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I. Introduction – Hunger and food access facts

A. Senior Citizens
1. October, 2011 news release re: senior citizens:
http://www.hungerfreemn.org/news/media-center/news-releases 
2. Hunger-Free Minnesota has announced new data showing "there has been a 22 percent increase in senior households receiving food support from 2008 to 2010." A typical Minnesota senior citizen receiving food support is white, 69 and widowed or divorced, the organization reports. Also, 13 percent of those receiving food support have at least some college education. Less than half of seniors who live below the poverty line are enrolled for food support. 
B. Children.  
1.  40 % of those seeking emergency hunger relief are children under the age of 18 — a five percent increase over the past five years.

2. 41 % of households with children under the age of 18 seeking emergency hunger relief are very food-insecure, meaning they regularly experience hunger — a 12 percent increase.

(#1 and 2 from: http://www.hungerfreemn.org/hunger-in-mn/hunger-statistics/hunger-in-america-study)

3. Minnesota’s overall food insecurity rate is 11.2%, but among children under the age of 18 it is 18.3%.  This translates into 231,100 food insecure children.  (from Map the Meal Gap: http://feedingamerica.org/hunger-in-america/hunger-studies/map-the-meal-gap.aspx) 
C. Food Insecurity in MN is highest in the 5th Congressional District (metro) and the 8th Congressional District (NE MN, including Duluth).  Both have about 96,000 food-insecure people.  The total number of food-insecure Minnesotans is estimated at 583,000. http://www.hungerfreemn.org/hunger-in-mn/hunger-statistics/map-the-meal-gap 


D. What is Food Security?

1. Food security: access by all people at all times to enough food for an active, healthy life

a) It includes at minimum: 
- available nutritionally adequate & safe foods
- ability to acquire foods in socially acceptable ways (Anderson 1990; from “Understanding Food Deserts” by Lois Wright Morton, Iowa State University. http://www.farmfoundation.org/news/articlefiles/450-Morton.pdf )
E.   Sources of food for people who struggle with food security:

1. Access to food can come from market based systems (e.g. “normal” food systems) (Campbell 1991) and non-market food systems (socially acceptable?)
2. Non-market food economy

a) Redistribution (current public safety net system), food stamps,WIC, food banks, pantries, soup kitchens, senior meal sites, subsidized school breakfast, lunch and summer programs 
b) Reciprocity (exchange of food resources between members of society based on social networks civic structure of place) garden produce, meat, fishing

Morton et al. 2008 Agriculture & Human Values 25:107-119 from “Understanding Food Deserts” by Lois Wright Morton, Iowa State University. http://www.farmfoundation.org/news/articlefiles/450-Morton.pdf 
F.   What happens in rural communities in Iowa and Minnesota?

1. It appears that rural populations in these two states are solving their food problems through personal networks of trust and community networks which have an interest in solving rural food infrastructure problems
2. Personal networks - There is a lot of sharing going on

a) Almost 3/4 of the sample give food to other family members and 68% give food to friends

b) 50 % have a garden and 40 % report receiving food from family and friends gardens;

c) 1/4 of the sample exchanged meat and fish from family/friends

d) 19 % gave food to others they didn’t know

e) Over 40 % gave food to the food pantry and food drives

from “Understanding Food Deserts” by Lois Wright Morton, Iowa State University. http://www.farmfoundation.org/news/articlefiles/450-Morton.pdf 

Many farmers participate in informal food-sharing networks to ensure that their family, friends, and neighbors have enough to eat. 

While these networks are very important, they have limitations:

1. Some people may fall through the cracks if they aren’t personally acquainted with a generous farmer; and

2. At some point, farmers have to get paid for what they grow.

II.  Overview of Food Assistance Programs that can pay farmers

A. FMNP – Farmers’ Market Nutrition Program

1. Administered by MDA, through local agencies that administer WIC.  Federal funds, but MDA has to pay administrative costs. WIC participants receive the federal funds.  (WIC = Women, Infants, and Children)
2. FMNP fact sheet:
http://www.fns.usda.gov/wic/fmnp/fmnpfaqs.htm
3. WIC eligibility = 185% of poverty line. Eligibility guidelines:
http://www.fns.usda.gov/wic/howtoapply/incomeguidelines.htm
4. FMNP checks can be used to purchase fresh fruits and vegetables, only. Organic is allowed.
5. MN 2011 numbers: 37,796 families received four $5 checks. This would be a total of $755,920.  However, actual checks redeemed were $414,555.  
(Carol Milligan, MDA; personal communication on 1/20/12)
6. 45% of vouchers are going un-redeemed; loss to farmers of $341,365.
7. Both farmers’ markets and vendors have to be authorized.

8. MDA focuses its efforts on areas with a critical mass of both WIC participants and farmers markets that supply a sufficient quantity and variety of fresh vegetables. Currently there are no FMNP farmers markets north of the Twin Cities.
9. Vendor training takes place in April

B. WIC Fruit & Vegetable Vouchers

1. $10 per month to WIC mothers, $8 per month to WIC children.
2. Can be used at grocery stores. Can be used at participating farmers’ markets from June 1 through October 31st.

