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About the project

Goal
To work with Community Food Enterprises to enhance their ability to provide food with dignity by:

- needs analysis to inform recommendations to provide technical/online and non-technical/off-line improvements to

customer experience
- exploring how to fund food with dignity offerings through a global scan of and building a case for a local funding

mechanism/s
Scope

- Focussing on how to enable access to food with dignity for customers of CFEs
- Metro focus but with considerations of broader regional context
- Working in detail with 2 CFEs but scanning broader context



Program Logic

Output #

Output

Comprehensive design/costing of
food with dignity OFN features,

Indicator

Front end and back
office UX designs

Measurement Method Baseline

Review UX designsand | 0
cost estimate

Notes

Front end and back office designs for
phase 1 (minimum viable product),

enabling global crowdfunding for a documentation phase 2 and phase 3 (future funding).
comprehensive solution that can be Front end and back 2. Phase 1 is funded within this project
adapted to diverse contexts. office designs cost and we have cost estimates for phase
estimates 28&3.
2 Implementation of highest priority Minimum viable product | Review project report 0 1. Minimum viable product backoffice and
improvements to customer voucher functionality on | and needs analysis and checkout functionality
experience to respond to immediate the Open Food recommendation for 2. Market research and segmentation
needs of our partner CFEs and their Network platform CFEs documentation 3. Income, spending, pricing &
target audiences to improve food affordability analysis
with dignity (tech and non-tech). CFE capability 4. Total addressable market, serviceable
improvements to meet addressable segment and breakeven
their community’s most analysis
pressing needs with 5. Segment needs analysis, opportunity
existing resources prioritisation
6. Creating a communications brief
7. Pricing strategy analysis
(Refer project report)
3 A report with Global scan report Review report 0 1. Global scan report
results/recommendations from a 2 Airtable Database of the high-level

global scan of funding mechanisms
for subsidies that can be applied
through the food enterprise sector
including recommendations / design
principles for a full range of options
from pay it forward and local
sponsorship solutions to large
philanthropic/public funds.

overview of varying food subsidy
programs, models or initiatives
reviewed as part of this global scan that
can be viewed here and contributions
can be added here.


https://github.com/openfoodfoundation/openfoodnetwork/pull/10523
https://github.com/openfoodfoundation/openfoodnetwork/pull/10587
https://about.openfoodnetwork.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2023/03/Global-Scan_-Food-Subsidies-a-report-by-Open-Food-Network-Australia-2023.pdf
https://airtable.com/shrPKZBMOFC3VaLjb
https://airtable.com/invite/l?inviteId=invW8WZVzNWaLzvVr&inviteToken=7443126879e0a42572d57e3033592f87ee19ef8afe161cd657ece3539b4a5b5c&utm_medium=email&utm_source=product_team&utm_content=transactional-alerts

Program Logic

Outcome
#

Outcome

Indicator

Measurement Method

Baseline

Target

Result

1 Increased access to food Number of Victorian Review list of 2 5 5 1. Fawkner Food Bowls
with dignity through Victorian | CFEs, targeting people enterprises in who self 2. Out of the Box by Food Next Door Co-op
CFEs targeting different experiencing food report that they work on 3. The Community Grocer
vulnerable groups with insecurity, who can food equity and will 4. High Rise Community Bakery
different geographic implement ‘food with have access to the 5. Merri Food Hub
contexts. dignity’ features on OFN | voucher functionality on
platform the platform
2 Tools and learning that can Number of resources Review project slides 0 3 3 1. Global scan report
be applied across other OFN | related to food with that will be turned into a 2. Needs Analysis & Recommendations for
users and the food social dignity developed and document we can share Merri Food Hub & High Rise Community
enterprise sector as a whole shared by Open Food on the project landing Bakery
to enable access to food Network page on the website 3. Project Report
with dignity, through
subsidised pricing and other Review 2 bespoke
experience/design. needs analysis &
recommendations docs
3 An evidence base from Leads generated to Review work in 0 3 3 leads Initial discussions with Sustainable Table and Moving
which to advocate create a funding progress meeting Feast who are keen to be involved in the design of the
for/collaboratively organise mechanism for ‘food minutes for planned 4 core fund and application submitted for Citi Foundation
funding mechanisms for with dignity’ in Australia project presentations partners Global Innovation Challenge Grant.

subsidies for food with
dignity through the food
social enterprise sector.

The Community Grocer, Common Ground, Merri Food
Hub and High Rise Community Bakery have asked to
be core partners on the next Food with Dignity project.



https://about.openfoodnetwork.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2023/03/Global-Scan_-Food-Subsidies-a-report-by-Open-Food-Network-Australia-2023.pdf

2 a ' » 2 ()
& DUUZ =
L
Global scan SH, GS, PR Jan 2023 Project mgt To be completed complete
$4,960.00 by mid Mar ‘23
Implementor

Needs and context analysis for 2 x partner CFEs and their target RG & CFE partners Oct/Nov 2022 $23,744.00 complete
audiences
Recommendations developed to improve the customer experience and RG, GS, CFE partners Nov/ Dec 2022 Running complete
access to food with dignity - both tech and non tech alongside UX

With input from OFN Global and dev

Development team, Reference

Committee
Sub task: Reference committee GS $3,200.00 @ in progress
Design for the full functionality of features that facilitate access to food JZ,RG Dec 2022 $7,096.00 complete
with dignity on the Open Food Network platform, including scoping
minimum viable functionality With input from OFN Global

Development team
Development of minimum viable functionality (highest value / low cost OFN Global Development team | 31 Mar 2023 Capped at $11,000 complete
improvements) and RG
Implementation / impact measurement (analytics) in place to inform the | RG 31 Mar 2023 Refer implementor complete
next tranche of features to be developed budget above
Final report RG Apr 2023 complete




About the project

Funder
S50k from Lord Mayors Charitable Trust
Partner

Merri Food Hub & High Rise Community Bakery

Reference Committee
Moving Feast/ STREAT (Melbourne, Metro VIC)

The Community Grocer (Melbourne, Metro VIC)

High Rise Community Bakery (Melbourne, Metro VIC)
Merri Food Hub (Melbourne, Metro VIC)

Whittlesea Food Collective (Whittlesea, regional VIC)
Strathbogie Local (Euroa, regional VIC)

Acres and Acres (Corryong, remote VIC)

Out of the Box (Mildura, regional VIC)

Bendigo Foodshare (Bendigo, regional VIC)


https://openfoodnetwork.org.au/merri-food-hub/shop#/home
https://openfoodnetwork.org.au/high-rise-community-bakery/shop#/home

High Rise Bakery

High Rise Community Bakery is a local baking
group and social enterprise facilitated by
Cultivating Community.

The prices of the products are based on a pay
as you feel sliding scale. We call this
‘dough-for-dough’. For example, the sourdough
loaves are priced at $4-$8, depending on what
you can or would like to pay.

As a Community Bakery, this structure helps to
keep the products affordable and accessible,
whilst giving those that can, the opportunity to
pay a little more to help others enjoy yummy,
sourdough bread!



Merri Food Hub

Merri Food Hub
TEST KITCHEN

Secret Cook's Pakistani Chicken Qorma, served
with roti ($10/$18/$45)

ontains wheat gluten and yoghurt

Secret Cook's Rasmalai ($5)
p fused mi

All Test Kitchen meals are halal

16 DECEMBER 2022

}

Merri Food Hub stands for food
security and working towards a
more sustainable food system. We
work towards a more “efficient,
inclusive, resilient and sustainable
agri-food system for better
production, better nutrition, a better
environment and a better life,
leaving no one behind. We are
based in our collective hearts and
tummies!!! But more literally at the
Senior Citizens' Centre, Jukes Road,
Fawkner.”




Reference committee members

About Moving Feast/ STREAT (Melbourne, Metro VIC) (website) About The Community Grocer (Melbourne, Metro VIC) (website)
Moving Feast is a growing network of for-purpose social enterprises and The Community Grocer is all about food for healthy connected communities. We
collaborators working as catalysts for a thriving Victorian food system. want a food system that is fair, healthy, equitable and sustainable. The Community
Grocer moves beyond traditional welfare models of food access and utilises
Eight core partners are leading network actions currently: CERES, Collingwood market settings to address seemingly intractable problems.
Children’s Farm, Common Ground Project, Community Grocer, Cultivating
Community, Melbourne Farmers Markets, Open Food Network, and STREAT. Our approach
We work with diverse actors across social enterprise, government, community, and ° We address the physical, economic, and social barriers to fresh food
industry, and seek to unite with networks working to similar goals for food system access.
change. ° Access: Holding weekly markets in local, convenient locations.
Affordability: Our prices are 30% cheaper than surrounding fresh food
In 2023 we are pursuing new models for funding and governance with government, ou';lets.l . . K q hat db
philanthropy and industry to grow our network and impact, sustainably. ° Cultural appropriateness: Stocking produce that is requested by our
customers.
° Social Inclusion: Markets provide a community space to meet and make
friends.
Grocer Gift

The Community Grocer has partnered with Monash University to undertake an
extensive research review of the existing literature on international food security
programs with a focus on fruit and vegetable voucher schemes. The Community
Grocer then developed the ‘Grocer Gift Card Program’ which aims to address the
overwhelming need for a sustainable and dignified way to access nutritious food
for people experiencing disadvantage.


https://movingfeast.net/about-us
https://www.thecommunitygrocer.com.au/

Reference committee members

Whittlesea Food Collective (Whittlesea, regional VIC) (website)

A sustainable food relief program

Whittlesea Food Collective is an initiative launched in late 2019 by Whittlesea
Community Connections and the Whittlesea Emergency Relief Network.

WEFC supports people experiencing hardship with free food and material aid, help
paying bills and accessing other services that can provide assistance. It also
provides opportunities for people to volunteer and participate in community
activities.

WEFC is part of a broader project, the Whittlesea Community Farm and Food
Collective, which is a partnership between Whittlesea Community Connections,
Yarra Valley Water, Melbourne Polytechnic and City of Whittlesea

Our Vision

Whittlesea Food Collective aims to develop an integrated response including food
production and distribution, plant and food based enterprises, recycling and waste
reduction, learning and employment pathways.

Bendigo Foodshare (Bendigo, regional VIC) (website)

At Bendigo Foodshare we rescue food that would have once ended up in landfill.

Around 240 volunteers and over 260 partner organisations help to get this food out
to nearly 13,000 vulnerable people each week across Central Victoria through food
relief programs in schools, kindergartens and childcare centres, large charities like
the Salvation Army and St Vincent DePaul, and small community and church
groups.


https://www.whittleseacommunityconnections.org.au/whittlesea-food-collective/
https://bendigofoodshare.org.au/

Needs analysis (non-tech)



Needs Analysis - Framework

Marketing Audit
Framework

Political, economic,
socio-cultural, technological,

External environmental, legal factors
Environment Industry growth trends

Competitor & collaborator
analysis

Customer Analysis

Benchmarking
Customer

segmentation

Human resources

Internal
Environment

Finances

Assets / infrastructure

Items in green are included in this project
Iltems in grey are not included in this project

Prioritised Recommendations

Segment (size, etc)
Needs

Analysis & implications

(opportunities / challenges)

Recommendations (product,

pricing, sales,
communications and
distribution plans)

Marketing Mix

Product plan

Pricing plan

Sales plan

Distribution
plan

Communicatio
ns plan

Product mix

Procurement plan

Breakeven
Margins / profit

Seasonal promotions

Loyalty incentives

E-commerce channels
Bricks & mortar shops
Pick up locations
Delivery

Profile website
Social media

Advertising



Analysis and recommendations process

Open Food Network

Need analysis document structure for Merri Food Hub and High Rise
Community Bakery
Healthy food basket pricing analysis for hubs and supermarkets
Analysis on income, spending, affordability to

o estimate the number of households per income bracket that

can/cannot afford regen and non regen prices
o estimate the Total Addressable Market for Merri Food Hub and
High Rise Community Bakery

Breakeven analysis and segmentation to estimate Merri Food Hub’s
Serviceable Addressable Segment
Break-even analysis to explore pricing scenario options for High Rise
Community Bakery
Desktop research on identifying size and attributes of community
segments
Initial recommendations on opportunities surfaced from desktop research
on community segments
Communications brief template and process guidance to run a lean
experiment for Merri Food Hub
Communications brief template to run a lean experiment for High Rise
Community Bakery

Merri Food Hub

Overhead data to inform breakeven analysis
Cultivate relationships with representatives of community segments and
surface first hand insights into their needs

° Surface insights from sales and existing customer behaviour / experience
with accessing produce equitably at Merri Food hub

° Identify the near term priority community segment based on opportunities
from key insights and existing internal capacity and capability

° Lean experiment to test insight recommendation (communications
campaign) - roadblock was capacity to execute the brief due to staffing
shortage.

High Rise Community Bakery

° Overhead and cost of goods sold data to inform breakeven analysis
Surface insights from sales and existing customer behaviour / experience
with accessing produce equitably at High Rise Community Bakery

° Identify the near term priority community segment based on production
limitation and ease of accessing the segment

) Lean experiment to test insight recommendation (communications
campaign)



Findings



Market analysis - Project Report includes:

Methodology

Number of households by income brackets

How we estimated spending on food

Food basket pricing for hubs v supermarkets
Regenerative and non-regenerative produce affordability
The Regen Pricing Gap

Hybrid business models

Quick macro analysis of trends in the Australian population
Micro analysis for Merri Food Hub

Micro analysis for High Rise Community Bakery
Findings



Methodology

for income, spending and
affordability analysis




Methodology

Data sources

. Income brackets by number of households for suburb, LGA, State &
Federal levels: Table G33 TOTAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME (WEEKLY) BY
HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION - Count of occupied private dwellings(a),
2021 Census Community Profiles, Australian Bureau of Statistics

o Average weekly expenditure on food and non-alcoholic beverages by
income quintile for each state: Table 14.1 HOUSEHOLD
EXPENDITURE, Broad expenditure groups, Equivalised disposable
household income quintiles, 65300D0014_201516 Household
Expenditure Survey, Australia: Summary of Results, 2015-16

o Average national number of persons in households by income
quintile (for state & federal): Household Income and Wealth,
Australia: Summary of Results, 2019-20, Table 6.3 HOUSEHOLD
CHARACTERISTICS, Gross income quintiles

° Average national number of persons in households by income
quintile (for suburb): G35 HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION BY NUMBER
OF PERSONS USUALLY RESIDENT(a), 2021 Census Community
Profiles, Australian Bureau of Statistics

Assumptions

Spending on food at the suburb, LGA, state and federal level provides an
accurate estimate based on the derived formula on slide 28.

