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Abstract 
This study examines the availability of food assistance programming at certified farmers markets in the 
Sacramento region of California. These programs offer nutrition benefits to shoppers and economic 
benefits to direct-marketing farmers and the wider regional economy. We used surveys (n = 59) and 
interviews (n = 9) to ask market managers about acceptance of CalFresh (the program name for the 
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) in California), WIC/Senior Farmers Market Nutrition 
Program (FMNP) and incentive programs. Food assistance programming was widespread: 59% of markets 
redeemed CalFresh, 64% accepted WIC/Senior FMNP benefits, 34% offered the incentive program Market 
Match and 14% offered another type of incentive. Regarding CalFresh, market managers reported that 
staffing needs, administrative work and lack of information were their top challenges. The most common 
concerns with FMNP were a perceived lack of customers, lack of participating farmers and lack of 
information. One of the most notable findings was that the market operator’s legal entity type was related 
to program acceptance: 80% of markets that accept CalFresh and 90% that offer incentives were operated 
by nonprofits, whereas only 14% of certified producer-operated markets accepted CalFresh and 5% 
offered incentives. The results point to the need to collaborate with markets operated by certified 
producers who are interested in accepting CalFresh and work with community organizations interested in 
partnering with markets to support the availability of food assistance programs. 

For shoppers, purchasing at farmers markets is as-
sociated with more fruit and vegetable intake (Hu et al. 
2021; Jilcott Pitts et al. 2015; Kelley et al. 2022). 
Farmers markets may offer more nutritionally dense 
food: the nutritional quality of refrigerated produce 
declines over time postharvest (Li et al. 2017), whereas 
farmers market vendors often sell produce harvested 
within several days (Thomson et al. 2021). In some 
cases, farmers markets may be a more affordable 
choice for shoppers: several studies have shown evi-
dence that certain fruits and vegetables sold at farm-
ers markets, especially those produced organically, are 
similarly priced or less expensive than produce at su-
permarkets (Hewawitharana et al. 2022; Martinez 

2015; Warnert 2014), though others have found that 
prices are higher at markets (Valpiani et al. 2015). 
Greenwald et al. (2022) found that 42% of farmers 
market shoppers in Southern and Central California 
who used CalFresh (the program name for the Supple-
mental Nutrition Assistance Program, or SNAP, in Cali-
fornia) and Market Match reported that the farmers 
market prices were about the same as other food out-
lets. Finally, shoppers using food assistance benefits 
may benefit from buying at farmers markets that offer 
incentive programs such as Market Match, which pro-
vide matching funds to increase purchasing power for 
shoppers: several studies have found that incentive 
programs influence shoppers’ decisions to purchase 
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from farmers markets (Gosliner et al. 2022; Greenwald 
et al. 2022). 

For direct-marketing farmers, food assistance bene-
fits represent an underdeveloped economic opportu-
nity. Nationally, SNAP redemptions at farmers markets 
make up 0.03% of all redemptions (USDA 2025). For 
the regional economy, increasing the income of direct-
marketing farmers has widespread benefits. With 
every dollar earned by a direct-marketing farmer in 
the Sacramento region, twice as much economic activ-
ity is generated in the region compared to non-direct 
marketing farmers (Hardesty et al. 2016). 

Despite these benefits, studies have found consis-
tent barriers to farmers markets’ and vendors’ accep-
tance of assistance benefits, including the cost of 
bookkeeping, complications with reimbursement, a 
perceived lack of customers, a perceived lack of eco-
nomic return, lack of information about the applica-
tion, lack of internet connection, equipment issues and 
more (Kellegrew et al. 2018; Roubal et al. 2016; Russo-
manno and Jabson 2016; Saitone and McLaughlin 
2018). Studies have also found that certain market 
characteristics are associated with SNAP acceptance 
including larger size, membership in a market associa-
tion, a strong digital presence, a board of directors, and 
a mission statement (Dixit-Joshi et al. 2013; Hasin et 
al. 2014; Hasin and Smith 2018). 

Several studies examine the regulations, policies 
and governance of farmers markets (Betz and Farmer 
2016; Hoffman et al. 2009; Manser 2022), but few ad-
dress ownership type as a variable of measurement. 
One exception is Gantla and Lev (2015), who induc-
tively identified three ownership categories among 
Oregon farmers markets: independent vendor-led 
markets, independent community-led markets, and 
“sub-entity” markets that operate under the gover-
nance of another organization. Each ownership type 
was associated with strengths and challenges around 
“market management, mission, and prioritizing of mar-
ket goals” (p. 54). 

