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ABSTRACT

Real Food on the Colorado PlateathePr o f e s s i 0 nRole in RaAnrang for€animanity
Food Systems in Flagstaff, Arizona

Amy Hughes

The predominanndustrial food systegrwhile providing an abundance of inexpensive
food, compromises human and environmental hegdtipardizingnany communitiesin this
system, food is a commodity, a product that requires extensive resondodsliaers
unmanaged wasteAdding to this available agricultural land in the Wad States continues to
decline as it competesgith development. In an attempteeek sme ®lutionsto addresshese
issues, communities adevelopingand supportinglternativefood systems.

Today, asmallnumber ofprofessionaplannersand planning scholassithin the United
States ar@articipatingin food planningwith their communites. As a basic necessity, foaghd

planning for foodis important forhealth and general welfare @dmmunities.

Applying a political economyrdmework, the research examirgalitical andeconomic
influencesrelated to food systems in Flagstaff, Arizoen investigation of the potential
challenges to food planningasexplored through a review of contemporary planning literature
in-depth interviews with public and private sector stakehold@erd through an analysis of Food
Policy Councils across the Uad States While alternative food system movements are gaining
momentum, research discussed in this paper shows that in genefetsionaplanners

involvement in suppoairtg alternative food systems is constrained
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Chapter One
Introduction
Across the United States a commuridgd systems movement is growing, marked by a

rise inf a r nmearkets co-operative farming, Communi8upported Agriculture (CSA), the
slow food movement, and many others (de la Salle and Holland 2010, 13). Several reasons exist
for the increased intesein buying and consuminfpod that is not part of the industrial food
system Topping most concerns are public health issues ranging from diet related diseases to
matters of food safetjHodgson 2009; Phemister 2009). Beyguidblic health,a diet fuele
predominantly by an industrial fo@ystem causes concduor other issues as well. Threats to
the environment include a heavy dependence on energy resources, air and water pollution
primarily from excessive chemical ysend concentrated farming andraal production
(Horriganet al.2002; Foer 2009). fie political and economic structure of the current industrial
food systemmayalso creaténequities in access (Wekerle 2004). Finally, research from Labao
and Stofferahn (2007) show how whole commesitireaffected socially and

socioeconomically, by the imminent presence of industrialized farms in and near communities.

Research Purpose

Throughout history, food choices have been influenced and constrained by resources and
location (Pretty 2007; Bitgard 2009). Issues of accessibility, availability, and economic
factors play significant roles, and in some cases may be the deciding factors of what to eat.
Driven by industry and the global marketplace, the food we eat has bém@emesta

commodity, subject to political and economic influences. This too affects food choice. Both
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beneficial and negative effects of a dominant industrial food system are evident on global and
local scales, from public health and environmental consequentg#hiiences in the local and
global economy.

The public health, environmental, and social concerns, coupled with the rise in
community food systems create compelling evidence to suggest that communities desire access
to foodsthat are not part of thedustrial food systemInitiatives at the local level are also
indicative of this desire, and are illustrated through the presence of regional food system studies,
manuals and guidebooks that provide instructions on developing a community food system, and
the establishment of food policy councils (Feenstra 1997). While many communities are forging
ahead independeant government support, studies show tt@inmunityfood systems supported
by a government sanctied policy have a greater likelihoodlendurng (Pothukuchi and
Kaufman 1999; Feenstra 2001). The combination of planning and policy strengthen
opportunities for communities to make beneficial and lasting changes (de la Salle and Holland
2010). To this end, professional planners, equipped witkribwledge and expertise to help
build relationships and plan for healthy communities, are in a unique position to encourage and
support the growth and continuationc@mmunityfood systems (Campbell 2004; Clancy 2004,

Pothukuchi 2004; 2009).

Research Statement and Gjectives

The purpose of this research was to investigate the potential role of professional planners
in helping communities plan for food. Specifically, the research explored individual interest in
developing a community foodsgsm and examined the benefits an:i

involvement through an analysis of stakeholder relationships within the community. According



toresearch conducted®ot hukuchi and Kaufman (1999), “no
agencyin the Unitel Statehhas ever undertaken a comprehensiv
food system” (220). Thus the exploration of i
helpful to gauge support for food planning.

The city of Flagstaff, Arizona, wagilized as the location of the study. Existing and
potential community food systems in Flagstaff were identified in order to understand the history
of community food systems initiatives and the feasibility of futureatntes. Furthermore, the
Americm Pl anni ng As fdicyiGaide broQormnsunity ské Reyional Food
Planningwasexamined to determine whidi the sevemolicies stated in the guidevere being
addressed by the city. The intent was to make viable food planning recommesidatine

city of Flagstaff’'s Regional Land Use and Tr a

The research addressed the following research questions:

1. What are the current food system alternatives in Flagstaff, Arizona, and how are they
being supported?

2. What is thepotential role of local governments in fostering policies Wil encourage
food planning?

3. What are the practical recommendations for food planning in Flagstaff, Arizona?

Research Famework
A political economy framework was applied to the research to understand the interplay
between political and economic interests as they relate to industriebamdunityfood
systems, and the influence of these food systems on food planning for commuligesistory
of agriculture in the United States offers a useful example of the symbiotic relationship that

exists between government policies and economic markets. The political economy theory was
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derived from the research, helping to create a conaeptu f r amewor k and provid
organi zed way of thinking about how and why a
Swinnen and van der Zee (1993) point out that
perceptive” appr oach |praeduction and &gricaltural poticien(870)agr i c u
Marsden et al. (1996) emplega political economy framework to explore the sfiifim a
“focus on the unevenness of the capitalist tr
conver si on psingoo sosiad procesdedthat address food safety, food access, and
environmental concerns (367). In many cases, a political economy framework hasillzeeh
to examinaliverse topics, from agriculture to market research, exploring the interactioedoetw
economic and political influencesd is therefore appropriate for the planning f{@dchdt 1983;
Marsden et al. 1996).

Political economy, as a research tool, has beenageds disciplines throughout history
and isoften accompanied by a mgd of definitions. Clark (1998) suggests that while an
understanding of the terms politics and economics is necessary for the study of political
economy, both terms lack a clear definition. While some scholars view politics and economics
as distinct, otars see the terms as overlapping processes (Arndt 1983; Clark 1998 20128).
Clark (1998) discussedh e si mi |l arities of politics and eco
concerned with organizing and coordinating human activity, marshaling resourcegjimgan
conflict, allocating burdens and benefits, and providing for the satisfaction of human wants and
needs”™ (6). On the other hand, there is dist
institutional arenas, and primary actors (Arndt 1983, 47; 1888, 4). According to Arndt
(1983), most applications of political economy utilize dimensions, such as polity and economy,

external and internal, substructure and superstructure, or prosperity and justice, market and



government, and individual and comnitynto develop a typology in order to compare and
analyze situations. In fact, in many cases, the dimensions are necessary for a comparative
analysis (47). Whilenany of these dimensiomrse appropriate for research about food systems,
the research comndted for this study focused on two dimensions to analyze the data, polity and
economy, and market and government. These particular dimensions were selected based upon
thar applicability to the research questions.

In addition to selecting appropriate tjpgies,the political economy framework
espouses different perspectives, including the conservative, classical liberal, modern liberal, and
radical perspective, which adds to its interdisciplinary appeal as a research paradigm (Arndt
1983; Clark 1998). fie i nterdi sciplinary nature of politi
analyzing and responding to the problems conf
purpose of this research a modern liberal perspective was adopted, as sut¢hetpeaspective
that was reflected prominently throughout the literature. At the heart of the modern liberal
perspectve s an emphasis on “universal valwues such
equality, including promoting disadvantaged groups,@ondoting the well being of society
through economic efficiency (Clark 1998, 1002). As a clear example, de la Salle and Holland
(2010), purport the significance of food pl an
and eat our food creates tuhl, ecological, and economic patterns that form how we as
individuals and societies live and relate (21).

Theheydayfor themodern liberaperspectivesurfaced shortly after World War Il, and is
attributed to a longwaited economic boom after mayears of economic depression. The
popularity of the modern liberal perspective continued for several decades into the early 1970s

(Clark 1998, 97102). Bythemidl 9 70s moder n | i beralism slipped
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as individuals were less grested in taking care of disadvantaged groups and more concerned
with individual “attachments to particular va
general public’'s ideology, agriculture was f a
(Barnett 2003, 160). Together these events helped to create an environment that favored the
growth of an industrial food system.

At the same time, however, the increasing dominance of the industrial food system
not withoutits critics. Resistand® an industrialized food system, although unknown by this
description at the time, began as early as the 1920s with an early land utilization movement, a
reaction to unlimited growth particularly for agriculture production that exceeded subsistence
fasbming ( Guttenberg 1976). Addi tional criticisms
advocates, and were voi cedDietoraSeslltPlarett | i ng boo
Car s®lentSpring and Ler za Fapdfar Pebple; Mobfer @ifit (Watson and
Caldwell 2005; Pothukuchi and Kaufman 1999). Belasco (2005) notes that during this time,
“consumers showed they understood that their
implications not just for their own health but also for skete of the economy, environment, and
ulti mately the planet” (233). And yet, the i
business, scientific, and political interests, supersttesbconcerns (CatelCampbell 2004).

During the 1970s agriculte in the United States moved inbe larger national and
global economic arenas and paradoxically became both vulnerable and influential to outside
economic and political influences. Demands for agricultural exports fueled production and
wealth,ultimately leading to inflation, which causédb o o m and dndceedtéed cycl es
instability in the market. Whereas, for a timsing prices promised higher income and

stimulated investments, then later failed causing financial crisis, resulting in recasgion



unemployment (Clark 1998). As predicted by some economists the boom in agricultural exports

and thus agricultural land investments came to an alarming halt in tHE9®0g. In 1981,

agricultural exports peaked at $46 billion, and within five yeadsfallenby fifty percent

(Barnett 2003). The loss of export revenues drove down the already low commodity prices. To
make matters worse for farmers, several years of drought in the earlyek@@@sbatetheir

financial circumstances (Barnett 200&ccording to Barnett, the reason economists were not

able to predict and thus react in time to the 1980s farm financial crisis was due to their inability

to view the situation outside of “mathematica
“ I g ntberpelitical constraints under which decision makers ogefai). Agriculture, as a

significant market player, thus requires the duality of perspectives procured from economic and
political lenses. AsCate@a mp b e | | (2004) describes i1it, “the
profit-maximization and market dominance; externalizing costs with federal and corporate

economic and poi343r i cal support”™ (342

Political Economy Analysis of the Industrial Foogsg&m

According to Clark (1998), both the market and the government share similar goals of
efficiency, productivity, stability, and equity. However, the industrial food system that
dominates the food market and thus determines product availability aedgusedroblens
for society (Lobao and Stofferahn 2007; Vandermeer et al. 2009). Accordingly, as an economic
institution, the industrial food system is not an efficient systdtreliesheavily on
nonrenewable resourcdsgs concentrated wealth anolyer, ancc r e a trersi e“rlbsa t o ent r
competitorgClark 1998; Wise and Trist 2010). According to a Frost & Sullivan market report,

in 2008, “-fivh procéssors in theviénited $tates earned twhwneypercent of the
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total industry revenuest hi s has been the case for roughly
Frost & Sullivan market analysts predict increased industry consolidation over the next several
years. From a modern liberal political economy perspective the continued caticantithin
the food industry is far from ideal for societgeking alternative food systems

Beneficial economic institutions provide g
productivity of economic r esourldoecdssysten,Cl ar k 19
through technological advances and mechanization has contributed to increased productivity, the
productivity has created negative consequences for human and environmental health, from
chemical consmption to food waste (Horrigan et 2002) The productivity in the industrial
food system is easily seen in its ability to
twice the average need, and 700 cal detfroms a da
the modern liberal perspeve, the growth, or overproduction, is not beneficial to society.

Not only is overproduction a concern, but; theustrial food system relies on relatively
few crops. As Shiva (2006) describes, “Human
through its evolution. More than 3,000 have been used consistently. However, we now rely on
just eight crops to provi de&heilancg@sacfevrcopssf t he
not a sustainable system (Shiva200b)h e i nd u st r i ability fér gromh islargetyt e m’ s
dependent on technology, specifically genetically modified organisms (Gah@)chemicals in
the form of fertilizers and pesticides, all of which are costly to commuiiRieisner 2003).
Again, from the modern liberal persgéeve, the reliance on amdustrial food systenas the
monopolizing food systenms not a beneficial economic institution for communities (Clark

1998).



The industrial food system as a political institution operates with benefits and
deficiencies. Thragh food processing, it provides an abundance of food choices to consumers
who have access to markets and the ability to pay for the selection (Shigley 2009). As a political
institution theperceivedability to providethefreedom of choice is a noted fefih. However,
the selection of products available to purchase is constrained, many cases by “ gat
thuslimiting freedom (Goodman 2002) Theavailable food choicesvhichfor many are aither
nutritiousnor desiredalso limits freedonfHodgson 2009). Secondly, equity is compromised
when there are concentrations of wealth and power. As noted earlier the industrial food system,
in the hands ofewer farmershas concentrated wealth and power. Gardner (2010) explains, at
the end of théwentieth century, farmers represented less than 2 percent of the population and on
average had higher incomes and wealth than individuals who were not involved in farming. In
several cases, the industrial food system displays inequity due primahby fiact that it
operates with an economic priority, “the mark
those human needs and desires backed by money
the industrial food system, it is evident that itéficdent as a productive and beneficial
economic and pdical institution for society.Community food systemsayoffer an alternative

to industrial foa systemdbut needsupport from political and economic institution stakeholders.

Review of the Literature
History of Industrial A griculture in the United States
The history of agriculture, and thus food, can be traced from the influences and actions of
private enterprises and government regulations. During the twentieth century, agriculture in the

United States entered an era of federal regulation and subsequent agricultural financing;
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subsistence food became a commodity (Barnett 2003; Shulman 2008)strial agriculture

has been a business endeavor for more than a century (O&&% Guttenberg 1976; Smith et

al. 2011). Despite some resistance, commercial agriculture began to supersede subsistence and
“semi subsi st anc el8004 (Banmf 186§, 22).yTedhrolegicahinwentions such

as the refrigerated railroad caeated a market opportunity to industrialize segments of food
production, processing, and distribution (Guttenberg 19Z6upled withtechndogy

innovationsgager entrepreneunglped sputhe transition of industrialized agriculture to the

national sca, and soon aftethe global market. The success of this transition was the result of
two separate, yet related factors: the ability to control the most productive agricultural areas in
the country and the achievement of economies of scale in foodspnogewhich created greater
efficiencies enabling loweprices for food items (Smith et £011). By the end of the
nineteenth century agricultur-eocuosetdeée-8&ndteéedr
driven” (Danhof 1969, 22).

Throughout théwentieth century agricultural policy was driven by economic agendas,
andconsequently “ gover nment al policies and private i
abundance, signaled by the yeaund availability of inexpensive fresh and processed foods in
every North American supermarket” (Adams 2003
passage of the Feder al -favrimerestsosatanagfor of 1916,
agricul tursailapfiingandieng’™uture of adgofanafiideitur e, *
class of commercial farmers and prosperous ag
agriculture’s political aX4). economic devel opm

More recently, farms have increased in size, yet declined in numbers, erabingly

they are becomingertically integrated throughoptroduction, processing, and marketing (Labao

10



and Stofferahn 2007; Wise and Trist 2010). Research conducted by Wise and Trist (2010)

illustrates the seemingly common market convergence of hogsfar

“hog

mar ket s

undergone rapid concentration in the last 25 years, with the top four packers now controlling

two-t hi rds of the mar ket and Smi

thfiel

d Foods,

This trend is not limited to the pork indas In 2002, less than ten years ago, sieedlle farms

comprised seventgine percent of the farms in the United States, producing six percent of all

sales, while the top three percent of farms accounted fortsityercent of all sales (Labao and

Stdferahn 2007). Undoubtedly, the industrial food system operates with a single objective, to

maximize the economic bottom line (Frost & Sullivan 2010, 26).

8 -

7 -

6 - Farms
{millions)

Acres per farm

Census year 1/

1! Census years are shown for 10-year intervals from 1850 to 1920,
with 4 or S-year intervals starting in 1925. The break in the lines after
1974 reflects the introduction of an adjustment to estimates of the farm
count and land in farms. Beginning in 1978, the data are adjusted to
compensate for undercoverage by the census of agriculture.

Souwrce: USDA, ERS. based on census of agricullure dala.
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Figure 1. Decline in United States Farms from 182002
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Seeminglydespite somdissenting voices, the direction of the twentieth century food
system has received virtually unquestioned sugpodonsumerg¢Lappe 1985; Adams 2003).
Through a combination of several factors, a system was created that was atiite pnd sell
food at low costio the consumerinturn® budget s became based on the
andinexpensive and readily available foeds expectedLionette 2007115. Today the
industrial food systemisamubii | | i on dol |l ar i ndustry relying
support” of consumers to continue to make pro
Belasco (2005) contendsthgtput t i ng a gr eater mamdtreaen on coO
consumer culture put a pwvasdisdssociatedfromadhe end pr o
production(222). Pollan (2006) suggests that industrial food system relies on consumers
“forgetting, or not knowi ng dprocdasshoéfool andfead pl ac
products (10). According to de la Salle and Holland, the experience of food has been reduced to
a simple formul a: “buy food, eat food” (2010
people from what they eat inclugjinow and where food is produced, whiohy contributego
an unhealthy environmeahd human population (Horrigan et 2002). Reiterated throughout
the literaturesimilarme s sages ar e repeated, “the gatekeepe
care litte for health and people and more about how to sell you more food than you need or
could possibly eat” (de | a Salle and Holl and
on the products of an industrial food system are visibd®mepublic hedth crises,
environmental threats, and disparities in access related predominantly to financial means.
Despite themarket domiancef the industrial food system, efforts to challenge the
system exist.Support for family farms is growing througlomprofit organizationssuch as the

Center for Rural Affair¢gCFRA), andwithin individual state§CFRA n.d.) lowa which passed

12



the Family Farm and Sustainable Agriculture Act of 198ters one example of support for

“smal | scal e an(Meadows 10%b)Fuarthdoniore in sthtes mctusling,

Pennsylvania, Kansas, Minnesota, South Dakota and Nebraska, community members have set

' i mitations on corporate farming, and i n some

(Corporate Ownership Limitatis 2011).