Food basket pricing is scalable with household size.

At state and federal level, food basket prices from OFN analysis based on
a 4 person household are adjusted based on the average national number
of persons in households by income quintile.

At the suburb level food basket prices are adjusted based on the suburb’s
average household size to account for the greater variations in
demographics across suburbs.

Limitations

The food basket pricing for hubs was based on a combination on Merri
Food Hub and Fawkner Wholefoods Collective pricing. These hubs
externalise a portion of their operational costs in the form of volunteers
etc, therefore their prices are unlikely to represent the full retail price of
regen produce.

The latest data available at the time of research for household spending
on food and non-alcoholic beverages was from 2015-16. We applied CPI
to the calculations to estimate the spending for 2021 to make it
comparable to the 2021 household income data, however this is a
limitation as it does not reflect real-time.

No data available on State / National level average number of persons in
household by income quintile



Number of
households by
income brackets

Sizes of income quintiles vary by suburb - some suburbs have more
households in the lower income quintiles than others.

An average of 33% of the Victorian and National households are in
the second & lowest income quintiles.

Income growth has been flat for a long period of time, particularly
for lower income households.




Merri Food Hub - Household income

Sizes of income quintiles vary by suburb -

some suburbs have more households in

the lower income quintiles than others.

About 40% of the Fawkner, Glenroy & Hadfield
households are in the second & lowest income
quintiles.

Although Coburg North has a larger proportion of the
fourth & highest income quintiles, 30% of the
households are in the second & lowest income
quintiles.

Percentage of Households by Income (weekly) Quintile for
Fawkner (Total HH 4,704)

Not Stated
6.0%
Highest Lowest

Second
14.0%

Third

Percentage of Households by Income (weekly) Quintile for
Hadfield (Total HH 2,356)

Not Stated

3.6%

Highest Lowest
26.7%

Second
13.9%

Third

Percentage of Households by Income (weekly) Quintile for
Glenroy (Total HH 8,609)

Not Stated
4.4%

Highest 23.9%

Third
13.5%

Percentage of Households by Income (weekly) Quintile for
Coburg North (Total HH 3,067)
Not Stated
Lowest
20.8%

Highest

Fourth

12.8%

26.0%



High Rise Community Bakery - Household income

An average of 55% of the Fitzroy & Brunswick East
households are in the fourth & highest income
quintiles.This is a much wealthier market.

However the proportion of the second & lowest income

quintiles sits at 25% and above across suburbs.

Percentage of Households by Income (weekly) Quintile for
Fitzroy (Total HH 4,565)

Not Stated

19.2%

Highest

Percentage of Households by Income (weekly) Quintile for
Thornbury (Total HH 7,996)

Not Stated

19.7%

29.7%

Second

Percentage of Households by Income (weekly) Quintile for
Brunswick East (Total HH 6,368)

Not Stated

28.6%

10.4%




Victorian & National - Household income

Percentage of Households by Income (weekly) Quintile for
Victoria (Total HH 2,390,232)

Not Stated

Lowest
21.0%

An average of 33% of the Victorian and
National households are in the second &

lowest income quintiles.

Percentage of Households by Income (weekly) Quintile for
Australia (Total HH 9,275,217)

Not Stated

Highest




Growth in real income by income group

Graph 1 - Real(a) mean weekly EDHI(b), by income group, 2000-01 to 2019-20(c)

2,400

Income growth has been flat for a 2209

long period of time, particularly 2,000
1,800

for lower income households.

1,600

1,400

* 1,200
1,000

800
600

400
Latest data until 2019/20 200

2000-01 2002-03 2003-04 2005-06 2007-08(d) 2009-10  2011-12 201314 201516  2017-18  2019-20

— Adjusted lowest income — Middle Income — High income

a. In 2019-20 dollars, adjusted using changes in the Consumer Price Index

b. Equivalised disposable household income

c. Survey of Income and Housing data was collected in labelled years

d. In 2007-08 there was a change in income standards, see Methodology for more
Source: ABS Survey of Income and Housing, various years

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics, Household Income and Wealth, Australia 2019-20 financial year

Australian Bureau of Statistics (2019-20), Household Income and Wealth, Australia, ABS Website,
accessed 3 October 2022.



https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/economy/finance/household-income-and-wealth-australia/2019-20

Estimating
spending on food

On average, Australian consumers are spending more on food
AND the cost of food has risen sharply.
Consumers are not buying more food so much as paying more for
the same.
° Nationally,
o Food is the 3rd biggest portion of spending
5 The middle and low income quintiles have a larger
proportion of housing and food costs.

Interest rates have been rising impacting cost of housing.
If food prices go up, the volume of food purchased will go down.
The median 2015-16 income for each quintile by state vs % of
income spent on food was plotted to generated a graph and
equation showing that income explains 93.4% of variation in the %
of income spent on food. The equation was then used to estimate
spending on food by income bracket for a given data set.




Historical spending on food

On average, Australian consumers are
spending more on food

Latest data until 2022

AND the cost of food has risen sharply.

Consumers are not buying more food so much
as paying more for the same.

Grocery products, Australia, quarterly and annual movement (%)

Bread and cereal products

Index of monthly household spending on food

Meat and seafoods
150.0

Dairy and related products

/\/—/\W Fruit and vegetables
100.0

Food products n.e.c

'8 Non alcoholic beverages
o
w
50.0 Non-durable hhold products
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 n
Percentage change (%)
@ change from previous quarter @ Annual change
0.0
Jan-19 Jan-20 Jan-21 Jan-22 Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics, Consumer Price Index, Australia June 2022

Australian Bureau of Statistics (June 2022), Consumer Price Index, Australia, ABS Website,
accessed 3 October 2022.



https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/economy/price-indexes-and-inflation/consumer-price-index-australia/latest-release

Historical spending on food

Nationally,

Food is the 3rd biggest
portion of spending

The middle and low income
quintiles have a larger
proportion of housing and
food costs.

Interest rates have been rising
impacting cost of housing.

If food prices go up, the volume of
food purchased will go down.

Note - data is from 2015/2016
(latest release)

Graph 1 - Proportion of weekly household spending on goods and services, by adjusted low(a), middle and high EDHI quintiles, 2015-16

Current housing costs (selected dwelling)
Transport

Food and non-alcoholic beverages
Recreation

Miscellaneous goods and services
Medical care and health expenses
Household furnishings and equipment
Education

Household services and operation
Clothing and footwear
Communication

Alcoholic beverages

Domestic fuel and power

Personal Care

Tobacco products

a. Excludes the first and second percentiles

o
o

10 15
Proportion of Household Spending (%)

. Adjusted Lowest Income(a) . Middle Income . High Income

Source: Al ian Bureau of

Survey, ia: Summary of Results 2015-16 financial year

[N
o

Australian Bureau of Statistics (2015-16), Household Expenditure Survey, Australia: Summary of Results, ABS Website, accessed 27

September 2022.


https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/economy/finance/household-expenditure-survey-australia-summary-results/latest-release

How we estimated spending on food

We plotted the median 2015-16 income
for each quintile by state vs % of income
spent on food.

The chart on the right illustrates the
relationship.

The R-squared value indicates that
income explains 93.4% of variation in the
% of income spent on food.

% Spent on Food vs Income (All income quintiles)

% Spent on Food

@® % SpentonFood -+ 0.872+-0.097 Inx R2=0.934

0.00%

1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000

Income



How we estimated spending on food

To estimate the weekly spend on food for a single household in each income bracket, we multiplied the formula derived from the aforementioned curve
with the income midpoint of each income bracket.

To estimate the Total Addressable Market ($ Value) for each income bracket, we multiplied the weekly spend on food with the number of households in
each income bracket.

This value represents the amount spent on groceries for a given area and is the starting point

e  for segmentation to get to the Serviceable Addressable Segment value for an enterprise starting with affordability, and
e for calculating the regenerative price gap and funding requirements



How we estimated spending on food

. using formula a a o . using formula
Fawkner (Merri Food Hub) obtained from Fitzroy (High Rise Community dbsinn.
P s Bakery) anaf srrage
spending by state spending by state
S u b ur b I eve | wee k | y Total Addressable ::m:?:' Total Addressable Total Addressable :":“"z‘m. Total Addressable
S pend on food / Income brackets Market (HH#) squared =0.934)  Market (§ Valuo) |Income brackets Market (HH#) SAuACed S10.934), | Markat (3 Vallie)
groceries ->
m;”m"wdm Total value of migdmm
formula of 0.872 +  addressable s o 7% m:’
| Income Midpoint  -0.087In spending Income Midpoint  -0.097In spending
\ Total § s s | Total § s s
[
} Negative/Nil income 16 0 0 o Negative/Nil income 78 0 0 o
|st-s140 2 75 3 1,496 16140 2% 5 % 884
_\ $150-5299 80 225 78 6.229 $150-5299 7 225 78 5,996 |
| $300-$399 134 350 106 14,233 | 53005398 159 350 106 16,889
| s400-5499 356 450 126 44,728 |s400-5499 215 450 126 27,013
} $500-3649 214 575 147 31,438 | $500-8649 151 575 147 22,183
| se50-5799 354 725 169 59,812 | se50-5799 171 725 169 28,892
‘; $800-3999 329 900 191 62,804 | $800-8999 194 900 191 37,033 _
|$1,000-81,249 331 1125 214 70,830 |$1,000-81,249 233 1125 214 49,930
,1 $1,250-81,499 362 1,375 235 85,131 |$1.250-51,499 217 1,375 235 51,031
|s1.500-81,749 279 1625 252 70,199 B b1 1,625 262 48,087
|$1.750-51,999 244 1875 264 64490 |$1.75081,999 231 1,875 264 61,054
} $2,000-52,499 505 2,250 217 140,079 | $2.000-52,498 521 2250 277 144,517
| $2.500-52,999 331 2750 268 94,508 | $2.500-52,999 233 2,750 286 66,523
| $3,000-33 499 246 3,250 285 70,052 $3,000-83,499 205 3,250 285 84,005
‘1 $3,500-83,999 169 3,750 211 46,733 $3,600-55,909 103 3750 277 53,370
| $4.000 or more 344 4000 2270] 92,849 | $4,000 or more 1,008 4,000 270 296,360
| Partial income stated(c) 198 \ \ o ‘ Partial income stated(c) 22| 0
Jjl\ll incomes not stated(d) 86 ‘ ‘ 0 .IAll incomes not stated(d) 55| | o
| Totat 4722 $955,705 | Total 4,565 $993,737




How we estimated spending on food

State & Federal level
weekly spend on
food / groceries ->

Total Addressable

Income Midpoint
$

75

350
450
575
725

1,125
1,375
1,625
1,875
2,250
2,750
3,250
3,750
4,000

_lnoome brackets Market (HH#)

Total
_\ Negative/Nil income 48,714
|s1-3149 16,534
|s150-5299 29,323
|5300-8399 50,903
| 54003499 127,941
| s500-5649 93,226
| s650-5789 134,416
| s800-5289 141,081
|51.000-81,249 164,898
|51.250-51,409 171,575
|$1.50081,749 137,681
|$1,750-81,999 133,479
| 5200052499 274,171
|s2.500-52,999 175,438
|$3.000-53.499 152,480
|$3.500-83,999 94,330
| $4,000 or more 295,295
| Partiat income stated(c) 105,011 |
;AII incomes not stated(d) 43,142
?Tolal 2,390,232

Estimated Weekly
Spend on Food
using formula
obtained from
plotted curve of
national average
of grocery
spending by state
and income
quintile (R Total Addressable
squared =0.934)  Market ($ Value)
Income midpoint
multiplied by Total value of
formula of 0.872 +  addressable
-0.097In spending
$ s
0 0
34 561,985
78 2,283,345
106 5,406,904
126 16,074,522
147 13,695,429
1 22,710,845
191 26,931,423
214 35,336,217
235 40,348,836
252 34,641,637
264 35,278,742
277 76,217,008
286 50,089,009
285 43,420,792
217 26,084,788
270 79,702,701
o
o
$508,784,192

Estimated Weekly
Spend on Food
using formula
obtained from
plotted curve of
national average
of grocery
spending by state
and income
Total Addressable quintile (R Total Addressable
Income brackets Market (HH#) squared =0.934)  Market ($ Value)
Income midpoint
multiplied by Total value of
formula of 0.872 +  addressable
Income Midpoint -0.097In spending
Total § $ s
Negative/Nil income 166,449 0 0 0
$1-5149 59,825 75 34 2,033,468
$150-3299 111,980 225 78 8,719,741
$300-8399 202,363 350 106 21,494,946
$400-3499 510,397 450 126 64,126,338
| $500-8649 377,669 575 147 55,481,720
| $650-3799 535,302 725 169 90,444,300
| $800-3999 549,447 900 191 104,885,773
$1,000-81,249 636,566 1,125 214 136,410,593
$1,250-81,499 656,141 1,375 235 154,302,931
$1,500-81,749 517,163 1,625 252 130,122,333
$1,750-31,999 505,348 1,875 264 133,564,394
$2,000-32,499 1,043,721 2,250 2717 289,511,236
|$2,500-52,999 662,274 2,750 286 189,084,737
| $3,000-83,499 582,333 3,250 285 165,827,386
|$3,500-83,999 363,701 3,750 27 100,573,131
$4,000 or more 1,152,627 4,000 270 311,104,101
Partial Income stated(c) 480,469 | o
All incomes not stated(d) 161,440 ‘ 01
| Total 9,275,217 $1,957,687,128




Food Basket
Pricing for hubs V
supermarkets

Both food hubs and the organic shop basket was significantly more
expensive than the basket purchased from the supermarket
(between 162-168% more expensive - this is the regen ag tax if you
like).

