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Executive Summary

Increasing the amount of local food served on college campuses across Ontario is an important opportunity for
colleges to better serve their students and communities. By offering more local food options, colleges can increase
student satisfaction, campus sustainability,and their regional economic impact — all while increasing the quality of
campus foodservices.

This research report is part of a multi-stakeholder project entitled Increasing Local Food Procurement at Ontario
Colleges,led by Mohawk College in partnership with the Greenbelt Fund and the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food
and Rural Affairs (OMAFRA). The larger project comprises three phases: industry research (Phase 1), pilot projects
(Phase 2),and the development of a scalable, transferable local food procurement framework (Phase 3). The purpose
of thisreportisto explore the challenges and opportunities revealed in the research phase as they relate to increasing
local food procurement at Ontario’s 24 colleges.

Industry research was conducted through a targeted literature review, in-depth interviews with stakeholders
fromacross the college foodservices supply chain,and a province-wide student survey aimed at gauging current
perceptions of food on college campuses across Ontario.

The majority of colleges in Ontario (88%) outsource the management of their foodservices operations to third-party
operators. By engaging third-party operators, colleges access their expertise in foodservices management, minimize
the college’s exposure to risk,and maintain the profitability of campus foodservices. The focus of the research
summarized in this report is on colleges that use third-party foodservices operators because this area represents

the most significant opportunity to have a meaningful impact onincreasing local food procurement. This report
examines both perceived and systemic barriers to local food procurement,and considers the current landscape of
college foodservices.

In order toincrease local food procurement at Ontario colleges, this report proposes the evolution of the relationship
between colleges and their foodservices operators. Colleges have an opportunity to partner with foodservices
operators, suppliers and students to implement innovative procurement solutions that support serving Ontario food
on Ontario college campuses.

Informed by the research, this reportidentifies a set of common challenges to local food procurement in the Ontario
college system, and lays out a series of opportunities with recommended actions that will supportincreased local
food procurement at Ontario’s 24 colleges.

The research has demonstrated that students across the province place value on havinglocal food options available
on campus. Eighty-five percent of students surveyed as part of the research phase believe it’simportant for colleges
to support sustainability by serving local food options on campus. Further to that, 78% of respondents believe that
serving more local food on campus will increase the quality and nutritional value of food options.

This report summarizes the first phase of the larger project aimed at increasing local food procurement at

Ontario colleges. The opportunitiesand actions identified in this report directly respond to barriers to local food
procurement, and will inform the next phases of the project, including the implementation of pilot projects at
three Ontario colleges. Outcomes from this research report and the evaluation of pilot projects willinform the
development of ascalable, transferable local food procurement framework that can be adopted at all 24 colleges in
the province.




1.0 Introduction

Campus foodservices feed a growing number of students at 24 colleges
across Ontario. Each day, college foodservices serve roughly 237,000
studentsand accumulate $65 million in annual sales (FS Strategy, 2015).
On-campus foodservices represent an essential service for college students
and staff,as wellas animportant revenue source for colleges.

Increasing the amount of local food served at Ontario’s 24 collegesis an
important opportunity for colleges to better serve their communities

by improving student satisfaction, enhancing campus sustainability,and
increasing their economic impact in Ontario while raising the quality of food
on campus.

Since inception, Ontario colleges have focused onimpacting the
communities they serve. In 1965, the modern Ontario college system was
established through an act of provincial parliament, which mandated that
colleges “meet the needs of the local community” by responding to local
growth opportunities and training a highly skilled workforce that was locally
based but globally competitive (Ontario Department of Education, 1967).

This report examines common barriers to local food procurement,and
proposes aset of actions that will mitigate these barriers. The report
identifiesa number of opportunities that will help increase local food
procurementat Ontario colleges. The research presented in this report will
inform the development of pilot programs to be implemented in at least
three Ontario colleges. These pilot programs will support the creation of
ascalable, transferable framework for increasing the amount of Ontario-
grown food served at college campuses across the province. The framework
will provide a set of tools for multi-year improvements and enhancements
that will evolve the current state of foodservices at Ontario colleges.

By partnering with foodservices providers, suppliers and students to
implement innovative solutions, Ontario colleges can increase satisfaction,
enhance the sustainability of their campuses, improve the quality of
foodservices,and increase their regional economic impact.

Why increase local food

procurement at Ontario
colleges?

Student Satisfaction

Inaprovince-wide student
survey, 64% of respondents
said they feel thereis room
forimprovementin campus
foodservices. Seventy-eight
percent believe that serving
more local food options would
improve the quality of food on
campus.

Supporting Sustainability

Food miles are the distance
thatacommodity travels from
point of production to the
point of consumption and the
required energy and resulting
greenhouse gas emissions
(Kissinger, 2012). On average,
foodtravels 2,500 kilometres
toreachastudent’s plate. Local
fooditems travel an average of
only 250 kilometres (Mathers,

2014).

Community Impact

Studies show that dollars spent
on local food have a multiplier
effect. Local food purchases
benefit local businesses, which
inturn means job creation,
higher tax revenues,and greater
income and wealth in the region.

Increasing Local Food Procurement at Ontario’s 24 Colleges



What was involved in the
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industry research? s,

Literature Review

The review of relevant policy
documents and the examination
of established best practices at
collegesand other comparable
broader public-sector
institutions.

Stakeholder Interviews

Semi-structured meetings

with representatives from
throughout the college
foodservices supply chain that
allow for in-depth conversations
and qualitative information
gathering.

Student Survey

A province-wide survey
designed to understand
students’ currentviews on
campus foodservices,and
gauge interest and support

forincreasinglocal food
procurement on college
campuses.

2.0 Research Methodology

This research report is part of a multi-stakeholder project entitled Increasing
Local Food at Ontario Colleges, led by Mohawk College in partnership with
the Greenbelt Fund and the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural
Affairs (OMAFRA). The purpose of the research report is to explore the
barriers and opportunities related to increasing local food procurement at
Ontario colleges.

In order to identify these barriers and find potential opportunities, Mohawk
College undertook a six-month research project, which included the
following:

e Literaturereview
e In-depthinterviews with supply chain stakeholders
e Province-wide student survey

2.1Literature Review

The literature review concentrated on successful projectsinincreasing
local food procurement from broader public-sector (BPS) institutions like
collegesand universities, as well as hospitals and long-term care facilities.
The literature review focused on understanding best practices and
precedents set in the United States and Canada. It also included a review of
relevant policy papers and legislative precedents.

A complete list of literature included in this review is attached as Appendix A.




2.2 Stakeholder Interviews

Throughout the summer and fall of 2016, the project team interviewed The pro]ect.team
48 stakeholdersin the college foodservices supply chain. Interviews were conducted in-depth
typically 45-90 minutesin length. Interviews were semi-structuredin order interviews with 48

to gather comparable data between participants, but also to allow for
in-depth conversations.

stakeholders from the

college foodservices
Interview participants represented 12 Ontario colleges, 20 broader public- supp/y chain.

sector institutions,and four of the largest college foodservices providersin

Ontario: Compass Group, Aramark, Sodexo and Brown’s Dining Solutions.

Research participants came from a geographically diverse set of 18 cities and

towns across Ontario. Interviewees included staff, foodservices directors,

purchasing managers,aggregators, distributors,and producers.

A complete list of stakeholder organizations is attached as Appendix B.

2.3 Student Survey

The purpose of the Ontario Colleges Foodservices Survey was to better
understand how students perceive the foodservices currently on campus
and gauge whether they supportincreasing local food procurement at
Ontario colleges. The results of the survey illustrate the level of current
consumer demand for local food. Prior to distribution, the survey was vetted
by the Research Ethics Board at participating colleges,and received approval
from the Multi-Site Research Ethics Board Expert Panel.

The survey was distributed online at 14 colleges across Ontario from

November 27,2016 to January 27,2017. More than 4,000 college students
participated inthe survey. Given a current population size of 237,000 full-
time students, the survey has a 99% confidence rating and a 3% margin of

error.

Astudent washes a freshly
picked head of lettuce grown
in the Mohawk College
Community Garden.

Increasing Local Food Procurement at Ontario’s 24 Colleges



Common Foodservices

Operating Models

Profit and Loss Model

Third-party operators manage
foodservices on campus and
are responsible for generating
profits. This model provides
colleges the leastamount

of risk,and gives day-to-day
management responsibilities to
the third-party operator.

Management Fee Model

Foodservices are outsourced to
third-party operators to benefit
fromtheir expertise, purchasing
power,and labour management.
Colleges maintain greater
controland assume greater risk
compared to the Profitand Loss
Model.

Self-Operated Model

Foodservices are run and
staffed by college employees.

This model gives colleges the
greatest amount of control
over foodservices, while being
directly responsible for their
own budgets and profitability.

3.0 College Foodservices Operations

This section of the report outlines the three most common foodservices
models employed at Ontario colleges,and provides an overview of the

current college foodservices landscape.

The majority of colleges in Ontario (88%) outsource the management of
their foodservices operations to third-party operators, such as Chartwells
(adivision of Compass Group Canada), Aramark, Sodexo or Brown’s Dining
Solutions. A small number of colleges run self-operated foodservices.

Fifteen colleges have student associations that run independent
foodservices that are self-operated and situated in a different area of the
campus than food outlets run by third-party operators. This results in many
colleges having both third-party operators and self-operated foodservices
located on one campus.

