Confusion on the cost and feasibility of
applying for aid has been a huge dissuasion for farmers
to sign up. Furthermore, the federal government has announced more recently that
budgets for these programs will be halved. As previously mentioned, the grower also
noted that there has been “endless talk” about setting up a board that might be able to
negotiate or affect prices in some way.
One challenge raised in the blueberry industry as a whole is the lack of grading at the
producer level. While farmers may sell what they see as a premium berry, with little to
no spray and on prime growing land, it is equated and mixed in with berries that do not
hold these benefits. However, at the processor level, wild blueberries are graded, with
lower quality berries going to food dye, or concentrate, and the best ones being frozen
and exported to foreign markets for direct consumption.
When asked what might have to happen to create a fairer market for growers, it was
mentioned that “producers need to be more involved. This has always been the best
thing to affect price. If we had an ongoing dialogue with our collaborators, the
processors, who are also often producers, we could have an appreciation for the
situation and know what kind of variables each of us are facing. Open discussion should
be a prerogative.”
Creating value-added products was also seen as the way to move the wild blueberry
market forward. Value-added is seen as an important avenue for innovation in blueberry
products, as selling fresh blueberries to local supermarkets is already “a totally
saturated market,” and there are already large growers dominating the frozen market.
Blueberry producers make a significant contribution to strengthening local food systems,
as fresh blueberries are usually locally available throughout the province during their
growing season. A final opportunity mentioned was the development of a peermonitored best practices label for direct marketing, which would acknowledge
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farmers whose berries are spray-free, without having to undergo organic certification.
(See Strategy #5) Such labels would be very beneficial to improve prices for growers
who direct market their products and engage in more environmentally sustainable
farming practices.
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DAIRY
As in the rest of Canada, dairy farming in Nova Scotia is under a supply management
system, which restricts supply by limiting the amount of dairy produced domestically and
limiting its imports. Restricting supply on the production side is intended to increase
prices for producers, thereby increasing profits for farmers. Dairy Famers of Nova
Scotia (DFNS) has been the regulatory and administrative service for dairy producers in
the province since 2011. In co-operation with the Natural Products Marketing Council of
the Department of Agriculture, DFNS licenses producers and transporters, sets farm
prices for milk, administers the quota system, and represents the province’s producers
in any interprovincial or national milk regulatory or marketing committees.
While the Nova Scotia dairy industry remains relatively small compared to the provincial
average, it still produces around 170 million litres of milk annually, generating
approximately $130M per year (Dairy Farmers of Nova Scotia, 2012). About 60% of
dairy in Nova Scotia is sold as fluid milk, while the other 40% is processed into other
dairy products including yogourt, ice cream, cheese, butter, or skim milk powder (ibid).
Though the dairy industry remains fairly stable in terms of prices paid to farmers due to
supply management, a representative from DFNS noted that one of the most significant
changes over the past decade has been the drop in the number of dairy farms in the
province from around 350 farms to around 235. Because the amount of milk being
produced has steadily increased over the years, this also indicates that while there are
fewer farms, they are larger in size.
The dairy market in Nova Scotia is dominated by four major processors.5 Most recently,
in January 2014, Scotsburn’s milk business was bought out by multinational Saputo
while the former announced its purchase of Les Aliment Lebel Foods Inc of Québec in
an effort to grow as a national producer and supplier of ice cream (CBC News, 2014).
For most of 2013, Scotsburn was the only remaining Atlantic-owned dairy processor.
Halifax-based Farmers Dairy merged with the multinational Agropur in February 2013.
Such mergers have had significant impact on employment in the local dairy industry. For
example, very shortly after its merger with Farmers Dairy and its acquisition of Cook's
Dairy, the primary milk brand in Southwestern Nova Scotia, Agropur announced a layoff
of about 9% of its Atlantic Canadian workforce, including plant staff and Farmers Dairy
employees (CBC News, 2013). In terms of scale, and in contrast to the size and
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All milk produced in Nova Scotia goes through one of four processors before it is then resold and
distributed to retailers and to the food service industry around the province.
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geographic scope of Atlantic-based Scotsburn, the three other processors in the
province — Agropur, Saputo and Parmalat — are all multi-nationals that together
process about 80% of the milk produced in Canada. However, beyond ownership in the
dairy industry, many believe that supply management still plays a role in allowing the
milk itself to remain Canadian.
