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INTRODUCTION & BACKGROUND



American Planning Association Food Systems Planning Study

Multi-phased, 3-year study funded by Robert Wood Johnson Foundation

(1) Identify | National Survey...

* Local comprehensive and sustainability plans that explicitly address the food
system (2010)

(2) Evaluate | Plan Evaluation ...

« Extent local governments integrate food system issues into plan vision, guiding
principles, goals, objectives and policies (2011)
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(3) Examine | Key Informant Interviews...

* Food system goal and policy development,
adoption and implementation process
(2011-2012)
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LOCAL LEVEL PLANS

= |Comprehensive or general plan
= |Strategic plans

= Sub-area plans
= Functional plans



LOCAL COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

= Authorized or required by...
= State legislation

= Establishes...
" 10-30 Yyear vision

= |dentifies...

= Social, economic and
environmental topical problems

= Qutlines...

= Goals, action items, and policies
for future growth & development

= Provides...

= Legal foundation for local level
regulations, policies and
ordinances
= QGuides...
= Public and private decisions



LOCAL COMPREHENSIVE PLAN (cont.)

= Mandatory Elements
= Land Use
= Housing
= Transportation
= Natural Resources

= Optional Elements
= Economic Development
= Parks & Open Space
=  Water & Air Quality
= Health
= Agriculture
= Food



LOCAL SUSTAINABILITY PLAN

= Type of strategic plan
= Comprehensive sustainability plans
= Climate action plans
= Sustainability policy plans and or charters
= Expand issues addressed in
comprehensive plan

= Transportation, resource conservation,
climate protection, air and water quality,
open space, economic development, etc.

= New and emerging issues

= Health, equity, food, green house gas
emissions, etc.

= Optional, no legal standing
= Connected to the comprehensive plan



LOCAL PLAN-MAKING PROCESS

= STEP1a Partnerships

= STEP2 Existing Conditions

= STEP3 Community Visioning & Engagement
= STEP4 Development & Adoption

(vision, guiding principles, goals, objectives, action steps)

= STEPs Implementation

(projects, programs, policies)

= STEPG6 Evaluation



PART 1 | THE NATIONAL SURVEY



June & August 2010
888 U.S. local governments

69 (8%) of surveyed local governments
explicitly address an aspect of the food system
in their adopted comprehensive plan

17 (2%) of surveyed local governments
explicitly address an aspect of the food
systems in their adopted sustainability plan






MOST CITED FOOD SYSTEMS TOPICS IN

Food System Topic Number of Percent of

Respondents Respondents

Rural agriculture
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Food access & availability 29 42.0% i
Urban agriculture 25 36.2% =
Food retail 22 31.9% %
Food waste 15 21.7% c
Food distribution 14 20.3% %
Food processing 14 20.3% >
Food marketing 10 14.5% @
Other 10 14.5% ‘é’
Food consumption 6 8.7% _o<
Food assistance 4 5.8%
None of the above 2 2.9%



MOST CITED FOOD SYSTEMS TOPICS IN
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Food System Topic Number of Percent of 8

Respondents Respondents o

Urban agriculture 10 2

Food access & availability 9 52.9% £

Food retail 7 41.2% §

Rural agriculture 6 35.3% -

Food waste 5 29.4% >

Food consumption 3 17.6% %

Food distribution 3 17.6% g

Food processing 3 17.6% wn

Food assistance 2 11.8% =

Food marketing 2 11.8% =
Other 1 5.9%



TOP 120 MOST CITED FOOD SYSTEM STRATEGIES IN COMPREHENSIVE PLANS

Number of Percent of
Preserve rural agricultural land 46 67%
Support new opportunities for the agricultural

. 41 59%
production of produce
Improve access to farmers’ markets 32 46%
Support small farms 29 42%
Support ngw opportunities for non-commercial 29 429
urban agriculture
Suppprt ecologically sustainable food production 23 339
practices
Improve access to community gardens 21 30%
S.upport.lnfrastructure for local or regional food 19 589
distribution
Support.lnfrastructure for local or regional food 17 559,
processing
Support local or regional food distribution 15 599,

networks



TOP 10 MOST CITED FOOD SYSTEM STRATEGIES IN SUSTAINABILITY PLANS

Number of Percent of
AL S Respondents Respondents

Improve access to farmers’ markets 11 65%
Support new opportunities for non-commercial 10 509
urban agriculture (e.g. community gardens) °
Support new opportunities for the agricultural 3 479
production of produce (i.e. fruit, vegetables) °
Improve access to community gardens 8 47%
Support new opportunities for commercial - 41%
urban agriculture (e.g. urban farms) °
Support ecologically sustainable food