The focus of this research is on colleges that use third-party foodservices
operators because this area represents the most significant opportunity
to have ameaningfulimpact onincreasing local food procurement. For the
purposes of this research, culinary programs at Ontario colleges have been
excluded from the project scope.

*Photo credit: Humber College




3.1 College Foodservices Models

In most circumstances, colleges (as well as many universities and other
broader public-sector institutions) have one of three types of foodservices
operations models: Profit and Loss Model; Management Fee Model; and
Self-Operated Model. These three models involve varying levels of risk to the
college and varying degrees of college control over foodservices operations,
asillustrated belowin Figure 1.

The following descriptions of foodservices models were identified in the
research and documented in several reports on challenges to local food
procurementamongst broader public-sector foodservices (Trent University
Food Service Review, 2013; MacPherson, Naccarato & Ohberg, 2012; Broad
Liebet.al,2012).

Control vs. Risk in College Foodservices

high
Self-operated Model
(_)I Management Fee Model
x
|_
2
O
9]
Profit & Loss Model College
Ownership
low high
RISK

Figure 1. Controlvs. Risk in College Food Services. Adapted with permission from Trent Food
Service Review. 2013. p. 9. Copyright 2013 by Food Systems Consulting Inc.

88% of colleges in
Ontario outsource
the management of
their foodservices
operations to third-
party operators.
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Control vs. Risk in College Foodservices

Profit & Loss Model College
Ownership
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RISK

3.1.1 Profit and Loss Model

Inthe Profitand Loss Model, colleges contract third-party operators to
manage their foodservices. Upon winning the contract, the third party
manages all aspects of the foodservices operationsand is responsible for
ensuring profitability. In return, the college receives a commission (suchasa
percentage of sales) and/or rebates from the operator.

At this time, 88% of Ontario’s 24 colleges operate foodservices under the
Profitand Loss Model. This model allows colleges to minimize risk while still
generatinga profit. The Profit and Loss Model absolves colleges from the
day-to-day management of their foodservices while allowing them to receive
apercentage of the profits from the third-party operator in the form of a
commission and/or arebate.

In this model, colleges give a substantial amount of control over their
foodservices to the third-party operator, who is responsible for making
decisions on key issues such as the hours of operation, staff, marketing,
menu development and procurement standards (including the prioritization
of local food).

Under thisarrangement, colleges still have input into their foodservices.
Inthe majority of interviews, foodservices operators emphasized their
accountability to the college as their client. Any major decisions —such as
across-the-board price increases or the installation of a new franchise —
require college input. On a near-daily basis, the foodservices manager checks
in with their point of contact at the college. This point of contact may be a
hospitality services manager, or the director of ancillary or facility services
who oversees the foodservices contract in addition to other roles.

All of the foodservices directors interviewed said that client satisfaction
was important and the college’s input —as well as of that of its students

— was important to the decisions they made. Foodservices directors also
frequently mentioned that their main focus is on ensuring the profitability
of the foodservices. For example, if clients are unsatisfied with the hours of
operation, the lack of local products, or the quality of food, then operators
are willing to listen. Major changes to a foodservices operator’s business
modelare at their discretion. If these changes require investments, the
college and the operator negotiate who is responsible for which portion of
the costs. The contract between the college and the third-party operator
may be amended depending on the scope of the changes.




3.1.2 Management Fee Model

This modelis not currently in use at any Ontario colleges, but is used by a
number of other broader public-sector institutions in the province. Under
this model, foodservices are outsourced to a third-party operator in order
toaccess expertise, purchasing power and labour management while the
institution maintains a higher level of control over foodservices operations
compared to the Profitand Loss Model.

Third-party operators are contracted to manage the foodservices for a
fee. Thefeeistypically aflat fee and/or a percentage of sales. Under this
model, the institution assumes both the risk and control position (Trent
University Food Service Review, 2013). If foodservices are not profitable,
the institution’s operating budget is impacted. This model requires a higher
investment by the institution’s staff to oversee foodservices including both
the day-to-day operations as well as the strategic vision for foodservices.

The Management Fee Model provides greater flexibility to trial new ideas,
use alternative distributors,and respond directly to student feedback when
compared to the Profitand Loss Model.

3.1.3 Self-Operated Model

Currently, two colleges in Ontario maintain self-operated foodservices,
where foodservices are run and staffed by college employees (with some
opportunities for student employment). Self-operated models enable
colleges to have the greatest amount of control over their foodservices.
Ininterviews, institutions with a self-operated model reported that
foodservices played a partin larger strategic goals for the institution.

For example, the University of Guelph has a historyas an agricultural college
and the food served on campus is seen as an extension of the university’s
identity. At College Boréal,a francophone college in Sudbury, food offerings
are seenas part of francophone culture that values and celebrates food.
Both the University of Guelph and College Boréal also have experienced
foodservices staff who have developed innovative ways of managing costs,
such as establishing group purchasing organizations and processing food on
campus.

Inthe research, self-operated foodservices managers reported that they
were directly responsible for their own budgets with the oversight of college
administrators. They also reported that they were able to be more flexible in
their purchasing practices than third-party operators.

This flexibility enabled them to take advantage of opportunity buys, multiple
distribution networks,and prioritize high-quality, local food.

high

CONTROL

high

CONTROL

Control vs. Risk in College Foodservices

Management Fee Model

College
Ownership

high
RISK

Control vs. Risk in College Foodservices

Self-operated Model

College
Ownership

high
RISK
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Engaging third-party
operators removes a
significant amount of
risk on the part of the
college.

3.2 Current Snapshot of College Foodservices Operations

Third-party operators offer access to a profitable business model while
minimizing risk. Given the opportunity to tap into a well-established business
model that minimizes costs and risk, it’s not surprising that 88% of colleges
in Ontario continue to choose third-party foodservices operators. Engaging
third-party operators removes a significant amount of risk on the part of

the college and results in more of a contract management role than one of
implementation.

The focus of this research is on colleges that use third-party foodservices
operators because thisarea represents the most significant opportunity to
have ameaningfulimpact onincreasinglocal food procurement.

There are many reasons why the majority of colleges contract third-party
operators to run their foodservices. However, the four biggest motivators
areaccess to expertise, managing food and labour costs,and minimizing risk.
These are further described below:

Expertise

Third-party operators are experts in running multiple foodservice outlets
that compete congruently in one location, meeting the diverse needs

of college students while generating profits. It can be difficult to find
foodservices directors outside of large third-party providers who have the
expertise to manage several food outlets in one place.

Managing Food Costs

Third-party operators often facilitate access to group purchasing
organizations (GPOs), which allow organizations to aggregate their
purchasing power to find better prices,and gain access to consistent supply
chains. Through group purchasing, institutions increase the volume of a
certain product that they all purchase, which allows them to negotiate lower
prices.

Managing Labour Costs

When foodservices staff are employed by the third-party operatoras
opposed to the college, labour costs are reduced significantly. Across the
province, the lowest annual salary for a full-time college support staff
member is approximately $41,250 (including benefits and pension). Many
staff positions with third-party operators start at, or just above, minimum
wage and are hourly positions.

Minimizing Risk

Athird-party operator allows colleges to take a “hands off” approach to their
foodservices while still generating revenue. Third-party operators take on

all of the responsibility for the profitability of campus foodservices, while the
college receives ashare of profits through a commission or rebate.




3.3Summary of Current State of College Foodservices

In college foodservices models, there isan important trade-off between
controland risk. The Profitand Loss Model allows colleges to be “hands
off” with their foodservices while still obtaining a share of the profits. In this
model, colleges are exposed to less risk but forfeit majority control over the
management of foodservices. In the Management Fee Model, institutions
are able to maintain some control over important decisions, but still have to
retain a balance between exercising control, maintaining profitability, and
providing the college-side resources and oversight to lead the vision and
accountability of foodservices. Within self-operated foodservices, colleges
retain the majority of the control and the majority of the risk.

Given that most colleges outsource their foodservices to third-party
operators, this report focuses on research findings and recommendations
that pertain directly to colleges with third-party foodservices operators.
However, itis clear that all colleges and their student associations with
self-operated foodservices can benefit from a better understanding of the
challenges and opportunities related to local food procurement.

Hichyy
RLITTS

In college foodservices
models, thereis an
important trade-off
between control and
risk.

The Mohawk College Farm
Stand is one way students and
staff can connect with local
food on campus.

Increasing Local Food Procurement at Ontario’s 24 Colleges



In many cases,
perceived barriers to
local food procurement
can be as prohibitive as
systemic barriers.

3.4 Perceptions of Local Food Procurement

Theresearch provided insight into the current perceptions of local

food procurement held by various stakeholders throughout the college
foodservices supply chainincluding producers, suppliers, purchasers,
foodservices operators,and students. While the main focus of this report
is on systemic barriers to local food procurement, it is also important to
acknowledge that perceived barriers to increasing local food procurement
exist. In many cases, perceived barriers can be as prohibitive as systemic
ones. More often than not, perceived barriers are the biggest impediment
toincreasing local food procurement,and colleges cannot tackle thisissue
without eliminatingassumptions from the equation.

This section of the report highlights some of the most common perceived
barriers to local food procurement at Ontario colleges.