We could not identify prior literature that took a re-
gional approach to examining barriers and facilitators 
around food assistance acceptance at farmers mar-
kets, nor could we identify established methods for 
systematically determining the regional availability of 
various types of food assistance programming. Our ef-
fort offers a novel approach in surveying managers 
about a range of possible food assistance programs at 
markets and contributes a new methodology for re-
gional scans. 

This study’s first research objective is to examine 
the availability of food assistance programs — specifi-
cally CalFresh, Special Supplemental Nutrition Assis-
tance Program for Women, Infants and Children 
(WIC)/Senior Farmers Market Nutrition Program 
(FMNP) and nutrition incentives — at certified farmers 
markets in the Sacramento region. Included in this ex-
amination is how markets fund activities related to the 
programs, and whether or not market characteristics 
are related to program availability. The second objec-
tive is to investigate how market managers perceive 

challenges and benefits around participating in food 
assistance programs. This research serves an exten-
sion effort to increase the use of food assistance pro-
grams at markets in the Sacramento region. Preceding 
this work, we could not locate data about program 
availability in the region, making it difficult to set goals 
and measure progress in the context of improving food 
access. 

Methods 

Participants 

We limited the sample to certified markets — those 
that have been certified by their county’s agricultural 
commissioner — because several of the food assis-
tance programs we investigated are only valid at certi-
fied markets. We chose to look at markets in eight 
counties that were either part of the Sacramento Area 
Council of Governments or the Sacramento-Roseville 
combined statistical area designated by the U.S. Office 
of Management and Budget: Butte, El Dorado, Nevada, 
Placer, Sacramento, Solano, Sutter and Yolo counties. 
We reached out to each county’s agricultural depart-
ment to request the names of certified markets that 
operated in their county at any time in 2023, as well as 
the names of the market managers and their contact 
information. The role of a market manager is distinct in 
California’s regulatory system, being the person who 
commits to ensuring compliance with the California 
Certified Farmers’ Market Program. While only some 
certified markets have administrative staff, all certified 
markets have a designated manager who typically su-
pervises market operations and is knowledgeable of 
food assistance programming at their markets. We ex-
cluded markets that were limited-time events such as 
fairs and festivals. We cross-referenced each county-
provided list with the list of certified markets that the 
California Department of Food and Agriculture main-
tains online and reconciled differences. Seventy-two 
markets met our eligibility criteria. This study was clas-
sified as not human subjects research by the UC Davis 
Institutional Review Board in November 2023 (Proto-
col #2129182). 

Quantitative survey 

We developed survey questions about program avail-
ability and the challenges and benefits associated with 
each program. The questions were based on various 
sources, including the USDA Market Manager Survey 
(USDA 2020), Dixit-Joshi (2013) and Hasin and Smith 
(2016), to support comparability with results from 
other regions. We piloted the survey with five key in-
terviewees, including market managers, academics and 
agency experts, to ensure the survey’s accuracy and 
relevance. Based on the key interviewees’ feedback, 
some questions were edited for clarity or were deleted 
because the regulations informing them had changed. 
The final survey was comprised of 58 items, covering 
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market characteristics, administration of the market, 
CalFresh participation, WIC/Senior FMNP participa-
tion, and nutrition incentive participation (see online 
technical appendix). In addition to asking about partici-
pation in each program, respondents were asked about 
their agreement (5-point Likert scale) to statements 
about benefits and challenges associated with the pro-
grams. For each statement the respondent agreed to, 
they were asked to rank its importance relative to all 
other statements they agreed to with 1 reflecting the 
highest importance among statements. 

We used the Qualtrics online platform to deliver 
the survey over the phone between March and July of 
2024. Some data was pre-entered based on available 
online information, such as market dates and times, 
and verbally reviewed during the survey delivery. Man-
agers of multiple markets were asked to complete a 
survey for each individual market, given that food as-
sistance programming was sometimes different be-
tween markets operated by the same entity. Each sur-
vey took about 15 to 45 minutes to complete 
depending on the programs the market participated in. 
We made three attempts to contact each manager by 
phone. In one case where the manager deferred their 
responses to their market’s office administrator, the 
administrator’s response was accepted. We offered 
$25 Visa gift cards for each market survey completed. 
We collected survey responses for 59 markets, repre-
senting 82% of all markets that met inclusion criteria. 
Of the 13 markets that did not respond to the survey, 
we could not identify common characteristics; without 
talking with the managers, we did not have data about 
market characteristics such as size or legal entity type. 