Internalised costs of the hub keep the produce at a lower price. For
the organic shop, they are not able to internalise these costs
however they do have a larger scale that enables them to cover the
burden of these costs.

The implication is that even if hubs were to scale, they may incur
significant costs in doing so that might not actually resultin a
reduction in the price of the produce.




Price Comparison Overview

Objective: To understand the price of regeneratively grown food sold via food hubs and compare this to the price of
food available via other organic grocers and via supermarkets and the traditional supply chain. This will help us to

understand (and close) the gap between what people living on a low income have to spend on ‘food’, and what the
price of this ‘fair food’ actually is.

Methodology:

1.
2.
3.

Scan and research to understand Victorian Healthy Food Basket evolution and current usage
Build a generalised pricing data collection tool
Collect pricing data at food hub (Merri Food Hub, Fawkner Wholefoods, other comparable hubs if req) + large
organic shop (Terre Madre) + local supermarket (Coburg Coles)
Undertake analysis to understand
a. How much $ a customer needs to be able to purchase a ‘food basket’
b. Understand the gap between this cost and available income
c. Explore how a hub can bridge this gap



Adapting the healthy basket methodology

The Victorian Healthy Food Basket methodology was the basis for this piece of work. This tool was developed in
2007 and was designed as a way to monitor food cost, quality and variety for Victorian communities, to measure
and reflect food access issues.

The ‘basket’ includes a number of categories (breads and cereal, fruit, vegetables and legumes, meat, dairy, non
core) and a number of foods within those. The foods were chosen based on purchasing trends and in consultation
with estimated average requirements and Nutrient Reference Values for various reference families.

The Open Food Network wants to use this basket to inform a comparison basket, acknowledging the current basket
is not culturally diverse.

We have amended the tool to focus on the category and weight of food as the defining characteristics, rather than
nutritional or calorific value (without specifying that consumers need to choose a particular sort of cereal for
example).

We understand this approach is by no means perfect, however it enables us to generalise the basket and hence
adapt it to a food hub and more culturally diverse context.



Data Collection - Food basket pricing comparison tool

A Pricing Comparison tool was developed and applied in the 3 contexts outlined in the previous slide.

For the Food Hub Context, the following needs to be noted for product selection comparable to the VHFB:

- Where possible, products were selected from the Merri Food Hub or Fawkner Food Hub product list

- When there was not a comparable product available, products were selected from the closest hub available on the Open
Food Network platform that had comparable product (Baw Baw Food Hub, Tas Prod Co)

- Where a comparable product in a category was not available, that product weight was added to another products
weight in the same category and then included in this way in the final price calculation

- Food hubs feature a Vegetable Box product that is an important and differentiated product to what is available at other
more traditional shops. Wanting to incorporate this product into the comparison, an estimation as made to ‘swap’ the
Veg Box for the same number of vegetables (in this instance 8 varieties) matched to the same total weight of these
vegetables (6 kgs). Some assumptions have been made here that a ‘Large Veg Box’ with 8 varieties of veg that is
available via the Merri Food Hub shopfront, does infact weigh 6kg. This information was not readily available and so
this assumption has been embedded into the calculations.

For the Organic Shop and Supermarket context, comparable products to the VHFB were readily available and so few
substitutions needed to be made.

- Products selected were the cheapest available (including generic in this instance), matched as closely to the
appropriate product size. No special prices/sale were used. No bulk products were used.


https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1uUxkWXNvZHKppxS5c4wgVW0tgLIhgU6lUgwIirOgXWc/edit?usp=sharing

Results

A Food Basket roughly comparable to the contents of a Victorian Healthy Food Basket (in weight/volume, categories
and where possible products) for 1 week for a ‘typical’ family of 4 (44 year old male, 44 year old female, 18 year old
female, 8 year old male) costs:

SUPERMARKET (Coburg Coles): $236.15
FOOD HUB (Merri Food Hub, Fawkner Wholefoods, Baw Baw Food Hub and TasProdCo): $383.26

ORGANIC SHOP (Terre Madre): $398.02

Category Supermarket Total Food Hub Total Organic Shop Total
Fruit and Veg $99.72 $103.36 $146.98

Dairy $43.33 $91.12 $71.22

Meat $52.27 $92.30 $98.03

Bread and Cereals $28.67 $51.12 $65.71




Analysis

D)

Both food hubs and the organic shop basket was significantly more expensive than the basket purchased from the
supermarket (between 162-168% more expensive - this is the regen ag tax if you like).

Some product lines were significantly more expensive at food hubs than supermarkets (dairy, meat) whilst other
product lines were comparable between the food hub and supermarket (fruit/veg and cereals/pulses).

In this instance, the food hub was slightly cheaper than the organic shop (both selling ‘regen ag’ or values aligned
produce).

This suggests that the internalised costs of the hub keep the produce at this price. For the organic shop, they are not
able to internalise these costs however they do have a larger scale that enables them to cover the burden of these
costs.

The implication is that even if hubs were to scale, they may incur significant costs in doing so that might not actually
result in a reduction in the price of the produce.




Next Steps

D)

This was a very rapid research piece based loosely on a tool developed by Monash University - the Victorian Healthy
Food Basket.

If this is to be replicated and/or scales, the tool and methodology also needs to be significantly strengthened.
It is recommended that:

Monash University is engaged in the next stage of this research to inform the development of a price

comparison tool (potentially shifting away from the Victorian Healthy Food Basket and towards the INFORMAS
optimal approach to monitor food price and affordability globally).

A larger pool of comparison sites are brought in, pricing food from a range of food hubs regionally and in
Melbourne, and comparing the price differential as a geographical level

Products selected for the ‘regenerative food’ price comparison is confirmed/traced to be grown using
regenerative and agro-ecological approaches




References

Developing a Healthy Food basket for Victoria



https://drive.google.com/file/d/1z7qNqluo3yq3w35EQ9gjNvlFFLkVN9Ds/view?usp=sharing

Regenerative and
non-regenerative
produce
affordability

Affordability for regen and non-regen produce is variable at the
suburb level.

Suburbs with larger segments of lower income quintiles will not
have the required income levels to afford regenerative produce and
support a hub model based on spending power.

In general regenerative produce is not affordable for Australian
households, while non-regenerative produce is affordable to a
significantly higher number of income brackets.




Regenerative produce affordability

At state and federal level, regen food basket prices from OFN analysis based on a 4 person household were adjusted based on the average national
number of persons in households by income quintile.

At the suburb level, regen food basket prices were adjusted based on the suburb’s average household size to account for the greater variations in
demographics across suburbs.

To estimate regenerative produce affordability, adjusted prices were compared to the estimated weekly spend on food. If the prices were

e higher than the estimated weekly spend on food, the households fall into the segment that cannot afford regenerative produce -> this value is
the starting point for estimating equitable access and supply chain pricing subsidies.

° lower than the estimated weekly spend on food, the households fall into the segment that can afford regenerative produce -> at the suburb
level this value is the starting point for estimating an enterprise’s Serviceable Addressable Segment to develop a viable business model.

To estimate non-regenerative produce affordability, adjusted prices were compared to the estimated weekly spend on food. If the prices were

e higher than the estimated weekly spend on food, the households fall into the segment that cannot afford non-regenerative produce -> this
value is the starting point for estimating food relief subsidies.

° lower than the estimated weekly spend on food, the households fall into the segment that can afford non-regenerative produce -> this value is
the starting point for understanding competitor pricing.



Regenerative produce affordability

Fawkner (Merri Food Hub) Fitzroy (High Rise Community Bakery)

market market market market

market market market market
Val’ia ble at _the size that can value that can size that cannot  value that cannot size that can value that can size that cannot  value that cannot
afford regen afford regen afford regen afford regen afford regen afford regen afford regen afford regen
b b I | |Income brackets prices prices prices prices Income brackets prices prices prices prices
supurp level.
o firl tistspend No HH that spend
equal or more No HH that spend equal or more No HH that spend
than MFH & FWC less than MFH & el e il
Seoatedfor | MEH&.FWC valse | $364.08 sfuated | MEH & EWE vale plicas of 338,20 L0 prces of
. value .26 a Vi
Suburbs with larger e A o g o S i it s oSt kg B S LR e | B it L e
HH size market suburb HH size market
| HH sizo market suburb HH size  market
Segments Of lower $ $ | s s
Income qU|nt||eS W|” | Negative/Nil income 0 0 16 0 :Nega"wmmme o‘ A = Z
. $1-$149 0 0 44 1,496 | |
| | G $1-5149 0 0 2 884
not have the required i . o = | | e 4 ’ m “ .
income levels to 9003900 u i 12 14233 | 1 5300.5399 | o o 159 16,889
. $400:4400 0 g ‘ 358 44728 | | 5400-3499 o o 215 27,013
afford regenerative |sso0.5640 o o 24 31438 | [|ssonsase _ ol o - 2
$650-8799 0 o 354 59,812 [ |
| $650-5799 0 0 7 28,892
roduce and support ‘\ | 4 -
P PP | $8005900 g ol 329 62804 | || 5800-5999 o 0 194 37,033
a h u b mo d e | b as ed |$1,000-81,249 0 o: 331 70,930 |s1.000-51,240 233 49,930 0 °
. | $1.260:31406 ol o 562 85131 | |]51,250-51,409 217 51,031 0 0
on Spend | ng power. |$1.500-51,749 0 0 279 70,199 |s1.500:51,749 191 48,087 0 °
|$1.750-81,999 | 0 0 244 64,490 |s1,750-51,99 231 61,054 ° °
| $2,000:62.406 | o| o 508 140,078 | /52,000-52.499 521 144,517 0 0
$2,500-82,999 0 0 ‘ 331 94,503 | |52 500-52,999 233 66,523 o °
{ $5,000:99, 406 ! o - 28 70052 | 1153,000-83,499 295 84,005 0 0
|53,500-83,999 ‘ o o 169 46733 | /5350053909 i 83,370 o o
| $4.000 or more | o o 344 92,849 | 1|54 000 or more 1,008 296,360 0 )
| Partial income stated(c) | 0 0 198 0| || partial income stated(c) | 5 T 220 s
| Allincomes not stated(d) 0\ 0‘ 86 0 :AII incomes not stated(d) 0 o 55 0
| Total 0 $o 4,722 $955,705 Total 3,212 $854,847 1,355 $138,889




Regenerative produce affordability

In general
regenerative produce
is not affordable for
Australian
households

There are 3 income brackets in the second
and lowest income quintiles that can afford
regenerative produce because of their
relatively lower household size compared to
their income midpoint

Victoria

: Income brackets

| Negative/Nil income
§1-$149

| s150-5299

| s300-5399

| s400-3499

| $500-3649

| s650-5799

| s800-5999
|51.00051,249
|$1.25051,499

| 51.500-51,748
|$1.75081,998
|52,00052,499
|52.500-52,999
|$3,000-83,499
|53.500-83,909

| 54,000 or more
Partial income stated(c)

| All incomes not stated(d)

| Total

market market market market
size that can value that can size that cannot  value that cannot
afford regen afford regen afford regen afford regen
prices prices prices prices
No HH that spend
equal or more No HH that spend
than MFH & FWC less than MFH &
prices of $383.26 FWC prices of
adjusted for MFH & FWC value  $383.26 adjusted  MFH & FWC value
national of serviceable for national of non-serviceable
HH size market average HH size  market
s s
| (] 0 48,714 0
| 0 0 16,534 561,995
| | |
\ 0 0 20,323 2,283,345
‘ 0 0 ‘ 50,903 5,406,904
‘ [ 0 127,941 16,074,522
93,226 13,695,429 0 0
134,416 22,710,845 0 o
0 0 141,081 26,931,423
164,898 35336217 0 0
0 0 171,575 40,348,836
| 0 0 137,681 34,641,637
| | |
‘ 0 0 133,479 35,278,742
‘ [ 0 ‘ 274771 76,217,008
| 0 0 175,438 50,089,009
| o o 152,480 43,420,792
| 0 0 94,330 26,084,788
‘ 0 0 295,295 79,702,701
| 0 0 [ 0
| o o ) )
392,540 $71,742,491 1,849,545 $437,041,701

