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Value and service to members shall not fall significantly behind market standards. 

Overall Compliance. 
Interpretation/definition:   
Value has both quantitative and qualitative aspects.  On the quantitative side, I look at 
economic value, how ICF produce measures up in a dollar sense.  I also know that 
much of what has value and is valued at ICF is not measured in money.  This intangible 
value – whether there is overall utility and enjoyment in ICF is essential to our 
organizational identity.   
Service is largely a qualitative assessment:  are people happy with how the farm serves 
them. 
Our market standard, then, relates both to value and service.  In addition to these dual 
aspects of value and service, we need to distinguish several related but distinct markets.  
I think of them as a series nesting bowls or concentric rings of markets.  The smallest 
bowl, the market we are most closely referenced to, is the small-but-important local 
CSA market.  The next larger bowl is that of local veggie producers.  This market exists 
in several different channels, namely farmers’ markets, co-ops, natural food stores, and 
farm stands.  We also operate in the regional food market that includes non-local 
vegetable production.  This market consists primarily of retail stores, including food co-
ops, natural food stores, and supermarkets.   
Data.  In the regional CSA market we set the standards of service, value, and selection 
to which many other farms aspire.  As we set the basis for comparison, we need to aim 
high enough to make our own standards appealing and high quality.  Relative to the 
general local vegetable producer market we are in the upper-middle tier of the market 
with regards to quality and near the top of the heap as far as value.   Looking as the 
regional food market, we surpass value and service in most respects.  In some cases we 
may fall below market standard in reduced choices, and in some cases we fall below in 
higher prices (when comparing to supermarkets).  In general, though, our produce is a 
better economic value than truly comparable produce, and of higher quality than nearly 
all of what is commonly available excepting from direct market sales.  While much of 
this is qualitative, I’m sure we could provide data with a couple of good grad students. 

Accordingly, the Farm Manager shall neither cause nor allow: 
L1.1. Quality and value of produce to drop below market standards. 
(Compliant.)  Interpretation/definition:  I see our market standard as that defined by other 

locally-grown veggies from area farmers.   
I rely on our member surveys for much of the supporting data.  I believe that member’s 
direct opinions of quality, value, quantity, and service are the most important data 
points, more so than the lists of share values and spreadsheets of calculated dollar 
figures.  We ask members to rate overall quality and quantity of produce.  While the 



multiple choice answers do not specifically refer to the external market, I suggest that 
those comparisons are implied in the questions.  Merely by asking members to rate us, 
we are asking that they compare us to the remainder of their experience – i.e., the rest 
of the various market channels.  From this basis, I infer that if our produce quality fell 
below market standard, we would find evidence of this in low marks on the ‘overall 
quality of produce’ question on our annual member survey.  If ICF provided less value 
of produce was below market standards, I suspect we would see low ratings on ‘overall 
quantity of produce’ on the member survey, and low share values on our calculated 
worksheets.  I define our approach in L.1.1.1 below.  I also look at member renewal 
rates to evaluate quality and value indirectly; I think that ongoing low quality or low 
value would lead to less membership interest in the ICF.   
Data, quality.  Eighty-seven percent of member survey respondents from 2009 
Summer Share rated our ‘overall quality of produce’ as ‘excellent’ (down 4% from 
2007) with the remaining 13% rating the produce quality as ‘good’.  Ninety-one percent 
of 2008-2009 Winter Share respondents said that the produce quality always met their 
expectations. 
Data, value.  Values for 2009 Summer Shares calculated out to value premiums of 20-
80%, depending on share size and quantity of PYO included.  This was up down 15% 
at the low end and down 35% at the high end from 2008. Our standard figure (that we 
disseminate and discuss with the wider membership) is based on people availing 
themselves of roughly half of the available PYO.  Using this as our base, 2009 value 
premiums ranged from 50-59%, depending on share size, down about 20% overall from 
2008.  You received a detailed breakdown of this data in the 12/2/09 Ends monitoring.  
Survey data suggest that most members also felt that they received a reasonable value 
with only 5% opining that ICF provided them with ‘Not Enough’ produce in 2009.  
Ninety-one percent rated produce quantity ‘about right’, and 4% received ‘too much’. 
Our annual Summer Share retention rate held steady in 2009 around 75%, with long-
term members (at least 5 years) also holding steady at about 40% of current shares.  We 
continue to have no trouble filling the membership slots that do turn over; in 2009 we 
filled up our summer shares before March 1, 3-4 weeks earlier than ever.  These data 
also suggest to me that our quality is not falling below the market standard. 
Looking at 2008-2009 Winter Shares, our numbers show a similar trend.  Ninety-two 
percent felt that the winter share was ‘worth the price’ (remaining 8% were ‘not sure’), 
and 97% were expecting the quantity they received. 
L1.1.1 “Value” to be unrelated to market prices at local outlets for comparable 