Qualitative interviews 

We developed a qualitative guide to interview market 
managers to expand on their survey responses around 
the challenges and benefits of accepting CalFresh, the 
largest food assistance program at farmers markets. 
Our aim was to understand managers’ perceptions of 
challenges and benefits in more depth with the hope of 
elucidating where Cooperative Extension efforts may 
be capable of providing support. We created a purpo-
sive subsample based on a series of steps. 

First, we exported the survey results and looked at 
four factors: CalFresh acceptance, the average number 
of vendors at peak season, membership in a larger 
market association, and whether the organization re-
ported to a board. Next, we used these four factors to 
define 16 categories based on all possible combina-
tions. Each market was sorted into the corresponding 
category and assigned a unique number. We used a 
randomizer to pick one market using its unique num-
ber from each code category. If the randomizer picked 
markets managed by the same manager, we used the 
randomizer to pick again. 

This process yielded a list of 14 markets represent-
ing diverse sizes, operator types and experiences with 
food assistance programs; two of the 16 possible cate-

gories were not represented by any markets. We con-
tacted the managers of those markets by phone or mail 
at least three times and offered them a $100 gift card 
for participating in a roughly 30-minute interview. We 
conducted nine interviews in July of 2024 from this 
purposive sample of market managers. Of the five mar-
kets that did not respond to the invitation to partici-
pate in interviews, there was no stand-out market 
characteristic that distinguished them, other than that 
all of the non-responsive managers operated multiple 
markets. 

Analysis 

We descriptively analyzed quantitative data using 
means and standard deviations for continuous vari-
ables and calculated counts and percentages for cate-
gorical variables. We used a basic deductive content 
analysis approach to analyze the transcribed qualita-
tive interviews (Hsieh and Shannon 2005). We drafted 
an initial codebook to align with the study objectives, 
with codes based on relevant published literature and 
quantitative questionnaire items. Three of our re-
search team members used the initial codebook draft 
to independently code one interview transcript. They 
then compared and discussed their coding to inform 
points of clarification needed to finalize the codebook. 
Two of our researchers then used the final codebook 
to each independently code every transcript. The 
codes applied were compared and discussed in teams 
of two, and any discrepancies were resolved via dis-
cussion and input from a third team member, as 
needed. We assessed the final set of coded transcripts 
for patterns of occurrence and co-occurrence. We 
then used mixed methods and integrated the results of 
the quantitative and qualitative analyses via compari-
son and data-informed categorization to facilitate 
cross-case pattern recognition and derive meta-infer-
ences (Creswell and Plano Clark 2018). 

Results 

Descriptive quantitative analyses among the 59 partic-
ipating markets (table 1) provided a variety of insights, 
broadly organized below into findings regarding the 
participation in programs, how programming participa-
tion was supported, specific benefits and challenges of 
participating in CalFresh, and the challenges and bene-
fits associated with participating in WIC/Senior FMNP. 
Qualitative data are integrated into the section on Cal-
Fresh participation challenges and used to support a 
nuanced mixed methods understanding. Each section 
begins with the corresponding primary finding as a 
sub-heading. The first two sections respond to Re-
search Objective 1 (to examine the availability of food 
assistance programs, how programs are supported, 
and how market characteristics relate to program 
availability) and the remaining sections respond to Re-
search Objective 2 (to investigate how market man-
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agers perceive challenges and benefits around partici-
pating in food assistance programs). 

Table 1. Characteristics of participating farmers markets (n 
= 59). 

Market characteristic n % 

Entity manages multiple 
markets 

Yes 42 71% 

No 17 29% 

Market operator type 

Certified producer(s) 21 36% 

Nonprofit 36 61% 

Government agency 2 3% 

Size Mean SD 

Number of vendors 31.2 23.9 

Ability to use food assistance benefits at 
farmers markets differs both by specific 
program and market characteristics 

In response to Research Objective 1, table 2 describes 
program availability in the sample overall and figure 1 
illustrates the variation of program availability by key 
market characteristics. Fifty-nine percent of farmers 
markets surveyed accepted CalFresh and 64% ac-
cepted WIC/Senior FMNP, while 34% participated in 
Market Match and 14% participated in another kind of 
incentive program. Most of the other incentive pro-
grams were referencing California Nutrition Incentive 
Program (CNIP)-funded matches of FMNP benefits. 
Markets offering Market Match were more frequently 
operated by nonprofits and smaller markets (i.e., ≤ 23 
vendors). Markets operated by certified producers 
were more frequently markets that accepted FMNP. 