: . 6 35%
production practices
Support small farms 6 35%
Preserve rural agricultural land 5 29%
Facilitate the reduction, reuse or recycling of

5 29%

food-related waste
Support infrastructure for local or regional food 4 549

processing



FOOD SYSTEMS STRATEGIES

>
Local and Reei | Food Producti Sustainability Plans ':g
ocal and Regional Food Production
“-“ % -
Preserve rural agricultural land 67% 5 29% 8
Support small farms 29 42% 6 35% 8)
Support. new opportunlt.les for.the agricultural a1 509 3 479% %
production of produce (i.e. fruit, vegetables) E
Support ecologically sustainable food production o o )
e 23 33% 6 35% ©
Support the health of farm workers 4 6% 1 6% Jz>
. . 2
Support new opportunities for commercial urban 14 20% 7 41% >
agriculture (e.g. urban farms) ()
Support new opportunities for non-commercial g?
PROrt new opp | 29 42% 10 59% c
urban agriculture (e.g. community gardens) 3
Support_lnfrastructure for local or regional food 17 559, 4 04%
processing
Support infrastructure for local or regional food 19 58 4 549
distribution ° 0
Support local or regional food distribution networks 15 22% 3 18%




FOOD SYSTEMS STRATEGIES

Food A d Availabilit Comprehenswe PIans Sustainability Plans
0

Improve access to farmers' markets 6% 11 65%
Improve access to community gardens 21 30% 8 A47%
Improve access to supermarkets or other large 9 13% 4 549
grocery stores

Reduce access to fast food restaurants 3 4% 0 0%

Healthv Food Retail Comprehensive Plans | Sustainability Plans
‘ ' o # | % | # | %
0
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Improve the variety of healthy foods sold at small 5 79 1 6%
grocery stores

Improvg the variety of healthy foods sold at 5 7% 1 6%
convenience stores

Impr.ove the variety of healthy foods offered by full 3 4% 0 0%
service restaurants

ISTOp;re(;ve the variety of healthy foods sold at liquor 1 1% 0 0%
Improve the variety of healthy foods offered by fast 5 39 0 0%
food restaurants

Imprgve the .varlety of healthy foods offered by 0 0% 0 0%
mobile vending




FOOD SYSTEMS STRATEGIES

Comprehensive Plans | Sustainability Plans

RGO I N R

Promote healthy food choices at the individual

6 9% 3 18%
level
Improve resident participation in food assistance 1 1% 1 6%
programs

Comprehensive Plans | Sustainability Plans

Engage the Under-Served ““ %

Engage under-served populations in local 4 6% 2 12%

government decisions related to the food system
Comprehensive Plans | Sustainability Plans

rood Waste A %%

Facilitate the reduction, reuse or recycling of food- 13 19% 5 29%

related waste
Comprehensive Plans | Sustainability Plans

AdNLS SNINNV1d SW31SAS dOOH VdV

e i % [ %

Reduce the impact of the food system on climate

0, (o)
change 7 10% 3 18%



DATA COLLECTION TOOLS USED IN
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DATA COLLECTION TOOLS USED IN
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PLAN EVALUATIONS



SELECTED

Austin Tomorrow Comprehensive Plan Interim

Austin TX November 6, 2008
Update

Blendon Township  OH Blendon Community Plan June 8, 2010

Davidson NC Davidson Comprehensive Plan August 10, 2010

. El Mirage: Arizona’s Sustainable Community (El
BT Az Mirage General Plan) Ly AT

King Co WA King County Comprehensive Plan October 6, 2008
Kings Co CA 2035 Kings County General Plan January 26, 2010
Laguna Hills CA Laguna Hills General Plan July 14, 2009
Marin Co CA Marin Countywide Plan November, 6 2007
Sacramento City CA Sacramento 2030 General Plan March 3, 2009
South Gate CA South Gate General Plan 2035 December 2009
South Jordan uT South Jordan General Plan 2010