Contemporary Food Issues in the United States
The main issuesf concern, due tmdustrial food production in the United Statesnter
on dietrelated diseases and obesity, food safety, environmental concerns, economic concerns,

and foa security.

Public Health @ncerns Diet Related Diseases and€sity

Public health concerns manifested by an industrialized food system include diet related
diseases and obesity, as well as undernourishment and malnourishment. According to Withrow
and Alter (2010), obesity increases the risk of several diseases including, but not limited to, Type
2 diabetes, stroke, coronamtery disease, gallbladder désse, and many types of cancers (131).
Smith, Chouinard and Wandschneider (2011) suggestapiat changes in diet over the past
century have coincided wi-tél atned ™ ncdiesasaege P.r e v
“it i s becoming incr eas.i-scgléefgodprgcgssing techhologies at ¢ e
are, in part, responsiblerfthe modern epidemic of diete | at ed chroni ¢ di sease
health consequences influenced by diet may contribute to at least thetapb ten leading

causes of death, as identified by the CenterBfors e as e Cont r olincludingd Pr even

heart disease, cancer, diabetes and kidney dis€aB€s2011). Furthermore many of these

13
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health concerns unexpectedly overlapch asncidences of malnourishment and obesity
occurring simultaneously among individuals (Ruxton 2011).

To complicatematters, as mentioned previously, individuals who suffer from obesity
may also have nutrition deficiencies due to the types of foods they are consuming (CDC 2010).
Nutrition expert, Marion Nestle (200@®oplent!| ai ms
among childrenaswellasad t s i n t he Uln2010etlie CBQE estimated'that( 1 4 ) .
more than 72 million Americans were obese, nearly a quarter of the population, and based on
existing data those numbers were likely to rise. Many of igterelated diseases discussed
previously are closely, and in some cases directly, related to obesity (Withrow and Alter 2010).
However, ¢her factors may also contribute to these public health concerns including the built

environment (Booth, Pinkstoand Poston 2005).

Obesity Trends* Among U.S. Adults
BRFSS, 1990, 1999, 2009

(*BMI »30, or about 30 Ibs. overweight for 5’4" person)

[[TIwonata [Jeton [o%-ten [s%-19% [ 20%-2e% [2sn-20% [oos |

Source ! Dehavieca! fugk Factor Sarveitiance Systam, COC

Figure 2. Obesity Trends Among U.S. Adults since 1990.

14



The prevalence of obesity is affecting people who have little money to spéoddon
most processed foods, which generated bgnindustrial food systeptontain more calories
and cost less than unprocessed foods (Pollan 2B0@her consumption of nutritionally
inadequate food is often a result of available income, access, and a lack of nutrition and meal
preparation knowledge (Counihan and Van Este@87). Each year the percent of food eaten
away from home increases, and food purchases at restaurants are increasing (Tillotson 2004).

The trend suggests that more processed food is being consumed each year, instead of preparing
meals at home.

Pollanpmt s the bl ame on the current farm bill
cutting them a check based on how many bushel
policies that operate contrarysomepublic health objective®007, 134135). One such phlic
health objective iglealthy People 2020 whi ch pr omotes the consumpt
nutrientdense foods across food groups, especially whole grains, fruits, vegetakiés or
fat-free milk or milk products, and lean meats and otherpret@nur ces” ( Heal t hy Pe
2011).

The market structure that currently exists
volumesoflowc o st f ood, feed,elfli Iteéro,s eamd ofdwelt,s” tvwh a
consolidated global agfi 0 o d | nRegasddretyal’2011, 670). Although the United
States agricultural and economic policies correlatefte rise inobesity and diet related
di seases, thesirdel ogutbhatc poupprlies plgangralyn t he
brushed asid€Tillotson 2004, 620).In turn, the policies that influence the food supply have
affected the relationship that people have wi

industry’s role in the nations’t hdei eitn,d ugsrterayt’lsy

15
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economic growth, increasingly has become an influence on what, where, and how Americans
eat ” ( 2 @6ndequem3 the aversion to acknowledgenections betweesome
agricultural and public health policies has helped to create umaegbhand confusing food

safety regulations (Morrone 2008; Trexler 2011).

Public Health @ncerns: Food Sfety

In addition to diet related diseases and obesity, contaminated food from bacteria and
pollutants increases the likelihood of food borne illnesses and in severenzgsiesado
fatalities. According to Linscott (2011), sevessix million cases of foodlyae illnessesre
reported annually in the United StatedthAugh the actual number of foodborne illnesses is
unknown since, -bama iingsses ars tsdiagndsedfbecaude the patient does
not f eel i I 1 enoug hLinscott 281&4d)k Meatket al. cepdrtedahtitine nt i o n
addition to the seventsix million ilinesses, foodborne diseases causgproximately three
hundred and twentfive thousand hospitalizations and five thousands deaths each year (CDC
1999). Intotalmorée han a quarter of the Un-botneilnesSt at es’
each year.

Consumer advocate, Morroi2008)points out that the complexity of the regulatory
agencies throughout food production proesésrther complicates and obfuscates canse
related to foodborne illnesses. Trexler (2011) notes that with continued foodborne illness
out breaks, the safety of food is inherently a
modernize food safety regulation has always been anluphiland contenti ous, p o
(311). In the bookpoisons on our plates: The real food safety problem in the United Steges
author traces the decision making processes o0

is ensuring that ouobd is as safe as it can be? How much responsibility and authority does the
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governmenthavetopwtct consumers from uns afAgsudh,dhe d ?”
safety of food consumed by individuals in the United States is overseen by fifteeandiffe
agencies, presiding over thirty related laws (Trexler 2011, 318)le\ie administering
agenciedhave become fractureince the first food safety law was enacted more than a century
agq the industrialized fo system has become streamlingdndrdizing practices, processing,
and products (Trexler 2011). The result of this natiied regulatory network has contributed

to an increase in foodborne ilinesses, particularly evident with concentrated teadiag
operations (CAFO) (Mmone 2008; Ber 2009). The concentration of animals into small spaces
creates even more threats to human health and the environment and dismisses animal welfare
(Horriganet al.2002; Foer 2009). Paradoxically, the public health concerns related to the
industrializel food system are being answered by that same sy<dgportunities for food
contamination appear throughout the food system and contribute to the complexity of keeping
food safe and potentiallyontributingfurtherto consumerconfusion as illustratedn Fgure 2

(Biltekoff 2010; Smith et al2011).
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Manufacturing

Tainted turkey burgers, 2011: 50,000 |bs
of ground turkey recalled following iliness in 10
states, Cause: Salmonella Hadar.

Manufacturing Prevention
Employ pre-harvest food safaty strategies
Peanut butter crackers to pet treats, 2009: toreduce Salmonela in animals, prevent
Pracassing plant contamination results in many contamination at slaughter, reduce co h
Risky eggs, 2010: foods causing sickness in 46 states. Cauce: of ground product from §II sources, ensure that
Chicken 2nd feed contamination resuits in Salmanela Typhimurium. steps tofedkice contamination work,
500M eggs recalled, Cause: Salmoneia
Enteritiis (SE). Provention
Kesp factories clean, separaie raw and processed
Prevention foods, ensure that steps to reduce contamination
Require peeventive centrols for egg peoducers work,

such as buying chicks from suppliers with SE
control programs, testing poultry houses for SE,
and setting temperature requirements for storing
and transporfing eggs.

Distribution and Delivery

Contaminated ice cream, 1994: Trucks
hauling raw eggs, then ice cream, sicken 200,000
nationwide. Cause: Salmonella Enteritidis (SE).

o Y

Xt

' PnX'ﬂ Preparation and C:m;umpﬁon

(Restaurants/Grocery stores) Prevention
Clean and disinfect frucks between loads, keep
Germs spread in restaurants, 2008: Poor cold shipments at corract temperatures, track
kitchen practices cause food to be undercooked shipments and storage.
and cross-contaminated. Cause: Salmonella
Montewden.
=
Prevention T ey
Cook chicken and meats thoroughly, separate raw OO 'Oo'o:t:l:otof
chicken and meats from other foods, train and % XX 0.‘
certify managers in food safety in all restaurants. . A
Preparation and Consumption

(Restaurants/Homes)

Frozen pot pies, microwaves, and cooking
instructions, 2007: Undercooked pies sicken
people in 35 states, Puerto Rico, and the
Caribbean, Cause: Salmoneifa |,4,15],12:x,

Prevention

Make sure cocking instructions are clear and
correct, use a food thermometer, ensure that
manufacturers indicate power levels on microwave
ovens,

Figure 3. Food Safety: Prevention from the Farm to the Table. The figure illustrates food
threats and how they can be avoided throughout the food production system (CDC 2010)
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Environmental ©ncerns

Throughout the planning literaturesearch related to public health concerns from the
industrial food system is accessible. Less popular is research that demonstrates the effects of an
industrialized food systewn the environment. Overalié najority of research that discusses
food system effects on the environment focus on the positive contributions of local and
sustainable food systems towards the environment as opposechvittommentatietriments of
the industrializd food system Furhermore, the literature is not widespread. A search among
two of the premier planning journaBlanningandJournal of Planning Education and
Researchover the previous decade resulted in zero articles that specifically and singularly
suggested negativenvironmental consequences from the industrial food system. Although the
research exist® journals such as thAmerican Journal of Public HealtEnvironmentalistand
Journal of Soil & Water Conservatipwhose scopés public healthor environmental
conservationthe research topic ot common in planning literature.

The impact of industrialized food production on the environment is multifold, including
air, soil and water pollution from trexcessive usef chemical fertilizers angdesticidesas well
as biodiversity losgAltieri 2001) Several reports indicate that nearly one third of greenhouse
gases contributing to global warming are the result of agricthuoeigh chemical use and
transportatior{Sealing 2007, 1031)Industial agriculture, from production to processing and
transporting, relies heavily on fossil fuels. In fact, industrial agriculture accounts for seventeen
percent of all fossil fuel use in the United $&Horriganet al.2002,448). Foer (2009)
reported* f ood choices contribute at | east as much
war mi ng” (58) .ofthe@aod produetiorochan@uellar and Webber (2010)

researched the loss of energy fromdaeaste. They notihatin 2007,more than auarter of all
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edible food producenh the United Statewas wasted (6468468. According to Schweigert,
the amount of energy represents about two percent of the total annual energy consumption in the
U.S. (2010).

Theindustrial food system produces and relies upon five primary commodity crops
including corn, soybeans, wheat, rice, and cotton (Pollan 2007). The reliance upon so few crops
threatens soil fertility and biodiversity, which in turn creates a greater deorathe use of
chemical fertilizers and pesticides in order to maintain produagslting inan unsustainable
cycle (Gomiercet al.2011). Thdoss of biodiversity is creatingnforeseen consequencess
an example, between 1985 and 198@é,numbenf honeybee colonies on farmlaid the
United Stateslropped from 4.4 milliorio less than 1.9 milliondue predominantly to pesticide
exposurgHorriganet al.2002, 446)Additionally, il fertility is compromised by the excessive
use of chemicals @heavy machinery necessary for industrialized agriculture (Horegah

2002).

Economy

Up to this point, the focus of the discussion has reveslatof the negative
consequences of the industrial food system. However, at the same time, drigin{o
mention that the industrial food systemay also haveeneficial attributes, foremomstthe
ability to produce massive amounts of food in an effoftte e d t he wo r(Rheriseer popul
2009) In addition to production, the food industry creates employment for many segments
within the agricultural anthefood and beverage industigicluding farming, processing, retail,
and marketing (Daniels 2009). According to the American Farmland &rustganization

dedicated to saving farm and ranch land in America, the industrial food system contributes
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nearly one trillion dollars to the national economy and employs approximately seventeen percent
of the labor force (American Planning Associatiorm, feei naf t er “ APA” 2007) .

Furthermore, Pothukuchi and Kaufman affirm that food sector establishments are vital

components of a city’ s economy, offering empl
wholesaling businesses (1999). In their study, theydi¥y er ed t hat, “a hi gher
| ower i ncome residents in cities depend on | o

(1999, 217). Ultimately this creates a conundrum for communities that desire to protect human
and environmental welfare wé simultaneously supporting the local economy and providing

jobs.

Food Scurity

The industrial food systeproduces enough food to feed everyone in the world, yet
despite the amount of food produced, many people are hungry and malnourisrasi@th
2009). The fact of this extends beyond the industrial food system to economic markets and the
built environment (Clifton 2004; Dunkley, Helling, and Sawicki 2004). According to the

American Community Survey, more than fourteen percent of theUWhit St at e s popul a
living below poverty, thereformaynot have the income and access to nutritious foods, and may

also regularly experience hunger (Counihan and Van Esterik 1997; Bishaw and Macartney

2010) . Unequal accdoxodt d nfseecxcdirdarteydt easn d* cehpri o
2009, 45). Research by Dixonet@2 007) shows that “city inhabi't
both underand overnutrition because of their reliance on a commercial food supply, access to
whichrequires ncome fr om wa g e s ’tragsjoftadion, specifically, thea ny cas e

locations of food markets and convenience stores, and the products that are available within each

store hamper access to nutritious faoBesearch conducted by Dunkley, Hellizwgd Sawicki
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(2004) shows a strong correlation between household income aqchipydo average store

size. In their study they noted that theger grocery stordscated in affluent areasipplieda

greater variety of foodsSimilar research also shed a correlation between income and access

to larger grocery stores, which providedre nutritionally adequate foods at more affordable

prices than convenience stor@Slifton 2004).Walker, Keane and Burke (201f@und in their

research thdactors inindividual food choiceare* based on the food outl et
their immediate neighborhogdhus the built environmembay alsanfluence what people eat

(877). Such is the case with the Ramona Gardens housing project in Los Angelesiashich

limited, overpriced and often owdf-date food options. Accding to a recent news article,

Ramona Gardensvhichis located ina part of East L.A.claims that it has not been able to

attracta bigsupermr ket f or a IPeoplswhd it we heasgoden’t have

and the area has a reputation for gang viole(@el Barco 2011).Instead, the community in

Ramona Gardens relies upon a single convenistaceto purchase foodThe disparity of

access primarily from economicincones eat es “food deserts,” the e
andmay further contributéo poorer health for those individuals who reside in these

neighborhoods (Walkestal.2 0 1 0 ) . I n fact, numerous exampl e
the country, exacerbiag public health concerns andsome casedlustrating economic

inequities thaexist within communities (Short et 22007; Gordon et aR011).

History of Food Planning in the United States
In order to exploréhe potential roleof professionaplannersn helpingcommunities
plan for alternative food systems, it is worth considering how planners have been involved in

food planning in the past. Therefore, a brief summary of planning history in the United<States
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included toprovide context focontemporaryood planningefforts and activities Following is
the investigation op | a n absence from food planning during the twentieth century. Finally,
an examination of recent food planning initiatives by planners shows the various sttagggies
planners are taking to help communities plan for alternative food systems.
Although planning has existed worldwide for centuries, the focus of this discussion is on
pl anning in the United States. EadiStdtestbegan o f d
in the late eighteenth century and can be characterized by provincial, commercial and
industrialized eras (Mumford 1945). In the nineteenth century, industrialization coupled with

population growth set the stage for urban concentratiovy(R809). Several factors led to the

devel opment of dense urban centers including
production,andloww o st transportation” (10). Technol og
increased productivityandneq r ed f ewer workers, “In 1800 per
labor force was engaged in farming. By 1880 that figure was downiotabo5 0 per cent ”

2009, 10). Two centuries later the percentage of employed labor force in agriculture iaress th
two percent (Dimitri et al. 2005).

As people fled to the city for jobs, planning efforts were concentrated in urban areas to
address housing and public health issues, “th
and illness,” due pri mar i | ofcomuunieabld diseakes @4). s ani
Sanitation drove reform, and in the late nineteenth century integrated design and open space
became popular planning ideals, followed by planning movements including housing reform, the
Municipal Art movement and the City Betiful movement. Each of these planning

developments respondeddommunityneedsor ideals and paved the way for contemporary
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planning practices and ultimatetgntributed tdhe separation of food (i.e. public markets) from
cities (Mumford 1945; Donoio 2007; Levy 2009).

In 1909 at the first National Conference on City Planning, food ranked high among
planning concerns as a way to improve the general welfare of the city (Donofrio 2007). Planners
were aware of the relationship between food trarigapon and food cost, which, consequently
caused much social unrest, and they offered solutions through planning designs such as the
Garden City design and green belts (Donofrio 2007; Levy 2009). In the 1920s land use controls,
specifically through zonindurther separated food from people by distinguisicergain
activities most appropriate for specific land ar@asudingindustrial, residential, and
agricultural. Master planning also developed during this time, and continues to function in the
form of a comprehensive plan, which essentially serves as a community development roadmap
(Levy 2009). From its inception through today, master planning is primarily concerned with
land use, street patterns, transit, rail (and where appropriate, waterpttatisp, public
recreation and civic art (Levy 2009, 46).