Fresh and FMNP, and to offer Market Match. Eighteen 
markets — about 30% of all surveyed markets — ac-
cepted CalFresh, FMNP and Market Match. Eleven 
markets — about 19% of all surveyed markets — ac-
cepted both CalFresh and FMNP but did not offer 
Market Match. 

Half of markets relied on some external 
funding to support their CalFresh 
acceptance 

Table 3 shows the sources of support to pay for various 
aspects of CalFresh acceptance at participating mar-
kets. Among markets that accepted CalFresh, 46% re-
ported they self-funded their CalFresh acceptance, 
meaning that the market or its sponsor paid for 
staffing, administration and materials. The other 54% 
of CalFresh-accepting markets used external support 
to some extent, with 27% of markets exclusively rely-
ing on external support. Markets named three partner 
organizations that supported their CalFresh accep-
tance — Ecology Center, CSU Chico Center for Healthy 
Communities and Alchemist CDC — as well as several 
external market sponsorships that financially sup-
ported CalFresh acceptance. 

Accepting CalFresh at farmers markets 
resulted in numerous perceived benefits 

Our study’s second research objective was to investi-
gate how market managers perceived challenges and 
benefits around participating in food assistance pro-
grams (table 4). Over 90% of markets felt that by ac-
cepting CalFresh benefits they were: increasing sales 
for producers, increasing different types of customers, 
promoting access to healthy food in the community, 
responding to vendor interest, responding to customer 
interest, and improving the market’s public image. 
Eighty percent of markets also felt accepting CalFresh 
benefits supported the local economy. Nonprofits operating markets were the most likely 

to offer all three programs, far exceeding the propor-
tion of farmers markets run by certified producers or 
government agencies that accepted or offered food as-
sistance programs. People or organizations that man-
age multiple markets were also slightly more likely 
than those operating single markets to accept Cal-

Table 2. Farmers market participation in food assistance programs (n = 59). 

Program participation n % 

Accepts CalFresh 35 59% 

Accepts WIC/Senior FMNP 38 64% 

Offers Market Match 20 34% 

Participates in CalFresh and WIC/Senior FMNP only 11 19% 

Participates in CalFresh and Market Match only 1 2% 

Participates in WIC/Senior FMNP and Market Match only 1 2% 

Participates in CalFresh, WIC/Senior FMNP, and Market Match 18 31% 
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Fig. 1. Characteristics of farmers markets (n = 59) by participation in food assistance program. 

Table 3. Sources of support for CalFresh acceptance among participating farmers markets (n = 35). 

Source Staffing and scrip* / 
token distribution 

Bookkeeping 
and accounting 

Materials (scrip, 
tent, table, signs) Responses 

 n % n % n % n 

Market budget: Stall fees 10 33% 9 30% 8 27% 30 

Market budget: General 
operating expenses 12 40% 12 40% 12 40% 30 

Third party organization 9 30% 8 27% 11 37% 30 

Other (volunteers) 5 17% 2 7% 1 3% 30 

* Scrip = substitute for legal tender / form of credit. 

Perceived challenges of accepting 
CalFresh differed by whether the markets 
were actively participating in the program 

All perceived challenges and their frequency of agree-
ment among markets who accepted CalFresh or did 
not accept CalFresh are shown in figure 2. Among mar-
kets that currently accept CalFresh — as well as those 
that do not — the most common challenges were 
staffing the booth during market hours (51% and 63%, 
respectively) and the additional bookkeeping and 
backend costs (46% and 67%, respectively). Markets 
that did not accept CalFresh were more likely, when 
compared to markets that accepted CalFresh, to agree 
that they perceived barriers related to communicating 
with the relevant agencies (54% vs. 35%), the applica-
tion process (42% vs. 20%), and the related transaction 

fees (21% vs. 6%). In contrast, markets that currently 
accepted CalFresh more frequently identified other 
barriers, often relating to the implementation of the 
program at their market (e.g., marketing), in compari-
son to markets that did not accept CalFresh (26% vs. 
4%). 