Victoria MN 2030 Comprehensive Plan Update June 2009




SELECTED

Baltimore MD The Baltimore Sustainability Plan March 2, 2009

Cleveland OH Re-Imagining a More Sustainable Cleveland December 19, 2008

Green Master Plan: Green Design for a

Doral FL Sustainable Future February 11, 2008
Henderson NV City of Henderson Sustainability Action Plan May 2009
Philadelphia PA Greenworks Philadelphia April 2009
Portland and OR  Climate Action Plan October 28, 2009

Multnomah Co
Creating A Sustainable City: A Master Plan to

Sacramento CA Move the City of Sacramento Towards December 2007
Sustainability
San Francisco CA Sustainability Plan July 1997

Environmental Sustainability In Winston-Salem:
An Opportunity for Community Collaboration

Winston-Salem NC August 2008




PLAN STRUCTURE
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COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
STRUCTURE
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SUSTAINABILITY PLAN

STRUCTURE

Baltimore, MD
Cleveland, OH
Doral, FL
Henderson, NV
Philadelphia, PA
Portland-Multnomah, OR
San Francisco, CA
Winston-Salem, NC

Updated 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Original Plan 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 100%
Agriculture Element 0 il 1 0 0 1 0 0 3 38%
Food Element 1 o o o o [1] 1 0 3 38%
Public Health Element 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 25%
Vision 1 1 1 1 1 1 U U 6 75%
Guiding Principles 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 6 75%
Goals 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 7 88%
Objectives 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 5 63%
Policies 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 13%
Policies, tied to goal 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 7 88%
Implementation 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 100%
Implementation, tied to policies 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 5 63%
Evaluation 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 7 88%
Indicators 0 0 0 Y 1 0 1 0 2 25%
Monitoring 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 25%
Total 10 9 7 8 9 9 9 3

Percent 71%| 64% 50% 57% 64% 64% 64% 21%




MEASURING EXISTING CONDITIONS
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SOUTH GATE, CA






CLEVELAND, OH



FOOD AVAILABILITY STUDY



FOOD AVAILABILITY STUDY






FOOD SYSTEM TOPICS



Food system topic composition of selected COMPREHENSIVE plans

Austin, TX
Davidson, NC

El Mirage, AZ M rural agriculture

M yrban agriculture
Blendon Township, OH

M processing

King County, WA B distribution

: M |[ocal sourcing
Kings County, CA

M retail

Laguna Hills, CA B marketing & advertising

- I
Marin County, CA access & availability

M federal assistance
Sacramento, CA . .

B community assistance
M food education

- ' | | | | | mwaste

~ other

San Diego, CA

South Gate, CA

South Jordan, UT

Victoria, MN

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%



Baltimore, MD

Cleveland, OH

Doral, FL

Henderson, NV

Philadelphia, PA

Portland-Multhomah, OR

San Francisco, CA

Winston-Salem, NC

Food system topic composition of SUSTAINABILITY plans
|
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~ other



FOOD SYSTEM PRINCIPLES



Academy of Nutrition & Dietetics
(American Dietetic Association)

* Kelly Horton, member

* Sue Roberts, staff/member

* Jennifer Weber, staff

American Nurses Association

* Holly Carpenter, staff
American Planning Association
* Marcia Caton Campbell, member
* Kimberley Hodgson, staff

* Jason Jordan, staff

American Public Health Association
* BeccaKlein, member

* Susan Polan, staff

» David Wallinga, staff/member

Source: http://www.planning.org/nationalcenters/health/foodprinciples.htm
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Economically
productive

Ecologically
sound

Healthy,
Health Sustainable
promoting Food

System

Transparent

A healthy, sustainable food system emphasizes, strengthens, and makes visible the
interdependent and inseparable relationships between individual sectors (from
production to waste disposal) and characteristics (health-promoting, ecologically
sound, resilient, economically productive, diverse, socially just, and transparent) of

W3ILSAS AOO4H F19VNIVLSNS AHL1VIH V 40 S31dIONIdd

the system.