3. For fresh fruits and vegetables only, but slightly different restrictions from FMNP on what can be bought. White potatoes, for instance, can be bought with FMNP but not with WIC Fruit & Vegetable Vouchers (FVVs).
4. Farmers’ market use of these vouchers can only be with authorized farmers at authorized farmers’ markets that accept FMNP. 
5. FVVs can be used to purchase organic foods.
6. Mothers & Children receiving WIC – MN county-level data for 2009
http://datacenter.kidscount.org/data/bystate/Rankings.aspx?state=MN&ind=1818

Aitkin: 708  x $10 x 5 months = $35,400
Carlton: 1971 x $10 x 5 months = $98,550
Cook:  260 x $10 x 5 months = $13,000
Itasca: 2324 x $10 x 5 months = $116,200
Koochiching: 654 x $10 x 5 months = $32,700
Pine:  1454 x $10 x 5 months = $72,700
St. Louis: 8,278 x $10 x 5 months = $413,900
TOTAL = $782,450 that is currently NOT accessible to farmers in these areas because the WIC-FMNP is not active in these areas.  WIC participants in these counties are using their FVV dollars at grocery stores.
C.  SFMNP – Senior Farmers’ Market Nutrition Program
1. Administered by MDA, through local agencies that offer the Nutrition Assistance Program (NAP) for seniors. This is part of the USDA Commodity Supplemental Foods Program (CSFP). Seniors getting a commodity food box also get the SFMNP checks.
2. SFMNP fact sheet:  
http://www.fns.usda.gov/wic/SFMNP-Fact-Sheet.pdf
3. NAPS income guidelines are stricter than for WIC.  http://www.health.state.mn.us/divs/fh/csfp/index.html
4. SFMNP checks can be used to purchase fresh fruits and vegetables only. Organic is allowed.
5. MN 2011 numbers:  6,687 people received four $5 checks. This would be a total of $133,740.  Actual checks redeemed were $104,460.

(Carol Milligan, MDA; personal communication on 1/20/2012)

6. Better percentage than WIC but still 22% going un-redeemed; loss to farmers of $22,280.
7. Some northern MN farmers’ markets are authorized for SFMNP, including Grand Rapids and Duluth.
8. As with FMNP, training takes place in April. Training will be held in Duluth in 2012. (There were compliance problems in Duluth in 2011).

9. MDA has undercover buyers visiting markets to check on compliance.

D. SNAP – Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (formerly Food Stamps)
1. Eligibility is 130% of poverty level. Eligibility guidelines: http://www.fns.usda.gov/snap/applicant_recipients/eligibility.htm
2. 302,000 Minnesotans use SNAP benefits, but 670,000 are eligible.  (55% non-participation rate). 
http://www.hungerfreemn.org/hunger-in-mn/hunger-statistics/snap-access-study 
3. Average SNAP monthly benefit per person in Minnesota in 2007 was $89.36.  It hit a high of $121 in 2010, and was at $115 in 2011.
http://www.fns.usda.gov/pd/18SNAPavg$PP.htm
4. Average food expenditure per person, according to USDA figures, is about $44 per week.  That is $176 per month, so on average the SNAP program is providing 65% of what people would normally spend per month on food. 

Household Food Security in the United States:
http://www.ers.usda.gov/publications/err108/ 
5. The amount of SNAP money used in Minnesota in 2011 was approximately 302,000 x $115 = $34,730,000 per month. That’s $416,760,000 per year.
6. Farmers’ market EBT sales in Minnesota in 2011 in the seven markets tracked by Minnesota Farmers’ Market Association (MFMA) were $7,127.30.  
7. There were also other farm-associated SNAP redemptions in 2011. These include on-farm stores, farm stands, and CSAs. There were a total of 44 farms and farmers’ markets accepting SNAP in MN in 2011, and total SNAP sales were $66,652.  That’s a 234% increase from $20,007 in 2010, but still represents only 0.016% of total EBT use in Minnesota in 2011. 

(#6 and #7, personal communication from Deonna Bouska, director of MFMA).
8. SNAP benefits can be used to purchase any kind of food except for food that will be eaten in-store, or hot food. That means SNAP shoppers can buy meats, dairy, breads, baked goods, fruits, vegetables, jams & jellies – and candies and cookies.
9. SNAP benefits can be used to purchase plants that will be used to grow food.
10. SNAP benefits can be used to purchase organic food.
11. There is continual debate over restricting foods that can be purchased with SNAP benefits. The FNS has an explanatory document: http://www.fns.usda.gov/ora/menu/Published/snap/FILES/ProgramOperations/FSPFoodRestrictions.pdf 
12. SNAP benefits, unlike WIC, FMNP and SFMNP, are entitlement programs. They are available to anyone, anywhere in the U.S. and territories who meets income & other guidelines.

13. Any farmer or farmers’ market that meets guidelines can apply to become a SNAP “store.” If >50% of your total sales are of basic foods, you qualify.  (Convenience stores qualify by offering at least 3 types of items in each of 4 food categories).
14. The USDA has really good online resources about SNAP at farmers’ markets and farms.
http://www.fns.usda.gov/snap/ebt/fm.htm
15. Bonus incentives for SNAP customers may be offered, but have to be reported to the FNS. There’s some dicey legal ground around “equal treatment” regulations.
http://www.fns.usda.gov/snap/ebt/fm-scrip-Bonus_Incentives.htm 
16. CSAs can accept SNAP benefits, but SNAP customers cannot pre-pay for a whole season of SNAP. CSAs have to take weekly payments as produce is delivered. 
http://www.fns.usda.gov/snap/ebt/pdfs/CSA.pdf 
III.  Food-Sharing Options
While farmers need to get paid for the majority of what they produce, still there are times when there is surplus production, or availability of product that doesn’t meet visual standards for sale, or other reasons why a perfectly edible product isn’t going to be sold.  Minnesota has a number of avenues for farmers to donate food products, and some legal protections for farmers who make donations of food.