Among markets that accepted CalFresh, 
the challenges they experienced varied in 
importance and modifiability 

Comparing the quantitative frequency and ranking of 
perceived challenges with the qualitative sentiments 
shared during interviews provided additional insights 
(table 5). Among challenges that were highly prevalent 
(% agreement ≥ 37%), market manager interviewees 
had identified solutions that could address these chal-
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Table 4. Benefits and challenges of accepting CalFresh benefits among participating farmers markets (n = 35). 

Perceived benefits Strongly 
disagree Disagree Neither Agree 

Strongly 
agree Responses 

n % n % n % n % n % n 

Increases sales for producers 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 8% 23 92% 25 

Increases different types of customers 0 0% 1 4% 0 0% 3 12% 21 84% 25 

Responds to customer interest 0 0% 1 4% 1 4% 4 16% 19 76% 25 

Responds to vendor interest 0 0% 1 5% 0 0% 5 24% 15 71% 21 

Responds to interest from other organizations 0 0% 3 14% 8 38% 7 33% 3 14% 21 

Supports local economy 0 0% 1 4% 4 16% 4 16% 16 64% 25 

Promotes access to healthy food in the community 0 0% 1 4% 0 0% 4 16% 20 80% 25 

Improves the market's public image 0 0% 1 4% 1 4% 5 20% 18 72% 25 

Other (nutrition, food deserts, community engagement, and attracts 
vendors) 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 5 20% 5 

Perceived challenges 

Too many requirements to become SNAP authorized 0 0% 28 68% 5 12% 5 12% 3 7% 41 

CalFresh application process is difficult 0 0% 16 40% 7 18% 14 35% 3 8% 40 

Having to provide personal information on CalFresh application 7 17% 15 37% 5 12% 9 22% 5 12% 41 

Costs associated with start-up 2 4% 24 53% 1 2% 16 36% 2 4% 45 

Ongoing transaction fee costs associated with CalFresh 2 6% 27 75% 0 0% 6 17% 1 3% 36 

Staffing needs for at-market operation of CalFresh 0 0% 13 27% 2 4% 23 48% 10 21% 48 

Additional bookkeeping and “back office” costs 0 0% 16 33% 1 2% 27 55% 5 10% 49 

Vendors do not want to participate in SNAP 14 29% 29 60% 0 0% 5 10% 0 0% 48 

Not enough CalFresh customers 9 19% 14 30% 8 17% 13 28% 3 6% 47 

Hard to get information about these programs from the appropriate 
agencies 0 0% 21 45% 1 2% 9 19% 16 34% 47 

Other (marketing, machine issues, not worth it without Market 
Match) 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 6 60% 4 40% 10 
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lenges. These identified solutions, such as outsourcing 
the workload or increasing the amount of paid market 
staff, were noted possibilities that were not currently 
available or feasible for the markets. Among chal-
lenges that were less prevalent (% agreement ≤ 35%) 
but often ranked as the most important when com-
pared with other challenges (rank ≤ 1.7), interviewees 
provided detailed descriptions of these barriers, often 
relying on their own personal experiences. Despite the 
detailed understanding of these challenges, managers 
were less likely to describe potential solutions, 
whether feasible or otherwise. Finally, among chal-
lenges that were both least prevalent (% agreement ≤ 
26%) and commonly ranked as less important when 
compared with other challenges (rank ≥ 2), intervie-
wees described their experiences in less detail and re-
flected a neutral or limited emotional response to the 
challenge (e.g., using terms like “irritated” or “uncom-
fortable”). 

Fig. 2. Challenges of CalFresh participation by current acceptance of benefits at farmers markets (n = 59). 

Note: Among markets accepting CalFresh (n = 35), responses of don’t know, prefer not to answer, or missing were observed for statements 1 (n = 10), 2 (n = 9), 3 (n = 12), 4 (n = 7), 5 (n = 15), 

6 (n = 6), 7 (n = 7), 8 (n = 6), 9 (n = 6), 10, (n = 8), and 11 (n = 6). Among markets not accepting CalFresh (n = 24), responses of don’t know, prefer not to answer, or missing were observed for 

statements 1 (n = 5), 2 (n = 3), 3 (n = 10), 4 (n = 4), 5 (n = 8), 6 (n = 7), 7 (n = 6), 8 (n = 6), 9 (n = 8), 10, (n = 5), and 11 (n = 3). These observations were removed from the total for each subgroup 

before calculating the percent agreement for each statement. 