When asked about supply management being a vehicle for CFS, specifically in a Nova
Scotia context, the DFNS representative stated that supply management is not only
good for Canada but for Nova Scotia as well. It helps “make sure that the industry is
viable. Supply management helps with that, especially in such a small province. We are
2.2% of the Canadian production, so we’re pretty small. Some people might think, why
are they even producing milk in Nova Scotia. Ontario and Québec could fill those
markets and we’d be fine. Well, no we wouldn’t be! Look at all the jobs we have on
those 235 farms. Think about the tax base, the economic activity with the processors... I
think Nova Scotians want to know that when they go to the store, the milk they want to
be buying is from Nova Scotia cows.”
As such, one area for growth in the provincial dairy industry would be in organic milk.
Though virtually all the fluid milk sold in the province comes from Nova Scotia cows, it
was pointed out that organic milk is still being shipped from Québec and Ontario to meet
local demand; this was certainly the case after the province’s only local option - East
Coast Organic Milk - closed its doors in 2013.
The following case study serves as a unique example of how one dairy farm sought to
create a niche market for itself by creating a value-added product. While operating
under supply management, this family farm recognized their ability to be more
financially secure by catering to a unique market. This case study also touches on how
the creation of niche markets or “specialty products” raises the question of whether or
not they can contribute to greater food access for all, especially lower income
households.
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CASE STUDY
Interviewees:
• An independent dairy producer in the Annapolis Valley

While all dairy producers across Canada operate under the supply management
system, an independent dairy farm in the Annapolis Valley has managed to create a
niche market for itself to find further financial security than that already provided by
supply management. A sixth generation family farm, it has become the only facility in
Atlantic Canada to sell pasteurized, non-homogenized milk and is only one of two
producer-processors in the province. Creating better economic opportunities for
themselves and a uniquely healthy product for their consumers, they grew from being a
conventional dairy farm, to becoming cheese processors in 2004, adding yogurt and
gelato in subsequent years, and on to producing pasteurized non-homogenized milk
sold in returnable glass bottles in 2011. Differentiating their milk and cheese from
standard dairy items was motivated by their desire to “be able to get more for the value
we are putting into our products.”
Because of recent trends in the dairy industry including conglomeration and the
increasing size and competitiveness of dairy farms, it becomes particularly important for
small or medium-sized dairy farmers in the province to find ways to create and ensure
their own financial sustainability. This processor’s distribution channels are mostly in
direct sales, by attending farmers’ markets, on-farm sales, but also through wholesaling
to smaller specialty stores across the province. While their cheese is more easily
distributed across the province, they are limited to selling milk through four locations in
the Annapolis Valley and Halifax area, due to perishability and the fragility of glass
bottles. When the family arranged amongst themselves to attempt to attend five
farmers’ markets a week during one year, it was deemed too unmanageable in terms of
time and cost, and their presence was reduced to two major markets - the Halifax
Seaport Farmers’ Market and the Wolfville Farmers’ Market. Now, on-farm and farmers’
market sales are their two most profitable distribution channels.
When an artisanal cheese maker closed its facility around 2004, the family saw potential
to capture a part of the local market. However, acquiring all the on-farm licenses and
equipment to process both cheese and milk was both time-consuming and costly.
(See Strategy #7) When they first began this project, it affected their reputation with
other producers: “we were not very popular for choosing to go outside the box, so we’ve
been watched very carefully by our peers, by the industry. But I think because the whole
society is changing, the industry is changing, and they see what the consumer wants
and we’ve gotten some pull on that. We’ve gained some respect.” Because of the
supply management system, it was perceived that there is some lack of incentive for
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market innovation in dairy. However, because of their own decisions, the producer
interviewed noted that it has allowed for their “scope to widen [from] just having the
tunnel vision to see if you’re okay, to having to engage yourself, and engage the
consumer.”
To the producer’s benefit, while the supply management system sets a minimum price
for milk, creating a value-added product allows the farm to add any additional price they
wish on top of it. To determine their prices, the producers underwent a very
comprehensive program in 2011, taking into account every input cost, including
ingredients, wages, utilities, and amortization, for each one of their products. Organic
milk prices were also loosely considered, given the value-added nature of their milk.
Prices were ultimately set to satisfy both the work and value put into making the product
and to stay within consumer expectations.