produce. 
(Compliant.)  Interpretation/definition/data.  As used in L1.1, I define produce 

‘value’ as follows.  Essentially, our produce value figures are based on an aggregate 
of other produce prices in the area.  We average prices from Burlington farmers’ 
markets and City Market.  We look first for local, organic produce prices; when not 
available we then look to local, conventional, then to non-local organic, and finally 
to non-local, conventional.  We fall back to this least-common denominator pricing 
for only a couple of crops each year.  We tease out an average annual price for each 
item despite that produce prices fluctuate during the season.  We aim to pick the 
median or average price for each crop.  Likewise, we do our best to accurately 
assess a weighted average value of the ‘roots choice’ since each veggie commands 



a different retail price.  What we end up with is an accurate aggregate value for 
each share, but each member’s value will likely deviate from that value.  For PYO 
crops, we assign value based on the actual PYO price elsewhere (e.g. Adam’s Berry 
Farm), or calculate based on the comparable retail cost, less the estimated value of 
the harvest labor portion of the price. 

L1.2. Members to go without reasonable opportunities to access information and 
education regarding food preparation and storage, nutrition, and related 
agricultural issues through some combination of newsletters, handouts, 
workshops, and an on-site information center. 

(Compliant.)  Interpretation/definition.  ICF provides ‘reasonable opportunity’ for info access if 
we have easily accessible handouts, newsletters, and workshops available on a regular 
basis.  I see workshops as offering the opportunity for interaction about food, not 
necessarily as a specific, hands-on lesson.  Therefore, the tastings of featured recipes, in 
my mind, function as workshops inasmuch as they are staffed by a person. 
Data.  Our 2009 performance was fair to middling.  In general we provided fewer 
recipes, nutrition, and other suggestions to folks than in some prior years.  We did have 
more samples and events at pickups this season, which appear to be well-received by 
membes.  Anecdotally, members seem to be finding more information about recipes 
and such on-line, and our website now has some useful elements in that regard.  We 
hope to foster that in the future, and it would be prudent to assess how much people use 
either paper or electronic recipes.  Overall, though, members felt reasonably informed 
about things at the farm, so I’m reporting compliance. 
According to Summer Share 2009 survey results, 71% of respondents opined that they 
were ‘well informed’ about “recipes, notice of special events, pick-your-own crops, and 
organizational structure”, with 29% feeling ‘adequately informed.’  This shows some 
room for improvement on our part (and on the members.) 

L1.3. Member exposure to an unsafe farm experience. 
(Compliant.)  Interpretation/definition.  I see two aspects of safety that concern ICF:  physical 

safety (don’t get run over) and food safety (don’t get sick).  Though I have in the past 
defined this policy with respect to physical safety, I’m now of the opinion that food 
safety has become enough of a conversation that it bears monitoring attention.  To 
some degree, ICF will always present some physical danger, in that we are actively 
producing and working in the same places that members are socializing, harvesting, and 
picking-up.  In our world today, production and distribution are generally separate 
spheres.  As our ICF Ends aim to connect people with the farm, our job becomes 
managing thoughtfully for reduced risk, rather than eliminating all potential hazards. 
Data.  The primary physical hazard at the farm is a person-automobile altercation.  I’m 
happy to report NO such incidents this year.  While we don’t have much new to report, 
we have tried to train members in good parking behavior early in the season, and this 
seems to help.  I purchased a lime-liner (think little league and soccer fields) to help us 
in that task next year.   
Tractor-person collisions are managed as well, as generally we aim to avoid the pole 
barn and parking lot areas during busy times.  The riskiest times are during hay wagon 
rides; these are managed by careful route planning and explicit verbal instructions to all 
riders.   