Local Food Champions

Championsare often seasoned chefs and foodservices managers who
feela personal passion for local food and are willing to “go the extra mile”
to procure local food and serve it in their cafeterias. They are also often
employed at institutions where the client supports local food procurement
as part of larger strategic goals in student satisfaction, sustainability,
community impact,and quality of services.

These champions typically create extensive networks of local food suppliers.
They also find creative ways to substitute local ingredients into established
menu options or to create their own menus.

The work of champions is difficult to sustain. The work they do to build and
use local supply networks is done in addition to all of the other duties they
areassigned. If the champion leaves the institution, they take their passion,
knowledge, and experience with them. Without a client that drives an
emphasis on local food, the lack of an institutional champion is perceived as a
barrier to procurement.

Higher Prices

Ininterviews, participants often reported that local food procurement
was not possible without increasing costs. However, several participants
reported that some of the Ontario-grown food items they procured were
similar in cost toimported products.

This contradiction speaks to alargerissue that local food is perceived to be
more expensive thanimported items. In reality,a large number of products
thatare produced in Ontario may be less expensive, on par, or close to the
price ofimported products, especially where food items are in peak season
and prices are pre-negotiated.




Volume & Seasonality

Many foodservices operators feel that “smaller producers and suppliers
simply do not operate onascale large enough to meeta college or
university’s needs on their own, and the reliability of procuring food from
these farmsis not guaranteed” (Broad Lieb et. al, 2012). Therefore, operators
tend to work with broad line distributors that have international supply
chains. This perceived barrier exists despite that the agri-food industry

in Ontario generates an economic impact of $63 billion every year. With
effective management of production and pre-negotiation, small and
medium regional vendors can often meet the volume demands of college-
based clients.

Foodservices managers also consistently reported that they view seasonality
asabarriertoincreasinglocal food procurement. While this isa common
perception, Ontario farmers now have the ability to offer many products
(including produce) all year long. This perceived barrier canalso be
addressed through seasonally favourable menu development.

Food Safety

Concerns about food safety were often mentioned ininterviews as a
barrier to local food procurement. Most operators assumed that many
smaller vendors do not have the proper food safety initiatives to comply
with foodservices companies’ corporate food safety standards. In reality
there are several types of food safety certifications that producers and
suppliers can have and many vendors, including smaller vendors, may
simply have certifications that are perceived to be less rigorous (i.e.,a
federal certification may be considered more rigorous thana provincial
certification). This means that although the vendor is meeting food safety
requirements, the third-party operator places less value on some types of
certifications. In many cases, smaller vendors have different certifications
because the cost of obtaining other types is prohibitive.

Anapple grows in the Fennell
Orchard at Mohawk College.
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Themes, Opportunities,

and Actions P 4
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Themes 4.0 Opportunities to Increase Local
While researching challenges

associated with increasing FOOd Procurement

localfood procurement,
five common themes were The purpose of this research project is to identify opportunities for Ontario

identified. colleges toincrease local food procurement in ways that willimprove

O

Opportunities
PP Informed by the research, this section of the report identifies a set of
Each theme presents

o common barriers to local food procurement in the Ontario college system
opportunities to break down ] T ) j
barriers through the evolution and lays out aseries of opportunities with recommended actions that will
of college foodservices. supportincreased local food procurement at Ontario’s 24 colleges.

O

Actions

Priority actions for each
opportunity will be used to
develop the toolkit and scalable
framework forincreasing local

the quality of campus foodservices, have a greater positive impact on
the regional economy, and increase the sustainability of foodservices
operations.

This section of the report groups opportunities identified in the research
into five key themes. For each opportunity, there isaset of proposed actions
that can help remove barriers to local food procurement.

Theme @) Opportunity @ Actions

_ Example:
food procurement at Ontario’s
24 colleges. Theme: RFP Process and Contract Management
Opportunity: RFP Development
Action: Develop standard language that supports local food

procurement for use in RFPs at all 24 Ontario colleges

The actions laid out in this section of the report will help to develop the
scalable framework forincreasing local food procurement at Ontario
colleges.




4.1RFP Process and Contract Management

For colleges with third-party foodservices operators, the development of
the Request for Proposal (RFP) and contract are important starting points.
The RFP and subsequent contract set the expectations and the basis of the
working relationship between the foodservices operator and the college.

Itisimportant for colleges to include their expectations onincreasing
localfood procurement in the RFP and the contract. In both the RFP

and contract, colleges must set out their expectations for procuring,
advertising,and reporting onlocal food procurement. In cases where local
food procurement is not explicitly mentioned in the contract, foodservices
operators choose whether to prioritize local food.

4.1.1RFP Development

Opportunity: Whena college pursues athird-party operator to manage its
foodservices, the college sets out its service expectations in a Request for
Proposal (RFP). Foodservices operators who submit proposals are evaluated
based on their ability to meet the needs and expectations outlined in the RFP.

This represents animportant opportunity for colleges to include specific
expectations around local food procurement in the RFP and the evaluation
criteriafor responses. These expectations can include specific targets that
require third-party operators to prioritize local food in their purchasing
practices.

Actions:

e Develop standard language that supports local food procurement for use
in RFPs atall 24 Ontario colleges

o Develop examples of language to assist with setting local food
procurement targets in RFPs at all 24 Ontario colleges

o Createastandard set of criteriato evaluate the ability of third-party
operatorsto procure local food in RFPs for all 24 Ontario colleges

RFP Process
and Contract
Management

Increasing Local Food Procurement at Ontario’s 24 Colleges



The contract sets the
basis for the working
relationship between
the college and the

third-party operator.

A student purchases food from
the cafeteriaat Humber College
in Toronto, Ontario.

4.1.2 Developing and Managing Contracts

Opportunity: Once afoodservices operator is selected as the preferred
proponent of the RFP, they negotiate a contract with the institution. The
contract outlines the roles and responsibilities of both the operatorand
the college,and sets the basis for the working relationship between the two
parties.

The development of the foodservices contract isan opportunity for colleges
to explicitly communicate expectations on local food procurement, carrying
the goals outlined in the RFP directly into the contract. Without embedding
these expectations in the contract, foodservices operators have the right to
refuse participation in local food procurement strategies.

Actions:

e Develop standard language that supports local food procurement for use
in contractsatall 24 Ontario colleges

e Develop examples of language to assist with setting local food
procurement targets in contracts at all 24 Ontario colleges

e Determine a metric for connecting back to the original RFP

e Establishanannuallocal food procurement reporting process for third-
party operators




4..3 Length of Foodservices Contracts

Opportunity: In many cases, foodservices contracts last a minimum of The contractisa I/V/ng
five years, with the option to extend the contract for an additional two or document that can
threeyears,and thenan additional two years after that. For many colleges, be amended to meet
foods.eerces contra.cts can !ast ngarly a dec'a.d(.e without a.new RFPissued, a college’s needs and
resultingin long periods of time without revisiting strategic goals or .

expectations as they relate to foodservices operations. strateglcgoals.

For institutions who are in the midst of multi-year contracts with third-party
operators, there are opportunities to make amendments to contracts.

The contract betweenacollege and its foodservices operatoris a living
document that can be amended to meeta college’s evolving needs and
strategic goals atany time.

Actions:

e Develop tools that assist colleges in re-evaluating strategic goals and
values in the context of foodservices (i.e., student satisfaction, community
impact,accountability,and sustainability)

e Compilealist of precedents or sample amendments that can be usedin
contract negotiations aimed at increasing local food procurement

e Setastandard length for contract terms (i.e., maximum of one contract
renewal before colleges are required to issue a new RFP)

Theme Summary: RFP Process and Contract Management

Opportunities  Actions

RFP
Development

Develop standard language that supports local food procurement for use in RFPs

Develop examples of language to assist with setting local food procurement targets in RFPs

Create astandard set of criteria to evaluate the ability of 3rd-party operators to buy local food

Develop standard language that supports local food procurement for use in contracts

Foodservices
Contracts

Developing o . .
dManaging Develop language to assist with setting local food procurement targets in contracts

an
Determine a metric for connecting back to the original RFP

Contracts : .
Establish anannuallocal food procurement reporting process for 3rd-party operators
Develop tools that assist colleges in re-evaluating strategic goals and values in the context of
foodservices

Length of

Compilealist of precedents or sample amendments that can be used in negotiations aimed at
increasing local food procurement

Setastandard length for contract terms (i.e., maximum of one contract renewal before colleges
arerequired toissue a new RFP)
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Defining Local
Food and Setting
Targets

4.2 Defining Local Food and Setting Targets

There are several widely used definitions of local food. The Local Food

Act (2013) in Ontario defines local food as food produced or harvested

in Ontario. However, many foodservice providers define “local” as food
producedin Canada. The research revealed that, for both colleges and their
foodservices operators, the shifting nature of the definition represents a
challenge. Often colleges’ expectations and definitions do not align with that
of their foodservices operators. In part because of the difference between
these two definitions, foodservices operators can face challengesin
providingaccurate or acceptable local food measurements. This confusion
presentsavery real challenge that can undermine local food procurement.

4.2.1 Defining Local Food

Opportunity: Across the college foodservices system, there are several
definitions of what qualifies as alocal product. This creates challenges
intrackingand measuring the amount of local food served on college
campuses.

This presents an opportunity to develop acommon language around
local food. This definition could be applied in contracts with foodservices
providers,and can assist with goal-setting, measurement, and/or
procurement processes.