: Income brackets

| Negative/Nil income
|51-5149

| s150-5299

| s300-5399

| s400-3499

| s500-5649

| s650-5799

| s800-5999
|51.00051,249
|$1.25051,499
|51,500-81,749
|$1.75081,999
|52,00052,498
|s2.500-52,999

| $3.000-83,499
|53.500-83,909

| 54,000 or more

: Partial income stated(c)

| All incomes not stated(d)

| Total

market market market market
size that can value that can size that cannot  value that cannot
afford regen afford regen afford regen afford regen
prices prices prices prices
No HH that spend
equal or more No HH that spend
than MFH & FWC less than MFH &
prices of $383.26 FWC prices of
adjusted for MFH & FWC value  $383.26 adjusted  MFH & FWC value
national of serviceable for national of non-serviceable
HH size market average HH size  market
$ $
| 0 0 166,449 0
| 0 0 59,825 2,033,468
| | |
‘ 0 0 111,980 8,719,741
‘ 0 o ‘ 202,363 21,494,946
| 0 0 510,397 64,126,338
|
377,669 55.481,720 [ []
535,302 90,444,300 ) )
0 0 549,447 104,885,773
636,566 136,410,593 0 [}
o 0 656,141 154,302,931
| 0 0 517,163 130,122,333
| | |
\ o 0 505,348 133,564,304
‘ 0 0‘ 1,043,721 289,511,236
‘ 0 0 662,274 189,084,737
| o o 582,333 165,827,386
‘ 0 0 363,701 100,573,131
| 0 0 1,152,627 311,104,101
| 0 0 [ 0
| o o ) )
1,549,537  $282,336,613 7,083,769 $1,675,350,515




Fitzroy (High Rise Community Bakery)

. market market market market market market market market
Varlable at the size that can value that can size that cannot  value that cannot size that can value that can size that cannot  value that cannot
afford Coles afford Coles afford Coles afford Coles afford Coles afford Coles afford Coles afford Coles
su b u rb I eve | | Income brackets prices prices prices prices Income brackets prices prices prices prices
HH that spend HH that spend
‘equal or more HH that spend less ‘equal or more HH that spend less
than Coles prices than Coles prices than Coles prices than Coles prices
of $234.02 0f $234.02 of $234.02 of $234.02
adjusted for adjusted for Coles value of adjusted for adjusted for Coles value of
suburb average  Coles value of suburb average  non-addressable suburb average  Coles value of suburb average  non-addressable
HH size i market HH size - market HH size market HH size market
$ $ $ $
‘ Negative/Nil income 0 [] 116 0 Negative/Nil income 0 0 78 []
| 515149 0 ) a4 1,49 $1-3149 0 0 2% 884
|s150-5209 [ 0 80 6,220 $150-5299 0 0 s 5,99
_} $300-5399 0 0 134 14,233 $300-$399 0 0 159 16,889
| $400-3499 0 0 356 44,728 $400-8499 215 27,013 0 0
| $500-3649 0 0 214 31,438 $500-3649 151 22,183 0 0
71 $650-$799 0 0 354 50,812 $650-$799 171 28,892 0 [
|s800-s999 329 62,804 0 0 $800-$999 194 37,033 0 0
|$1,000-51,249 331 70,930 0 0 $1,000-81,249 233 49,930 0 )
7\ $1,250-81,499 362 85,131 0 0 $1,250-81,499 217 51,031 0 0
|$1,50081,749 279 70,199 0 ° $1,500-81,749 191 48,057 0 0
| $1.750-81,999 244 64,490 0 0 $1,750-81,999 231 61,054 0 0
$2,000-82,499 505 140,079 0 0 $2,000-82,499 521 144,517 0 0
$2,500-52,999 331 94,503 0 0 $2,500-$2,999 233 66,523 0 0
$3,000-83,499 246 70,052 0 0 $3,000-83 499 295 84,005 0 0
|| $3.500-83,999 169 46,733 0 0 $3,500-83,999 193 53,370 0 )
1 $4,000 or more 344 92,849 0 0 $4,000 or more 1,098 296,360 [1] 0
| Partial income stated(c) 0 0 198 0 Partial income stated(c) [ 0 229 0
All incomes not stated(d) 0 0 86 0 All incomes not stated(d) 0 0 55 0
| Total 3,140 $797,769 1,582 $157,936 Jotss 3,943 $969,968 624 $23,769
i




Non-regenerative produce affordability

In general, non-regenerative
pricing is affordable to a

significantly higher number
of income brackets.

 Income brackets

Negative/Nil income

1 $1-3149

$150-3299

$300-3399

| 8400-8499

1 $500-3649

1 $650-3799

‘ $800-3999

‘ $1,000-81,249

1 $1,250-81,499
$1,500-81,749
$§1,750-81,999

1 $2,000-82,499

1 $2,500-82,999
$3,000-83,499

|| $3.500-83,999

$4,000 or more

| Partial income stated(c)
‘AII incomes not stated(d)

Total

market market market market
size that can value that can size that cannot  value that cannot
afford Coles afford Coles afford Coles afford Coles
prices prices prices prices
HH that spend
‘equal or more HH that spend less
than Coles prices than Coles prices
of $234.02 of $234.02
adjusted for adjusted for Coles value of
national Coles value of national.
HH size market HH size market
$ $
0 0 48,714 o
o [ 16,534 561,995
0 0 29,323 2,283,345
50,903 5,406,904 [ L]
127,941 16,074,522 [ o
93,226 13,695,429 0 0
134,416 22,710,845 [ [
141,081 26,931,423 0 o
164,898 35,336,217 0 0
171,575 40,348,836 [ 0
137,681 34,641,637 [ [
133,479 35,278,742 0 0o
274,771 76,217,008 0 0
175,438 50,089,009 [ [
152,480 43,420,792 o L]
94,330 26,084,788 0 [
295,295 79,702,701 [ 0
0 0 [ o
0 0 [ [
2,147,514  $505,938,852 94,571 $2,845,340

 Income brackets

Consumer market Consumer market Consumer market Consumer market

| NegativeiNi income
| s1-8149

| s150-5299

| s300-5399

|| s400-8499

|| $500-5649

‘ $650-5799

‘ $800-3999

.1 $1,000-81,249

| $1.25081,490

| 51.500-81,749
|$1.750-51,999
|$2.000-52,499

|| s2.500-52,999

| $3,000-83 499

‘ $3,500-83,999

1 $4,000 or more

} Partial income stated(c)

| All incomes not stated(d)

| Total

size that can value that can size that cannot  value that cannot
afford Coles afford Coles afford Coles afford Coles
prices prices prices prices
HH that spend
‘equal or more HH that spend less
than Coles prices than Coles prices
of $234.02 of $234.02
adjusted for adjusted for Coles value of
national Coles value of nnational
HH size addressable market HH size market
$ $
0 0 166,449 0o
0 o 59,825 2,033,468
0 0 111,980 8,719,741
202,363 21,494,946 o [
510,397 64,126,338 [ 0o
377,669 55,481,720 [ 0
535,302 90,444,300 0 [
549,447 104,885,773 o [
636,566 136,410,593 0 0
656,141 154,302,931 0 [
517,163 130,122,333 [ [
505,348 133,564,394 0 [
1,043,721 289,511,236 0 0
662,274 189,084,737 [ [
582,333 165,827,386 [ 0
363,701 100,573,131 o [
1,152,627 311,104,101 0 0
0 0 0 [
0 0 [ [
8,295,052 $1,946,933,919 338,254  $10,753,209




Recommendations

To provide equitable access to regenerative produce, affordable pricing is
a key factor BUT it alone will not reduce all the barriers to equitable
access to food which need to be addressed concurrently.

Both Merri Food Hub and High Rise Community Bakery confirmed that
pricing is the primary purchase criteria for lower income and CALD
communities.




The Regen Pricing
Gap

We adjusted the regen & non regen pricing based on average
household numbers and calculated the gap.

The economic model OFN built can be used to estimate the
proposed subsidisation split for supply chain subsidisation and
equitable access food subsidies




Regenerative produce affordability

To estimate the Food Basket Total Potential Spend (Regen Pricing), we multiplied the Total Addressable Market with the adjusted Regen Food Basket Price.

To estimate the THE REGEN GAP: between potential spend at regen prices and current market behaviour, we calculated the difference between the Food Basket Total
Potential Spend (Regen Pricing) and the Total Addressable Market ($ Value). This value represents the pricing subsidisation required to make regenerative produce
affordable and is the starting point to estimate

° the equitable access to food pricing subsidy (based on the income brackets deemed to require the subsidy)
° the food supply chain pricing subsidy (the gap represented by the higher income brackets that can be addressed along the supply chain)



The regenerative pricing gap

Fawkner (Merri Food Hub)

Proposed subsidisation split
H Gap reflocted by the top  Gap reflected in the
The model estimates the suburb S e, " [t & i e
THE REGEN GAP: funded along the supply quintiles funded at the
1AL between potential chain for climate, food  end of the supply chain
level regen pricing gap & Food BasketToal spand atregen - THEREGENGAP  systom ollence and by food
Total Addressable Total Addressable Potential Spend prices and current at Household ‘equitable access ‘subsidy for equitable
=1 . . Income brackets Market (HH#) Market ($ Value)  (Regen Pricing) market behaviour Level outcomes access outcome
proposed subsidisation split » » »
| PER WEEK Total
Value of Estimated  Difference between
\of Regen Price at  Total Value of ~ $383.26 adjusted [
| (HH# x MFH & Estimated of for suburb average |
FWC prices Regen Price and  HH size -
Total value of $383.26 adjusted  Total Valueof  Estimated Weekly }
addressable for suburb average Estimated Spend on Food (0 Food supply chain pricing  Equitable access to food
spending ' HH size) _Spomﬂng _-NoGap) subsidy pricing subsidy \
Fawkner: Total Addressable Market and The Regen Pricing Gap Total § s $
$1,500,000 Negative/Nil income 116 0 33,344 33,344 287 33,344
$1-5149 a4 1,496 12,648 11,152 253 11,152
$150-5299 80 6,229 22,99 16,766 210 16,766
$300-3399 134 14,233 38,518 24,284 181 24,284
$1,000,000 $400-8499 356 44,728 102,330 57,603 162 57,603
$500-5649 214 31,438 61,513 30,075 141 30,075
$650-5799 354 59,812 101,756 41,944 18 41,944
$800-3999 329 62,804 94,569 31,765 o7 31,765
$500,000
$1,000-51,249 331 70,930 95,144 24,214 73 24,214
$1,250-81,499 362 85,131 104,085 18,925 52 18,925
$1,500-81,749 279 70,199 80,197 9,999 36 9,999
S0 $1,750-81,989 244 64,490 70,137 5,647 23 5,647
Total Addressable Market THE REGEN GAP: Subtotal $2,000-52,499 505 140,079 145,160 5,081 10 5,081
($ value) between potential spend $2,500-82,999 331 94,503 95,144 641 2 641
at regen prices anq $3,000-33 499 246 70,052 70,711 660 3 660
current market behaviour
$3,500-53,999 169 46,733 48,578 1,845 1 1,845
W Positive [ Negative [l Subtotal $4,000 or more 34 92,849 98,881 6,032 18 6,032
Partial income stated(c) 198 | o 56,914 56,914 287 56,914
Allincomes not stated(d) 8 0 24,720 24,720 287 24,720
Total 4,722 $955,705 $1,357,315 $401,611 $130,464 $271,147




The regenerative pricing gap

The model estimates the suburb
level regen pricing gap &
proposed subsidisation split

Fitzroy: Total Addressable Market and The Regen Pricing Gap

$1,250,000
$1,000,000 _
$750,000

$500,000

$250,000

$0

Total Addressable Market
($ Value)

THE REGEN GAP:
between potential spend
at regen prices and
current market behaviour

W Positive [ Negative [l Subtotal

Subtotal

Income brackets

Total Addressable

Negative/Nil income
$1-5149
$150-3298
$300-8399
$400-3499
$500-3649
$650-8799
$800-3999
$1,000-81,249
$1,250-81,499
$1,500-81,749
$1,750-81,999
$2,000-82,499
$2,500-82,999
$3,000-83,499
$3,500-83,999
$4,000 or more

Partial income stated(c)
All incomes not stated(d)

Total

Fitzroy (High Rise Community Bakery)

Proposed subsidisation split

Gap reflected by the top Gap reflected in the

3 income quintiles lowest & 2nd income
THE REGEN GAP: funded along the supply quintiles funded at the
between potential chain for climate, food  end of the supply chain ¢
Food Basket Total spend at regen THE REGEN GAP system resilience and by consumer food 1
Total Addressable Potential Spend prices and current at Household equitable access subsidy for equitable
Market ($ Value)  (Regen Pricing) market behaviour Level outcomes ~access outcome |
PER WEEK Total
Value of Estimated  Difference between ‘
of Regen Price at  Total Value of $383.26 adjusted I
(HH# x MFH & Estimated of for suburb average } i
FWC prices Regen Price and  HH size - .
Total value of $383.26 adjusted  Total Value of Estimated Weokly 1.
addressable for suburb average Estimated Spend on Food (0 Food supply chain pricing Equitable access to food .
spending HH size) | Spending = No Gap) subsidy | pricing subsidy L.
Total $ $ $
78 o 14,947 14,947 192 14,947
26 884 4,982 4,099 158 4,099
77 5,996 14,756 8,760 114 8,760
159 16,889 30,469 13,580 85 13,580
215 27,013 41,200 14,188 66 14,188
151 22,183 28,936 6,753 45 6,753
171 28,892 32,769 3,877 23 3,877
194 37,033 37176 143 1 143
233 49,930 44,650 0 0 0
217 51,031 41,584 0 0 [
191 48,057 36,601 0 0 0
231 61,054 44,267 o 0 [
521 144,517 99,839 0 0 [
233 66,523 44,650 0 0 [
295 84,005 56,531 0 0 [
193 53,370 36,985 0 0 [
1,008 296,360 210,410 0 o []
229 o ‘ 43,883 43,883 192 43,883
55| 0 10,540 10,540 192 10,540
4,565 $993,737 $875,174 $120,769 $54,423 $66,346