NUMBER OF GOALS OR OBJECTIVES THAT EXPLICITLY ADDRESS

King County, WA

San Francisco, CA*
Sacramento, CA

Marin County, CA
Portland-Multhomah, OR*
Philadelphia, PA*

Kings County, CA

B Health
Henderson, NV* ea

South Gate, CA B Sustainability
Davidson, NC M Resilience
Cleveland, OH* : :
, B Diversity
Winston-Salem, NC*
e
Baltimore, MD* Fairness
San Diego, CA * Economy
Blendon Township, OH H Transparency
Doral, FL*
Victoria, MN

South Jordan, UT
Laguna Hills, CA
El Mirage, AZ
Austin, TX

(*sustainability
plan)
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http.//www.kingcounty.gov/property/permits/codes/qgrowth/CompPlan/2008.aspx










MARIN COuUNTY, CA

Jpd'zad dmo/saopdma/wif/uibwl/pa/sidap/sn pI ulipw 03 -mmm//:dny



6. Protect our,

V\/g( ct agricultural lands and work to maintain our agricultural heritage. We will
su t the production and marketing of healthy, fresh, locally grown food.




RURAL AGRICULTURE

Austin, TX

Blendon Township, OH
Davidson, NC

El Mirage, AZ

King County, WA
Kings County, CA
Laguna Hills, CA
Marin County, CA
Sacramento, CA

San Diego, CA

South Gate, CA

South Jordan, UT
Victoria, MN
Baltimore, MD*
Cleveland, OH*
Doral, FL*
Henderson, NV*
Philadelphia, PA*
Portland-Multnomah,

B Preserve rural agricultural
land

B Support new opportunities
for the agricultural
production of produce

¥ Support small farms

B Support the health of farm
workers

San Francisco, CA*
Winston-Salem, NC*

o
L

(*sustainability plan)



SACRAMENTO, CA



GOAL ER 4.2. Growth and Agriculture. Support preservation and protection of
agricultural lands and operations outside of the city for their value for open space,
habitat, flood protection, aesthetics, and food security by working with surrounding
jurisdictions.

» ER4.2.1 Protect Agricultural Lands. The City shall encourage infill development and compact new
development within the existing urban areas of the city in order to minimize the pressure for premature
conversion of productive agricultural lands for urban uses.

* ER4.2.2 Permanent Preservation. The City shall work with the County, Natomas Basin Conservancy,
and other entities to protect and permanently preserve a one-mile buffer outside of the current city limits as of
adoption of the General Plan to preserve viable agricultural activities and as a community separator between
Sutter and Sacramento Counties and along the Sacramento River.

* ER4.2.3 Coordinate to Protect Farmland. The City shall continue to work with County and other
adjacent jurisdictions to implement existing conservation plans to preserve prime farmland and critical habitat
outside the city.

* ER4.2.4 Development Adjacent to Agriculture. The City shall require open space or other
appropriate buffers for new development abutting agricultural areas to protect the viability of existing
agricultural operations outside of the city and ensure compatibility of uses with residents in adjacent areas.

* ER 4.2.5 Homeowner Notification. The City shall require that purchasers of homes located in the
vicinity of agricultural operations be provided notification of such activities by way of their deeds and/or escrow
documentation.



MARIN COuUNTY, CA
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Maintain the Agricultural Land Base.
Preserve Agricultural Zoning.

Restrict Subdivision of Agricultural Lands
Limut Residential Use.

Protect Productive Agricultural Soils.
Support Sustamnable Water Supphes.



Promote Small-Scale Crop Production.
Encourage Agricultural Processing.

Promote Organic Certification.
Support Livestock Production Programs.
Support Small-Scale Diversification.

Support Local, Organic, and Grass-Fed Agriculture.

Market Local Products.
Facilitate the Intergenerational Transfer of Agricultural Land.



URBAN AGRICULTURE

Austin, TX

Blendon Township, OH
Davidson, NC

El Mirage, AZ

King County, WA
Kings County, CA
Laguna Hills, CA
Marin County, CA
Sacramento, CA

San Diego, CA

South Gate, CA
South Jordan, UT
Victoria, MN
Baltimore, MD*
Cleveland, OH*
Doral, FL*
Henderson, NV*
Philadelphia, PA*
Portland-Multhomah, OR*
San Francisco, CA*
Winston-Salem, NC*

B Support new opportunities
for commercial urban
agriculture (e.g. urban farms)

M Support new opportunities
for non-commercial urban
agriculture (e.g. community
gardens)

B Improve access to community
gardens

(*sustainability plan)



CLEVELAND, OH



Provide permanent support for local food production. Prioritize agricultural land uses in the city
through the creation of a new land use category for urban agriculture to aid in long-term planning
and land security for urban farmers and community gardeners.