The research revealed that the most widely accepted and credible definition
of localfood is the definition established in the 2013 Ontario Local Food
Act. This definition speaks to the concentrated regional economic and
environmental impacts of local food purchasing practices. Ontario colleges
should follow Ontario standards and adopt the definition of local food from
the 2013 Local Food Act, as interpreted and applied by Foodland Ontario.

The 2013 Local Food Act is attached as Appendix C.

Foodland Ontario has applied this definition to food products based on
industry and consumer feedback. Foodland Ontario is also widely recognized
by Ontario consumers — 92% of Ontarians recognize the Foodland Ontario
brand (OMAFRA, 2015). Therefore, there isan opportunity for colleges to
adopt this definition.

Alist of Foodland Ontario foods definitions is attached as Appendix D.

Actions:

e Createadraft Memorandum of Understanding that officially adopts
the Foodland Ontario definitions of local food products, to be signed by
Presidents of Ontario’s 24 colleges
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4.2.2 Establishing a Baseline

Opportunity:In order to measure progress, colleges need to establish a
baseline measurement of current local food procurement at their campuses.
Prioritizing local food gives colleges the opportunity to conduct an audit

of current food purchases focused on the origin of ingredients. This audit
can be based on velocity reports provided by the foodservices operator’s
distributors. Velocity reports provide origin information, including local food
products. This process can help a college understand its current level of local
food procurement and set incremental goals for its foodservices provider.
Standardizing the food auditing process for colleges will support consistent
measurement and reporting across the Ontario college system.

Actions:

e Develop astandardized toolkit and framework for benchmarking and
reporting of food origin audits at all college campuses

e Recommend thatall colleges complete a third-party audit that is
independent of their foodservices operators

4.2.3Setting Realistic Procurement Targets

Opportunity: Establishing clear, realistic goals will help foodservices
providers understand and meet the expectations for sourcinglocal food as
part of a sustainability, quality,and community impact strategy. At current
production levels, Ontario cannot produce enough food to feed its growing
population (Econometric Research Limited, Cummings, H. et al. MacRae, R.,
2015). Additionally, larger trends and preferences have created markets for
products that Ontario does not produce. Thus, it is unreasonable to expect
that Ontario college foodservices operators can source 75-100% of food
productslocally.

Colleges have an opportunity to set specific local food procurement targets
that are achievable, measurable,and rooted in established baselines. For
example, if the college has an established baseline of 15%, the college can
mandate in RFPs and contracts that its foodservices provider must increase
its local food procurement by 5% annually for three years and maintain alevel
of 30% Ontario-sourced food for the length of the contract.

Actions:

e Develop examples of local food procurement targets based on a variety
of quantitative measurements, and suitable for arange of college
environments

o Create standardized targets that can be applied province-wide (i.e.,all
colleges adopt a minimum target of 10%local food)

Colleges have an
opportunity to set
specificlocal food
procurement targets
that are achievable,
measurable, and
rooted in established
baselines.

Increasing Local Food Procurement at Ontario’s 24 Colleges
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4.2.4 Reporting and Accountability

Without measuring Opportunity: Without measuring local food procurement, it is difficult
local food forfoodservices providers and colleges to know if they are meeting their
procurement, goals and to promote their success on campus. Tracking and reporting on
it is difficult for local food purchasesiis critical to increasing local food procurement and

communicating successes. Colleges have an opportunity to adapt annual

foodservices prov:ders reporting structures to include local food procurement in a way that

and colleges to know if provides an accountability measure for foodservices operators.
they are meeting their Actions:
goals. e Developaset of criteriathat foodservices operators can report on to

gauge progress in increasing local food procurement

Theme Summary: Defining Local Food and Setting Targets

Opportunities  Actions

DefiningLocal | Createadraft Memorandum of Understanding that officially adopts the Foodland Ontario
Food definitions of local food products, to be signed by Presidents of Ontario’s 24 colleges

Develop a standardized toolkit and framework for benchmarkingand reporting of food origin

Establishinga .
audits at all college campuses

Baseline

Recommend all colleges complete a 3rd-party audit independent of their foodservices operators

Setting Realistic | Develop examples of local food procurement targets based on a variety of quantitative
Procurement | measurements,and suitable forarange of college environments

Targets Create standardized procurement targets that can be applied province-wide

Reportingand | Develop aset of criteria that foodservices operators can report on to gauge progressin
Accountability | increasinglocal food procurement
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4.3 Marketing & Consumer Education

Ininterviews, many foodservices staff reported that it is difficult to “tell the
story”and market local food choices in the cafeteria because there is no clear
commonly used brand or certifications on local food items that they could
draw uponinthe foodservices context.

Creating local food promotions often means that foodservices staff have
to create marketing materials from scratch, and this may result in the use of
language or symbols that do not have meaning to all of their customers.

4.3.1Local Food Certification Program

Opportunity: Lack of standardization through branding or certification
makes it difficult for foodservices providers to market local food options. A
local food certification program that sets clear definitions, a recognizable
brand,and a demonstrable impact would help foodservices market local food
selections. This presentsan opportunity to create or adopt astandardized
certification for marketing local food options on college campuses.

The Foodland Ontario symbolis already widely recognized and can easily be
integrated into promotional campaigns and point-of-sale materials to better
promote local food options. Alternatively,a new campus-based certification
program could be developed to help colleges and their foodservices providers
advertise local food options on campus. An excellent example of a campus-
based certification program that helps colleges set targets and promote their
commitment to sustainability is Fair Trade Campus.

The Fair Trade Campus program recognizes universities and colleges
committed to fair trade standards. Participation in the certification program
unlocks marketing opportunities to promote Fair Trade products on campus.

Actions:

e Createatoolkit that provides guidelines for how colleges canimplement
Foodland Ontario branding on their campuses to highlight and promote
local products

e Investigate the feasibility of a new certification system for locally procured
items that follows best practices established by Fair Trade Campus
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Colleges have an
opportunity to work
with foodservices
providers to build pre-
developed marketing
materials that advertise
local food.

The Mohawk College Farm
Stand sources locally grown
produce from community
partners like the Mustard
Seed Co-op.

4.3.2 Local Food Marketing Tools

Opportunity: Foodservices operators often have online portals for
marketing tools, where foodservices directors can access a suite of
marketingand promotional tools developed by corporate headquarters.
Inthe research, many foodservices directors suggested that marketing is
oftenachallenge because there are no pre-existing tools specific to local
food. Since marketing is often done in addition to many other duties, they
often do not have the time to create original marketing materials for special
promotions or menu specials, such asalocal food menuitem.

Colleges have an opportunity to work with foodservices providers to expand
and more effectively incorporate marketing materials that advertise local
food. This would encourage foodservices directors to procure local food
during peak seasons and help them promote local food on campus while
alleviating the work it takes to develop promotions from scratch.

Actions:

e Developacalendar of local food items that can be commonly used on
college campuses for each season, including meat, produce, and dairy
products

e Createafact sheet for common local food items that can inform marketing
campaigns
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4.3.3 Local Food Literacy for Foodservices Staff

Opportunity: Many Ontarians lack knowledge about how to identify,
prepare,and discuss local foods (OMAFRA, 2015). Ontario college
foodservices staff are no exception. In the research, several foodservices
directors commented that they and their staff could benefit from greater
local food literacy.

Food literacy can be defined as the ability to understand the importance and
impact of healthy food choices, and the skills with which to identify, grow, and
prepare healthy foods. In Ontario, food literacy is a widely recognized model
for empowering healthy citizens.

Colleges and their foodservices operators have an opportunity to invest
inlocal food literacy trainingas a way to support local food procurement.
Foodservices staff who are knowledgeable about how to identify, procure,
and prepare local foods are significantly more likely to promote local food
on college campuses. This training can take the form of classroom-based
workshopsand/or hands-on cooking demonstrations. Organizations like
Sustain Ontario, Meal Exchange and Ecosource have extensive local food
literacy resources that can easily be adapted for foodservices training.

Inthe research, foodservices directors and chefs fromarange of institutions
suggested that frontline workers, managers, chefs,and prep teams should
be trained so that they are able to design menus using local ingredients and
promote these recipes.

Actions:
e Developaworkshop template for training foodservices staff on local food
literacy

e Create recommendations for hands-on learning opportunities that are
easy toimplement

In Ontario, food literacy
is awidely recognized
model for empowering
healthy citizens.
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Students who know
the importance and
impact of local food
choices are able to
make healthy choices
for themselves.

4.3.4 Local Food Literacy for Students

Opportunity:Inaddition to increasing local food literacy for foodservices
staff, thereisan opportunity to support studentsin learningabout the
importance and impact of local food choices, and the skills with which to
identify, grow, and prepare healthy foods. This willempower them to make
healthy food choices for themselves, both at home and in their campus
cafeteria.

The long-term impact of educating students about healthy food choices is
alsoimportant to consider. Students will bring this knowledge with them as
they graduate from college and continue their lives. As young consumers,
their food literacy and food choices may have a broader impact on societial
normsand values over time.

Similar to training for foodservices staff, this could be modelled as
classroom-based workshops and/or hands-on cooking demonstrations
aligned with Wellness initiatives. Colleges could embed local food literacy
into the academic curriculum through Environment & Sustainability
electives, or other relevant courses.