When asked if they considered other distribution channels, namely selling to major
retailers, the producer responded that they have considered it, but the family is always
hesitant to do so: “If you put your brand next to No Name brand in the store and
[consumers] are going to see a slab of No Name orange cheddar for $5, and it’s double
the size of your little piece and no one is there to tell them the difference, what makes it
different? What do you think that most of the consumers are going to buy?” The
producer explained. “We may go there someday, but it’s something that we’re very
careful about because once you do that you kind of lose your identity.” (See Strategy
#3)
The producer also raised the issue that selling through larger retail chains would put the
business in closer competition with larger dairies without being able to really get their
uniqueness across to customers other than through a label. Because the three pillars of
their operation are “to provide service, educate and offer quality product,” they want
consumers to know that they are getting a specialty product. As with any small farm and
niche operation, maintaining a loyal customer base is key to success. It is because the
consumers understand that they are receiving a unique, reliable niche product
that they keep coming back. (See Strategy #8) The producer also stated that about
18-23% of their margin would likely go into buying shelf space in those outlets,
something they could not afford at the moment.
The producer did admit that by selling a more expensive niche product, they are
marketing to a demographic that has disposable income. Since they first began, they
have become a small agri-tourism destination. However, by marketing on the nature of
their family farm and the quality of their product, they have managed to build strong
“relationships and consumer trust,” which any consumer can relate to.
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As Canada is the only country still operating under supply management, the producers
also mentioned that part of their transition into non-homogenized dairy products was to
plan ahead for the time when supply management may become obsolete. By
processing a value-added product made entirely on their own farm, the family feels
better positioned to be able to stay in operation if supply management were to
disappear.
The representative from DFNS strongly emphasized that
the organization hopes supply management is here to
stay. He stated his organization sees the current
system “as a very good vehicle for food sovereignty.
For Canada as a country, for us to be self-sufficient in
dairy, to have dairy farms that benefit the local economy,
the rural communities and pay taxes and create
employment, we need to have a domestic market to sell
our products to. And that means having limitations on the
amount of imports coming in. We call that food sovereignty because it allows Canada to
say ‘we are sovereign in our dairy industry’.”
Strategy #13:
Work to maintain supply
management systems to
ensure producer financial
stability, while encouraging
producers to develop valueadded products within those
sectors.

Evidently, self-sufficiency and buying local is important to both consumers and the
industry. However, while the supply management system provides income security to
producers and the fluid milk in the province may be all local, its affects may be less ideal
for consumer access to dairy, especially for low income consumers. In Patty Williams et
al.’s study of milk insecurity in Nova Scotia, they found that parents’ struggle to provide
milk in low income households was primarily related to cost (2010). Through interviews,
low-income lone mothers identified the cost of milk as being the main barrier to
accessing enough milk for their families (ibid, 146). Frustration was expressed that the
cost of milk would be one of the highest in a province with one of the highest
unemployment rates. The research attributed this discrepancy to an inability for
Canadian public policy that supports higher than market-driven prices for milk to
mitigate these costs for low-income Nova Scotians in the form of adequate social
transfers (ibid). (see Strategy #6)
When asked about food security from a farmer’s perspective, the non-homogenized
dairy producer also mentioned how their farm is better positioned to offer truly local and
more sustainable options. “When you’re talking about food security, big companies are
looking at their prices, wherever they can shave a cent, so they end up buying skim milk
powder on the world market and who knows where that’s coming from.” On their farm,
the producer took particular pride in her ability to say their products go beyond the
100% Canadian milk label, “we know that our products are not only 100% Nova Scotia
milk, but even 100% local milk!”
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FINFISH
Fisheries have played a vital role in the development of coastal communities all across
Nova Scotia. Today, fish and seafood alone contribute almost $1 billion of export
revenue to the province (Fisheries and Oceans Canada, 2013). Nova Scotia produced
about one quarter of Canada’s seafood, and exported 111,330 tonnes of fish and
seafood in 2012 (ibid). Only about 22,000 tonnes of seafood is consumed locally in the
province.
Through conversation with the Ecology Action Centre’s (EAC) Marine Issues Committee
and in their January 2013 report, “Valuing our Fisheries: Breaking Nova Scotia’s
Commodity Curse,” it was evident that independent fishermen in Nova Scotia are
increasingly unable to make a living in fishing. This issue is particularly relevant to the
provincial economy as the fishing industry is a principal employer in many parts of
coastal Nova Scotia, with direct and indirect employment in the industry amounting to
around 30,000 people (NS Fisheries and Aquaculture, 2006). Small-scale, independent
“owner-operator” 6 fishermen still make up most of the fishing community in the
province.