A. Hotline for assistance if someone doesn’t have enough resources to feed themselves:   Hunger-Free Minnesota, 1-888-711-1151

B. Food Shelves and Food Banks
1. Food shelves and food banks can accept any item that is eligible to be sold.

2. In Minnesota, that includes any fresh, raw item of produce.  Anyone in Minnesota can sell (or donate) any vegetable or fruit item that they grew themselves on land that is under their control (owned, rented, or leased).  “Limited processing” of produce is allowed. That means washing or brushing to remove field dirt, trimming of tops or long roots.

Fresh produce sales fact sheet:
http://www.misa.umn.edu/prod/groups/cfans/@pub/@cfans/@misa/documents/asset/cfans_asset_288774.pdf 
3. Meats and poultry that are eligible to be sold can also be donated.  This is more restrictive. 

Approved sources of meat and poultry fact sheet:
http://www.mda.state.mn.us/licensing/inspections/~/media/Files/food/foodsafety/meatpoultry.ashx

Sale of locally raised eggs fact sheet:
http://www.mda.state.mn.us/licensing/inspections/~/media/Files/food/foodsafety/eggsales.ashx 
4. Baked goods can be donated.  These must be non-potentially-hazardous; in other words, must be eligible to be sold at a farmers’ market.

Guidelines for farmers’ market vendors:
http://www.mda.state.mn.us/food/safety/~/media/Files/licensing/dairyfood/fm-vendor-guide.ashx 
5. Food shelves and food banks have food safety regulations from the MN Dept. of Health that they are supposed to follow.
http://www.health.state.mn.us/divs/eh/food/fs/foodbanksafety.pdf
C. Corporate or private sponsorship of CSA shares (see attached document, “Models for Farmer – Low Income Consumer Connections in part V – Supplemental Information) 
D. Legal Protections for Farmers

1. At the federal level, the “Bill Emerson Good Samaritan Act” gives farmers and non-profit organizations protection from liability for donated products, so long as the product donated is wholesome and eligible to be sold, and the farmer or organization is acting in good faith and not in a negligent manner.  See the full text of the Act in part V. of this document.  This Act was originally written as model legislation to be adopted by states if they chose to, but in 1996 Congress passed its provisions as permanent law and then-President Bill Clinton signed it. 
2. The same “Bill Emerson Good Samaritan Act”, part (d), “Collection or Gleaning of Donations,” gives farmers protection from liability for injuries that may happen to volunteer gleaners who come on to their property. Again, this depends on the farmer acting in good faith and does not apply in cases of negligence or willful misconduct on the part of the farmer.
3. Second Harvest Heartland has a team of “gleaners” that they send out to farms.  The gleaners sign waivers to hold Second Harvest harmless in case of injury.  Those waivers do not cover the farmers, but Second Harvest is aware of the farmers’ liability issue and is working on ways to further alleviate it.  Contact Mary Beth Dickey, Second Harvest Heartland’s farmer outreach coordinator, to discuss this issue.  mdickey@2harvest.org
4. Gleaning Program Guidelines from University of Maine Extension – best practices to reduce farmer liability

http://www.umext.maine.edu/onlinepubs/htmpubs/4301.htm 

IV. Education
Fair or not, there’s a perception that local food is more expensive and not accessible to low-income families.  Farmers that want to reach out to low-income consumers need to put some effort into proving that you can eat local on a budget. Reaching out to SNAP customers will probably involve getting referrals from county public health departments or local food shelf staff.  Those folks are going to need some persuading that their clients will get enough food to eat for a whole month if they start using their SNAP resources to buy local food.

A challenge for farmers is to produce local-food shopping lists based on SNAP budgets that can demonstrate that a family can live on SNAP while buying local, without running out of food by the end of the month.


A. University Extension

1. U of MN Extension Nutrition Educators are willing to work with groups to do nutrition education.  They aren’t necessarily focused on local foods, but they could be great allies if they were persuaded that local food could fit into a SNAP budget. 
2. U of MN Extension’s “Simply Good Eating” program:
http://www.extension.umn.edu/Nutrition/
3. Oregon State University Extension “Stretching Your Food Dollar”
http://extension.oregonstate.edu/fcd/nutrition/ewfl/module_03/ 

This module has suggestions for families on SNAP. Farmers who want to develop a “local food SNAP shopping list” should follow the advice in this module.
B. USDA Thrifty Food Plan – can it be adapted to local or local + organic food?

1. http://www.cnpp.usda.gov/Publications/FoodPlans/2011/CostofFoodJun2011.pdf
2. http://www.cnpp.usda.gov/Publications/FoodPlans/MiscPubs/TFP2006Report.pdf  (64 page document, detailing foods to include in the diet under this plan)

This document provides detailed information about quantities of food needed for each person in a family, in tables broken down by age and sex. This information is needed to develop realistic local food shopping lists that will provide sufficient quantities of food for each family member for the month.


C. Robert Waldrop, Oklahoma Food Co-op

1. Robert Waldrop is a Catholic worker from Oklahoma City, and founder of the Oklahoma Food Co-op.  He has numerous resources on his website to help low-income families stretch their food dollar, including sample shopping lists.  These would also be good references or starting points for farmers to develop their own local food shopping list.