Throughout this time, individual income and automobile ownership increased, and for
many, food was accessible and affordable (Mumford 1945; Levy 2009; de la Salle and Holland
2010). Accordingb Meyerci t i es pl ayed a key role in econor
opportunities to achieve scale and scope econ
(2000,1). Pl anner s’ attention t ur n gradulturcoomtmuedts ur ban
thrive separate from urban centers, “American
|l ocally supported farming toward monocrop cu
rise in industrial agriculture, supermarkets proliferatezbb@ng a central location for a

“di versi fi ed arnodu ndde pbeonudnatbyl e (y3e8a)r. By the 1950
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the decisions made regarding food production and processing, lared n role in fo6d

planningagainfell behind other commutyi priorities (Donofrio 2007). Since that time food

pl anning has shifted even further from the pl

encourage cadependence for grocery shopping to the distinct lack of food in how we treat and

use public spacefod has indeed fallen off the table as a fundamental consideration in our

policy, planning, and design practices”’ (de
During the 1970s it was clear that agricultural land needed protection from development.

During thisdecade several counties in California, Pennsylvania and Washington took action

through zoning, and by 1981, two hundred and seventy counties had agricultural zoning

(American Farmland Trust1998). ess t han ten years | ater, *“an

nearly 700 jurisdictions in 24 states with someforma r i cul t ur al protecti on

Beyond municipal codes to protect agricultural land, tools such as conservation easements and

Purchase of Development Rights (PDR) also help protect agrigulland (Wright and Skaggs

2002).

Contemporary Food Planningin the United States

In 1999, planning scholars Kameshwari Pothukacit Jerome Kaufman, in their joint
publication, *“Placing the Food System on the
in Food System Planning,” argued that food pl
that urban planners can play grsficant role in planning for food. Pothukuchi and Kaufman
(1999) brought to light the absence of food planning in the planning curricula and throughout the

professional literature, noting that the food system is primarily unknown to planners and
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communty residents alike. In their research they conclude that there are four main reasons why

the food system has been overloaked

1. Thefood system is taken for granted. Tdi®indance of food available is
accessible to most people in the @ditStates.

2. Foodissues, as opposed to housing issues and transportation coaseseen
differently by planners

3. Over time agriculture became efficient and convenient, the loss of farms and
farmlands did not visibly correlate with food availability.

4. The dichotomyn public policy, specifically urban verses rural policy,

unknowingly kept separate the federal agencies responsible for urban
development and agriculture.

Thef ol | owi ng year, Pot hukuchi and Kauf man t
System: A Strangertoh e Pl anning Fi el d,” wmentimfoodx ami ned
systems and whether thbglieved that their involvement was an essential part of their
responsibilities (2000). In their study, twesttyo planning agencieacross the United States
weresurveyed and asked to identify their role in food system issues. The responses indicated
that the most prominent role for plannawdated to food systemsas in the location of
supermarkets, grocery stores, fast food outlets, and food wholesalingkirdthand Kaufman
2000). Overall, the results of the survey showed a lapklofa n mwlvesnént in planning for
food systems.

From their researclonly six respondents reported that food issues were part of the
community’s compr dosesisve,pltao, pamadnefr st cl ai m
i nvol vement” whi Weeedéstribed aséanmiaigmm inm gnafl oumv ol ve men
While the lack of involvement in food system issues was predictable given the absence of food
issues in the planng literature, the reasons were concerning. Common themes were expressed
which resultedn seven categories frooomments suchas,l t s not our turf , 7 t

probl em? I f it ain’t broke, why thatwhiesonie?” (11
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planners participate in large scale agricultural planrthreymajority of planners considerembtl

planninga low priority.

TABLE 1: Planners’ involvement in the food system, top 10 issues,

Agencies

reporting Significant Moderate Minimal
Issue involvement involvement involvement involvement
Location of supermarkets, grocery stores,

fast food outlets, and food wholeszling 20 8 6 6
Design of food outlets 18 8 5 5
Community gardens 12 1 4 7
Studies of impact of food sector on local economy n 1 4 6
Farmers’ markets, food festivals, etc. 10 3 6 1
Food issues addressed in neighborhood plans 10 0 4 6
Food refated economic development 10 4 2 4
Food issues addressed in comprehensive plans 6 0 2 4
Hunger prevention programs 5 0 2 3
Agricultural land preservation 3 0 2 0
*One agency official did not rate the significance of the activity,
Tabl e 1. Pl anner s’ l i st of the top tenando

Kaufman 2000).

Furthermore, very few planning agencies reported involvement in agricultural land
preservation, and few were aware of the relationship between agricultural land and community
food systemgPothukuchi and Kaufnmm 2000) Accordingto the Farmland Information Center
from 1982 to 2007 more than twerityree million acres of agricultural land were converted to
develogd land (2007)In the same way that community food systems can add economic value
to a communitypreservingagriculural landalso adds to economic value to a commu@AiyA
1999;Pothukuchi 2009,355)L. n 1999, the same year as Pot huku
APA adopted th@olicy Guide on Agricultural Land Preservatiomhich lists thirteen separate
positions fa practicing plannersThroughoutach of theecommendations the connection

between agricultural land and food systems, specifically community food systems, is overlooked.
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The term “food” is only méoadtisystemsenfluestcwiente i n t h
agricultural practiceAPA 1999). The continued separation between agricultural preservation

and food planning within the planning professinay peipetuatehe lack of knowledge about

food systemsvithin the planning professionrhus the conection between agricultural land and

food systems, both industrial and community food systems, needs to be addressed in order for
planners to have a comprehensivelerstandingbout food system affects communities.

In 2004 theJournal of Planning Hucation and Researgdublished a special issue on

planning for community food systems, which in
Table: The Role for Planning in Community Foo
Planning to Community Food Sy e ms” ( Kauf man 2004) . Subsequ
interest and additional publications emerged

The following year, at the APA National Planning Conference, a special track of sessions about
foodplaani ng was held for the first time in APA’ s
response was received and2006 a second special track on food plannives held

In 2007 as a result of thisncreased nt er e s t Policy Guide ¢h Edmmsinity and
Regional Food Planningkas adopted by APA’'s Legislative an
Delegate Assembly, and the Board of Directors, establighingionfor planning practitioners
and scholars to become engaged in community and regional food planhagolicy guide
discusses the effects of the food system on local and regional communities and outlines the
connections between food systems and the economy, health, ecological systems, and social
equity (Pothukuchi 2004; Vallianates al.2004; Wekerle @04; Shoret al. 2007; Hodgson

2009).
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Seven policies shage! a n direatis in community and regional food planning:

1. Support comprehensive food planning process at the community and regional levels;

2. Support strengthening the local and regionahemy by promoting local and
regional food systems;
3. Support food systems that i mprove the hea
4. Support food systems that are ecologically sustainable;
5. Support food systems that are equitable and just;
6. Support food systems thateserve and sustain diverse traditional food cultures of

Native American and other ethnic minority communities;
7. Support the development of state and federal legislation to facilitate community and
regional food planning discussed in general policies ¥t #6. (2007)

CommunityPlanning for Food
APA’ s policies emphasize the suppmodrt that
establish benchmarks for food planning. Howevéiijevplannerdave the knowledge to
address concerns that intersect vgitiming and land use planning, they are limiteddgulations
and preexisting codesand bound by decisions that anade by city council Additionally,
planners work in a time frame that extends years into the future and therefore are accustomed to
viewing issues with thikong-rangeperspectivdBureau of Labor Statistics 2011)he
parameters that exist for plannetigtate their ole in food planning. Ultimately, thecommunity
decides whether or not to have and support community food s/siemerthelessthere are
several examples that illustrate the different wiayghich communities, to support alternative

food systems, haveusad pl anner.’” s expertise

Professional plannefseve many planning tools that they can udegip communities
plan for food Planners can provide insight on community support for community food systems

and help forge alliances between stakeholders (PothuR004). According to Kaufmann

{3

(2004) planners can help il'luminate mar ket ¢

good job of addressing in the community, pot
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(339). Additionally, through»asting job skills and responsibilities, planners can compile data

on community food systems, including market analysis, analyze connections between food and
other planning concerns, assess the impact of current planning on local food systems, integrate
food security into community goals, facilitate the development of local food policy councils, and
educate future planners about food system issues (Pothukuchi and Kaufman 2000; Campbell
2004). These diverse skills provide a toolbox of resounchslpcommnunities successfully plan

for, develop, and maintacommunity food systems (Raja et 2008).

Successful community food systems exist across the United States, from community
gardens tahe development of Food Policy Council&s presented iA Plamers Guide to
Community and Regional Food Planni(08),existing efforts are categorizedprogram,
policy, or planning and zoning. Program level initiatives include community gardens and urban
farms,f a r mmearkets, community supported agriculture, and feorachool programs. Policy
efforts include food policy councils, food charters, and school food policy. Finally, planning and
zoning strategies may include stasdne plans focusing on community foggtms or their
components, inclusion of food system components in comprehensive plans, and zoning with food
and health in mind (Raget al.2008).

According to the American Community Gardening Association (ACGA), more than
eighteen thousand commity gardens are active across the United States and Canadat(Rlaja
2008). The rough estimate accounts for known community gardens, severareti@edy to
exist in informal spaces, including neighborhood and backyard gardens. The benefits of
community gardens are abundafmom providing healthy foods to creating green spaces and
promoting community engagement (2008).their role,planners caihelp forge partnerships

with organizations and businesses. ACGA is an organization that servessasrae for
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communities, offering tips for best practices and guides for starting a community garden.
Included on the ACGA web site are several sample forms, such as a Sample Land Use
Agreement (n.d.). Planners can help communities interpret suchdodnsovide guidance
throughout the process. The Public Health Law and Policy, a nonprofit organization, developed
a user guide for understanding and implementing land use protections specifically for community
gardensThe gui de, “EstPalltiechiimog sLdmod ®eanmuni ty
Appendix A)recommends that communities work with local government leaders to ensure
support and protection for community gardens (2010, 3). Furthermore, the guide recommends
that communities model language frore tomprehensive plan and suggest that communities
consider zone protections, open space protestiand use policieg®ymericans with Disabilities

Act compliance financing, and publiprivate partnerships {8). In shortplanners have

knowledge aboutach of these areas and can help communities address concerns to plan for
community gardens (Klingler 2009). Several notable achievements of community gardens exist,
including the PPatch program in Seattle, Washington, the Somerton Tanks Demonstration Far
in Philadelphia, Viet Village ur ba-farnfi(Rajam i n

et al.2008).
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Figure 4. Image of Viet Village Urban Farms, New Orleans, Louisiana (American Socie
Landscape Architects 2008).

In addition to community gardens,a r nmearkets offer another community food
system opportunity. One of the more successf
located in Milwaukee, Wisconsin. The establishment of the market wagponseesto the lack
of supermarkets available in the economically depressed central city. Working together with the
city, the Fondy feraerljnabandoned bltg owkesl tafal oeealslla per
year. The market provides retail space toyHiste farmers, andupplies of healthy foods are
available to the public. Additionally the market accepts food stamps and provides workshops on
nutrition and cooking (Raja et €008, 1113). The Fondy¥ a r migarket’illustrates how a

collaborativelybuilt community food system can provide several benefits to a community.
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At the program level planners can provide a community assessniehp toake
recommendations for community gardens, faorschool programd, a r nmearkets, and
community spported agriculture. A community assessment is an important first step to
determine the viability of the program and to gauge the level of support teest wihin the
community (Raja et ak008). Undoubtedly programmatic efforts haeseral benefits
However,they emain vulnerable unless supportpdrticularlyby policyand budge{Feenstra
1997).

Community food systems need governmenégal, and institutional support through
volunteer work and fundin(Rajaet al.2008, 16). Establishingfaod policy council is one way
to help facilitate government, legal, and institutional support. According to the Drake University
Agricultural Law Center, a food policy council is composed of local food system stakeholders,
both citizens and governmeeofficials, whose primarygoals, “t o exami ne the o
local food system and provide ideas and recommendations for improvement through public
policy change” (2005). Mi sia fomma forldigcusaionfaodo d p ol i
ideally fostes positive policy change to support community food systems. In Baltimore,
Maryland, as part df h e  sustdingbility plan, a food policy task fors@s established
represented bytakeholders within food production, distribution and consumgegments
Appropriately, the food policytaskor ce’ s st r avti @ dii d hgo anlthis gegsdsi gro a |
integratinggoals wa a critical step towanthfluencing policy Planners, skilled in negotiatigns
are in the position to help unifommuniy goals throughthe use oh common language (Caton
Campbell 2004). Moreover, research suggests that planners act as liaisons between stakeholders

helping to navigte the political system (Raja et 2008, 53).
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While program and policy level indtives are constructive towardgveloping
community food systemspnsideration of the built environment from a planning and zoning
perspective iglsocritical (Klingler 2009; de la Salle and Holland 20181 a n larduse and
zoning knowledge can help comunities plan for community food systems (Retjal.2008).
For example, planneraay recommend alternatives fgrowth management strategiasorder
to preserve farm and ranch land. They may also be in the positiecotomendippropriate
locations 6r food venues and distributoogised on existing transit routes and community needs
and desiresAPA 2007).

According to Raja, Born, and Kozlowski, the use of zoning and city ordinances are used
in a variety of ways to regulate food destinatiand address public health concerns (2008; Raja
et al. 2010). Dill er and Graff (2011) descri
community’s food environment has on the qual:i
counties have sought emcourage food retail establishments to promote healthier options
throughregulei ons and i mc eCotnicwersd”, (MaS%s)s.achlusetts, th
prohibit fast food restaurants. Similarly, i
oord nance was modified to | i mit é&rprotectpublica r est au
healthfrom the types of food served in some chain restau(Rats et al2008, 24). A third
example illustrates how a zoning ordinance allowed agriculturalimsesidential zoned areas.
In 2005, in Milwaukee, Wisconsin, an amendment to a zoning ordinance permitted agricultural
uses, “such as greenhouses and the raising of
Overall, plannerfave the toolsat helpaddress key components of the food system including,
production, processing and storage, distribution, access and reqfRdijaget al2008; Klingler

2009; de la Salle and Holland 2010).
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Other skills that lanners camffer communities includperformng amarket analysis
andconductingsite surveys to determine appropriate locatfongroviding food access, such as
the location of & a r nmearkest.’Planners can coordinate with public works officials to
facilitate a mautlkiesteassg potentiadfmancial constpimbd ensaring
the safety of nearby residents (9&)nally, planners can help to create connections among
stakeholderso plan for viable community food systems.

Ultimately, however, it is the decisiof the community to have and support a
community food systemPlannersare limited by the values and priorities set forth by the
communityas well as any veto power from supervisors or city couridile history of the
industrial food systengndits ties to government policiesteatechallenges talternative food
system planningClancy 2004; Kaufman 2004)n addition there aretherchallenges that exist
for planners’™ participat i omwhidghstemdroomaackof t y f ood
knowledge about community food systems (Pohukuchi and Kaufman 2000). Asméted
Planners Guide to Community and Regional Food Planrtimg barriersdr involvement in food
issues include a lack of resources, interest, trained staff, and awarenessgdgadiissues

(Rajaet al.2008, 30).

Research distification

Food is goolitically and economicallgomplex and contentious topic. Around the globe,
food issue concerns generamrddominantlyby the industrial food system hagentributed to
public health aneénvironmentatoncernsas well aeconomic uncertainty. The significance of
this reseech is thereforehreefold First thiswork isadvocacy research, in thée primary goal

of this research was to produce realistic and desirednreemdations for food planning for the
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city of Flagstaff, Arizona. Second, the research aimed to create an awareness of the existing
communityfood systems in Flagstaff and how they are currently supported, which may provide
some understanding intbe city * s f o a dhird, thisréseanihelpedillustratethe
interrelationships betweehe private and public sectors in regarcctommunityfood systems.
Knowledgeof the relationshipsn turn offeredinsight into the advantages and potential

challengs of creating partnerships to support food planning andcthasnunityfood systems.
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Chapter Two

Research Methods

Study Site

Flagstaff, Arizona served as the study site for the research. Located at the base of the San
Francisco Peaks, in northern Arizona, roughly eighty miles from the Grand Canyon, the city of
Flagstaff is well known for its scenic beauty and convenient ate@sgdoor recreation
activities. Historically, ranchers settled Flagstaff in the late 1800s, and were able to take
advantage of the area’s natur al resources, no
the railroads followed, creating an opporturio transport goods to markets and within six years
Flagstaff was an established town with railroad access, livestock, lumber, and service industries
(Hardy 2010). In 1928 Flagstaff was incorporated as a city, with industry and educational
opportunities.

Today,the city ofFlagstaff is a growing community. According to the most recent
census, the population of Flagstaff, currently at 65,870, has increased by 24.5 percent over the
past ten years (Ferguson 201 1b)site, Flagswff averagese d o n
82 days of rain per year, with rainfall occurring primarily during July and August. At an
elevation of nearly 7000 feet, snow accumulation in the winter months may be heavy. The
average annual snowfall is 99.5 inches (201-9gether, the elevation and weather patterns
make Flagstaff a unique environmgperticularly for agriculture.

Many of Flagstaff’'s residents work at the
including private employers W.L. Gore & Associates Bedtle Purina, and public employers,

Northern Arizona University and Coconino County. In addition, Flagstaff benefits economically
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from tourism and thus seasonal jobs exist relatedetdourismindustry (City of Flagstaff 2011).
Similartomanysmakk i t i es , FIl agstaff’s government 1inclu
Counci | . Additionally, as part of Coconino C
Boards, Commissions, Committees and Councils (2011).