Actions:

e Developaworkshop template to introduce students to local food literacy

e Create recommendations for hands-on learning opportunities thatare
easy toimplement

e Investigate opportunities to include local food literacy as part of the
academic curriculum

Theme Summary: Marketing and Consumer Education

Local Food

Create atoolkit that provides guidelines for how colleges can implement Foodland Ontario
branding on their campuses

Certification
Program

Investigate the feasibility of a new certification system for locally procured items that follows best
practices established by Fair Trade Campus

Local Food

Develop a calendar of local food items that can be used on college campuses for each season
including meat, produce,and dairy products

Marketing Tools

Create afact sheet for local food items that can inform marketing campaigns

Local Food Develop alocal food literacy workshop template for foodservices staff

Literacy for , . . I

Staff Create recommendations for feasible hands-on learning activities

Local Food Develop alocal food literacy workshop template for students

Literacy for Create recommendations for hands-on learning opportunities that are easy to implement
Students

Investigate ways to include local food literacy in the academic curriculum
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4.4 Menu Development, Market Access & Certifications

Web-based menu portal systems are one way that third-party operators
create efficiencies. Online web portals provide foodservices managers and
chefs with pre-approved recipes that are vetted for cost, quality, food safety,
and nutrition. In order to planamenuin the portal,a chef or foodservices
manager selectsarecipe and isimmediately presented with the required
ingredients, cost,and nutritional information.

The menu portal provides pre-approved recipes, which reduces the chef’s
labour for menu planning and ordering. This process also allows purchasing
staff at corporate headquarters to pre-negotiate the price of food items
with suppliers to get lower food prices. Finally, this system enables the
operator to manage food costs because they can order the exact product
they want in specific amounts, which also helps to minimize prep time and
food waste. While this system is engineered for efficiency, it poses challenges
forlocalfood procurement. This encourages purchasing staff to work with
large-scale suppliers with broadline distribution networks that can deliver
products nationally. This system largely excludes smaller suppliers that

may have regionally based procurement strategies and can guarantee the
delivery of local products.

4.4.10nline Menu Portals

Opportunity: For each ingredient there is typically one ordering optionin
the online menu portal. There is no description of the product’s origin or
indication as to whether it is Ontario-grown. With only one option available,
foodservices staff do not know if the ingredients they are ordering are local,
evenif the menuitemis seasonally appropriate and uses ingredients that
could be locally sourced.

Thereisan opportunity to adapt menu portals to better label local food
ingredients and recipes so that it is easier for foodservices staff to identify
local food options. This opportunity allows foodservices operators to
continue to benefit from the efficiencies created by the web portal at the
same time as helping foodservices staff to serve local food items whenever
possible.

Foodservices providers can label recipes in which the primary ingredients
arelocal. They canalso add “local ingredients” as a search criteria for recipes.

Actions:

e Identify changes to menu portals that will support local food procurement

e Workwith third-party operators to make changes to search functionsand
add product origin information to online menu portals

Menu
Development,
Market Access &

Certifications

Increasing Local Food Procurement at Ontario’s 24 Colleges
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Small-and medium-
sized producers have
to carefully planand
manage production
levels to accommodate
larger suppliers.

4.4.2 Access for Small and Medium Producers/Suppliers

Opportunity: Small-and medium-sized producers have to carefully plan

and manage production levels toaccommodate larger suppliers. If smaller
producers know that a client will purchase certain amounts of their products
through the year, they are better able to plan production levels accordingly.
For example, if alocal meat vendor knows that a college-based client needs
800 burgers weekly from September to April, then they can plan their
production, labour,and sales strategies around this.

This relationship can be managed through a contract between a producer
and supplier that guarantees the producer the purchase of a certain volume
annually,and provides the supplier with guarantees on consistency and price.
Foodservices operators can post RFPs to get local vendors to bid for the
ability to source key products. The contract between the winning vendor
and the foodservices operator can then outline expectations around volume
guarantees, consistent delivery,and payment methods.

Actions:

e Createaprocessthatallows local vendors to bid for specific products at
college foodservices for use where possible

e Develop standard contract language that sets out guidelines for the
relationship between purchasersand producers/suppliers in favour of
local food procurement

4.4.3 Facilitating Connections

Opportunity: Colleges have the greatest influence on demand-side
challenges because of their location in the supply chain. Colleges can foster
new partnershipsand improve supply chain collaboration.

Colleges can support direct connections through activities like vendor fairs,
which have been successfulin connecting smaller producers to larger supply
networks at broader public-sector institutions. At a vendor fair, local food
businesses are invited to network with traditional foodservices suppliers and
operators. This can help small-and medium-sized local food businesses gain
access to broader public-sector institutions and find opportunities beyond
traditional supply chain relationships. This may include sharing information
about the vetting processes involved in becoming an approved supplier.

Forexample,ina Greenbelt Fund-supported project, Aramark and Sol
Cuisine,an Ontario-based tofu company, jointly developed 30 recipes which
were served at five broader public-sector institutions.

Actions:

e In partnership with third-party foodservices operators, develop a pilot for
vendor fair with local suppliers and producers
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4.4.4 Food Safety and Certifications

Opportunity:In Ontario, the two most popular food safety certification

Colleges can enhance

programs are HACCP (Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Points) and ac CeSSibi/ity for
GAP (Good Agricultural Practices). Many foodservices operators refuse to small and medium

work with producers who do not hold these certifications. For many smaller
and medium-sized producers, the cost of these certification programs is
prohibitive. They are unable to invest the resources to undergo and maintain

producers by
reviewing certification

certification, which excludes them from the ability to supply foodservices requirements.
operators at many broader public-sector institutions.

Thereisan opportunity to review certification requirements to enhance
accessibility for smalland medium producers. Colleges can also require that
foodservices providers expand the types of certifications that they consider
acceptable by including this in contracts and RFPs.

Actions:

e Identify and investigate alternative certifications for smalland medium
producersand suppliers

e Investigate the possibility of developing and certifyingalocal food
aggregator who can improve the ability of smalland medium vendors to
meet volume requirements

Theme Summary: Menu Development, Market Access & Certifications

Opportunities  Actions

Identify changes to menu portals that support local food procurement

Connections

S::LI:SMGW Work with third-party operators to make changes to search functions and add product origin
information to online menu portals

Access for Small | Create a process that allows local vendors to bid for specific products at college foodservices

and Medium operations

Producers/ Develop standard contract language that sets out guidelines for the relationship between

Suppliers purchasersand producers/suppliers in favour of local food procurement

Facilitating In partnership with third-party foodservices operators, develop a pilot for vendor fair with local

suppliersand producers

Food Safetyand
Certifications

Identify and investigate alternative certifications for smalland medium producers and suppliers

Investigate the possibility of developingand certifyingalocal food aggregator who canimprove
the ability of small and medium vendors to meet volume requirements
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4.5 Franchise Management

Most college campuses have a combination of franchise food concepts and
their foodservices’ ownin-house brands. Local businesses are contracted on
occasion but, for the most part, franchises are national or global brands like
Pizza Pizza, Subway, Tim Hortons, and Starbucks.

In-house brand concepts, like On-the-Go (Chartwells) and Express
(Aramark), are developed and managed by the third-party operator. The
branding, marketing,and menus for in-house brand concepts are developed
by corporate staff from third-party operators. Food procurement is typically
performed through the online menu portals.

Franchise
Management

4.5.1dentifying Franchises that Value Local Food

Opportunity: Franchises have their own ordering protocols based on their
established supply chains. This makes it difficult to audit, report on,and
change menus to incorporate local food options. Franchises often have their
own food procurement guidelines based on their own brand standards, their
own suppliers,and their own products. However, there is some flexibility in
the franchises’ procurement directives, depending on the franchise.

Toincrease local food procurement, colleges can work with brands that have
existinglocal food procurement strategies and can seek out opportunities to
increase local food procurement at franchise locations.

This may require working with local businesses that have regional purchasing
strategies or finding global brands that have local food purchasing initiatives.

Actions:

e Identify national/international franchises with local food purchasing
initiatives

e Developatoolkit to assist colleges and their third-party operators to
identify local businesses with regional purchasing strategies that are
suitable for on-campus retail operations

Theme Summary: Franchise Management

Opportunities Actions
Identifying Identify national or international franchises that have local food purchasinginitiatives
Franchises that Develop atoolkit to assist colleges and their third-party operators to identify local businesses

Value Local Food with regional purchasing strategies that are suitable for on-campus retail operations
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Survey Statistics
ataGlance

5.0 Meeting Consumer Demand

To supportincreasing local food procurement at Ontario colleges, there
needs to bean understanding of how students, staff,and other consumers
perceive foodservices currently on campus. Thereis also a need to gauge
support forincreasinglocal food options on campus to make sure that
changesimplemented across the system are responding effectively to
consumer demand.

As part of the research,an online survey was distributed to students at
14 Ontario colleges from November 27,2016, to January 27, 2017. Prior
todistribution, the survey was vetted by the Research Ethics Board at
participating colleges,and received approval from the Multi-Site College
Research Ethics Board Expert Panel.

More than 4,000 college students participated in the survey. Givena
current population size of 237,000 full-time students, the survey hasa 99%
confidence ratingand a 3% margin of error.