Due to an extended period of overfishing in the 1980s and 1990s, regulation and policy
around fisheries is now based on conservation rather than the exploitation of natural
resources, through new management regimes based on precaution, safety and more
sustainable harvesting (ACT for CFS, 2013). However, due to decades of unsustainable
fishing, the industry has taken an economic blow that fishermen are still seeking to
overcome today.
As in most agricultural and fishing industries, fishermen are in a market that is seeking
high volumes at low costs to sell primarily for export. Most of Nova Scotia’s seafood is
sold at New England auctions after it is bought by a distributor in the province. The
market also encourages a model where fishermen underbid each other for sales and
connections with distributors (Ecology Action Centre, 2013). Fishermen in Nova Scotia
also generally have access to a limited number of buyers and rarely have reliable
access to pricing information. They often do not know whether they will get a fair price
for their catch, with prices rarely reflecting their actual operating costs. This situation

An “Owner-Operator” business is defined as one in which the owner is the same person who runs the
day-to-day operations. In this case, the owner and operator of a fishing vessel are one and the same.
6
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negatively impacts CFS, as it affects both prices for local consumption and creates
difficulties for small-scale fishermen to make a living.
Most large buyers and processors who sell to these export markets purchase their own
fleet of vessels, creating even greater difficulty for small-scale fishermen to find a
market for their catch. While the EAC report notes that large buyers do occasionally buy
fish from independent fishermen, it is often to maximize their own plant efficiencies and
rarely sets a buying price based on potential differences in quality or how the fish were
caught.
The following case study offers a look at Nova Scotia’s only Community Supported
Fishery (CSF), a creative alternative to the main distribution channels offered to most
fishermen in Nova Scotia. The goal of the CSF, which operates under a similar model as
Community Supported Agriculture (CSA), is to provide fisher harvesters with steadier
income, more market opportunities, and greater ownership and control over their
livelihood. The CSF is seeking to respond to the consumer demand for more local and
sustainable seafood. The case study also touches on some of the barriers faced by
fisheries across the province, regardless of which distribution model they choose, and
the implications for CFS based on local sustainable fisheries.
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CASE STUDY
Interviewees:
• Members of the Ecology Action Centre’s Coastal and Water Team
• Quotes from fish harvesters, who were panelists on the “Our ‘Smallscale’ and ‘local’ Fisheries” session of the Nova Scotia Gathering in
Halifax, May 2013
As an innovative solution to mitigating the unsustainable prices harvesters were getting
for their catches, the Ecology Action Centre in Halifax, Nova Scotia partnered with local
fishermen to create Off the Hook, a Community Supported Fishery (CSF) since 2010.
Operating out of Digby Neck and the Bay of Fundy, Off the Hook is a co-operative of
small-scale fishermen, operating as a direct-marketing enterprise. Off the Hook is based
on the Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) model, connecting consumers to local,
sustainable and fairly priced food for a predetermined amount paid at the beginning of
the season. The CSF was based on the vision of providing greater financial security to
fishermen in the province, whose livelihoods make up the backbone of many coastal
communities; and is sustained by those consumers willing to pay more for local,
sustainably harvested seafood, particularly when they know that any price premium
benefits smaller-scale fisheries and their local marine environment (Beaton, 2011).
In their “Valuing our Fisheries” report, the EAC (2013) considered the most successful
strategy to allow for CFS in fisheries was “to increase direct return to small-scale
fisheries [requiring] product differentiation and regional marketing of seafood products
that support and empower low-impact, owner-operator fishermen.” Off the Hook
recognized the lack of opportunity for small-scale fishermen on global commodity
markets, due to preferences given to larger industrial players by provincial and federal
policies. The CSF is intended to showcase the more sustainable harvesting being
carried out by many local smaller-scale owner-operated fleets, which otherwise is
unadvertised or poorly reflected in conventional retail prices.
The EAC draws attention to the strong alliance created between producers and
consumers through a supply chain based on sustainably caught fish, which also allows
fishermen to secure a fair price for their work. While Off the Hook fishers benefit from a
steadier income, more market opportunities, and greater ownership and control over
their livelihood, the CSF is able to respond to the consumer demand for more local
seafood. A desire for sustainable harvesting has led to the creation of ecocertification and traceability initiatives, which can have positive effects for both
harvesters and consumers, allowing harvesters to get a better price for their fish
and giving consumers the ability to know where their fish comes from and how it
was caught. (See Strategy #5) For example, Off the Hook uses Thisfish, a seafood
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traceability system developed by Ecotrust Canada, to help consumers locate where
their fish came from, who caught it and how it was harvested by scanning a barcode
with their smartphone or online.
