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 Today, the site is operating in 18 states

customers. The average annual increase in

“search for

new vendors”

(23%).

Less

@ Dependent variable is percentage increase (in intervals) in sales attributed to MarketMaker,. The coefficients can be interpreted as

marginal effects.

sales due to participation in MarketMaker
was estimated at about 3.6 percent, or
54,889 per farmers’ market.

b Significance levels of 0.01, 0.05 and 0.10 are indicated by ***, ** and * respectively.
¢The parametric procedure assumes that the increase in annual sales follows a normal distribution, hence o is the standard deviation.

commonly used features include “search for
products” which was used sometimes or
frequently by about 19 percent of users,
and “reach out to customers” (14%).

throughout the country with over 17,500
profiles — including 1,295 farmers’ markets—
and receives about 1 million hits per
month.
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