Establish a goal that every Cleveland resident will be within a minimum %-mile radius of a
community garden or market garden (ideally within a ’%-mile).

Integrate permanent garden space in model block/neighborhood planning.

Establish strategies for controlling use and new models for holding land (i.e. re-zone to urban
garden district, transfer ownership of land to community land trust, long term land leasing with
ability to fence and secure).

Develop policies and practices within the Cleveland Water Department that streamline farmers
and gardeners access to water.

Establish water rates that incentivize and promote agricultural uses.

Explore new ways of bringing water to sites including maximizing the use of rainwater runoff
from adjacent building roofs, leaving water lines to properties after demolition of buildings, etc.

Explore potential for a municipal composting facility and community composting projects.




BALTIMORE, MARYLAND
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DORAL, FLORIDA




Guiding Principle: City Agriculture: bring back community agriculture

Definition of City Agriculture: For the purposes of this plan, City Agriculture refers to the
growing, processing and distribution of food and animal husbandry. City agriculture is
directly tied to a community’s sustainable development through, economic, environmental,
health and social benefits.

Action Strategies:

* Facilitate the creation of a farmers’ market

e Allow farmers’ markets in commercial zoning districts.

* Create a specification in the landscape code that city gardens are to be counted as open
space

 Allow the raising of up to six hens to be permitted as a Special Exception Use in single
family residential zoning districts.

* Create a goal in the Land Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan to support the
growing, processing and distribution of food and animal husbandry.

 Allow urban gardens in all zoning districts.

e Set space aside for community gardens in the City’s parks.

* Create an “Adopt-a-garden” program to enable local residents to develop gardens on
vacant land and public parks.

* Encourage and promote composting to both avoid yard and food waste going into
landfills and providing a natural fertilizer for gardens.



PROCESSING & DISTRIBUTION

Austin, TX

Blendon Township, OH
Davidson, NC

El Mirage, AZ

B Support infrastructure
King County, WA I R PP

' ' for local or regional
Kings County, CA S -5
food processing

Laguna Hills, CA
Marin County, CA r__
N

Sacramento, CA ]
San Diego, CA W Support infrastructure
South Gate, CA for local or regional
South Jordan, UT :- food distribution
Victoria, MN

Baltimore, MD*
Cleveland, OH*
Doral, FL*
Henderson, NV*
Philadelphia, PA*
Portland-Multnomah,

M Support local or
regional food
distribution networks

San Francisco, CA*
Winston-Salem, NC*

(*sustainability plan)



SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA










FOOD ACCESS

Austin, TX B Reduce access to fast food restaurants
Blendon Township, OH
Davidson, NC ¥ Improve access to supermarkets or other
El Mirage, AZ large grocery stores

King County, WA
Kings County, CA
Laguna Hills, CA
Marin County, CA
Sacramento, CA
San Diego, CA
South Gate, CA
South Jordan, UT
Victoria, MN
Baltimore, MD*
Cleveland, OH*
Doral, FL*
Henderson, NV*
Philadelphia, PA*
Portland-Multhomah, OR*

San Francisco, CA*
Winston-Salem. NC* Improve the variety of healthy foods
’ offered by mobile vending

B Improve access to farmers’ markets

B |[mprove access to community gardens

B Improve the variety of healthy foods sold
at small grocery stores

¥ Improve the variety of healthy foods sold
at convenience stores

“ Improve the variety of healthy foods sold
at liquor stores

“ Improve the variety of healthy foods
offered by fast food restaurants

Improve the variety of healthy foods
offered by full-service restaurants

(*sustainability plan)



SOUTH GATE, CALIFORNIA










SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA













SUSTAINABILITY

Austin, TX

Blendon Township, OH
Davidson, NC NN

El Mirage, AZ

King County, WA
Kings County, CA
Laguna Hills, CA
Marin County, CA
Sacramento, CA

San Diego, CA

South Gate, CA
South Jordan, UT
Victoria, MN
Baltimore, MD*
Cleveland, OH*
Doral, FL*
Henderson, NV*
Philadelphia, PA*
Portland-Multhomah, OR*
San Francisco, CA*
Winston-Salem, NC*