The CSF was created as a long-term solution to increase cultural and environmental
resilience in the area, based on a belief in the interconnectedness between nature,
society, and local economies. One Off the Hook fisher stressed his belief that efforts
like this CSF “could save fisheries and revive coastal communities.” More
concretely, in their research, the EAC compares the difference in the day’s revenue of a
fisherman selling to Off the Hook versus at commercial rates. While the day’s total
revenue came to approximately $600 when selling through the CSA, the same balance
sheet came to -$340.40 when selling at conventional rates (Ecology Action Centre,
2013, 36). The dramatic difference they point out is clearly between having a successful
versus an unprofitable operation.
For most other fishermen, seafood pricing in Nova Scotia is also largely based on prices
set by different auctions in New England, known as the “Boston price.” These auctions
publish daily reports on what fish have been bought and sold. While display auctions
allow for quality to influence prices being offered since buyers see the catch first hand,
other auctions operate without inspection and are based more on market speculation.
While fishermen in the province can get some idea of the price they might get by looking
at recent Boston prices, these prices do not reflect the reality of local supply and
demand, local quality of the catch, or local operating costs. Regardless, fishermen in
Nova Scotia are price-takers, with little ability to affect the prices they get for their catch,
and depending on prices set in another country.
However, Off the Hook coordinators expressed difficulty in implementing some of the
creative ways they are seeking to work with value chains. Provincial regulations
continue to impede their ability to sell directly to restaurants. (See Strategy #7)
Given the smaller consumer base of a province the size of Nova Scotia, the higher cost
of a CSF share, and the limits of how much each fisher can catch over a season, the
coordinators did also point to a limited capacity to scale-up their enterprise. As such, Off
the Hook is hoping to diversify rather than scale up, potentially offering other forms of
seafood including sustainable harvest clams or shrimp in future seasons. While the
benefits of strengthening producer-consumer ties and reconnecting communities “have
been worthwhile”, one Off the Hook fisher did also admit that he perceived “the catch” of
receiving better prices was the “hassle” of losing a day’s worth of fishing every week to
drive into the city to meet customers (Riley, 2012).
Another major barrier to CFS in fisheries is poor regional distribution. As the commodity
seafood market is tied to the US and global markets for fish, most of the province’s
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catch is shipped out of the county. Consequently, the EAC noted that local chefs,
retailers and consumers often have sporadic access to high quality, fresh seafood, as
“harvesters are beholden to international markets” and commitments made with their
primary distributors. Due to a lack of regional infrastructure, one mussel harvester
from the Mahone Bay area noted that it is even often cheaper for harvesters to
ship their catch to New England auctions than ready them for local buying. (See
Strategy #1)
Federal and provincial policies were identified as major barriers for small-scale
fishermen, who often have to navigate complex quota rules or pay large regulatory fees
to maintain their vessels and businesses. Fishermen argued that these barriers were
not challenges to larger-scale export companies, who continue to receive support and
subsidies and can more easily bear these costs.
Nevertheless, models like Off the Hook were raised as strong opportunities for
smaller harvesters to offer higher volumes and have better control over their
prices. (See Strategy #10) After the financial crisis of 2008 and a drop in demand for
seafood, one representative of the Nova Scotia Co-operative Council explained that “the
advantage of 10 or 20 fishermen [was that] if someone wanted larger order, they [could]
meet that order” (PL PAPER, McLelland, J, 2011), a demand they would not necessarily
be able to meet on their own.
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CONCLUSIONS
The purpose of these case studies has been to further conversation on some of the
benefits and drawbacks of different distribution models used by producers and
harvesters in Nova Scotia. These are by no means an extensive review of available
models, they are rather a sampling of some of the options that have been adopted by
producers around the province to generate discussion. Beyond the stories shared,
these case studies have raised implications both on how different distribution models
affect producers, as well as how producers are affected by forces beyond their control
regardless of the models they choose. After an overview of some of the key constraints
faced by producers and a number of areas of opportunity raised across commodity
sectors, we will conclude by re-iterating the strategies brought out through the different
case studies to move the CFS agenda forward.
Despite differences in commodity types and methods of production and distribution,
several common areas of constraint relating to CFS were brought up in each case
study. The most apparent difficulty is the financial hardships faced by producers and
harvesters across all sectors. Low profit margins due to high input, labour and
regulatory costs and even sometimes due to the cost of opting for best management
practices present constant challenges for producers to maintain their livelihoods, as well
as motivate younger generations to get involved in farming.