The regenerative pricing gap

Victoria Proposed subsidisation split

Gap reflected by the top Gap reflected in the

Th d | 3 h 3 income quintiles lowest & 2nd income
e mode eSt| mateS t e State THE REGEN GAP: funded along the supply _quintiles funded at the
between potential chain for climate, food  end of the supply chain |
L Food Basket Total spend at regen THE REGEN GAP  system and by food 1
Ievel reg e n p r I CI n g g a p & Total Addressable Total Addressable Potential Spend  prices and current at Household equitable access subsidy for equitable
Income brackets Market (HH#) Market ($ Value)  (Regen Pricing) market behaviour Level outcomes access outcome |
proposed subsidisation split PER WEEK Tl Oifranc bovoon
Value of Estimated  Total Value of H
of Regen Price at  Estimated of $383.26 adjusted {4
(HH# x MFH & Regen Price and  for national ‘ {
FWC prices Total Value of ‘average HH size - |
Totalvalueof ~ $383.26 adjusted  Estimated Estimated I
addressable for national Spending (0 = Ne Spend on Food (0  Food supply chain pricing Equitable access to food i
spending average HH size)  Gap) = No Gap) subsidy pricing subsidy |
) ) L Total § s $
Victoria: Total Addressable Market and The Regen Pricing Gap
$600,000,000
Negative/Ni income 48,714 0 7,001,298 7,001,298 144 7,001,298
| Se0618879 $569,403071
$1-5149 16,534 561,995 2,376,308 1,814,313 10 1,814,313
$150-5299 29,323 2,283,345 4,214,375 1,931,030 66 1,931,030
$400,000,000 $300-$399 50,903 5,406,904 7,315,906 1,908,003 38 1,909,003
$400-8499 127,941 16,074,522 18,388,000 2,313,478 18 2,313,478
$500-5649 93,226 13,695,429 13,398,674 0 0 0
$650-5799 134,416 22,710,845 19,318,604 0 0 0
$200,000,000 $800-5999 141,081 26,931,423 28,387,120 1,455,696 10 1,455,696
$1,000-51,249 164,898 35,336,217 33,179,374 0 0 0
$1,250-81,499 171,575 40,348,836 44,386,538 4,037,703 24 4,037,703
50 $1.500-81,749 137,681 34,641,637 35,618,144 976,507 7 976,507
Total Addressable Market THE REGEN GAP: Subtotal $1,750-81,999 133,479 35,278,742 39,646,800 4,368,058 33 4,368,058
($ Value) between potential spend $2,000-52,499 274,771 76,217,008 81,614,268 5,397,260 20 5,397,260
at regen prices and $2,500-82,999 175,438 50,089,009 52,109,735 2,020,726 12 2,020,726
current market behaviour $3,000-83,499 162,480 43,420,702 49,673,562 6,252,771 # 6.252,771
- Positive . Negative . Subtotal $3,500-83,999 94,330 26,084,788 30,729,978 4,645,190 49 4,645,190
$4,000 or more 295,295 79,702,701 96,198,547 16,495,846 56 16,495,846
Partial income stated(c) 105,011 | 0 [ 0 0 0
Allincomes not stated(d) 43,142 0 0 0 0 0

Total 2390232 $508,784,192 $563,557,232  $60,618,879 $44,194,061 $16,424,818




The regenerative pricing gap

Proposed subsidisation split

Gap reflected by the top Gap reflected in the

The model estimates the federal AR soon e Y | e S
THE REGEN GAP: funded along the supply quintiles funded at the
between potential chain for climate, food  end of the supply chain |
I I 1AL & Food Basket Total spend at regen THE REGEN GAP  system and by food 1
eve reg e n p r I CI n g g a p Total Addressable Total Addressable Potential Spend prices and current at Household equitable access subsidy for equitable
Income brackets Market (HH#) Market ($ Value)  (Regen Pricing) market behaviour Level outcomes access outcome |
proposed subsidisation split PERWEEK Toal_ Diferono bovoon
Value of Estimated  Total Value of H
‘of Regen Price at  Estimated of $383.26 adjusted |
(HH#E x MFH & Regen Price and  for national ‘ {
FWC prices Total Value of ‘average HH size - {
Total value of $383.26 adjusted  Estimated Estimated Weekly It
addressable for national Spending (0 =Ne Spend on Food (0  Food supply chain pricing Equitable access to food i
spending average HH size) »Gap) = No Gap) subsidy pricing subsidy !l
.. s Total $ s $
Australia: Total Addressable Market and The Regen Pricing
Gap
$2,500,000,000 Negative/Nil income 166,449 0 23,922,466 23,922,466 144 23,922,466
$1-5149 59,825 2,033,468 8,598,199 6,564,730 10 6,564,730
$2,000,000,000 _ $2,187,990,724 $150-3298 111,980 8,719,741 16,094,046 7,374,305 66 7,374,305
$300-5399 202,363 21,494,946 29,084,116 7,589,170 38 7,589,170
$400-3499 510,397 64,126,338 73,355,533 9,229,195 18 9,229,195
$1,500,000,000
$500-3649 377,669 55,481,720 54,279,633 0 0 0
$650-5799 535,302 90,444,300 76,934,942 0 0 0
$1,000,000,000
$800-5999 549,447 104,885,773 110,565,055 5,669,282 10 5,669,282
$1,000-51,249 636,566 136,410,593 128,084,400 0 0 0
$500,000,000 $1,250-81,499 656,141 154,302,931 169,744,005 15,441,074 24 15,441,074
$1.500-81,749 517,163 130,122,333 133,790,327 3,667,994 7 3,667,994
$0 $1,750-81,999 505,348 133,564,394 150,101,748 16,537,354 33 16,537,354
Total Addressable Market =~ THE REGEN GAP: Subtotal
3 2,000-82,499 1,043,721 289,511 310,012,7° 20,501, 20 20,501,
($ Value) between potential spend > $ 11236 % 501,550 0.64,580
at regen prices and $2,500-52,999 662,274 189,084,737 196,712,928 7,628,191 12 7,628,191
current market behaviour $3,000-83,499 582,333 165,827,386 189,707,204 23,879,818 a 23,879,818
B Positve [ Negative [l Subtotal $3,500-83,999 363,701 100,573,131 118,483,238 17,910,107 49 17,910,107
$4,000 or more 1,152,627 311,104,101 375,492,450 64,388,350 56 64,388,350
Partial income stated(c) 480,469 | 0 0 0 0 0
Al incomes not stated(d) 161,440 | 0 0 0 0 0

Total 9,275,217 $1,957,687,128 $2,164,952,985 $230,303,595 $169,954,446 $60,349,149




Recommendations

At a suburb level, enterprises can use The Regen Gap and Equitable

access food subsidy values as targets for fundraising in the near term.

Preliminary findings of the funding required to improve equitable food
access through pricing for Victoria:

e The Regen Gap - $60,618,879
o  Producer/supply chain subsidisation - $44,194,061
o Equitable access food subsidies - $16,424,818

Preliminary findings of the funding required to improve equitable food
access through pricing for Australia:

e The Regen Gap - $230,303,595
o Producer/Supply chain subsidisation - $169,954,446
o Equitable access food subsidies - $60,349,149

D)

These recommendations need to be
considered and communicated in context!

Direct producer/supply chain subsidies need
to be implemented within context of
comprehensive interventions to increase
regenerative food supply (much more $
needed for this broader work, relative to
subsidies).

Direct equitable access subsidies need to be
implemented within context of
comprehensive interventions to increase
equitable access (much more $ needed for
this broader work, relative to subsidies).




Hybrid Business
Model: Merri

5 scenario options to allow for the hub to scale. 4 options are
based on externalised labour costs (volunteers).

Fawkner & Glenroy have a greater need for equitable access to
food.

Merri Food Hub will have to service Glenroy, Hadfield and Coburg
North segments to base part of their business model on
affordability.

‘These markets are not large enough to fully cross subsidise the
lower income brackets within their own suburbs let alone the
Fawkner community - external funding is required.




Hybrid Business Model Methodology

Data Limitations
e  Pricing data for hub (Merri Food Hub & Fawkner Wholefood e  Pricing data for a nearby hub and supermarket was done for
Collective) Fawkner and used as a proxy for Fitzroy. Pending further funding
e  Pricing data from nearby supermarket(s) (Coles) or hub capacity, pricing analysis for High Rise Community
° Estimated serviceable addressable segment size Bakery should be done based on a local hub and supermarket.
° Competitors in the market
° Cost of goods sold
e  Fixed costs (overheads) including wages



Hybrid Business Model Methodology

Research question

How do we structure a business model that meets market demand as well as public good outcomes?

Step 1 - Breakeven analysis

1.
2.
3.

Calculate weekly fixed costs including wages
Calculate average contribution margin

/ Provided by partners
Calculate target weekly revenue

Step 2 - Market segmentation

1.

2.

Segment the Total Addressable Market to estimate the size of segments
that
a. can afford hub pricing (for further serviceable segmentation)
b. cannot afford hub pricing (for estimating funding required for
pricing subsidy) Completed by OFN
Segment the affordable segment to estimate the Serviceable Addressable

Segment by
a. needs and behaviour from ABS demographics data (e.g. # of
people who work from home,
b. limitations of hub operations (e.g. opening days)
C. competitors & alternatives

»" =\ Pending partner capacity and
*./ further funding

Pricing strategy evaluation

Step 3 - Identify target markets (suburbs) .=\ Pending partner capacity and

../ further funding

Compare target weekly revenue to estimated market size of the
Serviceable Addressable Segments of each suburb to estimate the
required market share for breakeven

Run historical comparison of target weekly revenue with previous
weekly revenue revenue to assess scaling requirements

Dimensions for bringing in money

same suburbs but lower income groups via food subsidies and/or
donations

new suburbs but same income quintiles via new pick up partners (what
are the incremental costs through delivery/venue hire/wages)

access funding for impact outcomes or to subsidise wages /
operations

"=\ Pending partner capacity and
../ further funding

Assess the appropriate pricing strategy for cross subsidisation to lower
income brackets based on segmentation - tiered / sliding scale pricing,
variable product margins, etc



Step 1: Breakeven - Merri Food Hub

Overhead calculations

d A B C D S| F G H | J K

Merri Food Hub has
5 scenario options to
allow for the hub to
scale.

CTD (4 hr MMA, 8 hr ~ CTD (4 hr MMA, 6 hr CTD (4 hr back office,
Hub) Hu 4 hr MMA, 8 hr Hub)
SH (1 hr back office, 6 SH (1 hr b ffice, [ ub SH (2 hr back office, 6
hr Hub) (4hr Hu hr Hub)
Venue hire/52 . X $6, 00 $0.00
Insurance/52 X . : 8 $700.00
$300.00

1$13,440.00 §2
9 ( ) $1,440.00
Stationery, printing/48 X $400.00
$640.00

4 options are based
on externalised
labour costs
(volunteers).

Google/52 00" 7 X 54.15 [ $216.00
) Xero/52 .00 " § 572000  $13.85 NSI0:00
3 7] $29,636.00 $602.87 | $46,656.00

5 |Weekly profit target X 763.77° $812.87 KPR PR y)

Breakeven calculations

Breakeven Breakeven Breakeven Breakeven Breakeven
(Green) (yellow) (orange) (red) (purple)

Average
contribution
margin 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.29

Weekly profit

target $1,093 $918 $813 $603 $968
Weekly

revenue target $3,825 $3,213 $2,845 $2,110 $3,388



ket segmentation - Merri Food Hub

Glenroy
y market market market
market market market
h -t d size that can value that can size that cannot  value that cannot atze that can yalue fhat can Size that cannot | |valus fhiat cannak
ave a g rea e r n ee afford regen afford regen afford regen afford regen afford regen afford regen afford regen afford regen
f b I Income brackets prices prices prices prices Income brackets prices prices prices prices
q No HH that spend
No HH that spend
to food i o thet e than MFH & FWC Jesa thon NEHE
. than MFH & FWC less than MFH & n
prices of $383.26 FWC prices of prices of $383.26 FWC prices of
eNateaibr MFH & FWC valuo  $383.26 adjusted  MFH & FWC value adjusted for MFH & FWC value  $383.26 adjusted  MFH & FWC value
average suburb  of serviceable for average of non-serviceable average suburb  of serviceable for average of non-serviceable
HH size market suburb HH size  market HH size market suburb HH size market 1
s s $ $
| T = |
Negative/Ni income 0 0 16 0 Negative/Nil income o 0 199 [
$1-5149 0 0 “ 1.496 $1-$149 o 0 65 2,209
$150-5299 0 0 80 6,229 $150-5299 o 0 130 10,123
| $300-3399 0 0 134 14,233 $300-3399 I 0 0 213 22,625
$400-8499 0 0 356 44728 $400-3499 0 0 546 68,600
x - i
$500-3649 0 0 214 31,438 $500-3649 0 0 350 51,417
$650-8799 0 [} ‘ 354 59,812 $650-3799 i 0 0| 511 86,338
$800-3999 0 0 ‘ 329 62,804 $800-5999 0 ‘ 0 | 475 90,674
$1,000-81,249 0 0 331 70,930 $1,000-81,249 0 0 608 130,289
$1,250-81,499 0 0‘ 362 85,131 $1,250-81,499 0‘ 0 609 143,217
$1.500-81,749 0 0 279 70,199 §$1.500-81,749 530 133,352 0 0
$1,750-81,999 0 0 244 64,490 $§1,750-81,999 496 131,084 0 [
| $2,000-82,499 OJ 0 505 140,079 $2,000-82,499 1,023 283,764 0 0
$2,500-82,999 0 0 331 94,503 $2,500-82,999 650 185,580 0 0
$3,000-83,499 0‘ 0 ‘ 246 70,052 $3,000-83,499 577 184,80_9 0 [
| $3,500-83,999 (] ‘ 0 ‘ 169 46,733 $3,500-83,999 362 100,103 0 [
$4,000 or more o o 344 92,849 $4,000 or more 724 195,414 ) )
Partial income stated(c) 0 0 198 0 Partial income stated(c) 0 0 37 0
Al incomes not stated(d) o 0 86 0 Allincomes not stated(d) { 0 191 0
| Total 0 $0 4,722 $955,705 Total 4,362 $1,193,615 4,268 $605,492