B Support ecologically
sustainable food production
practices

B Facilitate the reduction, reuse
or recycling of food-related
waste

B Reduce the impact of the food
system on climate change

(*sustainability plan)



PORTLAND & MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON







SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA







IMPLEMENTATION & EVALUATION



COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

STRUCTURE

Austin, TX
Davidson, NC
El Mirage, AZ

Blendon Township, OH
King County, WA
Kings County, CA
Laguna Hills, CA
Marin County, CA
Sacramento, CA

San Diego, CA
South Gate, CA
South Jordan, UT
Victoria, MN

Updated 1 1 0 o0 1 1 0|1 1 1 0 0 1 8 62%
Original Plan 0O O 1 1 0 O 11 0]J0]0 1 1 0 5 38%
Agriculture Element O 0O o0 o0 1 0 O 1100 O O 1 3 23%
Food Element o o o O O O ojJogofgfo o o o o 0%
Public Health Element 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 5 38%
Vision 0o 1 1 1 0 O 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 9 69%
Guiding Principles 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 11 85%
Goals 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 12 92%
Objectives 1 o0 o O o 1 ojJOf210 1 0 O0 4 31%
Policies 1 0 1 0 o0 1 1 110 1 1 1 1 9 69%
Policies, tied to goal 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 11 85%
Implementation 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 12 92%
Implementation, tied to policies 0O O 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 O 7 54%
Evaluation O 0 O O O o0 o01]1 110 0o O o0 2 15%
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Monitoring O 0O O O O o0 o011 110 0o O o0 2 15%
Total 7 5 6 6 5 7 7 112111} 5 9 4 5

Percent 50% 36% 43% 43% 36% 50% 50%]86%§79% |36% 64% 29% 36%




SUSTAINABILITY PLAN

STRUCTURE

Baltimore, MD
Cleveland, OH
Henderson, NV
Philadelphia, PA
Portland-Multnomah, OR
San Francisco, CA
Winston-Salem, NC

Updated 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Original Plan 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 100%
Agriculture Element 0 . 1 0 0 1 0 0 3 38%
Food Element 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 3 38%
Public Health Element 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 25%
Vision 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 6 75%
Guiding Principles 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 6 75%
Goals 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 7 88%
Objectives il . 0 1 0 1 1 0 5 63%
Policies 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 13%
Policies, tied to goal 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 7 88%
Implementation 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 100%
Implementation, tied to policies 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 5 63%
Evaluation 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 7 88%
Indicators 0 0 0 Y 1 0 1 0 2 25%
Monitoring 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 25%
Total 10 9 7 8 9 9 9 3

Percent 71%| 64% 50% 57% 64% 64% 64% 21%
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Austin, TX

1.5

3

Blendon Township, OH

Davidson, NC

1.5

1.5

El Mirage, AZ

King County, WA
Kings County, CA
Laguna Hills, CA

0.5

11

Marin County, CA
Sacramento, CA
San Diego, CA

South Gate, CA

South Jordan, UT
Victoria, MN
TOTAL

11.5

15

8.5




SOUTH GATE, CALIFORNIA




Action HC 1: Review City codes and ordinances for their impact on
health. Following adoption of the General Plan, the Community
Development Department and other relevant departments will
review the City’s existing codes and ordinances (including the
Zoning Code and the Building Code) and make recommendations
on how they can be improved to create more positive health
outcomes in the City. Topics that should be addressed include:

* Location of fast food restaurants and liquor stores.

* Standards and regulating mechanisms to limit concentrations
of liquor stores.

* Allowances to grow food on parcels within the City.
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* Allowances to operate farmers’ markets on parcels within the
City.

Action HC 2: Create a land development review checklist.

* Develop or adopt a land development review checklist to
ensure that projects enhance public health outcomes. The
checklist should address topics such as the pedestrian
environment, building siting, access to transit, access to
parks, proximity to healthy food sources and proximity to
existing or potential sources of pollution (such as freeways
and land uses that use hazardous materials).