Constraints related to producers’ financial viability are in part due to the growth of larger
regional distribution systems and the associated closures of local processing and
storage infrastructure in the province. These larger distribution systems increasingly
limit producers’ ability to process their products locally, to supply larger retail chains
simply due to the cost of doing business at larger scales, while also affecting
employment in rural areas. In the case of distribution within larger food retailer chains,
food grown in Nova Scotia often has to leave the province for processing and storage
before it is brought back into the province to be sold to consumers. Strengthening
processing and storage capacity within the province could not only allow more
affordable options to local producers, but also benefit the environment and social
sustainability through reduced long-distance transportation and the creation of job
opportunities.
While larger systems at play are often criticized in CFS research, one critical counterintuitive aspect is that while those with a CFS agenda tend to favour smaller-sized farms
and direct marketing strategies, larger farms–through their size and volume of
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production–may be able to supply affordable local food to a broad range of consumers.
As was shown in the case of field vegetables, larger local farms are also able to
distribute through mainstream retail chains that are often the more financially accessible
food retail options for lower income populations. Similarly, a number of barriers–whether
based on lack of transportation or awareness of available options– need to be
addressed to further connect growers and eater, as was the case of the organic CSA’s
staple food basket. As such, any holistic picture of CFS should be aimed at supporting
local farms of all sizes to maximize local food options for as many social groups and
through as many distribution channels as possible.
However, it should be kept in mind that purchasing decisions by larger retail chains are
often based on tenuous commitments to local food. For example, an NSHA
representative shared the story of a tractor trailer full of sweet corn that had been sold
to a major retailer by verbal contract by a local producer. On the day the trailer was
scheduled to be picked up, the retailer called the farmer to explain they had found
cheaper corn in Québec and would not be needing the Nova Scotia corn. As such, it
becomes particularly important for consumers to continue to purchase local foods from
mainstream outlets and to support buy local campaigns, especially those of larger
chains.
It was also highlighted in most sectors that global markets continue to set prices for
local farmers regardless of how much they have sought to distance themselves from
mainstream distribution channels. Regardless of moving into a new market such a
grass-fed beef, organic vegetables, or finding a niche market for non-homogenized milk
or sustainably harvest fish, most producers selling to a local consumer base are still
largely bound by prices based on American or global market trends, because those are
the prices local consumers have come to expect through mainstream retail stores.
In addition, the ongoing regulatory environment is rarely conducive to promoting
community food security, whether through limiting producers’ ability to sell to institutions
(e.g., restaurants) due to stringent provincial and federal food safety regulations or in
burdening smaller-scale producers with high regulatory and permit costs that do not
reflect the size of their operations. More specifically, some government regulations
developed in the name of food safety were brought up as being developed by policymakers who completely fail to understand the more dire reality of food insecurity in rural
or coastal communities. For example, one fisherman explained that while he used to
keep “bycatch,” the fish unintentionally caught along with the intended catch, to bring
home to his family or community, new federal regulations no longer allow fishermen to
do so. Instead, the bycatch, which is usually no longer alive by the time it is sorted
through, must to be thrown back into the ocean and arguably wasted. Others expressed
their disillusion with government solutions to food issues, stating a disbelief that “it’s just
not going to happen.”
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Another difficulty that is often overlooked is that though a number of producers cited the
higher profits gained through direct marketing, many of them also cited some of the
model’s drawbacks, usually associated with “the hassle” of taking time away from the
field or fishing boat, or to work another job to drive to and attend markets, as well as the
extra labour and costs related to set up and staff stands, along with market entry fees.
One producer also noted that direct marketing “isn’t necessarily suited to a lot of farms”
that wish to grow past a certain size or who do not have the skills or the time to put into
self-branding, though the example of the medium-large scale CSA farm operating out of
the Annapolis Valley shows potential for both a larger scale of operation and direct
marketing methods.
Beyond these constraints, the case studies have also brought a number of opportunities
to light, which have allowed some producers to grow and thrive despite a difficult socioeconomic climate. New niche and value-added markets were raised in every commodity
sector as the way to improve producer livelihoods. These markets have undeniably
proven to be successful in terms of creating opportunities for both new and existing
producers and have allowed for creative innovation and growth within the province.