Step 2: Market segmentation - Merri Food Hub

Hadfield Coburg North

i i market market market market market market market
Merrl FOOd HUb WI” size that can value that can size that cannot  value that cannot size that can value that can size that cannot  value that cannot
. afford regen afford regen afford regen afford regen afford regen afford regen afford regen afford regen
h ave to S e Irvi C e Income brackets prices prices prices prices Income brackets prices prices prices prices
No HH that spend No HH that spend
Glenroy' Hadﬁeld and equal or more No HH that spend equal or more No HH that spend
than MFH & FWC less than MFH & than MFH & FWC less than MFH &
Coburg Nor‘th prices of $383.26 FWC prices of prices of $383.26 FWC prices of
adjusted for MFH & FWC value  $383.26 adjusted MFH & FWC value adjusted for MFH & FWC value  $383.26 adjusted MFH & FWC value
average suburb  of serviceable for average of non-serviceable average suburb  of serviceable for average of non-serviceable
Segments to base HH size market suburb HH sizo  market i HH size market suburb HH size  market )
$ $ $ $
part of their business
del Negative/Nil income | o 0 56 0 Negative/Nil income o 0 48 [}
mo e On $1-$149 | Oi 0 21 714 $1-5149 0:‘ o 17 578
affo rda blllty $150-3299 | o 0 33 2,570 $150-3299 0 0 55 4,283
$300-3399 | 0 0 67 717 $300-8399 0 0 73 7,754
$400-3499 0 0 193 24,249 $400-3499 0 0 167 20,982
$500-3649 0 0 91 13,368 $500-3649 0 0 121 17,776
These markets a re $650-3799 | 0} 0 155 26,189 $650-3799 [ 0 151 25513
£ ! = . =
not la rge enoug h to $800-5999 | o 0 152 25,016 $800-3999 o 0 140 26,725
. $1,000-81,249 01 0 169 36,215 $1,000-81,249 0 0 173 37,072
fU”y cross subsidise $1,250-81,499 o [) 154 36,216 $1,250-81,499 o ) 175 41,154
. $1,500-81,749 142 35,728 0 0 $1,500-81,749 180 45,289 [ 0
the |0Wer Income $1,750-81,999 158 41,760 0 0 $1,750-81,999 170 44,931 L] 0
b rac ket s wit hin th eir $2,000-82,499 244 67,682 [ 0 $2,000-82,499 366 101,522 0 0
$2,500-82,999 168 47,965 0 0 $2,500-82,999 253 72,234 [ 0
own suburbs let $3,000-83,499 151 42,999 o ) $3,000-83,499 230 65,496 0 0
$3,500-83,999 84 23,228 0 0 $3,500-83,999 157 43,415 0 0
alone the FaWkner $4,000 or more ! 10} 4},097 o [] $4,000 or more ! 4@ 1!5;!31 o 0
H Partial income stated(c) 0 0 83 o Partial income stated(c) 0 0 132 0
Co m m u n Ity' All incomes not stated(d) | ol 0 65 [ All incomes not stated(d) | 0 0 40 0

Total 1,131 $309,026 1,239 $175,653 Total 1,785 $488,678 1,292 $181,837




Recommendations - Merri Food Hub

D)

To offer equitable access to food to all 4 suburbs, Merri Food Hub will need to

e Raise funds for
o food subsidies for the 2 lowest income quintiles for all four suburbs, and
o  hub operations to meet the other non price related equitable access needs of these communities
e Access support to
o complete their Serviceable Addressable Segmentation
o identify target markets and undertake a pricing strategy evaluation for breakeven to cross-subsidise low-income
brackets




Hybrid Business
Model: High Rise

° Very small revenue target

° There is likely to be a large enough Serviceable Addressable
Segment - no need for further segmentation

° This pricing analysis model OFN built can be used to apply variable
contribution margins. Total revenue for the current highest pricing
tier will not reach the weekly target revenue for breakeven.




Step 1: Breakeven - High Rise Community Bakery

HRCB Overheads
Tara wages $437 Overhead calculations

Cass wages $553
Hi g h Rise Total Overheads $990
. Note: In terms of market expenses, we do not pay any venue or infrastructure-related costs that | am aware of. The only thing that might change is
Com mun |ty Ba kery our production amount. For example, this week there isn't a community grocer market, so we will prepare less today and only sell a small amount
tomorrow.
have a Very sma ” Note: In terms of max production numbers, this is just an estimate. It's difficult to know what our true max production capacity is. We've tried to
revenue target calculate this based on the tins/bannetons that we have available but that is impacted by how much fridge space we have available for proofing and
g even how much bench space we have available to prep such a large number of loaves (needing time to proof on the bench in between shaping).

Note: In terms of packaging, this can vary as sometimes people may buy several items but only use one bag The paper bags that we use work are
either .05 or 0.17 each (depending on product) so perhans we c: : A X at do you think?

Cost of goods sold calculations

COGS

Product White loaves Rye loaves Focaccia single Focaccia whole Bagels Honey oat Danish Rye

Production cost $1.09 $1.25 $0.58 $1.75 $0.41 $2.57 $6.86

Packagings cost $0.05 $0.17 $0.05 $0.17 $0.05 $0.17 $0.17

Total unit cost $1.14 $1.42 $0.63 $1.92 $0.46 $2.74 $7.03
Total units

Max production capacity

volume 30 15 30 10 125 12 9 231
Max COGS per
week

Max COGS per week $34.20 $21.30 $18.90 $19.20 $57.50 $32.88 $63.27 $247.25

Breakeven analysis

TotaliCred e $090 Breakeven calculations
Max COGS per week

based on production
capacity $247.25

Weekly revenue target \ $1,237|




ket segmentation - High Rise Community Bakery

Fitzroy (High Rise Community Bakery) Brunswick East (High Rise Community Bakery)

[of market C market C market C market
. . market market market market size that can value that can size that cannot  value that cannot
T h e re I S I I ke | y to b e a size that can value that can size that cannot  value that cannot afford regen afford regen afford regen afford regen
afford regen afford regen afford regen afford regen Income brackets prices prices prices prices
| h Income brackets prices prices prices prices
arge enoug No HH that spend
S . b I No HH 3" spend Py equal or more than No HH that spend
erviceabple than MFH & FWC less than MFH & f,’,i';é,_’;‘:’c pices ek ':"",,c Ms
prices of $383.26 FWC prices of adjusted for MFH & FWC value  $383.26 adjusted  MFH & FWC value
Addre Ssable adjusted for MFH & FWC value  $383.26 adjusted  MFH & FWC value average subucb W of soricoatis o averat o e
average suburb of serviceable for average of non-serviceable HH size market suburb HH size market
HH size market suburb HH size  market i
Segment - no need s s $ $
fo r fu rt h e r | Negative/Ni income ‘ 0 07‘ 78 0 Negative/Nil income 0 0 73 0
segmentation | : : . =] ises J i -
$150-5299 [ 0 0 4 5,996 2 G
$300-5399 | o 0 159 16peg 99008399 4 0 il 12215
$400-8499 [ 0 0 215 27,013 | $400-8499 0 0 222 27,892
$500-8649 \ o o 151 22,183 $500-5649 o o 166 24,386
$650-5799 \ o o 171 28,892 $650-$799 o o 224 37,847
$800-5999 0 ol 194 37,033 | $800-5999 0 0 261 49,823
$1,000-81,249 233 49,930 0 0 $1,000-81,249 397 85,074 0 0
$1,250-81,499 217 51,031 0 0 || $1,250-$1,499 419 98,535 0 [
$1,500-81,749 191 48,057 0 0 $1,500-51,749 a7 118,507 0 0
$1,750-81,999 231 61,054 0 0 ||$1,750-$1,999 435 114,971 0 [
|| $2,000-52,499 521 144,517 0 [ $2,000-52,499 947 262,682 0 0
$2,500-52,999 233 66,523 0 0 ||$2,500-$2,999 422 120,485 0 0
|$3.000-83,49 295 84,005 0 0 ||$3,000-$3,499 496 141,243 0 [
| $3,500-83,999 193 53,370 [ 0 $3,500-$3,999 352 97,337 0 0
| $4,000 or more 1,098 296,360 0 0 $4,000 or more 991 267,480 0 0
| Partial income stated(c) | 0 o 229 o Partial income stated(c) o 0 236 0
| All incomes not stated(d) | o 0 55 0 All incomes not stated(d) 0 0 41 0

| Total 3212 $854,847 1,355 $138,889 | roral 4930  $1,306,314 1,423 $157,861




ket segmentation - High Rise Community Bakery

Thornbury (High Rise Community Bakery)

C market C market market C market
size that can value that can size that cannot  value that cannot
afford regen afford regen afford regen afford regen
1 Income brackets prices prices prices prices
No HH that spend
equal or more than No HH that spend
MFH & FWC prices less than MFH &
of $383.26 FWC prices of
adjusted for MFH & FWC value  $383.26 adjusted MFH & FWC value
average suburb of serviceable for average of non-serviceable
HH size market suburb HH size market
$ $
_Negalive(NiI income 0‘ 0_ 124 0
||$1-$149 (4 0 44 1,496
1 $150-$299 0 0| 92 7,164
| $300-$399 0 0 221 23,475
|| $400-$499 0 (] 417 52,392
1 $500-$649 0 0 299 43,925
| $650-8799 o o 362 61,163
$800-$999 0 0 373 71,203
$1,000-$1,249 0 0 508 108,860
| $1,250-51,499 515 121,111‘ 0 0
1 $1,500-81,749 447 112,469 0 0
1 $1,750-$1,999 441 116,557 0 0
| $2,000-52,499 881 244,375 0 0
| $2,500-82,999 533 152,176 0 0
| $3,000-83,499 560 159,468 0 0
| $3,500-83,999 383 105,910 0 0
1 $4,000 or more 1,406 379,492 0 0
Partial income stated(c) 0 0 295 0
All incomes not stated(d) 0 0 82 0

: Total 5,166 $1,391,557 2,817 $369,677




Contribution margin scenarios based on current pricing tiers

ngh Rise S ioA  Scenario B Scenario C
. Somewhere in  Dough for
C ommun |ty B a ke ry Price tier Discount dough the middle dough Current contribution margins
can use th IS p ricin g Contribution margin 251 4.26 6.02 White loaves << change these values to test different outcomes
. Sales factor (price
ana |yS is model OFN multiplier) 3.51 526 7.02
bU I lt tO a p p ly varia b l e Contribution margin 1.82 3.225 4.64 Rye loaves
ntri ion marqins. Sales factor (price
contributio argins multiplier) 2.82 4.23 5.64
Contribution margin 217 3.76 5.35 Focaccia single
Sales factor (price
multiplier) 3.17 4.76 6.35
Contribution margin 1.61 2.645 4.21 Focaccia whole
Sales factor (price
multiplier) 2.61 3.65 5.21
Contribution margin 225 3.35 4.45 Bagels
Sales factor (price
multiplier) 3.25 4.35 5.45
Contribution margin 1.19 1.92 2.65 Honey oat
Sales factor (price
multiplier) 2.19 2.92 3.65
Contribution margin 0.00 0.422 1.00 Danish Rye
Sales factor (price

multiplier) 1.00 1.42 2.00



Pricing strategy evaluation - High Rise Community Bakery

Total revenue for the "
. Pricing & max weekly revenue
current highest ‘

pricing tier will not Product White loaves  Rye loaves Focaccia single Focaccia whole Bagels Honey oat 'Danish Rye

Scenario A
reach the weekly Price $4.00 $4.00 $2.00 $5.00 $1.50 $6.00 $7.03
target revenue for SRak waskly raventie | Sl oo 3061 202 FECE etk 3932r il
Scenario B
breakeven. 'Price ‘ $6.00 $6.00 $3.00 $7.00 $2.00 $8.00 $10.00
'Max weekly revenue $179.89 $89.99 $89.96 $69.98 $250.13 $96.01 $89.97 $865.94
Scenario C
Price $8.00 $8.00 $4.00 $10.00 $2.51 $10.00 $14.06
Max weekly revenue $240.08 $120.03 $120.02 $100.03 $313.38 $120.01 $126.54 $1,140.08

*Price = Total unit costs x contribution margin
** Max weekly revenue is based on production capacity




Recommendations - High Rise Community Bakery

D)

To offer equitable access to food, High Rise Community Bakery will need to

Undertake a price benchmarking analysis to check that their highest pricing tier is within the higher income brackets’
price elasticity
If this is the case, and they will not be able increase their prices. Given their production limitations, HRCB will not be
able to hit breakeven through market demand and scale. Therefore they will need to
Raise funds for

o food subsidies for the 2 lowest income quintiles for all four suburbs, and

o  hub operations to meet the other non price related equitable access needs of these communities
Access support to

o  build capability in pricing analysis




Quick Macro
Analysis

of the Australian population




Quick Macro Market Analysis

Cultural diversity is

increasing with new
immigrants.

27.6% of the population were born overseas.

Top 5 countries of birth (excluding Australia)(a), 2021 Census

Country Census population count
England 927,490
India 673,352
China (excludes SARs and Taiwan) 549,618
New Zealand 530,492
Philippines 293,892

(a) Based on place of usual residence. Excludes overseas visitors.

Australian Bureau of Statistics (2021), Cultural diversity: Census, ABS Website, accessed 3 October 2022.
Australian Bureau of Statistics (20 September 2022), Cultural diversity of Australia, ABS Website, accessed 3 October
2022.


https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/people/people-and-communities/cultural-diversity-census/2021
https://www.abs.gov.au/articles/cultural-diversity-australia

Quick Macro Market Analysis

Not all places have
the same amount of

cultural diversity.