2. “Better Times” Cookbook and shopping lists:
http://www.justpeace.org/shopping.htm
3. Meeting the “Food Stamp Challenge” with local food
http://www.bettertimesinfo.org/foodchallenge.htm
D. Wedge Co-op Food Stamp Challenge: Elizabeth Archerd
http://www.wedge.coop/food-resources/my-what-if-food-challenge

Elizabeth Archerd is the membership and marketing manager at the Wedge Co-op in Minneapolis. She and her husband ate for a month (October 2011) on a SNAP budget, purchasing all food at the Wedge. She provided a detailed report about the experience.
V. Supplemental Information
A.  Are organic foods WIC-eligible?  

Some organic forms of WIC-eligible foods (e.g., milk, eggs, cheese) meet the nutritional requirements set forth in WIC regulations and are therefore authorized.  However, WIC State agencies are responsible for determining the brands and types of foods to authorize on their State WIC food lists.  Some State agencies may allow organic foods on their foods lists, but this will vary by State.  The decision may be influenced by a number of factors such as cost, product distribution within a State, and WIC participant acceptance. 

Organic fruits and vegetables purchased via the WIC cash-value voucher are authorized; there is not State discretion to disallow them. The cash-value voucher may be redeemed for any WIC-eligible fruit and vegetable.  
http://www.fns.usda.gov/wic/benefitsandservices/foodpkgquestions.HTM
In Minnesota, organic foods are not on the list for regular WIC-eligible purchases.  Organic foods may be purchased with the WIC-FMNP (Farmers Market Nutrition Program) cash-value vouchers, or with the “FFV” vouchers (Fresh Fruits & Vegetables).

In Minnesota, the difference between regular WIC and the FMNP or FFV vouchers in allowing organic food purchases exists because regular WIC is an item-based program.  There is a “market basket” of food items that are approved for each WIC participant each month, and a fixed amount of money available for the WIC program; so if more-expensive items are allowed, that means that fewer people can participate in the WIC program.  The FMNP and FFV vouchers, in contrast, are both dollars-based, which means that each participant gets a set amount of money to spend.  Participants can choose to allocate their FMNP and FFV dollars to organic foods, because a more-expensive choice by a participant will not affect other participants’ access to the FMNP and FFV vouchers.  

(Carol Milligan, personal communication, 1/20/2012)


B. The “Good Samaritan Act”

Source: http://www.usda.gov/news/pubs/gleaning/appc.htm

APPENDIX C:

Text of Emerson Good Samaritan Food Donation Act

PUBLIC LAW 104-210
An Act

To encourage the donation of food and grocery products to nonprofit organizations for distribution to needy individuals by giving the Model Good Samaritan Food Donation Act the full force and effect of law.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
    (a) Conversion to Permanent Law.--Title IV of the National and

Community Service Act of 1990 is amended--

      (1) by striking the title heading and sections 401

          and 403 (42 U.S.C. 12671 and 12673); and

      (2) in section 402 (42 U.S.C.12672)--

      (A) in the section heading, by striking ``model'' and

      inserting ``Bill Emerson'';

      (B) in subsection (a), by striking ``Good Samaritan'' and

      inserting ``Bill Emerson Good Samaritan'';

      (C) in subsection (b)(7), to read as follows:

       ``(7) Gross negligence.--The term `gross negligence' means

             voluntary and conscious conduct (including a failure to act)

             by a person who, at the time of the conduct, knew that the

             conduct was likely to be harmful to the health or well-being

             of another person.'';

      (D) by striking subsection (c) and inserting the following:

         (c) Liability for Damages From Donated Food and Grocery Products.--

         (1) Liability of person or gleaner.--A person or gleaner

              shall not be subject to civil or criminal liability arising

              from the nature, age, packaging, or condition of apparently

              wholesome food or an apparently fit grocery product that

              the person or gleaner  donates in good faith to a

              non-profit organization for ultimate distribution to needy

              individuals.

         (2) Liability of non-profit organization.--A non-profit

              organization shall not be subject to civil or criminal

              liability arising from the  nature, age, packaging, or

              condition of apparently wholesome food or an    apparently

              fit grocery product that the non-profit organization

              received as a donation in good faith from a person or

              gleaner for ultimate distribution to needy individuals.

         (3) Exception.--Paragraphs (1) and (2) shall not apply to an

              injury to or death of an ultimate user or recipient of the

              food or grocery product that results from an act or

              omission of the person, gleaner, or non-profit

              organization, as applicable, constituting gross negligence

              or intentional misconduct.''; and 

      (E) in subsection (f), by adding at the end the following:

      ``Nothing in this section shall be construed to supersede State

      or local health regulations.''.

        (b) Transfer to Child Nutrition Act of 1966.--Section 402 of

            the National and Community Service Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C.12672)

            (as amended by subsection (a))--

          (1) is transferred from the National and Community

              Service Act of 1990 to the Child Nutrition Act of 1966;

          (2) is redesignated as section 22 of the Child Nutrition

              Act of 1966; and 

          (3) is added at the end of such Act.

      (c) Conforming Amendment.--The table of contents for the

            National and Community Service Act of 1990 is amended by

            striking the items relating to title IV.