Flagstaff is located within CocororCounty, which has a land size of 18, 617 square
miles making it one of the largest counties in the United States. However, the city encompasses
just over 64 square miles (City of Flagstaff, 2011). Noted in the Comprehensive Plan for
Coconi no \@mthreefousths of thé roreservation land is managed by the U.S. Forest
Service, the National Park Service, the Bureau of Land Management, and Arizona State Land
Department” (Coconino 2003). Consequédntly th
factors and landownership, as well as zoning and subdivision regulations. Additionally, the

county wutilizes a conservation framework” to
Regional Land Use Plan is providedime appendiXsee AppendixBt o i | |l ustrate t he

use patterns.

Research Methods

The primary goal of the research was to investigatea n pogential role in food
planning, and in doing so, identify opportunities and challenges to their participation. The
research ufized qualitative research methods to expliora d i v i d u aabosittommumig/l i n g s
food systems, and more specifically, to discover if they thought planners should be involved in
food planning, and to what extent. The qualitative methods selecte fieasiarch included
semistructured interviews and a content analysis of online web sites for commtiraties

supportedalternativefood systemsat the local, conty, regional, and state levelhe
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combination of these methods helped to develop a comprehensive perspective on the feasibility
ofp | a n mwlvesént in food planning.

Qualitative research methods help researchers to understand processes and identify
“compl exities onrhaki ngmde(tPrnekaeye i 3011) . Thi s
given the research framework. The modern liberal political economy framework employed for
the research asserted thammunityfood systems were beneficial to both the market and the
government.In contrastthe framework applied to the industrial food systems illustrates the
deficiencies in efficiency, productivity, stability, and equity, as noted previously. Furthermore,
the framework proved valuable for investigating how individual commumnégnbers and public
representatives of the community make decisions about community priaritesevealed

whether or not food planning was a priortiy

Semistructured interviews

In order to most directly address the research questionssseitiired interviews using
specific questions (AppendiR) about food buying behaviors, knowledgecommunityfood
systems, and thoughts about the potential role of planners in food plavasdgsigned to elicit
feedback that would relate to those questiorise interview questions were devised into two
parts. The initial set of questions set out to explore indivitheal shoppindehaviors while the
second set of questions hoped to examimed i v awhneress srid beliefs about the role of
planners in fod planning. In total, eleven questions were asked during each intelvamh.set
of questions was preceded by an introductory paragraph, which was reachathaithed to

provide some contexnd define specific terms that were used in the questiBosexample, the
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term alternative food system was used in the
food processing that is not part of the predo
Initial contactwith participaits was made in pers@mdthroughemail correspondence.
In the email correspondence potential participants were informed that the interview was about
food planningn Flagstaff, Arizona At the time of the interviewnd explanation of the
interview process and brief overview of the research project wshared with each participant
During this time participants had an opportunity to ask questions before consenting to the
intervi ew. The intervi ew pResearehsnerviewnglThemnodel e
Range of Technique€xplained by Gillham, the seratructured interview implies that:
The same questions are asked of all those involved; the kind and form of questions go
through a process of development to ensure their topic focus; to ensure equivalent
coverage interviewees are prompted by supp
spontaneously with @of the subareas of interest; and approximately equivalent
interview time is allowed in each case (2005, 70).
Accordingly the interview questions began with a personal inquiry that was intended to
be easy for any respondent to answWelgw often do you shop for food?The purpose of this
guestion, as the firstugstion, was twofold. First, the initial question served as an icebreaker to
the interview process (Blaxter 2010). Secondly the question required the respondent to think
aboutthe number of timeper week they shopped for food, helping to put them imtimelset
for thinking about food. A prompt following the first question asked about the number of
individuals in the household. The second question was useful to determine if the size of the
household influenced the number of times a respondent shappleddand where food was

purchasedBryman 2004). Additionally the second question anticipated a correlation between

household size and food shopping behaviors.
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As the interview questions developed they became more complex. In the event that
respoments were unawaid food planning and the professionasponsibilitief planners, a
brief explanation of Ame 1 RPolicaGuiddPonh Gammunity@ndA s s o C |
Regional Food Planningas discussed (2007). Many of the questions thatfeltiowere
“open” allowing for participants to explain w
“ pr ousedso’furtheexplorepar t i ci pant’'s beliefs and ideas
Each interview was timed, although not with an alaoas not to exceed the previously agreed
upon time commitment of sixty minutes. The interview questions were asked in the same order
for each interview (Gillham 2005). In addition to the recommendations made by Gillham, this
process was necessary in@rtb easily compare responses from each of the interviews.
Additionally, the pattern established by this process of asking the same questions, both open and
closed, in identical order helped to maintain an objective stance, neither encouraging nor
discouaging thoughts and responses during the interview process (Bryman 2004).

In total, fourteen interviews were conducted over the course of four months. Seven
individuals were interviewed from the public sector and seven individuals were inteshviione
the private sector. However, only twelve interviews were included in the analysis, resulting in
six interviews from the private sector and six interviews from the public sector. The two
interviews that were not included were excluded due to tiferdnt reasons. While one was a
researcher error, the interview strayed too far frongthestionsthe other was due solely to a
technical fault. Therefore, a total of twelve interviews were analyzed using a simple coding
scheme i1 | ust 3oad RedearchriMetBodsy(20@4n4i). The coding scheme
required going through each transcript repeatedly to look for similar words and phrases. Along

with this process, the transcripts were examined for themes.
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While this type of qualitative search may be helpful to draw conclusions about
i ndi vi du a lsghe namre of lthd neseaclv method creates an opportunigséarcher
bias. To mitigate potential bias, three separate actions were taken. Foremost, as mentioned
previously, data coding was applied to the interviews, which enabled an examination of specific
terms and allowed broad themes to emerge (Bryman, 204 Following a generalized
synthesis of the data, a coding scheme suggested by Lofland and Lofland (1995) was
implemented in order to make connections between themes in the literature and responses from
the interviews. Going back through the data and askitexinee questions about individual
responses was an effective way to draw comparisons and contradictions among the data.

Finally, “ member <c¢checking” was exercised to col
recorded during the intervieand se ofdie ct quotes was included in t
transpar en cBrokapy 201110A)d Eashgokthiese(methods proved to be valuable
exercises, however, member checking was time consuming and in two instances resulted in a
difference of opiion related to what was said. Although there are distinct benefits to member
checking, future use of this process will require some training as to the appropriateness of its

application (Buchbinder 2010).

Key Informant and Participant Selection

Publicsector informants includdelagstaffcouncil memberd;lagstaffcity employees
and a member of the Coconinowty Board of Supervisors. Private sector informants were
selected based on their affiliation or interest wbmmunityfood systems. A key infmant
was initially used to gain accessdimerinformants in the private sector. The key informant

used for this research had exceptional knowledgesoamrmunityfood systems and food planning
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in general. According to Gillham, an informant that has®sive knowledge about the research
subject is descr i bed isbkslyparhofd netiorktofeotherwetit er vi e we
informed individuals (2005, 54). This was indeed the case witblileenformant. As the
Executi ve Di r s CdmnmunityfSopportdd Agrigukute grogram and matket,
key informantmaintains close connections with many area farmers and local initiatives to
supportcommunityfood systems. Thughe key informantvas useful in providing contactgho
would also hag knowledge o€ommunityfood systems angtho were willing to participate in
the interview process. Due to the network of individuals interested and aware of the research
subject, securing interviews from individuals in the private sector was less time consuming than
originally anticipated. Not oglwere these interviews a rich source of information ated
helped give some direction to different components of the research, speciégaltgling
ongoing efforts in support of alternative food systems in Flagstaff.

While there are numerous benrgto interviewing elite informants, it should be noted
that these interviewees represent a unique subset of the community, which in turn had the
propensity to create a biased analysis of beliefs and behaviors for the community. While not all
of the private sector informants were part of the same network, it was importaairitainan
awareness af n f o r affdiations Wwhen coding the dat&urthermore, Bryman (2004) warns
against potential risks when relying upon a key informant, reminding reseatobonsiderthe
coll ective community perspective r &tthisease, t han
the sample of twelve interviewsovided some differences in perspective but was ultimately not
representative of the larger population

Securing interviews from individuals who were part of the private sector was

manageablecompare to procuring interviews from individuafisom the public sectorThe
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City of Flagstaff’'s official wedasthe primary speci f
access point to informants in the public sector. Additional government web sites were also

utilized to gain contact information, specifically the Coconino County Board of Supervisors web

site. Althoughthe contact informatiowaseasy toobtain including business telephone numbers

and email addresses, individuals within the public sector were overall less accessible than
informants from therivate sector. More than twdpzen requests for interviews were sent

through email and severaléphone calls were mad@verall,there were very few responses

from thenumerousattempts made to contact public sector individuédswever some ofthe
individualswho agreed to thenterviewresponded promptly and were willing to participate.

One eason that the public sector interviews may have been more difficult to schedule was due to
the |l ocal government’'s email system, which ma

directemail correspondence.

Informed Consent

Since human participants were part of the research it was necessary to receive approval
fromNort hern Ari zona UReviewdoasli(IRBYforshe Protectiomaf ut i on al
Human Subjects. I n December 201e0ar cam” “wensi t i a
submitted to the IRB. By the end of January the following year, the research proposal had been
approved with an exempt status.

The task of collecting informed consent from the informants was required before the
interviews. At the beginning of each interview, the research project and goals were briefly
explained and informants were encouraged to ask questions about the grogertsearcher

and the informant signed two copies of the informed consentdortinat each informaiind the
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researchecould maintain a copy. None of the interviews were confideotiahonymous
Each of the informants agreed to allow public use @f ttomments and signéldeinformed

consent form.

Content Analysis

Within the past ten years, an awareness of food systems and how they affect communities
has been evident throughout the planning literature. A content analysis was performed from
seweral of these articles to construct a list of food system issues in which planning may positively
contribute. Characteristics that were commonly cited throughout the literature included food
access through transportation planning, food security througiepships with local food banks,
and local economic development (Wekerle 2004; Flisram 2009; Hodgson 2009). These pre
identified categories allowed for an efficient and systematic way to aggregate information
(Bryman 2004). Furthermore, applying thisthwd made it easy to observe trends and pinpoint
anomalies. The advantages afforded by this methodology made it an obvious choice for
identifying viable food system alternatives.

I n addition to the | ist of ,ABlandeGGyidettoe m i s s
Community and Regional Food Planning: Transforming Food Environments, Facilitating
Healthy Eating(2009) was consulted to derive attributes of successful strategies employed by
planners. The publication touts the benefits of planningdarmunity food systems and
provides numerous examplespl a n mwlvesnént in community supported alternative food
systems. The examples cited in the publication served as a convenient starting point,, however
moredata was necessary. Therefdnéernetsearches were conducted to locate additional

examples.
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Using thelnternetto conduct researatan be anessyandtime-consuming processlhe
methods and criteria necessary to evaluate information car@me flux, as it is rapidly trying to
keep up with information and technology changes (Bryman 2004). For example, many of the
web sites lacked authors and dates. Therefore, popular criteria such as currency, relevance,
authority, accuracy, and purpose wattributed to the web sites (Barry 2011).

At first, examples of alternative food system initiatives from communities with similar
demographic and geographical characteristics as the study site were sought. However, very few
examples existed. In ond® collect a larger sample size, the search deviated from demographic
and geographical characteristics to community supported alternative food systems that existed in
conjunction with Food Policy Councils (FPC). FPCs were intentionally sought due to the
significance of their development and the noted benefits they offer (Haughton 1987; Raja, Born,
and Russell 2008; Hodgson 2009; de la Salle and Holland 2010).

As stated on the web site of the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC),

“ Fod Policy Councils are one way to achieve policy and environmental change at your state

and/ or community level” (2010). Al t hough the
in recent years, with the support of organizations including the Fdayy Rmuncil Program and

the Community Food Security Coalition, there has been an indreBB&s throughout the

United States (North American Food Policy Council n.d.). Helping to prompt this trend, in 2002,
Drake University Agricultural Law Center (feenafter Drake Law) launchedlareeyearproject

to investigate food and agricultural policy. As part of their investigation the center compiled
information on food policy councils. Similar to the recommendation made by the CDC, results
fromtheirresar ch suggest that food policy councils

turn, helps to create healthy communities (State Food Policy 2008). While the existence of a
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FPC is not necessary for successfuhmunityfood systems, according to Drakaw, a FPC

offers many benefits. Foremost, FPCs convene multiple stakeholders from community members

to government and neprofit agencies to examine food system issues comprehensively. The
nonpartisan council conducts research and makes policy recodatiens. Thus

representatives from both the private and the public sector may both contribute to policy change.

An example of policy change may i nvo-owed an “a
land is identified and made available for conmityigardens or other agricultural use (Drake

Law 2011).

The culmination of these resources, including the Food Policy Council, Community Food
Security Coalition, and the Drake Law, were used to compile a list of FPCs in order to examine
communityfood system activities and how those activities are supported. In total, one hundred
andthirteen different communitieaccessed through a FPC were examined, including twenty
five state level councils, nine regional councils, thgity councils at the countgvel, and forty
three councils at the local level.

Several general inquiries were conducted for each FPC, including date founded,
organizational structure, evidence of partnerships, date of inception, list of key members,
funding, presence of prograrasch as community supported agriculture, origin and type of web
site, communication options for the public, and the web site address. Many of these criteria are
noted as significant factors in the success of a FPC (Dahlberg 1994). To investigatesthe goal
and activities of each FPC and how planners might assist with these, a list of ten food system
issues, derived from planning literature, was added to the analysis. As stated previously, food
access related to transportation was included as an issueadimg food access through

planning strategies and zoning regulations were key areas that would benefitlfrann n e r s
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involvement (Clifton 2004; Dunkley, Helling and Sawicki 2004; Shenot and Salomon 2006).

Food security was the second issue. DahlfiE984) cites that a commonality among successful

FPCs is a focus on hunger. Food security represented the acknowledgement and goal of
preventing “food deserts,” asetald04). Athirdaddr es s
issue focused on publiealth concerns. As described by Diller and Graff (2011), it is necessary

to recognize the “influence that a community’
of what people eat” (890). As suarddietheal t h c
related diseases weltge focus of the third issue. Proposals for regulating retail food

establishments, strategies for financial incentives and zoning regulations may offer assistance

with these health issues (Raja et al. 2010; Diller and Qgdft).

Economic development through local and regional food systems was the fourth issue.
According to Feenstra (2002), “recirculating
community food system pr ojnenictdevéloprheht®xs)salreadfE v i d e
(APA 2007). In fact, many FPCs have local economic development on their agenda (State Food
Policy 2008). On the other hand, environmental stewardship was not as frequently cited
throughout the literature but deservedriten in the analysis due to the integral connections
between a healthy environment and a healthy community (Labao and Stofferahn 2007; Krisberg
2008).

Furthermore, community health was included in addition to, yet separate from, specific
concerns of obsity and dietelated diseases. The overall health and-ta@ihg of a community
is impacted not only by access to nutritious food but also through social development from
communitybuilding activities such as community gardehs r nmearkets, and comunity

supported agriculture (McKellips 2010). The seventh issue was food safety. According to
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Trexler (2011), “the new movement in | ocal ag
consumers can use their purchasing power to send a strong medaageakers about the state
of American food production, and thus the saf
issue that represented education and outreach initiatives about food contaminants and other
similar issues that stem from industriabfbsystem activities and products (Trexler 2011).
Education was the eighth issue. Homegrown Minneapolis, a 2009 report prepared for the Health,
Energy and Environment Committee of the Minneapolis City Council noted that community
resi dent s geamdlskils relded o wdrdening and healthy, local food production,
preparation, and preservation” (6). Anot her
and claims that, “the easiest way tw tdgetm’ki ds
(Flisram 2009, 19).

Also related to teaching younger generations, the presence efdathool programs
was the ninth issue included in the analysis. Vallianatos, Gottlieb, and Haase (2004) define
farmto-s c ho o | pr ogr ams nnacsschodlstwiihdocah dnd regionalfarmecs toc o
benefit both sets otb-schoa pragiaros offeabenelts beyordl 1 5 ) . F a
nutritious foods for schoadged children. An additional benefit is financial stability for local
and regional farmer Farmto-school programs may also help prevent sprawl through the
protection of agricultural land (Vallianates al.2004). Finally, food justice was selected as the
tenth issue. In this case, food justice isideitfrom food security in that t ightights the focus
on systemic change and the necessity for enga
2004). Food justice movements, spurred by citizens who oppose the industrial food system, are
gaining momentum and may affect policy fromithetlent perspective than food security

(Schlosser 2006).
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EachFPC wasxamined to determine which of the ten issmestionedoreviouslywere
addressed on their web sitiaitial results were represented by eithéyas’ or “not evidenit for
each issa. In order to obtaia yes' r e stpecspesifie issue needed to be addressed in the
mission, vision, or goals of the FPCs or through community projects, programs or policy related
to that issue. Since each FPC differs in terms of what it includes on their web site, it was
necessary to ldobeyond the mission, vision, and goals. The phtaséevident wasusedin
place of‘no’ since it was not possible to confirm the absence of a project, program, or policy
based on an evaluation of a web sgliteing a specific time frame, which was salenonths

In addition to the analysis of state, regional, county and local FPCs, a more
comprehensive investigation of eight local level FR@sconducted. The eight local FPCs
were not selected randomly. Each of the FR&sestabished through different venues such as
City Council or community organizationsAccording to Dahlberg (1994) the historical and
political context for which a FPC is establis
As not ed by mbDsaimpodaataspect appeansdo be the degree of formal
institutionalization of the council. The more institutionalized the council, the more likely it is to
have budget and staff support as well as perh
Thus, councils that have been mandated by the mayor are more likely to experience success than
those councils that have been organized by community mesmuheteast successful are
councils that begin with a charismatic leaffezenstra 1997).

