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Executive Summary

Community food insecurity is defined as a community’s lack of reasonable access to affordable
quality food. The condition disproportionately affects minority and lower economic status communities and
is a major contributor to health risks affecting these groups. The factors contributing to the lack of access to
quality, affordable food are varied and include the flight of large grocery store chains from inner city
neighborhoods and a proliferation of unhealthy eating options.

Under the power reserved by local units of government under the Constitution to regulate for the
general health and welfare of their citizens, some cities and counties have tried regulatory approaches in an
attempt to improve access to healthier foods. Minneapolis recently enacted an ordinance mandating a
minimum selection of perishable food items be offered for sale in grocery stores in the city. The City of Los
Angeles passed an interim control ordinance (ICO) prohibiting the approval of new fast food restaurants or
the expansion of existing fast food restaurants in selected areas of the city. Both approaches could potentially
improve the food insecurity issues in their communities, but would likely be more successful if combined
with related positive incentives that involve and have the support of the local community in efforts to
increase healthy eating options.

Another approach that is gaining attention is the incorporation of the issue of community food
insecurity in a city or county comprehensive land use plan. The comprehensive planning process involves
consideration of multiple community elements that affect and involve local food systems and engages a
variety of constituencies in review and recommendation. As such, it incorporates many of the elements that

have proven to be effective with other options in alleviating food insecurity.

Introduction

The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) has included the lack of reasonable access to
affordable, healthy food under the general term of food insecurity. The USDA defines food insecurity in the
following ways:

Household Food Insecurity — “Limited or uncertain availability of nutritionally adequate

and safe foods or limited or uncertain ability to acquire acceptable foods in socially

acceptable ways.”!

Community Food Security — “the underlying social, economic, and institutional factors

within a community that affect the quantity and quality of available food and its affordability

or price relative to the sufficiency of financial resources to acquire it.”?
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Certain types of household were associated with higher than the national average food insecurity
(11.1%): households with incomes below the official poverty line (37.7%); households with children headed
by a single woman (30.2%) or single man (18%); African-American households (22.2%); Hispanic households
(20.1%); and households with children (15.8%).3 Several factors may contribute to this, including the flight
of larger grocery stores to the suburbs, lack of transportation to reach stores offering lower prices and wider
variety of produce, and a greater presence of fast food restaurants in low income neighborhoods.* The health
consequences of a lack of access to healthy food are severe: “more frequent and severe sickness, reduced
ability to concentrate and learn, and impaired social functioning. At the same time, many of the people who
are experiencing hunger or food insecurity also are caught in the newly recognized and rapidly intensifying
obesity epidemic. According to the United States Surgeon General, more than 60 percent of the U.S. adult
population is obese or overweight.”’s

The options to address this problem are varied, including incentive programs to attract supermarkets
back to inner city locations, improving the quality of food offerings at smaller, neighborhood stores,
providing transportation to better food outlets, and encouraging alternative food supply options, such as
community gardens or food cooperatives. One approach to categorizing the different alternatives is by their
level of government involvement, ranging from public policy options that would involve strict and direct
government action in the form of legislation or ordinances (such as restrictive zoning measures excluding fast
food restaurants) to minimal governmental involvement in the case of community gardens (See Appendix B —
Continuum of Options to Address Community Food Insecurity).

This brief will review two options that come under the category of direct government involvement.
Within this category, the type of involvement can vary from legislation mandating certain performance to
prohibitory or restrictive policies. This paper will look at one of each that has recently been used in two cities
in an attempt to improve the food insecurity issue in their respective communities. The first section will
review the recently enacted Minneapolis ordinance that requires certain grocery stores to carry a minimum
selection of perishable food items. The second section will examine prohibitory zoning ordinances, such as
one recently passed in Los Angeles, that prohibit or restrict the number of fast food restaurants in select
communities.

Another alternative to these governmental approaches is briefly presented in the final section. Some
cities and counties are starting to include consideration of regional food systems in their comprehensive land
planning process. The resulting strategies and plans incorporated by Madison, Wisconsin and Marin County,
California, are reviewed and compared with the proposed plans for the Scott County, Minnesota 2030

Comprehensive Plan.
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Establishing Minimum Healthy Food Offerings

One food security issue confronting lower income neighborhoods is lack of convenient access to
affordable, healthy foods. After larger grocery store chains migrate to the suburbs, small neighborhood
grocery stores or convenience stores frequently become the sole source of food for community residents.
“These are the only available nearby food resource for residents with limited or no access to cars, and they
generally do not provide the same selection, quality, and prices of larger grocery stores.””