SECTION 1. 
CONVERSION TO PERMANENT LAW OF MODEL GOOD SAMARITAN FOOD DONATION ACT AND TRANSFER OF THAT ACT TO CHILD NUTRITION ACT OF 1966.
SECTION OF THE NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY SERVICE ACT OF 1990 THAT WAS AMENDED BY THE EMERSON GOOD SAMARITAN FOOD DONATION ACT:
Public Law No. 101-610, 104 Stat. 3183 (codified at 42 U.S.C. 12671-12673) (1990)
TITLE IV- FOOD DONATIONS
SEC. 401. SENSE OF CONGRESS CONCERNING ENACTMENT OF GOOD SAMARITAN FOOD DONATION ACT.
(a) IN GENERAL.—It is the sense of Congress that each of the 50 States, the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and the territories and possessions of the United States should
(1) encourage the donation of apparently wholesome food or grocery products to nonprofit organizations for distribution to needy individuals; and
(2) consider the model Good Samaritan Food Donation Act (provided in section 402) as a means of encouraging the donation of food and grocery products.

(b) DISTRIBUTION OF COPIES. -The Archivist of the United States shall distribute a copy of this title to the chief executive officer of each of the 50 States, the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and the territories and possessions of the United States.

SEC. 402. MODEL GOOD SAMARITAN FOOD DONATION ACT.
(a) SHORT TITLE. —This section may be cited as the "Good Samaritan Food Donation Act".

(b) DEFINITIONS. —As used in this section:
(1) APPARENTLY FIT GROCERY PRODUCT.—The term "apparently fit grocery product" means a grocery product that meets a quality and labeling standards imposed by Federal, State, and local laws and regulations even though the product may not be readily marketable due to appearance, age, freshness, grade, size, surplus, or other conditions.
(2) APPARENTLY WHOLESOME FOOD. —The term "apparently wholesome food" means food that meets all quality and labeling standards imposed by Federal, State, and local laws and regulations even though the food may not be readily marketable due to appearance, age, freshness, grade, size, surplus, or other conditions.
(3) DONATE.—The term "donate" means to give without requiring anything of monetary value from the recipient, except that the term shall include giving by a nonprofit organization to another nonprofit organization, notwithstanding that the donor organization has charged a nominal fee to the donee organization, if the ultimate recipient or user is not required anything of monetary value.
(4) FOOD.—The term "food" means any raw, cooked, processed, or prepared edible substance, ice, beverage, or ingredient used or intended for use in whole or in part for human consumption.
(5) GLEANER. —The term "gleaner" means a person who harvests for free distribution to the needy, or for donation to a nonprofit organization for ultimate distribution to the needy, an agricultural crop that has been donated by the owner.
(6) GROCERY PRODUCT. —The term "grocery product" means a nonfood grocery product, including a disposable paper or plastic product, household cleaning product, laundry detergent, cleaning product, or miscellaneous household item.
(7) GROSS NEGLIGENCE.—The term "gross negligence" means voluntary and conscious conduct by a person with knowledge (at the time of the conduct) that the conduct is likely to be harmful to the health or well-being of another person.
(8) INTENTIONAL MISCONDUCT.—The term "intentional misconduct" means conduct by a person with knowledge (at the time of the conduct) that the conduct is harmful to the health or well-being of another person.
(9) NONPROFIT ORGANIZATION.—The term "nonprofit organization" means an incorporated or unincorporated entity that —-
(A) is operating for religious, charitable, or educational purposes; and
(B) does not provide net earnings to, or operate in any other manner that inures to the benefit of, any officer, employee, or shareholder of the entity.
(10) PERSON.—The term "person" means an individual, corporation, partnership, organization, association, or governmental entity, including a retail grocer, wholesaler, hotel, motel, manufacturer, restaurant, caterer, farmer, and nonprofit food distributor or hospital. In the case of a corporation, partnership, organization, association, or governmental entity, the term includes an officer, director, partner, deacon, trustee, council member, or other elected or appointed individual responsible for the governance of the entity.

(c)LIABILITY FOR DAMAGES FROM DONATED FOOD AND GROCERY PRODUCTS. - A person or gleaner shall not be subject to civil or criminal liability arising from the nature, age, packaging, or condition of apparently wholesome food or an apparently fit grocery product that the person or gleaner donates in good faith to a nonprofit organization for ultimate distribution to needy individuals, except that this paragraph shall not apply to an injury to or death of an ultimate user or recipient of the food or grocery product that results from an act or omission of the donor constituting gross negligence or intentional misconduct.

(d) COLLECTION OR GLEANING OF DONATIONS.—A person who allows the collection or gleaning of donations on property owned or occupied by the person by gleaners, or paid or unpaid representatives of a nonprofit organization, for ultimate distribution to needy individuals shall not be subject to civil or criminal liability that arises due to the injury or death of the gleaner or representative, except that this paragraph shall not apply to an injury or death that results from an act or omission of the person constituting gross negligence or intentional misconduct.

(e) PARTIAL COMPLIANCE.—If some or all of the donated food and grocery products do not meet all quality and labeling standards imposed by Federal, State, and local laws and regulations, the person or gleaner who donates the food and grocery products shall not be subject to civil or criminal liability in accordance with this section if the nonprofit organization that receives the donated food or grocery products-
(1) is informed by the donor of the distressed or defective condition of the donated food or grocery products;
(2) agrees to recondition the donated food or grocery products to comply with all the quality and labeling standards prior to distribution; and
(3) is knowledgeable of the standards to properly recondition the donated food or grocery product. 
(f) CONSTRUCTION.—This section shall not be construed to create any liability.