Top 10 Statistical Areas Level 3 (SA3s)(a) — Highest proportion of population born overseas,

2021

Top 10 SA3s
Auburn (NSW)
Dandenong (Vic.)
Fairfield (NSW)
Parramatta (NSW)
Melbourne City (Vic.)
Sunnybank (Qld)
Monash (Vic.)
Canning (WA)
Strathfield - Burwood - Ashfield (NSW)
Canterbury (NSW)

Overseas-born (count)
63,835
108,788
109,467
83,5657
81,815
26,611
92,887
49,860
81,081
69,732

Total population (count)
103,544
193,644
195,172
152,128
149,601

50,190
182,833
99,139
161,666
141,091

Proportion of SA3 (%)
61.7
56.2
56.1
54.9
54.7
53.0
50.8
50.3
50.2
494



Micro Analysis /i.'ﬁi\ 'ﬂ‘l 'ﬂ A

Ti LT

Every CFE’'s community has its own mix of groups with diverse
access needs.

Desktop research of ABS data can surface segments including
income, demographics, cultural ancestry, language, work, travel, etc

For insights into each community group it is important that the CFE
maintain relationships with community group representatives




Diverse community segments

Indian Subcontinent Cultural Community

Customer segment Indian Subcontinent Cultural Community

Bhe Ancestry Every CFE's community has its own mix

Pakistani 1,398 peop!e (9.8% of Fawkner residents) Of grou pS With diverse acceSS needS.

Country of birth

Pakistan 1,122 people (7.9% of Fawkner residents)
India 640 people (4.5% of Fawkner residents)
Nepal 438 people (3.1% of Fawkner residents)
Total 1,620 people (15.5% of Fawkner residents)

Country of birth of father
India + Pakistan 2,642 people (18.6% of Fawkner residents)

Country of birth of mother
India + Pakistan 2,620 people (12.4% of Fawkner residents)

In summary there is probably a market or between 12 - 18%
of Fawkner residents for this segment.

Language used at home
Urdu 1,949 people (13.7% of Fawkner residents)
Nepali 469 people (3.3% of Fawkner residents)

English proficiency

176 people speak Urdu and do not speak English well
44 people speak Bengali and do not speak English well
22 people speak Nepali and do not speak English well
4 people speak Sinhalese and do not speak English well
3 people speak Punjabi and do not speak English well

3 people speak Hindi and do not speak English well

Product need Indian subcontinental ingredients

. Screenshot of segmentation from Needs Analysis document
Comms need Translation




Diverse community segments

frravel locally

Size Fitzroy Desktop research of ABS data can surface

Walk to work only - 654 residents (10.6%) . . . .
Cycle to work - 262 residents (4.2%) Segments |nC|Ud|ng INCOME, demographlcs,

cultural ancestry, language, work, travel, etc

Brunswick East
Walk to work only - 260 residents (2.9%)
Cycle to work - 500 residents (5.6%)

Thornbury
Walk to work only - 214 residents (1.9%)
Cycle to work - 374 residents (3.4%)

Distribution need
Analysis & implications

This segment that walks to work only or cycles is likely to view “out
of home” comms including posters and signage.

Drop off hubs are available after 6pm. Lock box right next to the
oven - but not well utilised so need online and physical comms

around it.
Recommendations
Comms plan Consider putting up posters on the fence at the oven on Gertrude
and Brunswick St corner and on cycle paths indicated on Google
maps. c tara@cultivatingcommunity.org.au
16:20 21 Feb

Again, this is another high priority that could potentially
have quite a lot of impact in terms of growing our morel
local customer base. Still discussing this as a team.

Screenshot of segmentation
from Needs Analysis document




Analysis Insights & Recommendations - Merri Food Hub

Prioritised segment
Indian subcontinent cultural community

Segment size
For insights into each community group it is

IECEIEEIEN important that the CFE maintain relationships

EMIEBEGID] \with community group representatives

[ MePPi oo bHab — )
TEST KITCHEN

From our Secret Cook:
Pakistani Beef Briyani ($10/$18/$45)
Beef Kebab Rolls (2 rolls for $10)
Mango Lassi ($5)

s wheat, dairy, gluten,

Cinnamon Trail's macarons, cupcakes and mini
cupcakes

Contal nd tree nuts

All Test Kitchen meals are halal.

9 DECEMBER 2022

Analysis

All glory, no swords ;%- MFH exploring how to enable economic
development & cultural food production among low income
refugee/migrant communities. Note the sentence “from our Secret
Cook”. This is a key message based on the insight from the Indian
Subcontinental community that the social cost of trying something new
and failing could bring so much shame to husbands that women will not
try new things unless it is well accepted in their community. So MFH’s
strategy is “all glory, no swords”. They encourage women to cook during
school hours, certified kitchen and ingredients provided, test batch under
MFB banner with secret chef. If it is a success they will promote who the
chef is. If not they will test something else.

Key insight

Opportunity to pitch cultural food production to funders (government
and philanthropy) for economic development outcomes to subsidise
wage overheads.

Recommendation

Measure the results from cultural food production in terms of revenue
and food quantities, write up into a case study for comms plan targeting
funders.



Needs Analysis & Recommendations - Merri Food Hub

Prioritised segment
Indian subcontinent cultural community
Segment size

There is a market or between 12 - 18% of Fawkner residents (total
14,274 people) for this segment.

Analysis

There is a general lack of spoons caused by intergenerational
trauma. There’s not enough spoons to think beyond the day which
sets them up for having to shop every day which then takes more
time and reduces their capacity overall.

Key Insight

To increase basket size (for hub viability) and equitable access
the hub needs to build the capacity & capability (increase spoons)
of the segment to change behaviour from shopping daily to
weekly.

Recommendation
Communications plan: campaign to increase awareness with

posters on the fence at the oven on Gertrude and Brunswick St
corner and on cycle paths indicated on Google maps.


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Spoon_theory

Lean experiment / comms plan - Merri Food Hub

Comms campaign of a simple meal plan addressing key insight #2

Primary audience details:

e Indian subcontinent, Middle eastern, Southeast Asian &
European European cultural communities and families with
kids
“Near poor” income group and one above that
Access to kitchen and basic cooking infrastructure (recipes
will be flexible enough to be cooked on the stove if an oven is
not available).

Measurement indicators:

e Increased repeat purchase (Target: 5 new low income

customers),
e Increased value of basket (Target: $20 basket - currently $10

on average)

OFN provided MFH with the comms

brief template and advice on shaping
the campaign.

Secondary audience details:
e  culturally diverse philanthropy
Secondary audience outcomes:
e  Established relationships with funders (Target: 1 “good

funder” values aligned, wants to invest in food systems,
willing to take a punt)



Lean experiment / comms plan - Merri Food Hub

Weekday meal plan example Channel Measurement
Monday: Dhal with spinach & rice

Tuesday: Cheat’s lasagna

Wednesday: Chicken curry with potatoes and carrots &
fresh herb salad with and link to recipe with the nan (or
just buy it)

Thursday: Fattoush with lebanese

Friday: Fried noodles with vegetables, chicken and
mushrooms

Facebook: Engagement (# likes, # comments) & reach (# views)

Instagram: Engagement (# likes, # comments, #screenshots) &
reach (# views)

WhatsApp: Engagement (# likes, # comments)

Results: TBC

Key message: No time, no stress )
Learnings: TBC

Call to action: Shop at our Friday market or order online
CFEs are running so lean that they do not
Channel: Instagram, Facebook and WhatsApp have the capacity to run lean experiments at

Next step: MFH to execute and
measure

the moment.

Duration: 2 weeks




Needs Analysis & Recommendations - High Rise Community Bakery

Prioritised segment
Community members that travel locally
Segment size

° Fitzroy
o  Walkto work only - 654 residents (10.6%)
o  Cycle to work - 262 residents (4.2%)

e  Brunswick East
o Walkto work only - 260 residents (2.9%)
o  Cycle to work - 500 residents (5.6%)

e  Thornbury
o Walkto work only - 214 residents (1.9%)
o Cycle to work - 374 residents (3.4%)

Analysis

There is a decent number of residents that travel on foot or cycle locally
and would be able to access the market but market numbers are
currently limited to the residents of the high rise flats. External
community members are resistant to enter the grounds due to lack of
awareness of what HRCB are and that they are allowed to enter the
grounds.

Analysis cont.

Drop off hubs are available after 6pm. There is also a lock box right next
to the oven but they are not well utilised due to lack of awareness as
well. HRCB have not yet hit production capacity and require funding to
breakeven.

Key Insight

To increase local customer base “It is also clear that we should explore
comms/marketing through signage that people regularly pass and come
across in the Fitzroy area, rather than having to actively 'follow' our
socials.” Tara, HRCB

Recommendation

Communications plan: campaign to increase awareness with posters on
the fence at the oven on Gertrude and Brunswick St corner and on cycle
paths indicated on Google maps.

OFN provided a simple

communications brief template

Next step: HRCB to execute and

measure




Needs Analysis & Recommendations - High Rise Community Bakery

Prioritised segment

Community members employed at hospitals, higher education & cafes & Analysis

restaurants
There is opportunity to diversify revenue stream into B2B to achieve
breakeven with these 3 segments but it will require a learning curve and

Segment size ) ) o ] i
relationship building with local business.

e  Fitzroy .
o Hospitals (except psychiatric) - 426 residents (6.9%) Key Insight
o Higher education - 261 residents (4.2%)
e  Brunswick East “I really like the non-cultural segments. We have previously talked about
o  Hospitals (except psychiatric) - 492 residents (5.5%) tapping into Universities but the idea of exploring a market within
o Higher education - 425 residents (4.7%) hospitals could be an interesting way to grow our customer base.”
o  Cafes and restaurants - 350 residents (4.9%)
e  Thornbury Recommendation

o Hospitals (except psychiatric) - 579 residents (5.3%)
o Higher education - 417 residents (3.8%)

After completing the communications lean experiment, research which
o  Cafes and restaurants - 309 residents (2.8%)

local businesses would be worth approaching and start to build
relationships with them.

Next step: HRCB to consider

prioritisation after comms
experiment




Recommendations

D)

Both partner CFEs require

e operational funding to
o  pay staff for their effort and expertise in running an enterprise with public good outcomes

e capacity and capability building to
o identify the specific complex barriers, needs and preferences to buying and consuming food in their
communities, and
address them through running lean experiments for their marketing mix / community engagement

pay for access to tools and infrastructure that makes delivering equitable access outcomes more effective
and efficient




Tech: UX insights, design
recommendations & development of

OFN minimum viable functionality for
vouchers



UX Insights

Access Creating voucher
Access to digital platforms like OFN may be a barrier for low income groups due to functionality on the
Open Food Network
. platform is the first
e Costs of internet access
o . . step towards a long
e Limited access to computers or other devices that can connect to the internet :
- o . . term solution.
e Limited service in their area (remote locations)
e Must be used on a mobile phone
e No physical home address to put in billing details

Considerations

Design should be mobile friendly

Direct link to products will help lower data costs. A person can be linked directly to the product/s they need.
Do we have an option for those without billing details / shipping address?

How can we support the in-store process?

How can we track the value of what is on the code between uses like OFN and Square?



UX Insights

Language / intellectual

Difficulty navigating the platform

Difficulty understanding how the Food Hubs and OFN works

Challenges for users with intellectual disabilities

Increased perception of risk when using the platform

Difficulty understanding exactly what is being purchased

Because of this, in-person shopping may be a more appealing and accessible option

Considerations

Need translation options
Simplify the UX to aid understanding
Use common practices

Food subsidies
distributed at in
person markets

should also be
included as a next
step for future
funding.



UX Design & Development plan

Phase 1 - Minimum Viable Product (funded within this project)

Shop

| want Customers to be able to use vouchers (i.e. in checkout)
| want customers to be able to check out as a guest but still use a
voucher code

Admin interface

| want to offer a fixed price voucher

| want to offer a voucher as a percentage (%)

| want expiry date

| want to set / select food equity OR promotional on voucher

| want to be able to generate my own voucher codes

| want to see / manage all of my voucher codes on Open Food Network

o | want to see what a voucher code was used on

o | want to be able to see the orders linked to a voucher

o | want to see who used the voucher code (or phase 2)

o | want to see how many vouchers have been used (in Ul for

individual shops and as superadmin)

o | want to see the total value of vouchers used (in Ul for individual
shops and as superadmin)

o | want to be able to select the purpose of the voucher as either
food equity vs promotional (mandatory)

o I want to see the total value of vouchers by purpose of food equity

vs promotional

Phase 2 - Pending Future Funding

| want to select which product categories the voucher applies to
| want a voucher that can be used multiple times / | want my customer
to be able to partially use their voucher
| want to export voucher codes from Open Food Network to a
spreadsheet
Management / overview:

o | want to organise my voucher codes by category

o | want to see the food categories related to vouchers used

Phase 3 - Pending Future Funding

I want my voucher to activate after certain conditions are met
I want OFN to automatically generate voucher codes for me

| want to see who used the voucher code

| want to edit my voucher codes once they are live

| want the option to sell vouchers on my shop



UX Design & Development

Refer to Vouchers Discounts Credits V1 Designs Discourse page & Checkout functionality pull request

Voucher checkout front end - mobile example

Checkout - order summary Checkout - order summary Checkout - order summary
7"@ Nibley Leaves checkout ?:’_L;*i i Lo chiciont

Order ready for Food Hub 18th-19th February Order ready for Food Hub 18th-19th February 123/ 11 Street name, any other address info, City,
county/state, Country

Your details & Payment method Order summary Your details @ Payment method Order summary Please leave outside if we're not answering the door!