Many pursue laudable goals, such as improving on the health of otherwise conventional
products as in the case of grass-fed beef or non-homogenized milk, while others seek to
better serve the environment through sustainable fish harvesting techniques or low or
no-spray fruit and vegetable production. However, we must also caution that these more
specialized markets and associated prices may offer producers enhanced economic
viability, but the result may be reduced physical and economic access for more
vulnerable populations. A similar caution also stems from the belief that producer
sustainability is best supported by local markets; as was shown through the blueberry
and field vegetable industries, exporting produce was shown as part of a viable solution
to sustain agriculture in Nova Scotia.
As a more democratic business model emphasizing member ownership, both CSAs and
co-ops were brought up by a number of producers as way of collaboratively
strengthening the local economy and empowering each other, as well as consumers.
Co-ops in particular were also perceived as a way of giving groups of smaller producers
the ability to compete with larger growers, to gain access to provincial processors who
require larger minimum volume orders, and to benefit from having a larger voice to
better bargain for regulatory changes or simply to gain better prices for their products. In
the case of the Community Support Fishery, co-ops were clearly demonstrated as being
able to simultaneously support economic, environmental and social goals.
While no one distribution model addresses all of the challenges and barriers in creating
community food security, the case studies highlighted different positive facets towards
sustainably feeding the province whether through direct marketing, developing niche
products, promoting environmental practices, contributing to the province’s
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competitiveness in export markets or supplying larger volumes of local food to a greater
percentage of the population. To conclude, based on the case studies above–primarily
from a producer perspective, and on Nova Scotia’s policy landscape presented in our
previous work, we re-iterate the following strategies to support CFS on the following
pages.

Research activities described in this report were conducted in compliance with both the Mount
Saint Vincent University and Carleton University Ethics Review Boards.

43
REFERENCES
Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada. (2007). Nova Scotia Blueberries. Retrieved from:
http://www.novascotia.ca/agri/marketing/recipes/agri/blueber.shtml
Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada. (2014). Beef and Forage. Retrieved from: http://
www.agr.gc.ca/eng/science-and-innovation/science-publications-and-resources/agriscience-e-zine/agri-science-e-zine-beef-and-forage/?id=1368645102728
Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada. (2013). Wild Blueberries. Retrieved from: http://
www.novascotia.ca/agri/agaware/teacher/76-77blueb.pdf
Beaton, S. (2010). Local seafood direct marketing: Emerging trends for small‐scale
fishers in Nova Scotia. Halifax, NS: Ecology Action Centre. Retrieved from: https://
www.ecologyaction.ca/files/imagesdocuments/file/Marine/directmarketingNS.pdf
CBC News. (2014, January 17). Scotsburn sells of its fluid milk business to Saputo.
Retrieved from: http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/nova-scotia/scotsburn-sells-off-its-fluidmilk-business-to-saputo-1.2500880
CBC News. (2013, June 22). Dairy Giant Cutting 9% of workforce in Atlantic Canada.
Retrieved from: http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/nova-scotia/dairy-giant-cutting-9-ofworkforce-in-atlantic-canada-1.1374329
Crawford, Kyler & Butler, Keltie. (2014). Cultivating Community Economy: Nova Scotia
Farmers’ Market Economic Impact Study 2013. Halifax, NS: Farmers’ Markets of Nova
Scotia.
Dairy Farmers of Nova Scotia. (2012). Dairy Farmers of Nova Scotia Manual v.1.12.
Retrieved from: http://www.dfns.ca/Producer%20Manual%20v1.12.pdf
Department of Fisheries and Oceans Canada. (2011). Provincial and Territorial Statistics
on Canada’s Fish and Seafood Exports in 2010. Retrieved from. http://www.dfompo.gc.ca/media/back-fiche/2011/hq-ac05a-eng.htm
Scott, Jennifer & McLeod, Marla. (2010). It Nova Scotia Eating Local? Halifax, NS:
Ecology Action Centre. Retrieved from: https://www.ecologyaction.ca/files/imagesdocuments/file/Food/FM%20July4%20_final_long_report.pdf
Nikoloyuk, Jordan & Adler, David. (2013). Valuing our Fisheries: Breaking Nova Scotia’s
Commodity Curse. Halifax, NS: Ecology Action Centre. Retrieved from: https://
www.ecologyaction.ca/files/images-documents/file/Marine/Valuing%20our%20Fisheries
%20FINAL.pdf

44
Fisheries and Oceans Canada. (2013). Provincial and Territorial Statistics on Canada’s
Fish and Seafood Exports in 2012. Retrieved from: http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/media/
back-fiche/2013/hq-ac03a-eng.htm
Hamm, M. & Bellows, A. (2003). CFS and nutrition educators. Journal of Nutrition
Education and Behavior, 35(1), 37-43.