SEC. 403. EFFECT OF SECTION. 402
The model Good Samaritan Food Donation Act (provided in section 402) is intended only to serve as a model law for enactment by the States, the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and the territories and possessions of the United States. The enactment of section 402 shall have no force or effect in law.
C.  Models for Farmer/Low-Income Consumer Connections

Farmers’ Market Matching Funds: SNAP/EBT shoppers get extra food dollars to spend when they use their SNAP/EBT benefits at the farmers’ market.

Blue Cross and Blue Shield of Minnesota, “Market Bucks” program.

http://www.mfma.org/files/376.pdf 

Blue Cross “Market Bucks” pilot program at Midtown Farmers Market

http://www.preventionminnesota.com/objects/pdfs/C2226hi_MarketBucks_rept.pdf 

Boston Bounty Bucks
http://thefoodproject.org/bountybucks
Memphis Double Green$
http://memphisfoodpolicy.blogspot.com/2011/08/new-program-double-value-of-food-stamps.html
Food Shelf Programs:

Giving Green program of Second Harvest Heartland.  Several food rescue and food donation programs involving farms and farmers’ markets are included in this initiative. http://www.2harvest.org/site/PageServer?pagename=progserv_givinggreen

Fruits of the City, Minneapolis/St. Paul.  Homeowners with fruit trees register their trees; volunteers come to harvest excess fruit & deliver to food shelves.
http://www.mnproject.org/food-FruitsOfTheCity.html

Harvest for the Hungry. Corporate and individual donations are used to purchase fresh vegetables from area farms, which are then delivered to food shelf locations in the Emergency Food Shelf Network.


http://www.emergencyfoodshelf.org/OurFamilyOfPrograms/HarvestForTheHungry/OverviewAndAccomplishments.aspx
Plant a Row for the Hungry, a public service of the Garden Writers’ Association.

http://gardenwriters.org/gwa.php?p=par/index.html
Gleaning Program Guidelines from University of Maine Extension

http://www.umext.maine.edu/onlinepubs/htmpubs/4301.htm 

Farm-Based Programs:
(Note: CSA = Community Supported Agriculture, season-long “subscriptions” to weekly produce deliveries from a farm.) 

Bluebird Gardens, LLC.  Detroit Lakes, MN. Owner Mark Boen takes applications from individuals who want CSA shares but can’t afford them, and asks for donations from his other CSA customers to sponsor those shares.  

http://bluebirdgardens.net/content/6516 

Healthy Food for All CSA Program, Cornell Cooperative Extension

http://ccetompkins.org/nutrition/healthy-food-all-csa
Food Stamp CSA, report from the Rodale Institute

http://www.rodaleinstitute.org/20080317/nf1 

“It’s a SNAP” CSA.  Owner Al Jabs is SNAP-certified and offers between 40 and 50 CSA shares as part of his 400-share CSA operation. 

http://itsasnapcsa.com
D.  Hunger-Free Minnesota: Executive Summaries of Reports

Here are highlights from The Boston Consulting Group"s SNAP Access Study:
http://www.hungerfreemn.org/hunger-in-mn/hunger-statistics/snap-access-study

Minnesota: More expensive, less effective
According to the report, based upon 2008 federal and state data, Minnesota"s administration of SNAP is more expensive and less effective than other states. Only five states have higher costs to administer SNAP, and Minnesota trails all but seven states in SNAP participation with only 302,000 of the state"s 670,000 income-eligible residents receiving benefits.

The Boston Consulting Group suggests that by enrolling currently eligible but non-participating individuals into the program, Minnesota would add $210 million to its annual economy as a result of direct benefits and a multiplier effect as new recipients shop in local food stores. And by bringing the state"s SNAP per-case cost closer to the national average, Minnesota would potentially save $29 million annually in administrative costs. In total, by becoming a cost-effective and high-performing administrator of SNAP, Minnesota could see nearly $240 million in annual economic stimulus, local jobs and savings.

Barriers to participation
Three primary factors account for 95 percent of the reason 55 percent of income-eligible Minnesotan"s are currently not enrolled in SNAP.

· 169,000 people do not believe they are eligible for enrollment.

· 130,000 people are deterred by cumbersome administrative requirements.

· 52,000 people believe there is a social stigma to accepting "food stamp" benefits.

Breaking down the barriers
After uncovering the primary reasons why Minnesotans are not participating in SNAP, the Boston Consulting Group goes one step further and identifies six initiatives to break down the barriers to participation and begin reducing the 100-million meal shortfall in Minnesota by helping more Minnesotans enjoy the nutritional benefits available to them. According to the Boston Consulting Group, implementing these initiatives could add at least 148,000 eligible participants to the program.

· Implement a heightened awareness campaign.

· Initiate an aggressive enrollment outreach effort.

· Provide a phone interview option.

· Cross-reference eligibility with other support programs

· Simplify the eligibility criteria.

· Migrate from a county-directed to a state-directed program.

Changing the tide
The Boston Consulting Group"s SNAP Access Study clearly suggests that there are ethical, political and economic reasons for Minnesota to become a more cost-effective and high-performing administrator of SNAP. From an ethical standpoint, 178,000 additional Minnesotans would be adequately nourished, which would reduce the overall shortfall in meals for Minnesotans in need. From a political standpoint, Minnesota would capture federal tax dollars. And from an economic standpoint, the state could see $240 million in economic stimulus, savings and local jobs.
Cost/Benefit Hunger Impact Study: Hunger costs Minnesotans at least $1.2 billion every year.