Lack of customers was, by far, the most 
common challenge of FMNP participation 
for markets 

Almost three-quarters of markets participating in 
FMNP perceived there was a lack of FMNP customers 
(fig. 3). Other common challenges included a lack of in-
formation about the program from the appropriate 
agencies, and a perceived lack of farmers interested in 
becoming FMNP authorized. The remaining challenges 
were agreed to by 31% or less of FMNP-participating 
markets. 

Among markets that participated in 
FMNP, there was consistent agreement 
for perceptions of various benefits to 
community members, producers, and the 
market 

When we asked managers about benefits to the FMNP 
program at their market, 100% of respondents agreed 
that it promotes access to healthy food in the commu-
nity (fig. 3). Of the remaining seven statements about 
potential benefits, six were agreed to by 65% or more 
of the participating markets. 

Discussion 

Program availability variation by farmers 
market operator type 

Regarding our first research objective, the availability 
of food assistance programs and the relationships with 
market characteristics, our findings were consistent 
with the literature. For example, we found that Cal-
Fresh acceptance was more likely among nonprofit op-
erators, affirming the findings of Hasin and Smith 
(2018) that reporting to a board of directors — charac-
teristic of nonprofit organizations — was positively as-
sociated with early electronic benefits transfer (EBT) 
adoption among Midwest farmers markets. Our find-
ing that markets accepting CalFresh were slightly 
more likely to be operated by a person or organization 
managing multiple markets further supports the find-
ing of Dixit-Joshi et al. (2013) that markets actively re-
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Table 5. Joint display of perceived challenges of CalFresh participation via farmers market survey (n = 59) and interview (n = 
9) sources. 

Challenges* Quantitative Qualitative 

% agree (avg. 
rank)† 

Excerpt 

More Prevalent Challenges with Solutions Identified Qualitatively‡ 

Staffing needs for at-
market operation of 
CalFresh 

51% (2.0) "We're trying to work smarter, not harder . . . we don't charge very much 
for the vendors to be there. We only charge $12, which is really cheap, 
so it's not a moneymaker, so we can't hire somebody." (ID9, small market 
run by government agency and participating in CalFresh) 

Additional bookkeeping 
and "back office" costs 

46% (2.8) "It’s extra bookkeeping. If another organization were to do it, we would 
welcome that." (ID1, small market run by a nonprofit and not 
participating in CalFresh) 

Costs associated with 
start-up 

37% (3.0) "You have to have some kind of token or some kind of money that 
people can't, you know, people can't scam and can't photocopy and this. 
So you can't just print out a ticket." (ID6, small market run by a nonprofit 
and participating in CalFresh) 

Less Prevalent but Highly Ranked Challenges without Solutions Identified Qualitatively 

Hard to get information 
about these programs 
from appropriate 
agencies 

35% (1.5) "I called one of the numbers for something, for a person, and I said, we 
changed addresses. Is there anything I need to do? And the guy goes, 
what did you move? I'm like, 100 feet down the road. He's like, Oh, that's 
not, that's not as big of a deal don’t worry about it. I was like, okay. Then I 
called for something else, because I was having problems with my 
machine. And the lady was freaking out, and she goes, you need to, you 
need to have your new address on your thing." (ID6, small market run by 
a nonprofit and participating in CalFresh) 

Not enough CalFresh 
customers 

34% (1.7) "I just wish we could get more people." (ID11, large market run by a 
nonprofit and participating in CalFresh) 

Other (marketing, 
machine issues, not 
worth it without 
Market Match) 

26% (1.0) "That's the big problem we have right now, is getting the word out. Even 
though, you know, I mean, we do the social media . . . people . . . we have a 
huge, we just exceeded 5,000 people a week . . .. But I'm not sure if we're 
targeting the right population." (ID11, large market run by a nonprofit 
and participating in CalFresh) 

Less Prevalent and Lower Ranked Challenges with Neutral or Limited Impacts Identified Qualitatively 

Having to provide 
personal information on 
CalFresh application 

26% (2.1) "That made me feel uncomfortable, that you know, if at some point I'm 
not associated with the organization, I'm going to be responsible for 
something that is out of my control." (ID34, large market run by a 
nonprofit and participating in CalFresh) 