The City of Minneapolis recently amended Chapter 203 of the Minneapolis Code of Ordinances,
relating to grocery stores and specialty food stores, adding a definition for “perishable foods” 8 and

establishing minimum selection requirements for certain perishable foods:

All grocery stores licensed under this chapter must offer for sale food for home preparation
and consumption, on a continuous basis, at least three (3) varieties of qualifying, non-expired
or spoiled, food in each of the following four (4) staple food groups, with at least five (5)
varieties of perishable food in the first category and at least two (2) varieties of perishable
food in all subsequent categories:

(1) Vegetables and/or fruits.

(2) Meat, poultry, fish and/or vegetable proteins.

(3) Bread and/or cereal.

(4) Daity products and/or substitutes.’

This was a unique approach, as most communities that have attempted to improve community health by
regulating food offerings in convenience stores or fast food restaurants have opted to impose higher taxes on
unhealthy foods.!?

Supporting the approach of improving food security in lower income neighborhoods by enhancing
the offerings in neighborhood grocery stores, a study from California found that physical changes to a corner
or neighborhood store to accommodate the stocking of perishable foods does not impose significant
additional expenses on the store owner. !! For the case study cited in the report, the estimate to modify the
corner store and prepare it to handle more fresh produce was $22,500.12 This study also found that a related
concern was baseless—whether populations in low-income communities would purchase the healthier foods
if it was made available. Surveys of lower income shoppers found that this group was just as interested in

purchasing healthy foods as the more affluent. 13
Experience with Minneapolis Ordinance

The Minneapolis ordinance has only been in effect for a few months, so the city does not have

extensive experience with the law to determine how effective it may be in helping to alleviate community
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food insecurity issues.  The Business Licensing Division’s understanding is that 95% of the grocery stores
in the city that are subject to the ordinance are already well in compliance.'* The ordinance requires that the
stores offer perishable food “for home preparation and consumption” which limits the requirements as far as
washing and preparing food on site because the food does not have to be made available for in-store
consumption. Most stores already had the minimal refrigeration requitements necessary to store the required
petishable food items.

The primary objection that the City of Minneapolis has received from store owners in regard to the
ordinance is that it is confusing. The language in the ordinance describing the number of the different types
of perishable food items does appear to be contradictory:

...at least three (3) varieties of qualifying, non-expired or spoiled, food in each of the

following four (4) staple food groups, with at least five (5) varieties of perishable food in the

tirst category and at least two (2) varieties of perishable food in all subsequent categories.

Are the store owners required to stock three (3) varieties of food in each group, or five in one and two in
others? In addition, the ordinance does not specify stocking quantities, so the provision of the ordinance

could be fulfilled with one item of each required type.

Challenges

. Mandated Approach. The approach adopted in the Minneapolis ordinance is, in a sense, an
“unfunded mandate”— a requirement imposed on a business without providing any financial support or
positive incentives. The only incentive is a negative one; failure to stock the required items could result in a
store being fined or potentially losing its license. Several studies mention the importance of community
involvement and support in efforts to improve food insecurity issues and the Minneapolis ordinance
approach appears to be lacking that element.!

. Store Modification Costs. The study cited above found that modifying the neighborhood store to
handle perishable, healthy foods added little cost ($22,520), however most of the funding to cover these costs
was donated by a non-profit organization.'¢ Another report put the estimate to adapt a neighborhood store
as higher: “Re-outfitting a corner store to sell fresh produce can cost less than $100,000 in technical
assistance, equipment, and initial inventory.”!” Either of these estimated amounts, if borne solely by a small
store owner, could be excessive.

. Produce Cost. The ordinance also mandates a certain variety of foods be offered, but it does not
address the retail pricing of those foods. Food prices in inner city neighborhood stores tend to be higher
because of lack of economies of scale available to larger grocery stores.!® If the foods are made available, but
are priced too high when compared to cheaper, less healthy options, the local consumers still may not

purchase them.!?
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Recommendations

While the approach adopted by Minneapolis is one option for a solution, it may be more effective if
combined with supportive strategies being utilized in other cities. For example, in Oakland, California’s
Fruitvale district, a corner grocery store, School Market, was approached by California Food Policy
Advocates (CFPA)2 to collaborate in a project to start selling fresh produce and increase the sales of dairy
and other food.2! “CFPA offered School Market technical assistance, training, and equipment.”?? The results
have been impressive: gross sales of produce items have increased from $50 per week to around $600-700 per
week.?