Above all, uilizing qualitative research methods was necessary in order to understand
how individuals felt about food planning and to get a sense of the value that communities put on
alternative food systems. Making use of more than one method was necessarg ta oeat

comprehensive understandiagd to increase the integrity of the research process. Through
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twelve semistructured interviews and a content analysis of more than one hundred different
communities the research was able to culmimatgable recommndationsfop | anner s’

involvement in food planning fdflagstaff, Arizona
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Chapter Three

Results and Discussion

Results from interviews and content analysis helped to illustratgabdity ofp | anner s’
involvement in food planningn Flagstaff, Arizona. Thequalitativeresearchmethodsvas
useful in formulatingguggestions focommunityfood systemshased on feedback from the
interviews and the analysis of Food Policy Councils. Interviews conducted with individuals
from the publc and private sector providedrse insight into theignificanceof supporting
communityfood systemsor the Flagstaff communityContent analysis of existing Food Policy
Councils enabled an understanding of successful strategies for creating anchingintai
communityfood systems Overall, professional planners were rarely mentioned as important
stakeholders for supporting community food systems.

The purpose of this research was to investigate the potential role of planners in helping
communites plan for food. To this end, the research addressed the following research questions:

1. What are the current food system alternatives in Flagstaff, Arizona, and how are they
being supported?

2. What is the potential role of local governments in fostgpolicies that will encourage
food planning?

3. What are the practical recommendations for food planning in Flagstaff, Arizona?

In an attempt t@eekanswes tothe research questions qualitative research methoduaede

and explored through a political economy research framework. The research explored individual
interest in developingommunityfood systems and examined the benefits and challenges of

p | a n mwlvesént through an analysis of stakeholder relationstighen the community.

CatonrCampbell (2004) discussdge tensions that exist at political and institutional,
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socioeconomic, community and organizational lewathin the United States food system. She
argues that “some t e rssscal® power fuadamental gatbespon di f f e
conflicting stakehol der frames,” other tensio
(CatonCampbell 2004, 341). Additionallpublic and private sector stakeholdesse asked to
identify existingaltemativefood systems in Flagstaff, Arizond he intent was to understand the
history ofcommunityfood system initiatives in the community, in order to ascerta@rest in
andthe feasibility ofplanning forfuture initiatives, and gain some insight cohalternative
food systemsre valued. FinalitheAmer i can Pl anni n gPolkyGuideconat i on'’
Community and Regional Food Plannwgs examined to determirfeplanners in the city of
Flagstaff could address any of the seven policies

The Fhgstaff community offers a variety of places to purchase and consume foods.
While there is not a central listing for all supermarkets and grocery store locations, local
directories list nine supermarkets, and three retail stores that have food censgesar@lalso
sever al ni che markets including Flagstaff Far
Market, and Los Altos Mexican Mini Mart. In addition to markets, food stares restaurants,
there are two established food banks in Flagstaff, StyMas Food Bank Al Il i ance
Northern Arizona Food Bank. All of these institutions are part of or benefitdrandustrial
food system. Likewise, the city and many residents benefit from an industrial food gystem
other wayseither through dire@mployment or from access to affordable food. In addition,
through transportation routdsge city enables several alternatives to food system venues.

One of the primary goals of the research was to examine the existimgunityfood
systems within ta local and regional community, and determine how they are supported.

Although the study site was the city of Flagstaff, Arizona, an examination of local and regional
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alternative food systems was included due to the physical and geographical locdtenityf t

To achieve this, the research utilizedsentir uct ur ed i nterviews to exp
perceptions oEommunityfood systems and how they are supported in Flagstaff. Feenstra

(1997) argues that initiatives including regional food system studies, outreach and educational
strategies, food policy councils, and community food system projects are not out of the ordinary.

I n actuality, “peopl e t hningandimpeamenting bustaindle, t ed S
|l ocal food systems tailored to (Thraughouttteo mmuni t
interview processt was assumed that interview respondents had a minimal familiarity with food
systems.While this may haved®en the case for informants from this study, it would be short

sided to assume that a familiarity with food systems is common knowledge.

Results from Interviews
The semistructured interview was purposefully designed to begin vpittisic
“i'ntr ®dqgae s gowaoftansdo you shdp for food? a n lteredoWou buy your
food? (Bryman 2004, 326). The intention of both questions was to set the stage for respondents
to consider the frequency and number of different locaidrese they shop for foodThis
enabled some of the data to be tallied in order to an&bprepurchasingatterns among the
respondents. Bl ake, Mell or, and Crane (2010)
with consumer practices, and with shopping practices ircpkar, argued that shopping is more
than an individual act but is rather a practi.i
Typically, food shopping trips occurred twice weekly for an average household size of three
people. A companion questionhigh sought information about food purchasing locations,

tracked the stores where respondents commonly purchased foods. All of the respondents
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purchased food at a supermark&enof the respondents listed a minimum of three different

locationswhere thg purchased food. Only one person maned a single store loyalty, this

case, New Frontiers Natural Marketplace. Out of all of the resparisesf the respondents

stated that they purchased food at New Frontiers Natural Marketplace; five ofdspsedents

only purchased food at New Frontiers Natural Marketplace on special occasions due to the high

cost of food. It is apparent that the respondents took advantage of having a nudifiteneot

places to purchase foo@verall the responses aaide with the research conducted by Dinkley,

Helling, and Sawicki (2004) who reported that individuals shop at multiple locations based

primarily on convenienceTenof the respondents stated that conveniemzkcost werenajor

factor in deciding where to shojinally, severrespondents shopped at specific locations based

on the products that were available at those locations.

Questions Food Shopping Behaviors

How often

?;%:;ng 20r3| 5| 1 |<1|20r3|20r3| 2 <1 | 1] 1 1

week?

How many

people are

you 25 | 2 2 2 3 3 4 4 2 2 2

shopping

for?

Where do CSA, CSA, CSA | CSA, S, B, CSA,

you buy FM, | n/al| FM, | NF ISIEAé NF, FM, Frys, EMA CI\?FA FM,

food? B, NF NF ’ S,SC| NF,S| NF| FM ’ NF, S
Table 2. Food shopping behaviors. United Statsy: CSA = Community Supported
Agriculture shares and/ or stor e, FM = Far mer
S=Safeway, A=Al bertsons, SC = Sam’ s Club)
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Respondents were asked to consider and name food places that they thought of as part of
analternativefood system. Feenst(a994) states that learning about the local food system
“hel ps to identify the potenti al for creating
concurs that a community food assessment is a necessary fighdtelentifying alternative
food systems is part of the procesEhe term alternative food system was used throughout the
interviews to represent food production and food processing that is not part of the industrial food
system. Three examples of alternative food systems were provided | udi ng f ar mer ' s
urban gardening, and community supported agriculture. The intentional use of the term
alternative food system, rather than community food system, was selected to elicit suggestions
that were not bound to the Flagstaff commyitereby representing the potential for local and
regional optonsHowever, it should be noted that the t
commonly cited in the planning literatur@ccording to the literature there are numerous, yet
similar, defintions for the term, community food system. Perhaps one of the more
comprehensive definitions recognizes a commun
visible the relationships between producer s,

(Rga, Born, and Kozlowski 2008, 3).

InterviewResponses Related to ExistintemativeFood Systems

In general, the respondents revealed similar knowledge about alternative food systems in
Flagstaff. All of the respondents mentioned the Flagstaff Community Market and eight of the
twelve respondents mentioned purchasing shares from the community stggoitalture
program that operates separately from the Flagstaff Community Market. In fact, all of the

respondents stated that they shopped for food at the Flagstaff Community Market during the
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summer months when the market was in operation, which dsglasthe interviewinformants
support and valuaccess to the marketDue to the composition of the interview participants,
the resultsaire notrepreserdtive ofthe community of FlagstaffEight of the respondents
received shares from the commurstypported agricultureRespondentmentioned several
challenges to purchasing food from these alternative food systems. Convenience and cost were
overriding themes, and two respondents claimed that product availability and selection of
different produc was a deterrent.

Furthermore, lhof the respondents were awareapfalternative food movement in
Flagstaff and were cognizant of city and fofit initiatives to supporinitiatives, specifically
for local and regionafoods.Threeof the respondes were aware of local seaurants that used
local foods, includinddrix and Criollo, Cottage Place, New Jersey Pizza and Diablo Burger.
Many mentioned New Frontiers Natural Marketplacpas of amalternative food system.
However, the natural markegae is one in a chain of five stores located across Arizona and
Cali fornia, whi c h-qualityfnetntienal Boody yetrnot edcessandyflocdl dr i g h
foods that are part of an alternative food systiew Frontiers Market n.i According to
CatonCampbell s definitions of industrial and
Marketplace embodies elements of both from selling processed and niche foods to supplying
organic and local food specialties (2004, 34K)tew uniqueresponsefor alternative food
systemsncluded harvesting from the wild and wild game hunting. In total, the twelve
respondents collectively noted twerdgven separate examples of what they believed to be
elements of aalternative food systemhat exist locally and regionallgee AppendiD). Based
on the responses, it is logical to conclude Huih private and the public sector respondents

support the alternative food systems, which currently exist in the Flagstaff commasityted
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by many respondents, alternative food systems appeal to the qualities of life that many people in
Flagstaff appreciate.

A common element noted in several definitions of a community food system was the
notion of being plac®ased to promote and takevadtage of local and regional networks
(Kaufman 2004; Raja, Born, and Kozlowski 2008). However, across several studies, definitions
of Il ocal and regional are not specified, “il]I
wi t hin f oo @BlakerMeldruand Gramen2010, 441). This same sentiment was voiced
during some of the interviews, “[The word] Lo
language gets corrupted. Weed to produce far more foodwithi t hi rty mil es” ( Pa
February 17, 2011). Although not asked specifically about local food systems, many
respondents discussed alternative food systems in terms of local and regional food systems, and
of fered definitions of both, * rhergNegicoddcalis an me

FIl agstaff and Camp Verde” ( Ki mberly Shar p, M

the terms differently again:

“Local i's 200 miles and regional i's 400 mi
growing season is nafs long and the climate is not supportive of a lot of farming.
Regi onal i deally is northern Arizona but |

interview by author, March 3, 2011).

The discussions about local and regional food systems emergedgtito “ pr obi ng
guesti ons” Joutadditonbkinforntatoon abounwd i v awhnereesahds
perceptions of different alternative foogstems and how they are defineased on place
(Bryman 2004, 326). Overall, commonalities predominatele esponses to the first set of
guestions suggesting that the individuals who were interviewed had a level of awareness and

knowledge about the alternative food systems that existed in the Flagstaff community.
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However, through deeper probing it was appatiest although a cursory awareness of
alternative food systems existed, individual perceptions of the value of alternative food systems
were quite different. While some respondents believed that having alternative food systems was
significant, contributig to their quality of life, others discussed the need to prioritize
government activities according to individual needs or the needs of the community. Two
respondents rated the importance of supporting alternative food systems using a scale analogy.
Asrecorded, “on a scale from one to ten, this i
2011). Similarly, after listing a number of concerns from water and transportation to train noise,
another respondestated,’ t hi s doesn’ t eivtenr amakse ftahier Ityo pl awve’r
Overton, March 29, 2011). Several respondents discussed issues that took precedence over food
planning and even commented on the need to set priorities:
“l1 would say that much of t he iggaprontya l publ
Most people do consider roads, pedestrians, road infrastructure, recreation, housing,
crime, and public art before food production. Especially since this is not a historically
agrarian society” (Kimberly Sharp, March 1
Likewi se, another respondent commented on the di
set by the city council”™ and accordingly thos
Woodman, February 14, 2011). Throughout all of the interviews, folividuals from the
public sector indicated that food planning was not a high priority, albeit for different reasons
both personal and poliegriven, while only one respondent from the private sector specifically
stated that food planning was not a higioqity. Basedon the responses from the initial
guestions it was clear that the comprehensive benefits of food planning had not been explored

due to other concerns thaere considered a higher priorityr the community.
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InterviewResponseR&elatedto thePotential Role ofPlanners

In addition to learning about existing alternative food systems in Flagstaff, and how they
might be supported, the research sought to understand the potential role gb\ecamerd
interest in fostering policie® supporfood planning.The interviews transitioned from
discussing personal food purchasing behaviors and knowledge about alternative food systems in
Flagstaff to discussing the potential role of city plannespportingopportunities for
alternatie food systemsTo explore this, each of the interviews were interrupted by a
“structuring statement” that allowed the auth
326). The structuring stat em@olicyGuideoh r oduced r e
Community and Regional Food Planninijone of the respondents were aware of this document
at the time of the interviews. Two questions directed the discussions with additional probing
guestions. Several general themes emerged, including most prdgnthemotion of education

and importance of creating partnerships.

Education

Education was the prominent theme throughout all of the interviews. In total, ten out of
the twelve interviews mentioned the lack of and needdarmunityawareness and edation,
including public education on food issues, and education or professional development for
planners specifically related to food issues. Karna Otten, Executive Director of the Flagstaff
Community Supported Agriculture (FCSA) store, discussed edncadmprehensively. She
suggested that educating the public about the zoning plan was a good place to start primarily due
to its complexity:

“The zoning plan might as well be in Latin
sh?”

accessible, especiallytosome e who can’ t (Jawae @%20Eh gl i
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Furthermore, she suggested initiatives such as community gardens, cooking classes, and teaching
about nutrition and its relationship to the economy. Several respondents mentioned that the local
schoolgardens are helping to teach children how to grow food. One respondent noted that it had
to be part of the curriculum for it to be a viable learning experience for students. The same
respondent indicated that she teaches by example whenever she shepagstaff
CommunitySupportedAgriculture (FCSA)store.

In accordance with the literature the need for education was prominent. Hopkins (2000)
asserts that “involving children in food prod
educationandtpr omot e | i fe skills such as heatthy eat

toos c hool movement is presented by Vallianatos
positive impacts of the farto-school movement as improving the health and tortriof
schootaged childrenFurthermore, outreach as it relates to educating the public was a recurring
theme, as explained by one respondent who discussed an experience with a community garden
initiative:
“We go into a c¢ommu dwethinkthatwetae hgpmg lputwesre | i v e
not including them in the process. We need to create forums to make education and
inclusion more accessible.” (Karna Otten,
Overall, nine of the respondents recommended greater publierm@garand suggested public
awareness campaigns, to include information on nutrition and cooking. Other comments related

to education included educating and providing professional development opportunities for

planners to learn about food issues and fdadrmpng.
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Four of the twelve respondents recommended education for planners:
“l often wonder about the environmental ed
positions. For example, if you are making water policy, what is your knowledge exf wat
harvesting? | would love to see environmental education opportunities as a component of
policyj obs . ” (Sapna Sopori, February 18, 201
“1"m not sure that contemporary issues suc
curricula. Thereare a lot of people in the community that know about growing food here
and that dialogue needdMatcths32phen up."” (Reg
“Planners need practical knowl edge of farm
communities create fabsystems, and political knowledge; and they need to be able to
weave these knowl edge Bebruanyd®0lh)er . ” (Patric
“1 need to |l earn more and | am | earning mo
fully understand it. We need tmderstand the difference it would make to the
community.” (Ki mberly Shar p, March 1, 201
Comments from the interviews aligned with previous studies conducted by Pothukuchi

and Kaufman (1999, 2000) who exposed a lack of knowledge among communitgraemlb

planners about food systemidammer (2004) explored planning curricula across the United

States to investigate which programs included courses in food system planning. Of the sixty

eight Association of Collegiate Schools of Planning (ACSP) accredited programs that responded

toHammer s survey, only nine programs included, o

system planning (425). In addition to the absence of food planning in professional planning

programs, other challenges exist including funding and knowledge of potsartiaérships that

might support alternative food system initiatives (Clancy 2004).

Partnerships
An awareness of the benefits of creating partnerships between public and private domains
was a strong theme among interview responses. Levy (2009 sugjgs t hat “bei ng at

understand the political environment around o
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positively affect change (7). Correspondingly, Catampbell (2004) recommesthat

planners conduct a stakeholder analysis torgte how community stakeholdease parof the
community food system, emphasizing that planners have specific wkiltsh could contribute

to the development of a food systems discourse. She sutgestsed tp apply the standard

tools of planningractice to food systems issues, making them more transparent to decision
makers; agency officials; local, state, and federal funders; the broader planning community; and
thegener al p u3d9). iRecormimedatidOnd #om both public and private secto
informants suggested that creating partnerships and developing a common language were
necessary foundations for supporting alternative food systems:

e in

I t community to obt
I t he s

“We can use peop e
f al a k Mdanch 1, 20&1).s . ” ( Kim

get an understandn g o I':
Many respondents believed that planners could help develop relationships among
stakehol ders, acting as a “representative voi
“Plannecendant bebet ween the city and the comm
(Karna Otten, January 28, 2011). Indeed, Pothukuchi (2004) lists identical descriptions as
“r at i o npalaensmlvéswent in community food assessments (360).
Beyondpartnerships, there were a number of recommendations made for the role of city
planners in helping to provide opportunities for alternative food systems in the Flagstaff
community. Informants from the private sector made suggestions including removiagjex)s
l'ifting restrictions, “to make surendtdkiagt peop
advantagef opportunities through zoningonathan Netzky, January 20, 2011). A related
suggestion was to hel p aarstgdy of mzreclintated ireFagstafft st u d

to find the best places to grow food” (Patric
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included: promote gardening, promote local businesses that use local foods, serve in a leadership
role, and set examples paularly through landscape practice on city propekyhile not all of
these suggestions are realistic for planners, the responses illustrate individual perceptions of a
pl anner’s responsibilities.