Action HC 3: Create guidelines for healthy food at city buildings and
events. Develop guidelines for the types of foods that should be
served at city-sponsored events and in City vending machines. At
minimum, the guidelines should require that there are healthy
food options available.
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Action HC 5: Develop a business attraction strategy to bring more
healthy food choices to the City. The City’s Economic Development
Director will develop a program of incentives to locate, establish
and expand new and maintain existing grocery stores and other
healthy food purveyors. Part of this strategy will be to strive, to
the extent possible, for an equal distribution of healthy food stores
throughout the City.
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Jurisdiction

Baltimore, MD
Cleveland, OH

Doral, FL

Henderson, NV

Philadelphia, PA

Portland-Multnomah, OR

San Francisco

CA

7

Winston-Salem, NC
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COMPOSITE SCORES
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KEY INFORMANT INTERVIEWS



KEY FINDINGS (1-5)

1. Partner with and include a cross-section of local government department staff.
2. Establish a food policy council, coalition, or network of food system stakeholders.

3. Actively engage food-related non-profit organizations in the planning development
and implementation process.

4. Partner with local foundations to support community engagement, food
assessment activities, and long-term coordination.

5. Collaborate with a land grant university, university, or college to collect and analyze
food access and systems data at baseline and over time.
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KEY FINDINGS (6-10)

6. Coordinate food systems efforts so that they are mutually supportive and mutually
reinforcing.

6. Use food-related actions to achieve open space, transportation, land use, economic
development, housing, natural resource, and solid waste goals of local level plans.

7. Evaluate how existing local policies inhibit or support food access and other aspects
of the local food system during the plan development process.

8. Clearly identify strategy type, timeframe, funding source(s), lead agency or
organization role and responsibilities, and co-beneffits for each plan

implementation action.

9. When crafting plan goals and policies, balance and mirror aspirational goals with
measurable objectives, indicators, and targets to enable effective plan monitoring
and evaluation over time.
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PHILADELPHIA, PA




PHILADELPHIA, PA




Maximize multimodal access to fresh food by encouraging grocery stores, healthy
corner stores, and farmers markets at key transit nodes and within transit-oriented
development zones (Philadelphia, PA)

Coordinate farmers’ market locations with key transit nodes and within transit-
oriented development (Philadelphia, PA)

Incorporate food assets into transportation development projects (Philadelphia)

Connect transportation and land use planning with food access (Greater Philadelphia)



REFERENCES & RESOURCES



Cited Plans

=  Baltimore, MD — Baltimore Sustainability Plan, Chapter 7: Greening

=  (Cleveland, OH - Reimagining a More Sustainable Cleveland, Policy Recommendations, Urban
Agriculture

=  Doral, FL - City of Doral Green Master Plan: Green Design for a Sustainable Future, Green Principle 8,
City Agriculture

=  King County, WA — Acting Food Policy Council of Seattle/King County, Support and Recommendations
for the 2008 King County Comprehensive Plan

=  King County, WA — King County Comprehensive Plan, Sustaining Agriculture and Farming
=  Kings County, CA — 2035 Kings County General Plan, Land Use Element, Agriculture Open Space

= Marin County, CA —Marin Countywide Plan, Natural Systems & Agriculture Element, 2.10 Agriculture
and Food

= Marin County, CA — Marin Countywide Plan, Socioeconomic Element Philadelphia, PA — Greenworks
Philadelphia, Equity, Target 10

=  Philadelphia, PA —Philadelphia2035

=  Portland, OR —The Portland Plan, Recommended Draft, March 2012

=  Portland and Multnomah County, OR — Climate Action Plan

=  Sacramento, CA — Sacramento 2030 General Plan, March 2009

=  South Gate, CA — South Gate General Plan 2035, Chapter 7, Healthy Community Element



Resources

= Hodgson K. Planning for Food Access & Community Based Food Systems: A
National Scan & Evaluation of Local Comprehensive and Sustainability Plans.
American Planning Association, November 2012. (in press)

= Hodgson K, Caton Campbell M, and Bailkey M. Urban Agriculture: Growing
Healthy, Sustainable Places. American Planning Association, Planning Advisory
Service Report Number 563, January 2011.

= Mukherji N and Morales A. Zoning for Urban Agriculture. American Planning
Association Zoning Practice, Issue 3, March 2010.

= Raja5, Born B, and Koslowski Russell J. A Planners Guide to Community and
Regional Food Planning. American Planning Association, Planning Advisory
Service Report Number 554, 2008.

= Wooten H and Ackerman A. Seeding the City: Land Use Policies to Promote
Urban Agriculture. National Policy and Legal Analysis Network and Public
Health Law and Policy, October 2011.