CalFresh application 
process is difficult 

20% (2.0) "It wasn't a really streamlined system that I knew that I could just walk 
through. I mean, when I wrote people and asked questions, they were 
helpful about it and answered them, it just wasn't really simple and I’m 
really glad I’m done with it." (ID34, large market run by a nonprofit and 
participating in CalFresh) 

Too many requirements 
to become SNAP 
authorized 

14% (-) "That did spur me on to get involved with applying for SNAP, which I had 
found to be definitely a lot more complicated, the process with a lot 
more requirements, which is not saying positive or negative, but just a 
harder process, a lot more requirements." (ID52, small market run by a 
certified producer and not participating in CalFresh) 

Ongoing transaction fee 
costs associated with 
CalFresh 

6% (3.0) "It probably just irritated me . . . for us to pay for something we're doing 
for free." (ID32, small market run by a nonprofit and participating in 
CalFresh) 

* Across challenge statements, responses of don’t know, prefer not to answer, or missing were observed for statements 1 (n = 11), 2 (n = 10), 3 (n = 14), 4 (n = 12), 5 (n = 12), 6 (n = 10), 7 (n = 

18), 8 (n = 19), 9 (n = 18), and 10 (n = 23). These observations were removed from the total for each statement before calculating the percent agreement. 

† For average rank, a value close to or equal to 1 reflected higher relative importance in comparison to other challenges. Responses reflect survey respondents who agreed or strongly 

agreed to the challenge statement and sample sizes varied across statements: statement 1 (n = 31), 2 (n = 27), 3 (n = 15), 4 (n = 21), 5 (n = 14), 6 (n = 8), 7 (n = 10), 8 (n = 12), 9 (n = 1), and 10 (n 

= 2). 

‡ Results of the quantitative and qualitative analyses were integrated via comparison and data-informed categorization to facilitate cross-case pattern recognition and derive meta-infer-

ences (Creswell and Plano Clark 2018). 
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deeming SNAP benefits were more likely to be “man-
aged by another organization or association that may 
also manage other farmers markets” (p. xxii). Dixit-
Joshi et al. (2013) also found that SNAP-redeeming 
markets “tended to have more sources of funding” (p. 
33) than non-redeeming markets, echoing our results 
around the diversity of ways markets covered their 
CalFresh acceptance costs. 

Fig. 3. Perceived benefits and challenges of FMNP participation among farmers markets that participate (n = 38). 

Note: (A) Among participating markets assessing benefits, responses of don’t know, prefer not to answer, or missing were observed for statements 2 (n = 1), 4 (n = 5), 7 (n = 2), and 8 (n = 1). 

(B) Among participating markets assessing challenges, responses of don’t know, prefer not to answer, or missing were observed for statements 1 (n = 4), 2 (n = 1), 3 (n = 1), 4 (n = 3), 5 (n = 9), 

6 (n = 6), 7 (n = 14), 8 (n = 9), 9 (n = 5), and 10 (n = 1). These observations were removed from the total for each statement before calculating the percent agreement. 

Further investigation is needed to understand why 
nonprofits are more likely to accept CalFresh than 
farmer-operated markets while the same disparity 
does not occur for WIC/Senior FMNP authorization. It 
may be a difference in staff resources, with nonprofits 
perhaps having more available labor and resources to 
complete the more complex CalFresh application. 

Resources may also explain the differences in Mar-
ket Match availability by operator type. Our finding — 
that only 5% of certified producers offer Market 
Match versus 90% of nonprofits offering an incentive 
— is echoed in data from Gantla and Lev (2015), which 
shows that “community-led and subentity markets 
more frequently provide SNAP match programs than 
vendor-led markets do” (p. 58). The authors attribute 
this to the greater financial stability of community-led 
and subentity markets, noting that vendor-led markets 
are the least likely to have additional revenue sources. 
Gantla and Lev’s (2015) ownership categories are not 
completely analogous with those we used in our in-
quiry, which mirror California’s regulations for certi-
fied farmers markets. A future investigation might 
seek to create similar market ownership categories to 
facilitate comparisons to existing research. 

Questions of market ownership type may be partic-
ularly relevant to the Sacramento region, where there 
may be a slightly larger share of farmer-run markets; 
the 2019 National Farmers Market Manager survey 
indicated that 70% of markets around the country “re-
ported a board or group of people collectively making 
decisions” (p. 5), whereas nonprofit operators only 
make up 61% of our sample. 