Students from the following colleges participated in the survey:

e Algonquin College e Humber College

Confederation College Loyalist College

e DurhamCollege e Mohawk College
e Fanshawe College e NiagaraCollege
e FlemingCollege e Northern College
e GeorgeBrown College e Sheridan College
e Georgian College e St.ClairCollege

4,023 responses from
students at 14 Ontario
colleges

Participating colleges
represented regions

from across the province:
Northern, Western, Eastern
and Southcentral (GTA)

Just over 45% of responses
were from first-year college
students

Roughly 31% of responses
came from second-year
college students

The other 21% of
respondents comprised
third-year, fourth-year, post-
graduate,and continuing
education students

2,225 students (over 50%

of respondents) took the
time torespondtothe
survey’s open-answer
question: What would you
change about your campus
foodservices?

Increasing Local Food Procurement at Ontario’s 24 Colleges 31



84% of students
surveyed think
it’simportant for
colleges to support
sustainability by serving
local food options.

5.1Survey Results

The following isasummary of the Ontario Colleges Foodservices Survey.
The survey was open from November 27,2016, to January 27,2017,and 4,023
responses were received. This section presents a high-level synopsis of the
results. For full survey results, please refer to Appendix E.

Insummary, ourﬁndings demonstrate that:

Q 4[]/0 OF STUDENTS

WANT TO SUPPORT
SUSTAINABILITY BY BUYING

LOCAL FOOD OPTIONS

‘ -y’

\

“\

Nearly 84% of respondents think it isimportant for colleges to support
sustainability by serving local food options. Students noted improved
freshness, healthier meals, local economic development, and environmental

benefits as their top reasons for supporting local food.

A% Tiwk v

LOCAL FOOD = HEALTHY OPTIONS

Further building the case for increasing local food options on campus, 74% of
respondents thought serving more local food would increase the availability
of healthy food options, while 78% of respondents thought it would improve

Q. (\J
N o

More than 75% of respondents buy food on campus at least once per week.

the quality of food.

MORE
THAN 7 5 l]/ 0
OF STUDENTS BUY FOOD
ON CAMPUS AT LEAST

ONCE A WEEK
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LONGER AVAILABILITY LOWER PRICES campus.

Approximately 64% of respondents indicated they feel there isaneed for
improvement in on-campus foodservices. In line with this, respondents
pointed to more fresh and healthy options, better-quality ingredients, more
local food options, lower prices,and longer operating hours as the top five
ways in which on-campus foodservices could improve.

&= 33 STUDENTS

o - WANT THE | TOMATCH THE
_L OF FOOD ON CAMPUS
Affordability is the top barrier to purchasing more food on campus, which
strongly suggests that students are looking for better value for money with
respect to foodservices options. As noted, respondents see local food as
being fresher tastingand healthier. Improving these aspects of foodservices

through increasing the number of local food options could provide the value
for money students are looking for.

AFFORDABILITY

IS THE MAIN BARRIER THAT
seveen 0 1 UDENTS

AND BUYING FOOD ON CAMPUS

LUNCH
$14.00

Currently, convenience is the top driver behind on-campus food purchases,
while affordability is the main barrier preventing students from purchasing
more food on campus.

- ? STUDENTS ARE ASKING FOR 78% of respondents
o, . o o e
. . @ HEALTH uUAuDI( [I]IF{I‘ERE[[]]IEI:\TLS thought serving loca

options would improve

UPTIUNS OPTIONS the quality of food on
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Pilot Projects Timeline

Industry Research
(GUENE))

June to October 2016

O

Pilot Projects
Implementation (Phase 2)

March to October 2017

O

Pilot Projects
Evaluation

October 2017

O

Province-wide Research
Summit (Phase 3)

November 2017

O

Final Report and
Framework

Early 2018

6.0 Next Steps

Thisreportisthefirst phase of the research project aimed at increasing local
food procurement at Ontario colleges. The opportunities identified in this
reportdirectly respond to barriers to local food procurement and willinform
the next phases of the project:

Pilot Programs

The second phase of the project will involve pilot programs at three partner
colleges in Ontario. These on-campus pilot programs will be designed to
address challenges to local food procurement that have been identified in
the research phase and will be completed in partnership with each college’s
third-party foodservices provider. Mohawk College will work with the
partner colleges to design, implement, and evaluate the pilot programs.

Using the models established at Mohawk, two of these pilots will be aimed at
replicating and validating programs that have already been implemented at
Mohawk College: local food literacy training for frontline foodservices staff,
and conductingafood origin audit. The third pilot will be an opportunity for
apartner college to design a new solution that addresses at least one of the
barriersidentified in the research and to implement it on their campus.

Partner colleges will receive support, resources,and matching funding up to
$10,000 to assist with pilot program implementation.

Phase 2 Timeline:

Call for Pilot Projects Pilot Project
Applications Launch Final Reports
‘ ........ > a ........ > e
March 2017 April 2017 October 2017

Inthe application, colleges interested in participating will be asked to select
one pilot program froma pre-determined list of options. To demonstrate
the ability to implement the selected pilot, colleges will submit a draft work
planthat outlines the staff member(s) responsible for the project, timelines
forimplementation,and information on how the program will be evaluated.
Applicants will develop a budget proposal to support their request for
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matching funds, and willalso be required to submit letters of support from

their third-party foodservices provider and college senior management. The local food

The results of the pilot projects will be made available to all Ontario colleges procurement

and broader public sector institutions. All Ontario colleges are eligible to framework will be

apply for participationin pilot programs. flexible and scalable so
Local Food Procurement Framework that it can be adopted
This report and the outcomes of the pilot projects will inform the at Ontario’s 24 colleges.

development of adraft local food procurement framework. This framework

isintended to be flexible and scalable so that it can be adopted at Ontario’s 24
colleges and other broader public-sector institutions as a guide to increasing

local food procurement.

Province-wide Research Summit

With a draft framework ready to present to our industry partners, Mohawk
College will host a province-wide research summit that will bring together all
of the groups that were involved in the research phase and the pilot projects
phase.

This will be an opportunity for all parties to provide feedback on the draft
framework, and to participate in an examination of case studies and best
practices. Based on the feedback from attendees of the summit and other
stakeholder consultation, Mohawk College will develop the final framework
that will supportincreased local food procurement atall 24 colleges in
Ontario. Thefinal report will be published in early 2018.

The Community Garden in full
bloom at Fleming College in
Peterborough, Ontario.
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Summary of Opportunities and Actions

Theme

RFP Process
and Contract
Management

Theme

Defining Local
Food and Setting
Targets

Opportunities

RFP Development

Actions

Develop standard language that supports local food procurement for
usein RFPs

Develop examples of language to assist with setting local food
procurement targets in RFPs

Create astandard set of criteria to evaluate the ability of 3rd-party
operatorsto procure local food

Developingand
Managing Contracts

Develop standard language that supports local food procurement for
usein contracts

Develop language to assist with setting local food procurement targets
in contracts

Determine a metric for connecting back to the original RFP

Establish annual local food procurement reporting process for 3rd-
party operators

Length of
Foodservices
Contracts

Opportunities

Defining Local Food

Develop tools that assist colleges in re-evaluating strategic goals and
values in the context of foodservices

Compilealist of precedents or sample amendments that can be usedin
negotiations aimed at increasing local food procurement

Setastandard length for contract terms (i.e., maximum of 7 years
before colleges must issue anew RFP)

Actions

Create adraft Memorandum of Understanding that supportsashared
definition of local food, to be sighed by presidents of Ontario’s 24
colleges

EstablishingaBaseline

Develop astandardized toolkit and framework for benchmarkingand
reporting of food origin audits at all college campuses

Recommend all colleges complete a 3rd-party audit independent of
their foodservices operators

Setting Realistic
Procurement Targets

Develop examples of local food procurement targets based ona
variety of quantitative measurements,and suitable for arange of
college environments

Create standardized procurement targets that can be applied
province-wide

Reportingand
Accountability

Develop aset of criteria that foodservices operators can report onto
gauge progress in increasing local food procurement
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Summary of Opportunities and Actions

Marketing &
Consumer
Education

Theme

Menu
Development,
Market Access &
Certifications

Theme

Franchise
Management

Local Food
Certification Program

Create atoolkit that provides guidelines for how colleges can
implement Foodland Ontario branding on their campuses

Propose anew certification system for locally procured items that
follows best practices established by Fair Trade Campus

Local Food Marketing
Tools

Develop a calendar of local food items that can be used on college
campuses for each season, including meat, produce and dairy products

Create afact sheet for local food items that can inform campaigns

Local Food Literacy for
Foodservices Staff

Develop alocal food literacy workshop template for foodservices staff

Create recommendations for feasible hands-on learning activities

Local Food Literacy for
Students

Opportunities

Online Menu Portals

Develop alocal food literacy workshop template for students

Create recommendations for hands-on learning opportunities that are
easy toimplement

Investigate ways to include local food literacy in the curriculum
Actions
Identify changes to menu portals that support local food procurement

Work with third-party operators to make changes to search functions
and add product origin information to online menu portals

Access for Smalland
Medium Producers/
Suppliers

Create a process that allows local vendors to bid for specific products
at college foodservices operations

Develop standard contract language that sets out guidelines for the
relationship between purchasers and producers/suppliers in favour of
local food procurement

Facilitating
Connections

In partnership with third-party foodservices operators, develop a pilot
for vendor fair with local suppliersand producers

Food Safetyand
Certifications

Opportunities

Identifying Franchises
that Value Local Food

Identify and investigate alternative certifications for smalland medium
producers and suppliers

Investigate the possibility of developingand certifyingalocal food
aggregator who can improve the ability of smalland medium vendors
to meet volume requirements

Actions

Identify national or international franchises that have local food
purchasinginitiatives

Develop atoolkit to assist colleges and their third-party operators to
identify local businesses with regional purchasing strategies that are
suitable for on-campus retail operations
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APPENDIX B: Stakeholder Interview Participants

As part of the research, the project team conducted 45 in-depth interviews with 48 stakeholders at various stages
of the supply chain.