Lastly, in 2009 ICF received no general safety complaints from members (of which I 
am aware), nor were there any member injuries on the farm (again, of those made know 
to me), and our insurance agent received no claims against us nor expressed any 
concerns to me. 
Much has been bandied about regarding food safety in recent years.  ICF members are 
party to a safer food supply than usual, in that we avoid the dangers associated with the 
use of synthetic pesticides and herbicides, both of which (as categories) have well-
documented potential for negative human health impacts.  Our primary risks are of 
microbial contamination that might cause illness.  By virtue of organic certification 
rules, ICF does not use un-composted animal manures.1  While our wash water is tested 
and managed to be of potable quality, irrigation water is a potential problem, in that the 
Tower Field, our main production area, draws water from the Winooski River, itself a 
potential source of bacterial or other contamination.  That said, there does not seem to 
be much hard data making the link from irrigation water to disease, except in extreme 
circumstances, and then primarily in the case of head lettuce.  Irrigation water and 
general produce safety are current topics of discussion between the Vermont Agency of 
Ag. and the Vermont Vegetable and Berry Growers Association (VVBGA).  We 
continue to work with VVBGA and NOFA-VT to craft a non-alarmist, practical food-
safety compliance plan for vegetable farms in the state.  In 2010 we will start the 
process of implementing a GAP (Good Agricultural Plan) at ICF, a mostly common-
sense set of safety principles. 
Our other major risk comes from bird or deer feces; these are things we are both 
managing and trying to improve.  Exclusion and avoidance are the chief means to 
reduce risks.  Both are difficult to manage in any complete sense; fencing and other 
deterrents can only do so much.  Nonetheless, I am always exploring the possibilities 
for cleaner irrigation water, exclusion of deer, and deterrence of birds in critical areas. 

L1.4. Members to be subjected to unreasonably inequitable situations. 
(Compliant.)  Interpretation and data.  Members are subject only to reasonably inequitable 

situations. We have received no complaints that I know of regarding unfair, differential 
treatment. Generally, all members receive the same treatment by the ICF staff and 
policies.  Reasonable inequities are those which are generally open to any member, i.e. 
alternate payment schedules, members receiving different produce on Mondays and 
Thursdays, choices between rutabagas and watermelon, etc. 

L1.5. A failure to define and promote excellent member service.  

(Compliant.)  Interpretation.  I see this policy as primarily requiring good staff training in 
approaches to member service.  It also implies cultivating an accurate sense of expected 
service among the members. 
Data.  All staff are trained in the ICF approach to member service.  We schedule staff 
to assure that we always have experience and decision-making authority present to 
address member concerns at pick-up.  In general, staff understand that they work to 
serve the membership, and to approach tasks and service with that thought above all 
others. 

                                                
1  Largely unknown and missed by many reporters, the use of raw animal manures is not regulated at all in 
conventional production systems.  Inasmuch as animal manures present risks of bacterial contamination, the risks are 
therefore much lower in a system managed in accordance with the USDA NOP rules. 



Regarding member expectations, we aim to lay out reasonable rules, expectations and 
privileges in our brochures and orientation materials (e.g., the Member Guide.)  These 
written materials, while perhaps not always read by members (or perfectly worded by 
ICF), do a reasonable job of outlining our promises to the membership.   
Our survey results back this up:  2009 Summer Share surveys show that 89% 
responding were ‘very satisfied’ with our overall level of service and the remaining 
11% were ‘satisfied.’   

L1.6. A failure to develop a program to assess member service, including direct 
feedback from members. 

(Compliant.)  Interpretation and data.  We collect member feedback formally through the annual 
member survey, and informally through conversation.  On the surveys, we ask several 
probing questions directly related to member service and satisfaction.  Staff are also 
trained to specifically engage members in conversations about member satisfaction 
with the ICF.   Together we get a pretty good picture of member feelings about ICF. 

L1.7. A failure to establish with members a clear understanding of the service and value 
they can expect as members of the Farm. 

(Compliant.)  Interpretation and data.  Much of the same effort that relates to L1.5 also applies 
to this.  The brochure and Member Guide both address what members can expect to 
receive and for what general level of economic and social benefit. 

 This policy will be monitored annually by internal report 