Similar suggestions were made by informants fronptiteic sector and included
removing barriers and restrictions, taxes (specifically gas tax), land use and zoning, addressing
food security issues, giving better direction to city council, and adopting the appropriate
language in the regional plan, suchfas ncl udi ng ur ban agriculture a
space” (McKenzie Jones, interview by author,
evident that planners have impact through land use development and zieiadalle and
Holland (2010 illustrate how planners can participate in supporting alternative food systems
through land use and growth management, transportation, park and open spaces, and waste
management (487). Many of the informants mentioned zoning, which may have been
influenced by the recent zoning draft put forward by the city.

Accessibility, noted as a suggestion for planners was another prominent theme
throughout the interviews. Informants discussed accessibility through multiple perspectives
including making alterative food systems accessible through community gardens, helping to
provide subsidies, ensuring that food stamps are accepted attine nmearkst,’and as
mentioned by one informant, working with the Arizona Game and Fish Department to manage
permits. e last suggestion was discussed in relation to valuing the local food supply and
providing an advantage, through access, to logatersover hunters from other stateslany of
the suggestions made are out si dimportahttoanclysléd anner

in the researchThe term accessibility was also used to describe transportation issues. In fact,
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in many cases transportation planning is directly related to food security (Clifton 2004, 410).
However, informants discussed trangption into the city as opposed to around the city. The
issue of transportation was discussed in relation to local and regional food systems and

specifically the need to transport food into the community. As noted by one informant, the

transportatonsue has to be discussed, *“it 1isarema chall
|l imited number of routes into Flagstaff”™ (Sco
Public Health

Although public health concerns dominated the literatupinporting the significance of
food planning, only two respondents mentioned public health as a reason why planners should be
involved in food planning. Cate@ampbell (2004) explains that many consumers enjoy the
convenience, low cost, and taste of f@sdduced by the industrial food system despite the
negative health and environmental consequences. Ultimately this relates to education and
awareness of the public health benefits. Sapna Sopori, Director of the Willow Bend
Environmental Education Centeliscussed the potential health benefits of people being able to
use food stamps at tiiagstaff Communityarket, notingthat s mal | changes | ead
|l i festyles” (interview by author, February 18
people to use food stamps at thagstaff CommunityMarket and at New Frontiers Natural
Marketplace. Both informants discussed the value of food stamps as a way for individuals with

low incomes to have access to healthy food options.
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In addition tothe perceived costs associated with alternative food systems, both informants
spoke of challenges to changing lifestyle behaviors:

“l ot i s hard fo
[ 1

us to | ook at our |l i ves an
we' ve done a f

r
ep bphatl i vessawdoagc” (Karn
Moreover, while the literature discussed food safety as a public health concern, this

relationship was not evident in the interview data, and in fact the opposite was mentioned. Two

informants cormented on food safety issues relatetl ta r nmearkets.

Food Safety

Food safety generally conjures up thoughts of food recalls by the federal government and
images of Eshcherichia coli {&bli) and Salmonella, two of the most common microorganisms
tha cause illness and food borne diseases (Food Safety 2011). This was the case for one
respondent who would hpurchase eggs from a farrdemarket because of the lack of safety
standards. A second respondent discussed the risks associated with ahydygdeystem
from industrial to alternative, but distinguished that smaller scale production has less risk
becausd¢armers have deep commitment to what they are doing, there is minimal or no use of
pesticides, and the food is less processed.

Food comamination can be either biological or from a chemical agent. Chemical agents
from pollution, toxic substances, pesticides, animal drugs or other agrochemicals have
opportunities to enter food during several food processing stages and contributesdes|hel
disease (Frost and Sullivan 2006). llinesses resulting from the latter are often not listed on the
safety page of the United States Food and Dru

market withdrawalsand safety alerts.
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Economy

Throughout the literature, several examples of economic gains exist, for both individuals
and local governments, who support alternative food systems (Flisram 2009). Less than half of
the respondents discussed the potential bertetslternative foodystems ould create for the
local and regional economy. One informant discussed the need for a regional meat processing
facility or mobile butchering unit, thereby creating jobs. She explained further that state and
federal regulations require ite nspectors making this opportunity expensive and challenging.
A few respondents mentioned supporting local businesses that utilized alternative food systems
and two respondents mentioned shoppinfg atr nmearkes to support local farmers.

Instead comments related to economy stemmed primarily from food costs. Cost was
foremost discussed as a potential deterrent for purchasing foods from alternative food systems.
In shortif alternative food systeswerepresumed to be less lucrative than induktoad
systems. While this may be a common assumption, in a report prepared for the United States
Department of Agriculture’s Sustainable Agric
and Van Seters were able to show that sustainable communitgyfsi@ins can be competitive
with the industrial food system and serve as a viable component of a community economic
development strategy (1997). A noted opportunity is homestead chicken production, which is
one of the fastest growirggnaltscaleagricultr al vent ur es. According t
farmers have found that they can earn good su
chicken production (Wilkinson and Van Seters 1997should be noted that, smaitale
chicken production facilities areot allowed within the city of FlagstaffThree informants
discussed th€ity of Flagstaff s r e c e nt almoted @umber obackyare avickens in

some areas of the city. Another economic opportunity is evident in outdoor food facilities,

67



REAL FOOD

includ ng cart vendors, which are “making economi
making them more active, colorful and fun” (1
informants, the city of Flagstaff already supports several outdoor foodiéascihiat are mostly
seasonal. Overall suggestions by informants related to the economy were related more to lifting
restrictionsfor growing and producing foathan developing new infrastructure.

Certainly several themes mentiortedoughout the literature were only briefly discussed
in the interviews, including most notably access to healthy foadi$oa security. Although
the Gty of Flagstaff, in coordination with the Northern Intergovernmental Public Transportation
Authority, operates a public transit system, it would be inappropriate to surmise that
transportation is not an issue for some people in Flagstaff. In fact, access to food due to poverty
was not mentioned in any of the interviews even thaaghepeoplemaylack acess to healthy
foods because of inadequate transparti on, t he “meloiceamgye gapornrn Qaoalde
(Shenot and Salomon 2006). The grocery gap refers to scenarios where larger grocery stores,
able to provide more options at lower prices, aré@manantly located in more affluent areas.
The presence of more than a dozen supermarkets within the city of Flagstaff may have
influenced perceptions of accessibility. Furthermore, food security was specifically mentioned
in four of the interviews, andhione case an informant indicated that food security was issue
being addressed through the Northern Arizona Sustainable Economic Development Initiative
(SEDI).

Food security may be an issue for the city. In Flagstaff, the two area food banks have
bothseen an increase in assistance over the past several years. Less than two years ago, an
article from the Arizona Daily Sun reported on several families who rely upon the food banks to

get through a month and *“ hel picks20B)eAscitedim hei r b
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the articleNor t hern Ari zona Food Bank’s first time c
“sSsubsequent visits require an agency referral
200 percent f ederendrickp 2009 Adcording to Urdtedd [Statese ” ( H
Department of Health and Human Services, the 2011 poverty guidelines indicate that the 200
percentimit of poverty for a family of four is $44,700. Clearly these restrictions leave some
families struggling toecure enough food to avoid hungeen if the hunger is temporaryn all
of the interviews only two respondents mentioned hunger and specifically food security as an
important reason why planners should be involved in food planning. One suggestiwasthat
made to help families was to provide tools for creating a front yard garden.

In summary, an analysis of the interviews revealed that both private sector respondents
and public sector respondents believed that the community menrb#rs, case individuals
representing the private sector, influenced t
respondents, in fact all but omalicated that food planning was important and had numerous
benefits. Oppositely, informants frommet public sector all believed that food planning was not a
priority for the community at this time. Overwhelmingly respondents felt that planners could
play a role in food planning and that support for food planning was not unrealistic for the
Flagstaff ommunity. As mentioned previously, many of the informants agreed that community
members in Flagstaff supported théséing alternative food system Flagstaff because it
satisfied a lifestyle. Two respondents from the private sector specificallyrugedtwor d “ f ear
describe reluctance in supporting alternative food systems. Both discushideslto a fear of
supporting an idea that was counter to the mainstream culture.

In addition to learning about the existing alternative food systefmgstaff and the

potential role of local governments fostering policies that will encourage food planning, the
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research sought practical recommendations for food planning for the Flagstaff community. In
order to develop these recommendations, several, leegional, and state food policy councils
and food planning initiatives across the United States were examined through a content analysis

approach.

Results from Content Analysis
Content analysis can be used to examine information and to derivenghn&ann texts.
The | atter i s often referred to as qualitatiyv
all owing categories to emerge out of data” (B
literature food system issues that could be addddsg@lanners were repeated. These issues,
mentioned in the previous chapter, served as categories for the analysis. ldentifying
communities with alternative food systems movements begarAvRA 6 Rlann®iGs Guide to
Community and Regional Foédanning: Transforming Food Environments, Facilitating
Healthy Eating The text cited many examples of alternative food systems in which
communities collaborated with planners.
In addition to the text noted above, two additional online sources wkzeditn order to
pull together a list of Food Policy Councils (FPC) at the state, regional, county and local levels.
Both sources are neprofit organizatios, the Community Food Security Coalition and the State
Food Policy Council, which is an archigéthe state and local food policy project operated by
the Agricultural Law Center at Drake University. The organizations are proponents of food
policy councils and provided access to a list of communities with established FPCs. Pothukuchi
and Kaufman (299) emphasizthe pointthatgovernment sanctioned food policy couneite

often better supported and thus more effedtivafluencingchange.
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Roughly thirty years ago the first FPC was established in Knoxville, Tennessee
response ta study conducted by graduate students and faculty at the University of Tennessee,
Knoxville, as part of a city planning course (Haughton 1987). The study revealed severe
inequities with the food system from nutritional @efhcies among the young andexly dueto
the lack ofaccess to food. By 1999, there were fifteen FPCs in the United States and Canada
(Pothukuchi and Kaufman 1999). Less than ten yearsthatgr-five to fifty FPCs were either
in the process of forming or were already estabtish&t present, there are more than one
hundred FPCs across the United States. The following section addresses the analysis of
examining state, regional, county, and local FPCs and the communities that they represent.

According to the three sourcdsat were consulted, there are twefiye state level
FPCS, twentyone are currently established and four of those are currently forming. The
majority of thestate leveFPCs were establishadter2006. Eight were established between
2000 and 2005. Thieen of thestate leveFPCs originated through government, either by a
governor mandate or through a Department of Agriculture of a Department of Health. The
majority had an organizational structure with key members listed. Also listed was evidence of
public and private partnerships and sources of funding. Many of these FPCs were funded
through government funds. Oppositely, the remaining twatlkte leveFPCs started through
non-profit organization or communityrassroot&fforts. Fewer of these coails had
partnerships.

The categories established for examining FPCs were extracted from the literature and
included food security, public health, economy, environment, community health, food safety,
education, farrto-school, and food justice. Amotige state leveFPCs, efforts towards

supporting the local and regional economy ranked highest over all other idéneteen FPCs
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listed economic benefits as part of their mission or one of the goals. Public health concerns,
community health, and foagkcurity also ranked high as issues addressed Isyateclevel

FPCs. Food safety and food justice were mentioned the |€aste states listed food justice as

an issue and each of those states showed evidence of addressing nine out of the ten different
issues from the predetermined categories. Thusidstcomprehensivetate leveFPCs were

the councils thatliscussed food security and food justice.

The regional FPCs differed slightly from the state FPCs. The biggest distinction is the
total nunber of councils at the regional level. Only nine regional level councils exist and one of
the nine is currently forming. The majority of councils were formed within the past three years.
All of the regional councils began independently, throughpafit organizations or community
activists. According to the information provided the most common concerns among regional
FPCs is community health, followed by public health concerns, the regional economy, and
education and outreach. None of the regionahcils mentioned food safety nor had a faom
school program.

There were several more county and local FPCs than councils at the state and regional
level. Thirtysix FPCs exist at the county level and fettiyee exist at the local level. Of the
thirty-six county level FPCs, six lacked enough information or were not accessible to conduct an
analysis. The majority of the county level councils started within the past ten years. In fact, only
two began prior to 2002. Two of the county level cownicitiuded restart dates, and had-re
started in 2008. Nineteen of the FPCs started through community organizationspoofiten
All but two of the county level councils that were analyzed showed evidence of an organizational
structure, and twelve stved evidence of public and private partnerships. The county level

FPCs focused on the economy, community health, and education above other issues. More than
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half of the county level FPCs listed environmental concerns as an issue for the council to

addres. While food safety and farto-school programs werseeldommentioned, more than a

guarter of the county level FPCs listed food justice as either part of their mission or as a goal.
Finally, at the local level, sixteen FPCs were either currently being formed or did not

have enough information available to conduct an analysis. Food justice was also significant at

the local level, of the local level FPCs, ttlords mentioned food juse. Also similar to county

level FPCs, the local level FPCs more often cited community health, education, and economy.

The local FPCs more frequently discussed food access and food security. The local level FPCs

moreoftenbegin through a mandate blge mayr or directionfrom city council. Four of the

local level FPCs began prior to 2002. While the majority of the local level councils are young,

they exist with an organizational structure and show evidence of public and private partnerships.

Issues addressed by FPCs

40
4] .

Total FPCs Food access [Food security Pullic health Economy Environment Community Food safaty [Education Farm-to-schoal Food justice
(specifically diet- health
related diseases
and obesity]

Table 3. Common issues addressed by 113 Food Policy Councils in the United States
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Overall, the majority of the FPCs benefit from donations, grants, and volunteers. Other
sources of funding come from government budgets. The issue that was addressed the least
among all of the FPCs regardless of ldhel, was food safety. The issues that were cited most
often included community health, public health, education, and the economy. Among the list of
FPCs, only one, the Baltimore City Food Policy Task Force, operates within a planning

department. Funermore, only nine of the FPCs showed evidence of working with planners.

In-depth Analysis ofight Food Policy Councils

In addition to an overview of FPCs across the United States, a more critical examination
of eight different local FPCs wasnducted to discover what projects, programs, and policies
existed within each community. The purpose of the investigation was to determine if the
councils were working with planners and to what extent. Additionally, the examination sought
informationon successful strategies and an awareness of potential challenges. The communities
that were examined included Flagstaff, Arizona; Santa Fe, New Mexico; Missoula, Montana;
Burlington, Vermont; Baltimore, Marylandfilwaukeg Wisconsin Berkeley California; and
Hartford, Connecticut Among these communities, Hartford’
in 1991. All of the FPCs from the eight communities have been operating for at least two years.
Each of the FPCsaintainsa web site presencé&creenshots froreach FPC web site are

included in the appendixés AppendixE).
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Flagstaff Arizona

The mission of Flagstaff Foodlink is to "o
fundraising tool s” to shelplggsaff tcomaunityFtagstaff f ood mo
Foodlink 2011). According to the city’”s web
Foodlink in 2009 to establish the community agriculture project. The community agriculture
project i s psiamable communities inittative. yThraughghis project the
partnership created two community gardens, the Bonito Street Garden and the Izabel Street
Garden. In addition to the community gardens, Flagstaff Foodlink, within the past seven years,
partneredvith other local organizations and initiatives including the Flagstaff Youth Gardens,
Flagstaff Garden Starts Community Supported Agriculture (CSA), and the Urban Farm Project.

Less than two years ago, Flagstaff Foodlink teamed with students and &dudisthern

Arizona University to establish the Greater Flagstaff Food Policy Council. This council, while
not currentlyofficially tied to the city, is emerging, with an identified organizational structure
and specific goals for the group. All of thembers volunteer to be paiftthe council.

Funding sources for the FPC were not noted on the web site.

The goal of the council is described as a
system of Sustainabl e, Or gstaifiFaodlink2@lt).aUniquetod Equ
Flagstaff Foodlink is their organizatiorstfucture, which ncl udes si x “sites of
including: health and nutrition, business and cooperatives, animal proteins, poverty and
accessibility, growing and water. Acdang to the web sitanintenion of this structure is to

encourage participation from community members.
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Santa Fe, New Mexico

The city of Santa Fe, New Mexiclbegan forming a FPC in 2008 under the direction of
the Cityof Santa Fe and Santa Fe Cguand is an official part of the city government.
Evidence of funding sources for the council was not apparent. The goal of the FPC is to create a
regional food system that provides safe, nutritious, and affordable food. Howe\cmtiod
operatesn an advisory position only. The council is comprised of thirteen members including
appointed and volunteer positions. While the mission, vision, and goals are clearly identified on
the web site, there is not any evidence of current projects or pro¢fams Fe Food Policy
n.d.). Information contained on the web site indicates that the council is in a development stage.

The most recent activity was from 2009.

Missoula, Montana

Missoula sits at a lower elevation than both Flagstaff and Santa Fe, and has a larger
population than both cities. The Community Food Agriculture Coalition (CFAC) of Missoula
County was established in 2004 in response to a community food assesjeshtwhichled
to a resolution that was passed, in support of a sustainable food system, by the Missoula City
Council and the Board of Missoula County Commissioners. The CFAC operates as a food
policy council and is funded through membership fees, donaamalsvolunteers. The mission
of the CFAC's is to develop and strengtiMissoula County's food system:

Promoting sustainable agriculture, building regional-seliance; and
assuring all citizens equal access to healthy, affordable;udnolally-appropriate
food. CFAC facilitates dialogue, education, and collaboration within the

community, encouraging creative probksailvingand proactive policy advocacy.
(Missoula CFAC 2011)
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Il nf ormation from Missoul aofsgarioGFsécCessiue b si t e
projects, programs, and advocacy efforts. In fact the organization addressed all ten of the food
system issues that were noted throughout the literature. As noted throughout the web site, the
Missoula CFAChasworked with plannersince its inception. County planning officials were
part of the steering committee for the community food assessment. Furthermore, as an

organization they participate in comprehensive planning processes.