In the interest of confidentiality, the names of individuals who participated in stakeholder interviews as part of this
research project have been omitted from this report. Below is a list of organizations that were represented in the
stakeholder interviews:

Third-party Foodservice Providers

The four largest third-party foodservice providers that operate at colleges in Ontario were represented in
stakeholder interviews, including:

Aramark

e Brown’s Dining Solutions

e Chartwells (adivision of Compass Group Canada)
e Sodexo

Ontario Colleges

Twelve colleges participated in stakeholder interviews, with representation from all regions of Ontario:
e Northern

e Southern

e Eastern

e Southwestern

e GoldenHorseshoe (includes Greater Toronto Area)
Other Participants

e Four broader public-sector organizations with self-operated foodservices
e Sixteen broader public-sector organizations with third-party operated foodservices
e Eight Ontario distributors, aggregators, and producers
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APPENDIX C: Bill 36, Local Food Act (2013)

2nd Session, 4oth Legislature, Ontario
62 Elizabeth 11,2013

Bill 36
(Chapter 7 Statutes of Ontario, 2013)

An Act to enact the Local Food Act, 2013 and to amend the Taxation Act, 2007 to provide for a tax credit to farmers
for donating certain agricultural products that they have produced.

Preamble

Ontario has robust and resilient local food systems: a highly productive agricultural land base, a favourable
climate and water supply, efficient transportation and distribution systems, and knowledgeable, innovative
farmers, food processors, distributors, retailers and restaurateurs. These resources help ensure that local food
systems thrive throughout the province, allowing the people of Ontario to know where their food comes from and
connect with those who produceit.

The variety of food produced, harvested and made in Ontario reflects the diversity of its people. This variety is
something to be celebrated, cherished and supported. Strong local and regional food systems deliver economic
benefits and build strong communities.

Maintaining and growing Ontario’s local and regional food systems requires a shared vision and a collaborative
approach that includes working with public sector organizations. The process of setting goals and targets to
which the people of Ontario can aspire provides an opportunity to work with industry, the public sector and other
partners to promote local food and to develop a shared understanding of what needs to be done to support local
food in Ontario.

Therefore, Her Majesty, by and with the advice and consent of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Ontario,
enacts as follows:

Purposes

1. The purposes of this Act are as follows:
1. To foster successful and resilient local food economies and systems throughout Ontario.
2. Toincrease awareness of local food in Ontario, including the diversity of local food.
3. To encourage the development of new markets for local food.
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Definitions
2. Inthis Act,

“agency of the Government of Ontario” means a public body designated in regulations made under the Public
Service of Ontario Act, 2006; (“organisme du gouvernement de ’'Ontario™)

“hospital” means,
() ahospital within the meaning of the Public Hospitals Act,
(b) aprivate hospital within the meaning of the Private Hospitals Act that received public fundsin the
previous fiscal year of the Government of Ontario, and
(c) the University of Ottawa Heart Institute/Institut de cardiologie de ’Université d’Ottawa; (“h6pital”)

“local food” means,
(@) food produced or harvested in Ontario, including forest or freshwater food, and
(b) subject toany limitations in the regulations, food and beverages made in Ontario if they include
ingredients produced or harvested in Ontario; (“aliments locaux)

“Minister” means, unless the context requires otherwise, the Minister of Agriculture and Food or such other
member of the Executive Council as may be assigned the administration of this Act under the Executive Council
Act; (“ministre”)

“ministry” means, unless the context requires otherwise, the ministry of the Minister; (“ministére”)

“public sector organization” means,

(@) aministry of the Government of Ontario,

(b) anagency of the Government of Ontario,

(c) amunicipality within the meaning of the Municipal Act, 2007,

(d) auniversity in Ontario and every college of applied arts and technology and post-secondary institution
in Ontario whether or not affiliated with a university, the enrolments of which are counted for
purposes of calculating annual operating grants and entitlements,

(e) aboard within the meaning of the Education Act,

(f) ahospital,

(g) along-term care home within the meaning of the Long-Term Care Homes Act, 2007,

(h) acorporation described in clause (f) of the definition of “designated broader public sector
organization” in subsection 1 (1) of the Broader Public Sector Accountability Act, 2010,

(i) any other organization prescribed by regulation. (“organisme du secteur public”)

Local Food Week
3. The week beginning on the first Monday in June in each year is proclaimed as Local Food Week.
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Goals and targets
4. (1) The Minister shall, to further the purposes of the Act, establish goals or targets to aspire to in the following
areas:

1. Improving food literacy in respect of local food.

2. Encouraging increased use of local food by public sector organizations.

3. Increasingaccess to local food.

Timing
(2) Eachgoal or target shall be established within one year after the day the relevant paragraph in subsection (1)
comes into force.

Additional goals
(3) The Minister may, to further the purposes of the Act, establish additional goals or targets to aspire toiin
respect of local food.

Consultation
(4) Before establishing or amendinga goal or target, the Minister shall consult organizations that, in the Minister’s
opinion, have an interest in the goal or target.

Scope
(5) Agoal or target may be general or particular in its application and, without limiting the generality of the
foregoing, may be established in respect of,

(@) one or more types of local food specified in the goal or target;

(b) one or more entities specified in the goal or target, including one or more public sector organizations;
or

(c) one or more specified geographic areas.

Identification of public sector organization
(6) Ifagoal or target applies to one or more public sector organizations, the goal or target shall specify the public
sector organization or organizations to which it applies.

Publication of goals and targets
(7) The Minister shall publish each goal and target established under this section on a Government of Ontario
website, together with asummary of the information the Minister relied on to establish the goal or target.

Non-application of the Legislation Act, 2006, Part Il
(8) Part Il (Regulations) of the Legislation Act, 2006 does not apply to a goal or target established under this
section.
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Information to be provided to Minister
5. (1) The Minister may direct a public sector organization to provide the Minister with specified informationiin
order to assist the Minister in,

(a) establishingagoal or target or determining the actions required to meet a goal or target;

(b) understanding the steps that are being taken or have been taken to meet a goal or target;

(c) assessingthe progress that is being made or has been made toward meetinga goal or target; or

(d) preparingareport under section 6.

Public sector organization to provide information
(2) If the Minister directs a public sector organization to provide information, the public sector organization shall
provide the information on or before the deadline specified by the Minister in the direction.

Annual report
6. (1) The Minister shall prepare anannual report that,
(@) summarizes the government’s activities in respect of local food;
(b) describes the local food goals or targets that have been established under the Act;
(c) summarizes the steps that have been taken and the progress that has been made by public sector
organizations in respect of goals or targets; and
(d) includes such other information as the Minister determines.

Publication
(2) The Minister shall publish the report on a Government of Ontario website.

Regulations
7. The Minister may make regulations,
(@) limiting what constitutes local food under clause (b) of the definition of “local food” in section 2;
(b) prescribing organizations for the purposes of the definition of “public sector organization” in section 2
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Taxation Act, 2007
8. (1) Subsection 16 (2) of the Taxation Act, 2007 is amended by striking out “sections 17 to 22” at the end and
substituting “sections 17to 22and 103.1.2”.

(2) The Actisamended by adding the following Part:
PART IV.0.1NON-REFUNDABLE TAX CREDITS

Community food program donation tax credit for farmers
103.1.2 (1) Inthis section,
“agricultural product” has the meaning prescribed by the regulations; (“produit agricole”)

“eligible community food program” means a person or entity that,
(a) isengaged in the distribution of food to the public without charge in Ontario, including as a food bank,
(b) isregistered as acharity under the Federal Act,and
(c) satisfies the other conditions that are prescribed by the regulations; (“programme alimentaire
communautaire admissible™)

“eligible person” means,
(@) anindividual who carries on the business of farming in Ontario or his or her spouse or common-law
partner, or
(b) acorporation that carries on the business of farming in Ontario. (“personne admissible”)

Qualifying donation

(2) Adonationis a qualifying donation for a taxation year if both of the following criteria are met:

1. The donation is a donation of one or more agricultural products produced in Ontario by an eligible personand is
donated by an eligible person to an eligible community food program in Ontario.

2. The donation is made on or after January 1,2014.

Amount of the tax credit, individuals

(3) Aneligible person who is an individual and who was resident in Ontario on the last day of a taxation year ending
after the date prescribed by the Minister of Finance may deduct from the amount of tax otherwise payable for

the year under Division B of Part [la community food program donation tax credit not exceeding the amount
calculated using the formula,

AxB

in which,

“A” is the sum of the fair market value of each qualifying donation, the fair market value of which was used in
calculating the amount deducted by the individual under subsection 9 (21) in computing the amount of his or her
tax payable for the year under Division B of Part Il,and

“B” s 25 per cent.