Perceived benefits and challenges of 
program acceptance 

With regard to Research Objective 2, our findings also 
resonated with the literature around benefits and 
challenges to SNAP acceptance. Russomano and Ja-
cobsen (2016) identified that a lack “of administrative 
staff; limited market manager time; and inadequate 
knowledge regarding SNAP” (p. 2835) were barriers 
for non-redeeming markets, which is consistent with 
our findings that staffing needs, administrative tasks 
such as bookkeeping and lack of information were the 
most common challenges for both redeeming and non-
redeeming markets. 

However, our findings around FMNP contrasted 
with those reported in the single prior study examining 
market managers’ perceptions of the program. In 
Saitone and McLaughlin (2018), only 10% of managers 
reported a perceived lack of FMNP customers, 
whereas managers in our sample named lack of cus-
tomers as their top challenge. Similarly, 70% of man-
agers in Saitone and McLaughlin’s study agreed or 
strongly agreed that the $30 FMNP voucher amount 
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was too low to justify the effort of becoming autho-
rized, but in our sample only 30% of managers agreed 
or strongly agreed that the voucher amount was a 
challenge. 

Limitations 

Several factors limit the completeness and relevance 
of our data. First, it is possible that the incentives pro-
vided for respondents to complete the survey may 
have influenced participation in the survey and inter-
views. Though the survey response rate was high, it is 
unclear if there were systematic differences in partici-
pation based on market characteristics, given these 
data are not publicly accessible. Our response rate to 
interview requests was lower than the survey, despite 
offering a more substantial incentive. Interview partic-
ipants were less likely to represent multiple markets 
and it is possible their perspectives are thus under-
represented in qualitative insights, but it is unclear if 
offering a larger incentive would have impacted partic-
ipation patterns. 

Another key limitation is our selection of market 
managers as our only type of interviewee. Food assis-
tance programming at markets may include other im-
portant actors with whom we did not speak. For exam-
ple, a few markets work with office managers who may 
be more familiar with administration and finances. 
Market managers in our sample reported a lack of fa-
miliarity with the particulars of the FMNP program be-
cause they did not directly accept the vouchers. 

California’s transition to electronic benefits distrib-
ution and redemption for the WIC/Senior FMNP 
means that some of our data may be less applicable. 
Concerns around how checks are deposited at the 
bank, for example, are no longer relevant, and partici-
pating farmers may experience a different set of chal-
lenges and benefits now that they are required to use 
smart devices to accept benefits. 

Our survey itself had a number of limitations that 
could have been improved. Due to a technical error, 
markets that were not authorized to accept FMNP 
benefits were not asked about potential challenges 

and benefits. Our survey did not ask which “other in-
centive programs” were funded by the CNIP, making it 
difficult to understand the extent of non-CNIP incen-
tive or matching efforts. 

Beyond the limitations of the survey, we would have 
made several other improvements to the way data was 
collected. We would have expanded our qualitative in-
quiry to incorporate perspectives from market ven-
dors and other stakeholders to provide a more com-
prehensive understanding of perceived challenges and 
benefits of participating in food assistance programs. 
We would also have collected data around market gov-
ernance and ownership characteristics that would 
have made it easier to compare to similar studies, such 
as Gantla and Lev (2015). 

Conclusions 

This study offers a novel approach to surveying farm-
ers market managers about a range of food assistance 
programs at markets and contributes a methodology 
that may be helpful to technical assistance providers 
and extension professionals interested in regional 
scans in the context of needs assessments. This simple, 
mixed methods approach may indicate priority clien-
tele and inform extensionists’ understanding of their 
information needs. Our findings around the relation-
ship between operator type and program availability, 
as well as those around common challenges of each 
program, clarified future extension work in the Sacra-
mento region. They point to the need to collaborate 
with markets operated by certified producers who are 
interested in accepting CalFresh; work with commu-
nity organizations interested in partnering with mar-
kets to support the availability of food assistance pro-
grams; and create educational resources for market 
managers around a diversity of funding and staffing 
models that support CalFresh acceptance. 
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Appendix 
Download: https://californiaagriculture.org/article/162675-accepting-food-assistance-benefits-varied-by-market-
operator-type-at-sacramento-region-farmers-markets/attachment/
347035.docx?auth_token=orN37oObdOGTk-4l55CT 
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