Apply voucher Apply voucher
Payment method Edit @
| Voucher code Apply © s0%discountco | Remove code Pay by card (Stripe) (£0.42)
@ 1235DF24RSDF  Remove code
Payment method Payment method
O Venmo @Nibleyleaves (Free) O Venmo @Nibleyleaves (Free)
O Cash at pickup (Free) O CashApp $NibleyLeaves (Free) Order details Edit @
O Cheque (Free) O Paypal (£0.33) Item Price aty Total
O CashApp SNibleyLeaves (Free) O Pay by card (Stripe) (£0.42) (8 Broccoli £1.00 1 £1.00
o (400g) £2.50/kg
O Paypal (£0.33)
n You can review and confirm your order in the next step
O Pay by card (Stripe) (£0.42) SR o X Total £18:10  £8.00
Shipping, fees & taxes £10.00

You can review and confirm your order in the next step 50%discountco -£8.00
which includes the final costs. Next - Order summary
I agree to the seller’s Terms and Conditions.

{ 6!



https://community.openfoodnetwork.org/t/vouchers-discounts-credits-v1-designs/2752/3
https://github.com/openfoodfoundation/openfoodnetwork/pull/10587

UX Design & Development

Refer to Vouchers Discounts Credits V1 Designs Discourse page & Back office functionality pull request

Voucher back office

& janewinston@gmail.com (@ Logout  [£ Store

@ DASHBOARD PRODUCTS ORDER CYCLES ORDERS REPORTS ENTERPRISES CUSTOMERS
- Add voucher “
& jane.winston@gmail.com @ Logout [ Store General Ubihereada @
icti 12312323
@ DASHBOARD PRODUCTS ORDER CYCLES ORDERS REPORTS ENTERPRISES CUSTOMERS Restrictions
SETTINGS ‘ Merri Food Hub v
Primary Info
Vouchers Add New Voucher type ®
Shipping Percentage (%) ad
B All dates Voucher label
ayments .
¥ Food equity Q 21/01/22-21/01/23  ~ Christmas promo - .
mount
Fees @
Redeemed Customers Value 20 %
Vouchers Actions. ¥ 2 1 $50.00
O Voucher expires
Inventory
D Voucher code ™ Rate Label Purpose Expiry Use/limit ~ Customers Net value Expirydate @
Tag Rules 10/01/2023
[C] ASDF234FASDF $50 99johnst Food equity 1/12/23 ”n 1 $50.00
Permissions
Voucher purpose
[CJ MERRYCHRISTMAS $50 Christmas promo Promotional p
Preferences Food equity v
D JOHNSMITH
Hesee Label
Christmas promo


https://community.openfoodnetwork.org/t/vouchers-discounts-credits-v1-designs/2752/3
https://github.com/openfoodfoundation/openfoodnetwork/pull/10523

Global Scan - informing design of a
food fund



Global Scan overview

Research question

What models/mechanisms exist to subsidise the cost of food to increase equitable food access, and simultaneously
retain a fair price for farmers?

Sub-questions:

e What are the characteristics of these models/mechanisms?
e  What has been learnt from these models?
e  What design principles can we derive relevant to the CFE sector in Victoria?

Methodology:
1.  Arapid review of existing global academic and grey literature

2. Structured internet search, using key words, for past and existing food subsidy models, programs, pilots, initiatives etc.
3. Development of database to provide high level, structured case study overview to inform recommendations



Summary findings

Access the Global Scan report

View the Airtable Database and to add to the Airtable database



https://about.openfoodnetwork.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2023/03/Global-Scan_-Food-Subsidies-a-report-by-Open-Food-Network-Australia-2023.pdf
https://airtable.com/shrPKZBMOFC3VaLjb
https://airtable.com/invite/l?inviteId=invW8WZVzNWaLzvVr&inviteToken=7443126879e0a42572d57e3033592f87ee19ef8afe161cd657ece3539b4a5b5c&utm_medium=email&utm_source=product_team&utm_content=transactional-alerts

Case Study #1 - SNAP in a local food setting

The Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) is a US program that provides eligible
low-income individuals and families with financial support to buy healthy foods and beverages - in
2020 its reach was 43 million individuals. The cash-based intervention is administered through the US
Federal Farm Bill with recipients receiving monthly payments via an electronic benefits transfer (EBT)
card that can be used in authorised retail outlets.

SNAP recipients can redeem their benefits via a specialised point of sale (POS) terminal at an
authorised outlet.

$22.4 million of SNAP benefits was spent in farmers’ markets across the US (2017).

SNAP is usually administered through an authorised, centralised farmers’ market operator (e.g. the
market manager) with the recipient receiving ‘scrip’ (tokens, coupons etc) to then spend at stalls within
the market.

Market vendors take scrip as payment from customers and get the full dollar reimbursement from the
market operator, who holds the responsibility for reconciling SNAP benefit transactions in the
marketplace.

B

Supplemental
Nutrition
Assistance
Program



Case Study #1 - SNAP in a local food setting

A parallel coupon system has also been adopted by some farmers’ market operators
where shoppers can also use credit/debit cards at the POS terminals to get ‘scrip’. This
can help to reduce underlying stigma because scrip becomes a normalised method of
payment.

A challenge is that markets/outlets don't have capacity to engage with their SNAP
recipients. This limits cross-intervention approaches for successful and effective
uptake.

In April 2019, the SNAP Online Purchasing Pilot was launched in several states and then
rapidly expanded to most US states due to the impact of Covid-19. As of July 2021, only
a small number of independent retailers and farmers’ markets were participating in the
Online Purchasing Pilot due to limited financial resources, regulatory/administrative
paperwork and processes and technological barriers.

In January 2023, ‘Hub on the Hill' in New York became the first food hub in the US to
offer online payments with EBT cards - significant technical, financial and administrative
support was required to make this successful.




Case Study #2: Incentive programs to increase purchasing power

Established in at least 28 US States to help increase SNAP recipients' access
to healthy, local food options.

Incentive programs provide recipients with increased purchasing power of
healthy foods, but they can also play an important role in activating local

<Y
food economies and supporting farmers. BUY $1 # G ET $1

Eg in California, SNAP recipients have 1:1 matched funds up to the value of FRESH FRUITS FREE FRUITS
$10 to use within participating marketplaces. This Market Match program is & VEGETABLES & VEGETABLES

overseen by The Ecology Centre and includes a network of 60
community-based organisations and farmers’ market operators that offer this

. Image courtesy of lowa Healthiest State Initiative
matched funding. g y of lowa Healthiest State Initiative

Incentive programs are funded through public and/or philanthropic funding. The Gus Schumacher Nutrition Incentive Program provides Federal
funding of $56 million annually to enable establishment of incentive projects across the country.

While it is powerful in improving connection of low income households to locally grown produce, the competitive grant program has also been
criticised for inequitable distribution of funds with an imbalance and struggle between states with ‘merit-versus-need’.

Evaluations shows that complementary financial incentive programs at farmers’ markets do have a positive effect on market expenditure and fruit
and vegetable consumption of SNAP recipients.


http://www.iowahealthieststate.com/resources/communities/double-up-food-bucks/

Case Study #3 : The Community Grocer - Grocer Gift

The Grocer Gift Community Partnership Program is a voucher program that aims to increase access to
high quality, culturally appropriate and nutritious produce and products via Community Grocer
markets.

Grocer Gift was launched in 2021, following funding from Moving Feast and the Victorian Government,
and with support from research support from Monash University.

The Grocer Gift is a web platform that generates QR-coded paper vouchers of any denomination for
distribution by partners to community members in need. Current partners include CoHealth, Cardinia
Shire Council, the Salvation Army and Windermere. Community members can scan their vouchers at
any of the markets run by The Community Grocer, and redeem them in part or in full for fruit and
vegetables.

The system is integrated through the Square POS and reporting of sales spent through Grocer Gift
funds is available at each market.

To date, partners have provided $27,000 of funding to enable the community to access Grocer Gift
funds.

Image courtesy of The Community Grocer


https://www.thecommunitygrocer.com.au/grocergift

Global scan recommendations

A= Sl

1.  Design principles are suggested for any food subsidy program: | e
o . . obal Scan: Food subsidies
© Minimise the admlnIStratlve burden Of CFEs Ending mechanisms that provide subsidies to improve

o  Minimise or remove infrastructure or equipment costs involved food access and equity
in setup and CFE participation

o  Co-design and trial with the community and stakeholders for
how the food subsidy program can best be implemented in each
unigue community.

o  Ensure applicability to both online and in-person marketplaces to
meet the varying needs within target audiences and prepare for
future shocks.

Authors: Prudence Rothwell & Serenity Hill (Open Food Network)

2. Build on the strength, knowledge and activities already existing within Contrbutors: Georga Svage & Ronlla o (Open Food Netwarid
Australia. For example, explore opportunities to expand / replicate The
Community Grocer ‘Grocer Gift' model to other CFEs.

/) OPEN FOOD
@ NETWORK openfoodnetwork.org.au hello@openfoodnetwork.org.au 1



Recommendations cont.

3. Understand and provide for capacity building needs of CFEs to sustainably implement food subsidy programs (e.g.
administrative, legal, accounting support and advice). For example, in the US there are intermediary bodies that provide
training, technical assistance and administration of food subsidy programs that enable CFEs to focus on effectively
delivering the food subsidy program on the ground.

4. Strengthen and build further opportunities for policy integration and synergies of programs that are designed
around food and food systems.

5. Secure an ongoing, sustainable source of funding from the public and philanthropic sectors. Flexibility is also
needed for individual CFEs to draw a funding mix to suit their situation, for example, a CFE in a small town needs to be able
to draw on donations from local businesses and philanthropy, alongside access to a larger funding pool potentially drawing
from philanthropists and government agencies working at a state or national level

6. Food subsidy program design needs to have a fit-for-purpose evaluation framework that is specifically resourced.



Recommendations / Next steps



Next steps are independent, can happen in parallel

Design/pilot Food with Dignity
Fund

° With Moving Feast, led by
The Community Grocer
and Open Food Network
(who else needs to help
lead?)

° Participation of potential
funders in the design:
DHHS; VicHealth; ST;
LMCF? Who else needs to
be engaged?

° Expansion of this
reference group to provide
support and input - who
else needs to be invited?

Third party review of the model,
and food basket pricing in-depth
research.

Eg Monash University to inform the
development of a price comparison
tool using latest methodology
(potential using INFORMAS and
exploring a larger sample of diverse
comparison sites and comparing
the price differential at a
geographical level)

Products selected for the
‘regenerative food’ price
comparison is confirmed/traced to
be grown using regenerative and
agro-ecological approaches

Vouchers for online shopping

Tech

° OFN platform voucher
next phase

° OFN voucher API for
interoperability with the

Grocer Gift in person
voucher software

Delivery partner

° Open Food Network

Vouchers for in person markets

Tech

° Grocer Gift extension software
design, development &
maintenance

Delivery partners

° Open Food Network
° The Community Grocer (with
0K200)

Key message - no silver bullets! Pricing subsidies crucial but still a very small
proportion of total, comprehensive approach to increasing equitable access.

Outcome = consumer affordability & equitable access



What a Food with Dignity fund could look like

Outcome = consumer affordability & equitable access

Functions of | Providing Providing Admin: Investor Capacity Collective
a food fund the DGR the managing business building - marketing -
status so governance | financials development  supportto | engaging
that structure and and CFEs to and
donations and compliance/ | onboarding - | participate | directing
are tax managing reporting. ability to users to
deductible the due target participating
diligence government CFEs.
process for (fed, state,
CFEs to local) and
participate - philanthropy.
ensuring
integrity.
Who? Different pieces by different orgs? Options: Moving Feast, Sustainable Table Fund, Open
Options Food Network, CERES, Community Grocer, Other?




Advocating for regenerative supply chain subsidies and other support for industry capacity/ =\

development @

Operational subsidies for values based supply chain enterprises/orgs

° to pay all staff to internalise costs, for staff retention and to access staff
with appropriate skill sets

° to fund the required hybrid business models, especially in communities
with high proportions of low income households

° to meet the other non price related equitable access needs of these
communities

° pay for access to tools and infrastructure that makes delivering equitable
access outcomes more effective and efficient

Economic subsidies for producers

° Direct economic subsidies/payments for regenerative outcomes

Direct producer and supply chain pricing subsidisation for Victoria: $44.2M Australia:
$170M

Funded support to build capacity and industry development

Agriculture alone currently receives $6 billion in support for capacity from the
Federal government per year, the vast majority of which goes non regen ag. There
is opportunity to redirect some of this budget for building up capacity of regen ag
and values based supply chain sector to achieve multiple public outcomes.

Multiple outcomes = increased production, economic development, food systems resilience, customer

affordability, equitable access



What does capacity support to Values based supply chain enterprises eg GFEs look like? @

Build on CFE sector “rapid needs and values assessment” project funded by LMCF and ST
Services to CFEs could include

Financial analysis / business model development

Benchmarking to support iterative development of financial model/funding formula for sector wide advocacy

Needs analysis - identify the groups and their specific complex barriers, needs and preferences re buying/consuming food.
Lean experiments for marketing mix / community engagement

Impact M&E for CFEs

Need networking capacity to surface and share needs.



What should we do next and who needs to be involved?

e Draft report circulated for feedback on detail
e Continuation of this reference group - Who else should be involved?
e Presentation of findings & recommendations to LMCF.

e Project design / development with Moving Feast, LMCF, ST, DHHS and Vic-Health and CFEs on this
reference committee

e Who else needs to know about this work?



O@0 penfoodnetwork.org

Photo by LuAnn Hunt



https://unsplash.com/@luannhunt180?utm_source=unsplash&utm_medium=referral&utm_content=creditCopyText
http://www.openfoodnetwork.org.au
https://twitter.com/openfoodnet
https://www.instagram.com/openfoodnetwork/
https://www.linkedin.com/company/open-food-network/