Appendix C: Bill 36 - Local Food Act (2013) 5



APPENDIX C: Bill 36, Local Food Act (2013)

Amount of the tax credit, corporations

(4) Aneligible person that is a corporation may deduct from the amount of tax otherwise payable for the year
under Division B of Part lll, for a taxation year ending after the date prescribed by the Minister of Finance, a
community food program donation tax credit not exceeding the amount calculated using the formula,

CxD

in which,

“C” is that part of the person’s qualifying donations for the year that was deducted by the person under
subsection 110.1 (1) of the Federal Act in computing the person’s taxable income for the year, and

“D” is 25 per cent.

Trusts
(5) Atrustis not entitled to a tax credit under this section.

Regulations

(6) The Lieutenant Governor in Council may make regulations prescribingany rules the Lieutenant Governor in
Council considers necessary or advisable for the purposes of the proper administration of the credit under this
section.

Commencement
9. This Act comes into force on aday to be named by proclamation of the Lieutenant Governor.

Short title
10. The short title of this Act is the Local Food Act, 2013.




APPENDIX D: Foodland Ontario Definitions

Consumer and industry approved definitions of Ontario food products

Ontario beef

Ontario beef will be born, raised, slaughtered and further processed in an approved facility in Ontario. When
there are not enough calves born in Ontario to meet the demand for beef, calves may be sourced from within
Canada. This beef will be raised, slaughtered and further processed in Ontario. This would return more than 8o
per cent of the direct costs of production to Ontario’s farmers and economy.

Ontario cheese

More than 90% of the milk in Ontario cheese is produced on Ontario dairy farms. Up to 10% of the milk used for
processing in Ontario can be sourced from within Canada. The curds and whey must be produced in Ontario
from Ontario dairy inputs. Any identified secondary ingredients need to be grown and produced in Ontario (e.g.
strawberry cream cheese).

Ontario chicken

Ontario chicken will be hatched from eggs laid in Ontario or from newly hatched chicks which may be sourced
from within Canada or the United States. These chickens will then be raised, slaughtered and processed in
Ontario.

Ontario dairy products (yogurt, sour cream etc. — excludes milk and cheese)

More than 90% of the milk in Ontario dairy products must be produced on Ontario dairy farms. Up to 10% of the
milk used for processing in Ontario can be sourced from within Canada. Any identified secondary ingredients
need to be grown and produced in Ontario (e.g. peach yogurt).

Ontario eggs
Ontario eggs must be laid on egg farms in Ontario.

Ontario fruit
Ontario fruit must be grown in Ontario.

Ontario hard wheat flour
A majority (over 80%) of the final volume of the product must be grown in Ontario and 100% of the wheat must be
milled in Ontario.

Ontario honey
100% of the product must be produced, extracted and packaged in Ontario.

Ontario lamb
Must be born, raised, slaughtered and processed in Ontario.

Ontario maple syrup
100% of the product must be collected, processed and packaged in Ontario.
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Ontario milk

More than 90% of the milk processed in Ontario is sourced from Ontario dairy farms. Up to 10% of the milk used
for processing in Ontario can be sourced from within Canada. Any identified secondary ingredients need to be
grown and produced in Ontario.

Ontario pork
Must be born, raised, slaughtered and processed in Ontario.

Ontario processed food products

Ontario processed food products must be made in Ontario from a majority of Ontario ingredients. More than
80% of the total direct costs of production must return to Ontario. Primary agricultural ingredients will meet the
individual Ontario foods definition.

Example: “Ontario beef and vegetable soup” - the primary ingredients (in this case beef and vegetables), would
need to meet the individual Ontario food definitions.

Ontario soft wheat flour (cake and pastry flour)
Due to extensive production of soft wheat in the province, 100% of the Ontario soft wheat needs to be grown and
milled in Ontario

Ontario turkey
Ontario turkey will be hatched from eggs laid in Ontario or from newly hatched poults which may be sourced from
within Canada or the United States. These poults will then be raised, slaughtered and processed in Ontario.

Ontario vegetables

Ontario vegetables must be grown in Ontario.

Commodities or commodity organizations that have not developed commodity specific definitions for the use of
the Foodland Ontario logo will use 100% Ontario definitions (born, raised, slaughtered and processed in Ontario).




APPENDIX E: Ontario Colleges Foodservices Survey Results

Introduction

As part of the research, an online survey was distributed to students at 14 Ontario colleges from November 27,
2016, to January 27,2017. Prior to distribution, the survey was vetted by the Research Ethics Board at participating
colleges, and received approval from the Multi-Site College Research Ethics Board Expert Panel.

More than 4,000 college students participated in the survey. Given a current population size of 237,000 full-time
students, the survey has a 99% confidence rating and a 3% margin of error.

Highlights:

e Nearly 84% of respondents think it isimportant for colleges to support sustainability by serving local
food options. Students noted improved freshness, healthier meals, local economic development, and
environmental benefits as their top reasons for supporting local food.

e Further building the case for increasing local food options on campus, 74% of respondents thought serving
more local food would increase the availability of healthy food options, while 78% of respondents thought it
would improve the quality of food.

e Morethan75% of respondents purchase food on campus at least once per week.

e Approximately 64% of respondents indicated they feel there is a need for improvement in on-campus
foodservices.

¢ Inlinewith this, respondents pointed to more fresh and healthy options, better-quality ingredients, more local
food options, lower prices,and longer operating hours as the top five ways in which on-campus foodservices
could improve.

e Affordability is the top barrier to purchasing more food on campus, which strongly suggests that students are
looking for better value for money with respect to foodservices options. As noted, respondents see local food
as being fresher tasting and healthier. Improving these aspects of foodservices through increasing the number
of local food options could provide the value for money students are looking for.

e Currently, convenienceis the top driver behind on-campus food purchases, while affordability is the main
barrier preventing students from purchasing more food on campus.
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Supporting Sustainability through Local Food

When asked if they think it is important for colleges to support sustainability by serving local food options, nearly
84% of respondents said yes, as illustrated below in Figure 1. Clearly, sustainability is a priority for students, and
serving local food on campus is one such way they would like to see it supported.

424 (11%)

M -

No

- Unsure

3347 (84%)

Figure1

When asked why they think serving local food options at campus foodservices is important, respondents noted
improved freshness, healthier meals, environmental benefits, and local economic development as their top
reasons. These responses areillustrated in Figure 2.
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On-campus Food Purchases

On-campus food is an important component of students’ overall diets. As shown in Figure 3, when asked how
often they purchase food on campus, more than 75% of respondents indicated they purchase food on campus
at least once per week. Thirty-three percent said they purchase food on campus at least three to four times per
week.

92 (2%)

Frequently
(at least 3-4 times/week)

905 (22%)

1313 (33%) Often

(at least once a week)

Never

Rarely
(a few times a semester)

Figure3

When asked what factors encourage them to purchase food on campus, students indicated that convenience,
business hours, quality, affordability, and location of food services as the key factors driving their food purchases.
Convenience was far and away the top factor that students identified as driving their on-campus food purchases.
These responses are illustrated in Figure 4.
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Figure 4
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When asked what factors prevent them from buying more food on campus, students pointed to affordability,
quality, business hours, availability of healthy options, and variety as the top five barriers, as shown in Figure 5.
Affordability was far and away the top barrier for students with respect to purchasing more food on campus.
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Figures

As shown in Figure 6, approximately 35.7% of respondents indicated they are either satisfied or very satisfied with
campus food options. On the other hand, 33.7% of respondents said they were unsatisfied or very unsatisfied. The
remainder (30.5%) of respondents were in between, stating they were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied. These

results suggest that most respondents (approximately 64.2%) see room for improvement with respect to on-
campus food options.
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Improving Foodservices

When asked how they thought foodservices could improve, respondents suggested lower prices, more fresh/
healthy options, longer hours of operation, better-quality ingredients,and more local food options as their top
five recommendations. When coupled with affordability as the top barrier to purchasing more food on campus,
itis clear that students are looking for better value for money with respect to foodservices options. As noted
earlier, respondents see local food as being fresher tasting and healthier. Improving these aspects of foodservices
through increasing the number of local food options could provide the value for money students are looking for.
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More than 73% of respondents thought that serving more local food on campus would increase the availability of
healthy food — one of their key suggested areas of improvement above. This is shown in Figure 8. With respect
to better quality, 78% of respondents thought that more local food options would improve the quality of food
available on campus, as illustrated in Figure 9.
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Students were asked one open-ended question on the survey: “If you could, what would you change about your
campus foodservices?” A total of 2,225 students took the time to respond to this question. These responses were
analyzed and coded, with price, healthiness, variety, service, and quality being the top five things students would
change about foodservices.
1000 —
800
600

400

200

Price Healthiness Variety Service Quality

Figure1o




APPENDIX E: Ontario Colleges Foodservices Survey Results

Respondent Profile

Figure 11 below details the number of responses received from participating colleges. Colleges with less than
10 responses have been excluded from this figure. First-year students accounted for most responses (45.5%),
followed by second- (30.7%) and third-year (9.8%) students. Post-graduate (6.7%), fourth-year (3.1%), and
continuing education (2.7%) made up the majority of the remaining respondents.
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*Source: FS Strategy, Canadian Institutional Foodservice Market Report, 2015
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