The study documenting the store’s transition identified five key factors for success: 1) technical
assistance and training provided by a mentor with extensive experience in produce markets; 2) interest on the
part of the store owner in increasing fresh produce sales; 3) space that could be used for produce and fresh
food displays; 4) strong existing customer base; and 5) sufficient population density in the neighborhood to
provide potential customers within walking distance.?* The results for School Market suggest that a targeted
approach with various types of assistance may improve the likelihood of a neighborhood store successfully
modifying its retail structure.

Another success in changing the food offerings in low income neighborhood stores comes from the
San Francisco area. In Bayview Hunters Point, a low-income community, the Good Neighbor Program,
started by the Literacy for Environmental Justice (LE]) organization, worked with local organizations,
businesses and the city government to improve food offerings at local stores. The program developed a list
of criteria defining a “good” store neighbor, and if a store agreed to these guidelines, then it received
technical assistance and training, energy efficiency upgrades, and marketing assistance.?> The criteria included
“devoting at least 10 percent of inventory to fresh produce and an additional 10 to 20 percent of inventory to
other healthy foods; accepting food stamps; limiting tobacco and alcohol promotion; and adhering to
environmental and health standards.”26

In a pilot of the program, Super Save Grocery received free technical assistance from Whole Foods
Market and LE] is helping with “outreach and promotion, [and] encouraging the community to patronize the
store through activities such as nutrition education and food tasting. ... Since initiation of the program, sales
of produce have increased by 15 percent.”?” Similar to the School Market example, success here may well

require combining multiple methods of assistance to the store and enlisting support from the community.

Restricting Access to Fast Food

“A typical meal at a fast food restaurant may account for over eighty percent of the recommended

daily allowance for fat, and a single menu item may provide for nearly half of a day’s total caloric
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requirements.”? To counter the link between excessive access to fast food restaurants, obesity and a range of
associated health problems, on July 29, 2008, the Los Angeles City Council passed an Interim Control
Ordinance (ICO) preventing establishment of new fast food restaurants or the expansion of existing fast food
restaurants in South Los Angeles, Southeast Los Angeles, West Adams, Baldwin Hills and Leimert Park
community planning areas for the period of one year.?” This was prompted by a finding, stated in the
ordinance preamble, that “45% of the 900 restaurants in South L.A. are fast food outlets . . . compared with
16% of 2,200 restaurants in the west side of the city.”3 The intent of the ordinance is to “allow time for City
planners to study the economic and environmental effects of the over-proliferation of fast-food restaurants in
these communities and develop permanent solutions.”!

Several communities around the country have enacted zoning ordinances to restrict the presence of
fast food restaurants in their communities. The City of Concord, Massachusetts has completely prohibited
fast food or drive-in restaurants “to lessen congestion in the streets . . . [and] to preserve and enhance the
development of the natural, scenic and aesthetic qualities of the community.”3? Westwood Village, California
regulates the density of fast foods restaurants by restricting the number that may be located on each street. 33
The St. Paul suburb of Arden Hills takes a somewhat different approach in that it restricts the location of fast
food restaurants in relation to schools, churches, public recreational areas and residential lots.3*

Ordinances such as the Los Angeles ordinance and others will likely withstand any legal challenge
because zoning ordinances come within a government’s police power,% and are generally upheld if the
enacting municipality can demonstrate a connection between the law and the promotion of the health and
general welfare of community.?¢ While zoning ordinances are usually upheld and courts avoid inserting their
judgment over that of a city council, at least one court has held that a zoning decision involving fast food
restaurants was arbitrary, capricious and unreasonable and overturned the city council decision.” In that
twenty-five-year-old case, the Kansas Supreme Court found that the restaurants were “arbitrarily singled out
to be eliminated for no reason. . . . There was no consideration of the financial hardship to the landowners by
the zoning change, no consideration of the public welfare, or consideration of the overall feasibility of such
changes.””38