Burlington, Vermont

The Burlington Fod Council was officially established in 2003 from an organized group
of citizens. Similar to the Missoula CFAC, the first task was to conduct a community food
assessment. Although tleeal government does not officially sanction the food courtsil

membersarecomprisel of individuals from the communityousinessesand government. The

counci l operates with a strategic planning co
grant applications, organi ze elngtontFsod @ourtil s hape
n.d. ). The council’s primary focus is on urb

initiated and developed a farto-school project and is nationally recognized as a model

progran. Additional projects includa mobile vegetdb farm stand to address food access

issues, and mapping and planting appropriate fruit and nut trees through the city. According to

information on the web site, the fruit and nu

improve dietandbringei ghbors together” (Burlington Food
Until recently there was not any evidencepof a n mwlvesnént in the council. In

2011, the Burlington Citouncildesignated that the Burlington Food Council provide policy
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recommendations forlan agriculture, specifically as it relates to issues such as composting and

keeping livestock.

Baltimore, Maryland

The city of Baltimore is the single FPC th
Planning. The Baltimore Food Policy Initiativsea collaborative project between the Baltimore
Office of Sustainability, Department of Planning, and the Health Department. The initiative was
approved, and is currently supported by the Baltimore City Council. As part of the initiative, the
Baltimore Gty Food Policy Task Force was created and brings together different stakeholders to
achieve seven specific goals including food access and food security. Although the task force
has been active for less than three years it has already addressed ®mod syists s ues i n t he
sustainability plan. As part of the sustainability plan, one oftasaims to establish

Baltimore as a leader in sustainable, local food systems (Baltimore City 2010).

Milwaukee, Wisconsin

The Milwaukee Food Council begam2007 with a group of community members who
were concerned about nutrition, food security, and food justice. The food council operates in
conjunction with the Center for Resilient Cities, a4poafit organization that provides
professional support anarsultation. The Milwaukee Food Council addresses three goals
through organized working groups. The goals include healthy food access, urban agriculture and
land use, and school food issué$.2008, the group made the decision not to become part of the
city government and to instead remain as an independent advisory éithupugh as a group,

theymake recommendations to the city’s Comprehe
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Through the partnership they share with the Center for Resilient Cities, the food council
hasacces t o urban planners who provide such seryv
coalitions with communities, businesses, and government; developing, designing, and managing
projects; and collecting and pr etheunifjueng r esea
relationship that the food council shares with the-pafit organization, the information
contained on their web site was limited. Howetee, web site showthat many of their

projects, especially community gardehaye experienced susse

Berkeley, California

The Berkeley Food Policy Council partners with Food Matters, gonofit organization
within Sonoma County. Through the organization the FPC shares a similar mission and goals.
According to the web site, the city Berkeley has created a Food and Nutrition policy to help
devel op the | ocal economy as well as provide
appropriate food” (Food Matters 2004). The f
council toachieve nine goals, including a goal to ensure that the food served in city programs
such as youth centersenior centers, and city jails:

Be nutritious, fresh, and reflective of Be

regionally grown or processed soes to the maximum extent possible; be

organic to the maximum extent possible; and not come from sources that utilize

excessive antibiotics, bovine growth hormones, irradiation, or transgenic
modification of @ganisms. (Food Matters 2204)

Hartford, Connecticut
The Advisory Commi ssion on Food Policy 1is

Hartford City Councilthe commission united government and organization efforts to address
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food issues. The commission conducts research and makes poboymendations, reporting

to city council and the mayor. The commission addresses food issues related foremost to food
security and has participated in food access initiatives related to transportation. The commission

is comprised of members from tenfdient segments within the city including a representative

from the Health and Human Services Department, the Hispanic Health Council, and the Public
Schools Nutrition Education. The Department of Planning is not part of the commission.
Furthermore, theepresentatives for each of these areas chaveyetime. Since the

commi ssion’s responsibility is to conduct res
in projects and programs, such as urban agriculture. However, the commission daezeecog

achievements within the community and presents awards.

The eight communities that were examined illustrate the differences that exist among
food policy councils. Different organizational approaches are influenced by how each FPC was
established All of the FPCs hae an organizational structure, ah@ majority of the
communities include community, business, and government partnerships. Similar to other state,
regional, county, and other local FPCs, funding is less evident although most Fieate iticht
benefit from membership dues, grants, donations, and volunteersnajdrities of FPCs are
relatively young organizations and hayet to partner with planners, although most represent
different stakeholders from the community. The same whgen was true from the eight local
level FPCs with the exception of the city of Baltimore. Overall, the majority of the food system
issues that were prevalent throughout the planning literature, are the same food issues that are

being addressed by stategional, county, and local level food policy councils.

80



The analysis of web sites was helpful in showing thadl planning isimportant to some
members of each of these communibesthe commitment varies considerably from one FPC to
the next The analysis suggests that FPCs and establishing community food systems is for many,
a relatively new ideal’he research suppof®®thukuchae nd Kauf man’ s cl aim t he
is“a stranger” t o tOverall planaensnverengtgt of fed manning &h@ 0 ) .

were seldom members of FPCs.
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Chapter Four
Conclusion

Within the past ten years interestcommunityfood systems hasmergedwithin the
planning literature. Plannease beginning toecognize that food systepermeate several
sectors of the built environment, which influence lealth andvell beingof a community
(APA 2007). Additionally, communities are developing alternative food systems in the form of
community gardens and Community Supported Agriculf@®A), which influence and are
affected by the built environment.

Food systems affect communities in numerous wéyslic health issues rank high
among concemabout the industrial food system. Othemaerns includeféects to the
environmen@nd inequities in accessie to income and transportationhe environmental toll is
seen in unproductive soils, polluted waterways, and biodiversity loss (Hoetighi2002).
Inequities in access createrfyer anddodinsecurity which is a growingssue andwill become
more severas the population continues to gréBrown 2011). Access to fopdspecially for
lower income and inner city populatigns also a concerfHaughton 1987). In their
professional roles, plannéhisave t he expertise to recommend th
and resources (BLS 2001food as a basic necessity, and therefore planning for food is a logical
component of a planner’s responsibilisity, whic
needs (APA 2007)However, a recent exploration of alternative food systems does not show a
strong connection between planners and food planiimgjead, lhe research suggests thaod
planring, while often discussed, @&low priority for planners

The purpose of this research was to investigate the potential r@knokersn helping

communities plan for food, and in doing so identify the benefits and challenges associated with
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their participation. In order to understand the potentialfoslelanners within a specific

community, it was necessary to examine individual interests towards developing and supporting
food planning fomlternative food systems. Adding to that research was an examination of
existing community food systems across United States.

The research addressed three questions

1. What are the current food system alternatives in Flagstaff, Arizona, and how are they
being supported?

2. What is the potential role of local governments in fostering policies that will encourage
food planning?

3. What are the practical recommendations for food planning in Flagstaff, Arizona?

The first question sought information abalternative foodsystems that currently exisind
how they are supporteth Flagstaff, Arizona The secoth questiorsought informatiorabout
i ndi vi du adndideastbéutthe gotential role of local governments in fostering policies
to encourage food planning. And the third question explored practical recommendations for the
food planning in FlagstafArizona. Furthermore, the reseamagbplied a political economy
perspective andtilized qualitative research methods, including sstnictured interviews and

content analysis, in an attemptfied solutions tahe research questions.

The Industra | Food Systembébs Effects on Society
Publichealth concernabout dietrelated diseases and obesigwe fostered a growth in

alternative to a predominantly industrial food didDixon et al. (2007) describé h a t city

inhabitants are at particular risk of both undard ovemutrition because of their reliance on a

commer ci al food supply” (119). Sever al facto
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Food ishigher in fat content, sugar, and s#tiere ardnigher volunes of meat, dairy, and
alcohol;theprices of processed foods are often lower than foods that are not processed;
mass meh advertising of food productand the displacement of small farms by
corporate farming industs. (Dixon €al. 2007: 12a121)
Adding to these factolis governmental, including agriculturand economic policies that
supportanindustrialized food system. Tillotson (2004) argues that these policies are perilous to
human health
The historical occurrencef highly effective public policies for the food supply side
with objectives quite different from promoting public healtds well as the lack of
effective policies on the demand side may be among the significant contributing
environmental factors irhe obesity dilemman the United States today620)
Poll an (2007) agrees, “The natpurpnseswthisgr i cul t u
publicheal t h objectives” (135). Agricul tural pol
subsidizezommodity farmers, encouraging overproduction of commodity crops (Pollan 2007).
According to Pol |l an tréaehing, aegativelpimpattinggshei nf | uence
environment andantributing to global poverty:
“ Te fact that the bill is deeply emisted with incomprehensible jargon and prehensile
programs dating back to the 1930s makes it almost impossible for the average legislator
to understand the bill should he or she tr
137-138).
Thus, the onnection between health and the industrial food system is convoluted not only by
policies but also by the disassociation that exists between food production and consumers.
In addition to public health concerns the industrial food system poses many
environmental threats from excessive energy consumption and chemical use to concentrated
animal feeding operations (CAFQand food system wes Every component of the food
system, from production and processing to transporting, requires energy. Asggitlodl

food network, that relies on Iimporting and ex

fifteen hundred miles” (APA 2007). CAFOs are
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environment. The concentration of animal production creates unnaotagenounts of manure,
which leach chemicals intbi¢ soil. Pollution from CAFOdfacts air and water quality,
contaminates the soil, and for communities living near the industrial farms, threatens human
health (Foer 2009). The Pew Commission on Intalgtarm Animal Production reported
“l'itvestock operations are responsible for con
than seven percent of the U.S. greenhouse gases. On a global scale, they exceed greenhouse gas
emissions from the transgoa t i on sector” (Krisberg 2008). F
American Public Heal tThh eA sNsad d i othedsiedrbedad menws pap e
Assistant Sugeon General statdadh at publ i ¢ and environment al h e
ability to transform from an industrial economy that depends on quickly diminishing resources to
one that is more sustainable, employing renewable resources and understanding of how all food
production affects public heal t hbtalyp chovindhe envi
away from a dependence on the industrial food system will require necessary lifestyle changes
beyond diesuch as gardening, cooking, and more frequent trips to a food market

The industrial food system contributes substantiallhe global and national economy.
However, local and regional economies pay the price for an industrialized food systent. Caton
Campbell (2004) argues that corporate food pr
out of business, and forcesf&m s i nt o contract farming that | ¢
(345). Additionally, the costs of food production and distribution are externalized, enabling food
prices to remain low, yet creating negative environmental and human health consequences
(Pollan 2007). Environmental pollution is one externalized cost prevalent in communities where
CAFOs are present (Labao and Stofferahn 2007; Foer20(®b a o and St of fer ahn’

showed that close to sixty percent of communities that were pédue siudy,located near an
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industrial farmsuffered” | ad egter i ment al i mpacts” (2008, 226) .
detrimentalkconsequences to the environment, socioeconomiebnvell ng, and t he com
social fabric. A studyfthe effectsofindust@i| f ar mi ng i n North Carol ir

within three miles of an industrial farm operation had higher rates of asthma diagnosis and
experienced more asthmmae | at ed emergency room visits than
(Krisberg 2008).Accordingto the National Agricultural Law Center, nine states have laws that
“prohibit or Iimit” corporate food production
Food access is also a concern. Walker, Keane, and Burke (2010) show that the ability for
consumers to purchase affordable, nutritious food is directly related ltuc#idood
environment, includinghe presence or void of local food stores and tranafantoptions.
Many smal | | ocal stores are |l osing ground to
business hours and better parking options,” a
vehicles (Walker et al. 2010). In general mergers gniood retail outlets create inequities in
food access, closing the doors on smaller wuigrstores in favor of supermarkets on the
outskirts of cities (APA 2007; Breitbach 2007). Consequently, food access often corresponds to
food security.
Food seurity, asdefined by the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), means
having access anytime to enough food for an active, healthy lildore than fourteen percent
of households in the United States are identified as experiencing food ityse€orassist food
insecure households, the USDA spends sixty billion annually on domestic food and nutrition
assistance programs (Congressional Digest 2010). The National School Lunch Program is the
second largest nutrition assistance program, proyiftee and reduced price lunches to children

from food insecure households. Ironically, the National School Lunch Program is influenced by
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thenat ifoanr'ns bi | | . According to Pollan (2007) t
your childrenwillaeve for | unch” (135). The interdepen:
government policies disregards effects on human and environmental health.

Through modernization and economies of scale, industrial agriculture is adoiodin
business influenced lyorporate and political ideologies with little concern for communities
(Breitbach 2007). Many communities are realizing that alternatives to the industrial food
system exist, evidenced in the growing “tensi
Campbell 2004). Support faommunityfood systems are increasing in popularity due to these
tensions. According to Feenstra (196@nmunityf ood systems contri bute
overall heal th, “not onl vy dondisduahhealtts duetiheu at e, v
way food is grown, distributed and eaten also profoundly affects the environmental, social,
spiritual and economicwelh ei ng of t h e Iolgmafthegrowing intefelt81) .
alternativefood systems, the researchexpled t he feasi bility of pl an

helping @mmunities plan for communitpod systems.

Industrial Food Systesn A Political Economy Brspective

Due to the political and econongonnections associated with tinelustrial agriculture
systemthe research questions were explored through a political economy framéelvark
framework utilizedwo dimensionsmarket and government, and polity and economy. The
industrial food system was analyzed using four goals shared by the markevantgent.
Both the government and the market strive for efficiency, productivity, stabilityegunty
(Clark 1998). A examination of the industrial food systemability to meet these goals

revealed deficiencies. Thegstem lacks efficiency, requigrconsiderable amounts of energy
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throughout each phase of food production (Hopkins 2000). In general the system is inefficient,
“at roughly eight calories of energy to produ
economic institution, the indusatifood system may be viewed as efficient through economies of
scale, but this only benefitsfewindividuals and not the communitgs a wholéClark 1998).
Furthermore, the industri al f veelb bebingefwaciete m” s pr o
Increased productivity through the globalization of the food industry has created transnational
corporations that control the majority tbiefood market. ing grain prices over the past five
years are attributed t o “eancreasingediffiaultydfmagidlygr owt h
expanding production” (Brown gid@ndacllturecropsthabt ensi v
“are eroding biodiversity anmta2002pbot h plants a

As a political institution the ustrial food system fails to achieve stability and equity.
There is little stability in an institution that depletes natural resources and relies heavily on
technology solutionsindustriala gr i cul t ur al practices contamina
chemical pollutants resulting from agricultural practices continue to pose serious problems for
fisheries, other wildlife, watdo a sed r ecr eati on, and househol d w
environmental instability created by the industrial food system sesesis threats to the
ecosystem and public health. Additionally, the industrial food system produces inequities,
evident in huger and food insecuritt ot hukuchi and Kauf man (1999)
the urban food system on poorer householéspgcially critical, for they may pay a higher
proportion of their incomes for food, and have fewer choices due to lower ownership rates of
automobiles and the paucity of supermarketsinuenert y ar eas” (214) .

In summation, the industrial food systating as either an economic institution or a

political institution fails to meet the shared goals that exist between the market and the
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government (Hendrickson and Heffernan 2002). rEselt is a system that creates lasgale
negativeconsequences fgociety in public health, environmental damages and wase.
society accepts the perceived negative consequences in exchange for conesmaitreeheap
food that is produced

A critique of the industrial food system reveaiany deficiencieandcreatesa strong
need for planners to be involved in food planning. After all, planisiegncerned with the basic

essentials in life and therefore food planning is important for communities.

Community Food Systems: A Political Economy Perspect

Community food systems also interplay with the market and government and therefore can
be viewed through the same framework utilizimg dimensionsmarket and government, and
polity and economyAn examination of communitipod systerg ability to address the goals of
the market and government in the Flagstaff commuaiggrevealed shortcomings. Food from
local, organiccommunity food systems may cost more. Responses from the interviews noted
that cost and convenience were top concerns amongroens. Additionally, community food
systems may have limited food choices resulting in people having fewer choices. Plus, different
foods are available at different times and in different quantities, atidithgrto limitations in
choice. Again, resudtfrom the interviews show that consumers like choice, evidenced from the
multiple locations where people shopped for food.

Based on the same criteria, efficiency, productivity, stability, and e@uitydespite the
shortcomings mentioned above rethte selection and coslternative food systems are far
betterfor communities as a whothanthe industrial food systenfdela Salle and Holland

2010.
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Planning and Food Systems

More than a decade ago, two papers appeared, published in 1999 and 2000 that marked a
turning point in the significance of planners
publications, Pothukuchi and Kaufman presented several reasons to imdddsslues in city
planning, noting that the professional identity of a planner is to ensure the delivery of the
communi ty’ shrooghandase planeifh899; 2000). Their research revealed four
areas related to food issues that would ben@iihfplanning, namely agricultural land
preservation, land use and zoning, integrating food issues into economic development activities,
and documenting the environmental impacts of the industrial food system (Pothukuchi and
Kaufman 2000). Prior to theselgications food systems were rarely included in planning
literature. According to Pothukuchi and Kaufman (2000) a few articles published during the
1980s and early 1990s discussed urban public markets, street vendors, community gardens, and
local food isues related to access and affordability, but overall, food planning has been mostly
ignoredthroughout planning literature

Responding to the call put forth by Pothukuchi and Kaufman]ahenal of Planning
and Education Researcm 2004, dedidad a special issue to planning for food. The benchmark
issue helped launch food planning as a major issue among planners and as a necessary matter to
explore in coursework for future planners (Hammer 2004). Several years later, in 2007, the
adoption ofthe Policy Guide on Community and Regional Food Plannimgthe American
Planning Asociation (APA), further assertdige significance of food planningndin the policy
guideadvocates for the inclusion of food planning with other major planning funsctiStated

in the policy guide are eight factors that descitbe rationale fop | a n mwlvesnént in food
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planning

« Recognition that food system activities take up a significant amount of urban
and regional land

« Awareness that planners can play @ itol help reduce the rising incidence of
hunger on the one hand, and obesity on the other

« Understanding that the food system represents an important part of
community and regional economies

« Awareness that the food Americans eat takes a considerable avhéusil
fuel energy to produce, process, transport, and dispose of

« Understanding that farmland in metropolitan areas, and therefore the capacity
to produce food for local and regional markets, is being lost at a strong pace

« Understanding that pollutiorf ground and surface water, caused by the
overuse of chemical fertilizers and pesticides in agriculture adversely affects
drinking water supplies

« Awareness that access to healthy foods irilos@me areas is an increasing
problem for which urban agriculteican offer an important solution

« Recognition that many benefits emerge from stronger community and
regional food systems.