Health Canada. (2007). Canada’s Food Guide. Retrieved from: http://www.hc-sc.gc.ca/
fn-an/food-guide-aliment/basics-base/quantit-eng.php
Ip, C. & Scimeca, J.A., Thompson, H.J. (1994). Conjugated linoleic acid. A powerful
anti-carcinogen from animal fat sources. Cancer, 74(3),1050-4.
McKibben, Bill. (March/April, 2010) The Only Way to have a Cow. Orion. Retrieved from:
https://orionmagazine.org/article/the-only-way-to-have-a-cow/
Nova Scotia Department of Agriculture. (2005). Economics Report: Field Vegetables Production, Consumption, Trade and Farm Statistics. Retrieved from: https://
www.novascotia.ca/agri/bde/econ/VegStatRptMar05.pdf
Nova Scotia Department of Agriculture. (2011). Census of Agriculture Profile 2011.
Retrieved from: http://novascotia.ca/agri/documents/business-research/ag-profiles/
NovaScotia2011.pdf
Nova Scotia Department of Agriculture. (2013a). Organic Agriculture in Nova Scotia.
Retrieved from: http://www.novascotia.ca/agri/bde/news/pdfs/OrganicNSDAsm.pdf
Nova Scotia Department of Agriculture. (2013b). Opportunity Profiles: Grass-Fed Beef
Industry. Retrieved from: http://growingnovascotia.ca/opportunity-profiles/grass-fedbeef-industry
Nova Scotia Department of Agriculture. (2013c) Grass-Fed Beef Industry. Retrieved
from: http://growingnovascotia.ca/opportunity-profiles/grass-fed-beef-industry
Nova Scotia Department of Agriculture. (2014a) Horticulture Industry. Retrieved from:
http://growingnovascotia.ca/opportunity-profiles/www.extensioncentral.com
Nova Scotia Department of Agriculture. (2014b) Grass-Fed Beef Industry. Retrieved
from: http://growingnovascotia.ca/opportunity-profiles/grass-fed-beef-industry
Nova Scotia Department of Fisheries and Aquaculture. (2006). Business Plan
2006-2007. Retrieved from:http://novascotia.ca/fish/documents/business-plans/
2006_07busplan_fish.pdf

45
Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs. (2014). Best Management
Practice Series. Retrieved from: http://www.omafra.gov.on.ca/english/environment/bmp/
series.htm
Policy Working Group of Activating Change Together For Community Food Security
(ACT for CFS). (2013). Challenges and Opportunities for Community Food Security in
Nova Scotia: The Policy Landscape. Mount Saint Vincent University, Halifax: Food
Action Research Centre (FoodARC). Retrieved from: http://foodarc.ca/actforcfs/resultspublications
Riley, J. (2012, January 28). Off the Hook wins sustainable fishery award. Digby
Courier. Retrieved from: http://www.digbycourier.ca/Business/2012-01-28/
article-2878983/Off-the-Hook-wins-sustainable-fishery-award/1
Robinson, Jo. (2010) Grass-fed Basics. Retrieved from: http://www.eatwild.com/
basics.html
Rule, D.C., Broughton, K. S., Shellito, S. M., and Maiorano, G. (2002). Comparison of
Muscle Fatty Acid Profiles and Cholesterol Concentrations of Bison, Beef Cattle, Elk,
and Chicken. Journal of Animal Science, 80(5), 1202-11.
Statistics Canada. (2012). Fruit and Vegetable Consumption, 2012. Retrieved from:
http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/82-625-x/2013001/article/11837-eng.htm
Seed, Tony. (2007, April 5). Maritime workers, farmers, and communities to bear the
burden of ‘restructuring’. Retrieved from: http://tonyseed.wordpress.com/2007/04/05/
maple-leaf-forever-1-maritime-workers-farmers-and-communities-to-bear-the-burdenof-‘restructuring’/
Wild Mountain Farms. (2013). Why Grass-fed and Free Range? Retrieved from: http://
wildmountain.ca/best.html
Williams, P., McIntyre, L., Glanville, T. (2010). Milk insecurity: accounts of a food
insecurity phenomenon in Canada and its relation to public policy. Journal of Hunger
and Environmental Nutrition, 5(2), 142-157.