Otrdinances specifically enacted to address the issue of food insecurity or obesity are rare, however,
and have not been tested in court as of yet, so challenges may be raised to ordinances enacted for that
purpose.’ As an example, even though one reason provided for offering the Los Angeles ICO was to
alleviate “serious public health problems through poor nutrition for children,”# the ordinance does not
contain language specifically referencing that in its preamble. The preamble contains general references to
“quality of life” and “health and welfare of the people of the community,” while, on the other hand,
specifically referring to “excessive signage, little or no landscaping, large expanses of surface parking, drive-
through windows . . . all which impact pedestrian activity, traffic, neighborhood aesthetics and the

environment through heat release into the air and air pollution.”#! Leaving the health rationale out of the
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ordinance may possibly provide an opening to a challenge if the neighborhood in which a prospective fast
food company wishes to place a restaurant does not appear to be “aesthetically” challenged by another chain
restaurant.? Adding a health rationale based on an increasingly recognized public health issue may

strengthen the ordinance if met with opposition in court.

Challenges
. Defining a “Fast Food” Restaurant. One challenge to designing a zoning ordinance with a goal of
restricting access to unhealthy foods is in defining the type of establishment that is to be restricted. The Los
Angeles Ordinance defines “fast food restaurant” as “any establishment which dispenses food for
consumption on or off the premises, and which has the following characteristics: a limited menu, items
prepared in advance or prepared and heated quickly, no table orders, and food served in disposable wrapping
or containers.”® The City of St. Paul defines a fast food restaurant in the following way:

Any restaurant whose design or principal method of operation includes four (4) or more of

the following characteristics shall be deemed to be a fast-food restaurant for zoning

purposes:

(1) Forty-five (45) percent or more of the floor area is devoted to food preparation,

employee work space and customer service area;
(2) A permanent menu board is provided from which to select and order food;
(3) 1f a chain or franchised restaurant, standardized floor plans are used over several
locations;

(4) Customers pay for food before consuming it;

(5) A self-service condiment bar is provided;

(6) Trash receptacles are provided for self-service bussing;

(7) Furnishing plan indicates hard-finished, stationary seating arrangements; and

(8) Most main course food items are prepackaged rather than made to order.**
In applying this zoning definition, the City of St. Paul encountered some controversy when considering a
Noodles & Company restaurant for Grand Avenue.* In St. Paul’s case, the Noodles & Company restaurant
was initially determined to be an ordinary restaurant and a permit was granted. However, the decision was
revisited and, on reconsideration, the franchise was considered to be a fast food restaurant and therefore
prohibited from the Grand Avenue location.*

If a restaurant is defined by the manner in which food is served or handled, the method for
displaying menu items or how customers consume the food, then restaurants offering reasonably priced,
quickly available, and yet healthy food may be restricted from a targeted area along with the providers of

burgers, fries and soft drinks. If the goal of a zoning ordinance is primarily to restrict access to unhealthy
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food and not to limit aesthetically displeasing businesses, then a new method of defining a fast food
restaurant may need to be developed.+

. Community Opposition. Banning all fast food restaurants could potentially face some of the same
resistance as other governmental mandates or prohibitions that are imposed on a community—charges of
governmental paternalism.*® One arguable inference from such a ban is that members of the target
community lack the personal responsibility or capability of making healthy life decisions on their own and
need to be assisted by government.#® Also, some features of fast food restaurants have made them appealing
to minority populations for egalitarian reasons,>® so restricting them without community input could raise

opposition.

Recommendations

The approach used by Los Angeles in restricting fast food restaurants may have a positive effect on
food insecurity in this community by eliminating some sources of unhealthy foods. Land use regulation has
been shown to be effective in reducing the negative effects of multiple alcohol retail outlets.>! Success with
an approach in one public health area does not necessarily translate into similar success in another, however.
For example, some economic analyses “do not show a drop in the consumption levels of non-nutritious
foods after taxes are imposed” as compared with drops in smoking rates after taxes on tobacco products are
raised.”? Additionally, some authors have expressed concern that banning fast food restaurants “may have
unintended, detrimental consequences for low-income neighborhoods by further restricting food access or
replacing the fast-food restaurant with a more unhealthy business, such as a liquor store.”>3

As discussed in the section on the Minneapolis ordinance, however, success in modifying
neighborhood groceries seems to be due to adopting a coordinated and collaborative approach to change —
assessments are made of the neighborhood to determine support for the changes, technical assistance and
financial resources ate provided by non-profits or governmental programs, and the community is consulted
and involved.>* In the case of Los Angeles, the city appears to recognize this and is taking a similar approach
by coordinating implementation of the fast food restaurant ban with other programs designed to attract
developers to the neighborhood and to create incentives for grocery stores and sit-down restaurants to locate
in the underserved area.>> Assistance in the form of incentives is available to grocery stores of at least 12,000
square feet; restaurants with a minimum seating capacity of 30; and produce markets that set aside 80% or
more of their floor space to fresh fruits and vegetables.>® The assistance can take the form of predevelopment

and development loans, tax credits, energy discounts, and assistance identifying qualifying employees.>
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Another Alternative