Thesefactorsset in motion theeed for guidelingsvhich are outlined in seven broad

policy statementsin turn the policystatements are viewed as planning goals

Support comprehensive food planning process at the community and regional levels;
Support strengthening the local and regional economy by promoting local and regional
food systems;

Support food systems that ingwe the health of the region’s residents;

Support food systems that are ecologically sustainable;

Support food systems that are equitable and just;

Support food systems that preserve and sustain diverse traditional food cultures of Native
American and other ethnic minority communities;

Support the development of state and federal legislation to facilitate community and
regional food planning discusse general policies #1 through #6

N =

o gk w

~

Within eachof the seven policieshe guide identies several roles that planneen take to
support foodplanning, such as conducting community assessments and stakeholder analyses

The overarching goals of thelmy guide are twefold:

1. Help build stronger, sustainable, and more-sgllint community and regional food
systems, and,
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2. Suggest ways the industrial food system may interact with communities and regions to
enhance benefits such as economic vitality lipuiealth, ecological sustainability, social
equity, and cultural diversity.

Additionally, Pothukuchi (2004) affrms hat , “pl anners are trained t
communityb ased group processes,” usinmgcomfbchsensus
resolution (361).Furthermore,he ability to listen and learn not only about the facts, but also

about community values and concerns, to inform spatial anelismg@olicies is a skill that

planners bring to the table (Forester 1999).

Plamersar e i n a unique position, “linked to de
public, private, and nonprofit sectors” to me
knowledge gained from the community (Pothukuchi 2004, 3Bidhis role, pannes can
encourage a “food systems discourse” and ul ti
(CatonCampbell 2004, 341). The culmination of skills, knowledge,thaat positionwithin the
community,is advantageous for groups desiring altexeatood systems (Cate@ampbell 2004;

Clancy 2004). And yet, while the benefits of having planners participate irpfaodingare

numerous, verfew planners work with communities on this issue.

Critique of Research Methods

There were several limitations with the research methods. The overall sample size of
twelve was small and not truly representative of the Flagstaff community. Interviews from the
private and public sector were not randomly selected which created biasresults. Public
sector contacts were made using public email addresses and returned very few responses.
Furthermore, many of the private sector informants were from Flagstaff Foathkise of an

“elite” informant f r akelihdodof das. gnradditign toebiasitc er bat e d
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became clear that there was a general lack of knowledge about the responsibilities of planners
among some of the informants. N o Rodicy Guide t he i n
and Community and Regionabod Planning Although the policy guide was mentioned briefly,
informants would have been better served if a copy of the policy gatibeerprovided to
them in advance of the intervievAlthough this would not guarantee that the informants would
readthe documentAdditionally, a preinterview with informants would have enabled a better
understanding of the informants’ knowledge ab
government. Finallynterviews with more planners may have been morefimal to the
researchspecifically planners who work with codes on a daily basis

The analysis of food policy councils was also limited. Across all of the web sites the
content is inconsistent and may not provide the complete story or may emtsalligh
Researching content available through web sites merely provides a snapshot of ongoing
activities. Some food policy councils may be more active but lack a web presence. This was not
obvious from the analysis. On the other hand, some foodypmimncils may be defunct with an
abandoned web site. When possible, effort was taken to search corresponding government
pages. In many cases this confirmed the suggestion of the lack of involvement by city planners.
However, pl ann e rnetalwaysabe ¢videnti tipeeefore @ surveyaf planners from

the communities where food policy councils are present may benefit the research.

Review of the Researclnterviews with Stakeholders
Interviews with community members representing thielip and private sectors provided
insight in helping to understand the potential role of food planning in Flagsta#fady several

alternative food system projects and programs exist in the Flagstaff area, and all of the

93



REAL FOOD

respondents were aware of most of the alternatimdhis way the informants helped answer

the first research question, “What are curren
how are t hey Bremthe gespsnsgbyeysevensefarate venues were

mentioned as being an alternative food system or part of an alternative food system.

Predominantly, the venues were supported by community members. Some examples, such as the
Flagstaff Community Market and community gardens wer@ supported by the cityReasons

for seeking alternative food systems included environmental concerns, supporting farmers,

health, and social webleing.

An analysis of the interviews indicated that both public and private community
representativesweeeme nabl e t o food planning and planner
However responses from the interviews showed that there was a discambetween the
perspectives adlternative food advocates and plannarsd a lack of knowledge abquianning
power, and decision structure within the cifijhe responses revealed very different views about
what planners can and should @werall, respondents felt that providing alternative food
systems to the Flagstaff community was importantwasnot a hidp priority for planners,
especially compared tather concerns facing the communrstych as water and traffic

The predominant issues related to food planning throughout the planning literature were
mentioned by the informants, including education albmod systems and health, benefits to the
local and regional economy, environmental impacts, and overall community health and well
being. Although the relationship between poverty and food security was not mentioned
specificallyin any interviewsseverainformants mentioned food securdy it related to
available food in the event of a natural disaster. One respondent explained that food security was

important because Arizona currently hdsar-dayfood supply(This commentould not be
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verifiedin Ar i z g@overriment publications An interesting observation was that informants
from the private sector believed that <city <co
informants from the public sector noted that commustig#keholders establigity priorities.
Based on the responses from the interviews there appeared gableetween the two groups,
especially regarding the infuce of different stakeholders. Consequently this provided some
i nsight into the s ec otmegpotentalsoteafrlocahgowemmeentsin on, “ W
fostering policies that will encourage food p
Discussions about the potential role of local governments in fostering policies to
encourage food plannirgicited differentresponseswhich illustratedifferent levels of
knowledge about planners and their job functions, specifically among individuals from the
private sectar Above all respondents believed that community education about food and
nutrition were necessary as well as creating partnerbkipgeen the public andipate sectors.
Many respondents believed that food planning could be incoegoirgtb land use and zoning,
by lifting restrictions and removing barriers tiapede food planning activities.
Recommendations related to liftingstrictions and removing barriers may not be feasible due to
the existing land use plan and zoning codes. There are legal issues involved in many matters
related to planning and some recommendations made by respondents may not have considered
those limitdions.
Furthermoresome ofthe recommendatiomsade by informants for thety of Flagstaft,
fell outside of the job responsibilities aty planners. Tie majority of respondents believed that
it was important to take advantage of existing knowledgeiafood systems within the
community in order to | earn from each other a

plan. Other practical recommendations included promoting community gardens and promoting

95



REAL FOOD

local businesses that utilize local foodshe latter suggestion may also involve legal issues. In

this case, the suggestion is better suited for the Chamber of Commerce rather than for a planner.

Review of the Researclood Policy Councils

One phenomenon that is contributing to the inswod systemawareness is the
establishmenof food policy councils. Today over one hundred communities have established or
are currently forming food policy councils to suppavmmunityfood systems and provide
access to nutritious food to communityeembers. Many of thesmmmunityfood systems are
initiated byconcerned citizens and nqmofit organizatios, as well as a few that have been
launched through locatounty,regional, and state governme(=ahlberg 1994).

According to the resoursautilized, there are one hundred and thirteen commumties
the United Statewith established or currently forming food policy councils. An investigation of
community web sites with direct links to food policy councils suggested that tsenéyn were
either currently forming or lacked an online presence-determined categories based on
communityfood system projects, programs and policies were extracted from the literature.
These categories represented ongoing or past projects and goals ofithelimpcouncil. The
categories included food access, food security, public health concerns, benefits to the local
economy, environmental concerns, community health, food safety, community education and
food systems and nutrition, farta-school programsand food justice. From the eigkgix web
sites that were examingtiventy-one were state level councils, eight were regional, thirty existed
at thecounty level, andwenty-seven at the local level. Overall the local level food policy
councils addregsl more issues and were actively engaged in a greater number of projects. In

fact, more than half of all the local level councils addressed issues related to food security, the
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environment, the local economy, community health, education, food justicereaadnvolved
in farm-to-school initiatives.

The issue that concerned the majority of councils was overall community health,
followed closely by impacts to the economy. More than seventy percent of the regional and
county level councils mentioned coramty health, while more than eighty percent of the state
and local level councils specifically mentioned community health. Similarly, ninety percent of
the state level councils had goals to improve the economy. More than seventy percent of county
and Iaal level councils discussed economy and sixty percent of the regional councils addressed
the economy.

The issues least addressed were food safety and food justice. Less than twenty percent of
all FPCs addressed food safefiyhis was similar to the sponses from the interviewgood
justice was a goal in less than thirty percent of county and regional level councils, and less than
fifteen percent in state level councils. The exceptionfaasd inlocal level councils, in which
case more than half the councils addressed food justicAn interesting observation related to
the local level councils was the dedication to education, which was generally associated with
farm-to school programs. In total more than nirirg percent of all local foogolicy councils
were engaged in or had a mission to encourage and support education atwdstenool
programs.

Based on thanalysisyery few planners were actively involved in food planning with
communities. While the benefits have been exploredlectgges also exist which may suggest
reasons why planners are not more active. tfi@mostpart the priorities set forth by the city
government dictate the job responsibilities of the planner. Secondly the awareness of benefits

that planners offer inobbd planning is still growing, and tensions related to food systems may
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restrict planners from becoming involved in food planning. A third suggestion stems from the
analysis of food policy councilsEvidence located on web siteglicates that several of the food
policy councils aretaffedby individuals who volunteer to serve on the counkitted in
meeting minutes, thremuncilsspecificallydesiral to remain independent from government
which may suggest that food plannisdess related toommunityplanrersand better suited for
a social services venue

Overall, many challengexxist with additional challenges that are specificrtdividual
communities.If communities are interested in having the support of a Gyner, many of the
challenges should be address@édfirst step in overcoming some of the challenges is to become
aware of the relationship that food systems have with the community, through health, the natural

environment, and the built environment.

Recommendations

A goalof the research, in response to the third research questsrnp produce a
document with recommendations for food planning in the city of Flagstaff, Aribasad on
A P A Pdlicy Guide on Community and Regional F&ddnning According to thenterview
researchfood planning in Flagstaff, Arizona, mot a top priority among other priorities of the
city; and while many efforts towards supporting community food syséss$ planners are not
activelyinvolvedin those efforts Based on theesearchaformal document with
recommendationfor food planningvasno longer pertinent. Nevertheless, recommendations for
food planning are included in this documemhecity currently addresses issues related to food
planning, including animal keeping, water harvesting, aachmunity gardens, isections of the

City of FI Regienal aand Ussand®ToahsportatPlan draft and in the draft
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Zoning Codes.While these additions are commendable, additional recomriienslare
included, based on t he PolewGuiheopGdmmuenityearsd out | i ne
Regional Food Planning

Evidence from the interviews and the analysis of food policy councils suggests that the
majority of planners are not planning faiofl, at least not in a direct way. The planning
literature may have portrayed more fanfare than what is actually happésregresult, e
actions ofseveraplannersijllustratedin the literaturanay not behe result oSystematic
changes but rathsupportive items that help the food system wdrand use planning can
either help or hinder future food planning. With this in mind, planners in Flagstaff should

consider a regional food policy in support of a comprehensive food planning process.

Future Actions
Further support for food pfming in Flagstaff will require consumer education and

acceptanceOne area ofuture research, mentioned in two interviewso usemapping tools to
create visual representations of food availability and fomskss.An overlay of census tracts on
such a map would enable an assessment of eduigyping the location of food stores and food
banks and transportation routeshose locations mayddress food access concerAgain
while these actions are nejstematic, they may lend support towards food planniagther
research agenda istiwake food part of the school curriculum so that students learn about food
and where it comes from. School gardens anahareness andipportof farmto-school
progranscan be a venue for eduggdithe community abodbod and nutrition.

Many of the recommendations provided by themiew informants and evidence from

food policy councils across the United States can occur with or without the support of planners,
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including outreach, cooking demonstrations, and educating stakeholders through social activities.
In fact, food planning within a community may be better suited forprofit organizations such
as food policy councils. However, the role that planners can play should not be ignored. Above
all, planners have knowledge of how land use decisions are amatcan support efforts in food
planning with their knowledge.

One speci fi c PdityiGaide orf Goramunitph &hd Regional Food
Planningi s especially relevant for Flagstaff, Ari
sustain diverseaaditional food cultures of Native American and other ethnic minority
communities” (2007). Efforts to preserve tra
shown evidence of improved health among native communities

If the goal of planning is tprovide for the basic essential in life, food planning should be
part of the role of planners. However, the research conducted for this study suggests that food
planning does not require the professional expertise of a plawtst is required ishared
knowledgeand public involvement with city council for the health, safety, and welfare of the

community,
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Appendix B - Flagstaff Area Regional Land Use and Transportation Plan
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Appendix C - Interview Questions
The purpose of this research is to examine the existing alternative food systems and how they are
supportedvithin the local and regional community. Alternative food system is a concept that |
am using to refer to food production and food processing that is not part of the predominant
industrial food system. Some examples of an alternative food systemwoudldind e a f ar mer
market, urban gardens, and community supported agriculture.
1. How often do you shop for food?

a. On average how many people are you shopping for?
2. Where do you buy your food?

a. Can you think of any other places locally and within this re¢iat are part of an

alternative food system?

Provide a list of alternative food systems in Flagstaff.

b. Have you ever purchased food from any of these places?

i. Why or why not?
In 2007, the American Planning Association adopted the Policy Guide on Community and
Regional Food Planning to promote and support food planning for local and regional
communities by city planners.
3. In your opinion, what do you think the role of city preers should be in providing
opportunities for alternative food systems within a community?
4. Can you think of any challenges that would prevent city planners from being involved in food
planning for their community?
a. Having thought about the challengelsavwould you suggest as viable options for

food system alternatives in Flagstaff?

b. What actions are needed to make these options a reality?
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Appendix D - List of alternative food systemsand businesses that participate in alternative
food systems

1. Backyard gardens

2. Front yardgardens

3. Community gardens

4. School gardens

5. Community Supported Agriculture (CSAshares and garden starts

6. CSA store

7. Flagstaff Communityr a r mMarket’

8. Cottonwood Community a r miarket’

9. Sedona Communitlf a r migarket’

100Kar ma Far m ( PrMarketoo 4th StreeFar mer ' s

11.Camp Verde farms

12.SLUGG (Students for Sustainable Living and Urban Gardening, student

organization at Northern Arizona University)

13. Trout Farm (Page Springs)

14.Dairy Farms (Glendale)

15. Neighborhood Coop delivery for organic bulk items

16. Diablo Trust

17.Bountiful Baskets Cooperative

18.Harvesting from the wild (mushrooms)

19. Pick your own farms (Sedona and Cottonwood)

20.Food vendors weekendiarm stands

21.Local honey producers

22.Localrestaurardthat use local foods (Brix, Cottage Place, Criollo Latin Kitchen,

Di abl o Burger, Morning Glory Cafe, New Je

23.Local Alternative Catering

24.Flying M Ranch

25.Trading and purchasing local eggs, chickens, and raw goat milk

26.Hunting wild game

27.Purdasing online
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Appendix E - Screenshots of Food Policy Council web sites
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Figure 5 Screen shot of Flagstaff Foodlink web site, Flagstaff, Arizona
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Figure 6 Screen shot of Santa Fe Food Policy Council web site, Santa Fe,
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Sacurcay, July 30, 2011

> City of Berkeley
F’) D Food and Nutrition Policy
MATTERS printer friendiy version

Purpose

Home
Our Organization
Get Involved
Contact Us
Mission & Values

The purpose of the City of Berkeley Food and Nutrition Policy is to help build a
more complete joca! food system based on sustainable regional agricuiture that
fosters the local economy and assures that all people of Berkeley have access to
healthy, affordable, and culturally appropriate food.

Farm Connections Responsibilities

Farm-to-School

Local Food Systems The City Council recognizes the opportunity to contribute to the conditions in
Food Policy which optimai personal, environmental, social, and economic heaith can be

achieved through 3 comprehensive food policy. The City Council also recognizes
that the sharing of food is a fundamental human experience; a way of nurturing
and celebrating diverse cultures, theredy buliding community and strengthening
inter-generational bonds.

Resources

Councii will direct City staff, in collaboration with the Berkeley Food Policy Council
and other community groups, o take the necessary steps within the resources
available to work toward the achievement of the Food and Nutrition Policy goals
n:

“City of Berkeley programs involving the regular preparation and
. serving of food and snacks in youth centers, senior centers,
>~ summer camp programs, City ja#l, and other similar programs.

’) "Food purchased by all City of Berkeley programs and staff for
meetings, special events, etc.”

"Other City-funded programs and sites interested in voluntary participation in
policy implementation.

Figure 11 Saeen shot of Food and Nutrition Policy web site, Berkeley, California
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