Presented by Target and the University of Minnesota Food Industry Center.

http://www.hungerfreemn.org/hunger-in-mn/hunger-statistics/cost-benefit-study 

We know that hunger is present and, in fact, prevalent in Minnesota. We also know that hunger’s severity ranges from simply sacrificing the quality of food eaten to going consecutive days without eating. And, we know that hunger is typically accompanied by the uncertainty of where the next meal will come from.

While some people may believe that hunger only impacts those individuals who are hungry and impacts them only in that their stomachs grumble, research proves that the effects of hunger are actually much broader, much more complex, and much more troubling. In an effort to identify the true individual and societal costs of hunger in Minnesota as well as the possible financial benefits of ending hunger in Minnesota, the University of Minnesota Food Industry Center analyzed existing hunger-related research. The landmark study, underwritten by Target, is the first of its kind to isolate the cost of hunger in Minnesota and to estimate the possible financial return when we invest in securing food access for all Minnesotans.

The University of Minnesota's Cost/Benefit Hunger Impact Study makes clear that hunger predisposes individuals to health problems and psychological and social dysfunction that result in higher healthcare costs and poorer education outcomes and, as a result, impose substantial monetary costs on all Minnesotans to the tune of between $1.26 billion and $1.62 billion per year (range takes into consideration both definitive and estimated costs). The study also presents evidence that public and private interventions aimed at preventing hunger are not just humanitarian acts or civic duties that benefit hungry individuals but are sound societal investments as well. For hunger relief organizations, the study underscores the necessity of working together to aggressively end hunger for the betterment of both those who are hungry and those who bear the cost.

Following is a breakdown of the most relevant findings in the Food Resource Center’s Cost/Benefit Hunger Impact Study.

Hunger Hurts Individuals

Those who are hungry experience significantly poorer health and education outcomes than do well nourished individuals. These negative outcomes define the individual cost of hunger—that is, the effect hunger has on the physical, emotional and mental well being of those who are hungry. Of particular concern is the toll hunger has on children.

· Hungry infants and young children suffer from iron deficiencies that affect their cognitive and physical development

· Hungry children are more likely to experience headaches, stomach aches, ear infections and colds

· Hungry teens are twice as likely to suffer from depression and five times more likely to commit suicide

· Hungry children have a heightened propensity for having isolating or anti-social behaviors and a greater need for special education

· Hungry children are nearly twice as likely to see a psychologist

· Hungry children tend to have lower math scores, are twice as likely to repeat a grade and three times as likely to be suspended from school

· Hungry pregnant women are at higher risk of having an underweight baby and/or a baby with severe birth defects

· Hungry mothers are more than twice as likely to suffer from excessive stress, depression and anxiety and to have lower self-esteem—conditions that likely contribute to multi-generational hunger

· Hungry adults are two and a half times as likely to be obese and twice as likely to be diabetic

· Hungry individuals report being in poor overall health relative to well nourished individuals

Hunger Hurts Communities

As noted above, hunger costs Minnesotans between $1.26 billion and $1.62 billion annually in direct and indirect healthcare and education costs. These preventable costs are the societal cost of hunger—the financial burden imposed on our communities and on society at large when we do not provide adequate nutrition for all Minnesotans.

· Minnesotans pay $925 million annually in direct medical expenses such as hospitalizations and medications required by hungry individuals

· Minnesotans pay $333 million annually in indirect medical expenses to help treat mild medical conditions such as headaches, stomach aches and colds that hungry individuals experience

· Minnesotans pay an estimated $59 million annually in additional indirect medical expenses to help treat child mental disorders, to manage teen suicide and to care for underweight newborns

· Minnesotans pay an estimated $61.7 million annually in special education programming required by many hungry children

· Because of poor educational performance and outcomes, hunger costs Minnesota an estimated $240 million in lost wages

Financial Benefits of Ending Hunger

Without question, there are significant financial benefits to ending hunger. Most obvious: if all Minnesotans were adequately nourished, the $1.26 billion to $1.62 billion Minnesotans pay annually in direct and indirect healthcare and education costs for hungry individuals would be eliminated. In addition, there are a number of public programs designed to help prevent and/or combat hunger, such as the Supplemental Food Service Program (SNAP), which, if used to their full potential, could offer significant individual and societal benefits.

· For each $1 invested by Minnesota in SNAP, the federal government contributes $7.50, and Minnesota sees $13.50 in economic activity that results from hungry individuals spending SNAP dollars in local grocery stores

· For each $1 invested by Minnesota in SNAP and $7.50 contributed by the federal government, Minnesota sees $20.55 in savings by averting some of the costs associated with hunger

· A $1 state investment in SNAP results in $34 in combined economic activity and savings in Minnesota

· It is estimated that the average annual SNAP benefit in Minnesota of $777 reduces the odds of hunger and food insecurity by 50 percent—if a hungry person costs the state of Minnesota up to $2,816 as noted above, that cost would be reduced to $1,408 by participating in SNAP
The Bottom Line

Hunger hurts individuals physically, emotionally and mentally, and it hurts communities financially. And while hunger’s toll in Minnesota may seem insurmountable, there are solutions at hand to end hunger. At first blush, those solutions appear to come with a significant financial cost. But this study contends that what at first blush looks like a cost is in reality an investment—an investment in humanity; an investment in community; an investment that has the potential to provide a significant financial return for Minnesota.

Hunger in Minnesota Study

Hard choices about where to spend money yield greater hunger for Minnesota's needy

By Feeding America and Mathematica Policy Research.

http://www.hungerfreemn.org/hunger-in-mn/hunger-statistics/hunger-in-america-study
The sad truth about hunger is that it is a reality regardless of whether the economy is expanding or receding. Without question, though, poor economic conditions wreak particular havoc on hunger: increasing the number of individuals who are food-insecure and straining the resources of the hunger relief community. Every four years, a national, in-depth survey of hunger called Hunger in America is conducted by the Feeding America network of food banks. Hunger in America 2010, designed and analyzed by Mathematica Policy Research, pulled data from 2009 to shed light on hunger"s prevalence on a state-by-state basis.

The Hunger in America/Minnesota Study, utilizing data from Feeding America"s six member food banks (Hunger-Free Minnesota"s community partners), indicates that hunger in Minnesota has doubled over the past five years and has begun to have an impact on more children than ever before. In addition, more and more Minnesotans have to choose between putting food on the table and paying their mortgage or rent, heating and medical bills, and transportation costs. According to the study, in 2009, in the breadbasket of the wealthiest nation in the world, more than 80,000 unique (non-repeat) individuals in Minnesota sought emergency hunger relief during any given week.

Here are highlights from the Hunger in America/Minnesota Study:

Demand is on the rise
Organizations and government assistance programs that provide hunger relief are on the front lines of what could be called a hunger crisis in Minnesota and are experiencing a growing demand for food.

· 85 percent of food pantries/shelves noted an increase in the number of clients seeking emergency hunger relief over the past five years.

· 71 percent of soup kitchens reported an increase in the number of clients seeking emergency hunger relief over the past five years.

· 35 percent of shelters reported an increase in the number of clients seeking emergency hunger relief over the past five years.

· 45 percent of those seeking emergency hunger relief also receive Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program benefits — an increase of nine percent over the past five years.

· 73 percent of households with children under the age of three seeking emergency hunger relief also participate in the Women, Infant and Children Program — a 15 percent increase over the past five years.

The face of hunger is changing
Often, it is presumed that those who are hungry are desperately poor, homeless and unemployed. While a percentage of food-insecure Minnesotans do fit this definition, the majority do not.

· 40 percent of those seeking emergency hunger relief are children under the age of 18 — a five percent increase over the past five years.

· Eight percent of those seeking emergency hunger relief are children under the age of five — a two percent increase over the past five years.

· 35 percent of households seeking emergency hunger relief include at least one employed adult.

· 81 percent of households with children under the age of 18 seeking emergency hunger relief are food-insecure, meaning they are at risk of hunger — an eight percent increase.

· 41 percent of households with children under the age of 18 seeking emergency hunger relief are very food-insecure, meaning they regularly experience hunger — a 12 percent increase.

Hard choices for the hungry
While many Minnesotans enjoy the security of gainful employment and money both for necessities and discretionary spending, many others do not. A growing percentage of hungry Minnesotans, in fact, must make difficult decisions about how to spend their limited resources every single day.

· 40 percent of those seeking emergency hunger relief chose between paying for food and paying their rent or mortgage — a 10 percent increase over the past five years.

· 41 percent of those seeking emergency hunger relief chose between paying for food and paying for utilities or heating fuel — a seven percent increase over the past five years.

· 27 percent of hungry Minnesotans must choose between paying for food and paying for medicine or medical care.

· 40 percent of those seeking emergency hunger relief choose between paying for food and paying for transportation.

The undeniable truth
Hunger is on the rise, with devastating consequences for more children, more families, more of our neighbors than ever before, and a weakened economy is only making matters worse. With the Hunger in America/Minnesota Study, hunger"s pervasive hold on Minnesota cannot be denied.

Map the Meal Gap

100 Million Meals are Missing for Minnesotans in Need

Presented by Feeding America

http://www.hungerfreemn.org/hunger-in-mn/hunger-statistics/map-the-meal-gap
This new study, released by Feeding America in March, 2011, quantifies the reality of hunger in Minnesota:

· One in 10 Minnesotans — 583,000 of our neighbors — miss an average of 10 meals a month.

· That’s 100 million missing meals every year.

Methodology

In collaboration with the Howard G. Buffett Foundation and the Nielsen Company, Map the Meal Gap has refined the original methodology from the 2009 Missing Meals study by factoring new data points such as unemployment rates, ethnicities, income needed to become food-secure, and Nielsen Company data about food pricing. Feeding America researchers then estimated how many people they think are at risk for hunger in each county in Minnesota.

One meal equals 1.2 pounds of food, according to the USDA, and carries a cost of $2.49 based on the Map the Meal Gap data from The Nielsen Company. The cost of a meal varies by county. Data is available for all 87 counties in Minnesota, as well as by congressional district.

Here are highlights from the Map the Meal Gap Study:

In addition to the finding that there was an annual shortfall of 100 million meals, other study highlights include:

· More than 583,000 Minnesotans are food-insecure. This means they do not always know where that will find their next meal.

· 52 percent of Minnesotans who are food-insecure do not qualify for federal nutrition programs and must rely on charitable emergency food programs to meet their meal needs.

· Minnesota families who are food-insecure need an additional $13.74 per person, per week, to meet their food needs.

· The five Minnesota counties with the highest rates of food insecurity are Clearwater, Kanabec, Wadena, Mille Lacs and Pine.

· Minnesota’s Fifth Congressional District (covering eastern Hennepin County and parts of Ramsay and Anoka Counties) and Eighth Congressional District (covering northeastern Minnesota, including Duluth) have the highest rates of food insecurity, with both districts containing approximately 96,000 Minnesotans who are food-insecure.