Another option for governments that would invite collaboration with the local community is to
consider the regional food system and local pockets of food insecurity in the comprehensive land planning
process. According to a recent study from the American Planning Association, land planning has not
traditionally incorporated consideration of the food system because of the prevailing view that the food
system interacts only indirectly with the built environment; because of a perception that the food system was
functioning well; and because the food system does not deal with public resources, such as air and water, or
public investment such as highways or parks.>

This perception appears to be changing, with food system issues receiving more attention in planning
publications and at planning conferences.® Several factors have contributed to the increased sensitivity to
the food system:

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

o Awareness that planners can play a role to 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
o Awareness that the food Americans eat takes a considerable amount of fossil 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 rapid pace
o Understanding that pollution of 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 in low-income areas is an increasing problem for which urban
agriculture can offer an important solution
. Recognition that many benefits emerge from stronger community and regional food systems.®
Madison, Wisconsin has been cited as an example of how to incorporate food systems and food security
considerations into a region’s comprehensive plan.¢! Within its comprehensive plan, the city includes policies
to encourage Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) farming, promotion of locally grown foods, and
protection of existing community gardens, coupled with incentives for new community gardens.®> Marin
County, California has also included numerous strategies in its proposed comprehensive plan under the
heading of Food Systems and Security, including:
e Promotion of local food processing

e Support for locally grown organic food
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e Encouragement of community gardens

e Diversification of locally grown food products

e Promotion of a countywide nutritional survey®3
Both cities envisioned the inclusion of food systems planning into their comprehensive plans as an
opportunity to alleviate local community food insecurity while simultaneously supporting local agriculture and
reducing the loss of farmland.

Scott County, Minnesota, is currently developing its 2030 Comprehensive Plan (“the Plan”) and has
included local food planning and agricultural sustainability as an emerging strategic challenge for the
County.** At this stage of its development, the Plan contains some specific strategies to address this
challenge. Under the general goal to “protect and preserve agricultural uses and the economic viability of

farming operations,” the Plan has several sub-goals, such as:

Promote a locally-based food production system by preserving small lot farms used for fruit
and vegetable production; supporting public institutions in purchasing food grown within
the County; assisting in improving connections between local food producers and
consumers; and assisting local governments in developing strategies that will promote a

locally-based food production system.%

Other strategies include limiting residential development in areas planned for long-term agricultural
use, establishing a farmer advisory group to engage the farming community in maintaining the
viability of farming and preserving farmland, and encouraging cities and townships to protect farmers
from nuisance violations.

The County’s plan, however, also anticipates a significant reduction in agricultural land to
accommodate future urban growth and allow for residential development.®’ This change in
classification of the land has raised concerns among some local food producers and consumer
advocates that the Plan has not adequately considered how the loss of local agricultural land in Scott
County may affect the economy and food security within the County and the surrounding
metropolitan area.® One issue raised by local food producers and advocates is that as consumers
become more aware of the benefits of locally produced food, Scott County will not be able to meet
the demand due to loss of local agricultural land to other purposes.®®

Scott County approved the updated Plan on November 18, 2008, and the Plan has been
submitted to the Metropolitan Council for its review and approval. The Metropolitan Council will
review the Plan based on three factors: “conformance with the 2030 Regional Development
Framework and system regional policy plans; consistency with requirements of the Metropolitan

Land Planning Act; and compatibility with plans of other local jurisdictions.”” Depending on action
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taken by the Metropolitan Council, the Plan is scheduled for final adoption by Scott County early in
2009.M

Conclusion

Community food insecurity is driven by several causes including movement of grocery supermarkets
from lower income neighborhoods to more affluent suburbs, lack of affordable and accessible transportation
options to access affordable and healthy food, overabundance of fast food restaurants in low income
neighborhoods, and limited food options in food stores that continue to remain in the community.
Government can be involved in efforts to reverse some of these trends and to promote other options
through regulations and prohibitions, tax incentives, removal of barriers to community-based initiatives, and
incorporation of food systems into comprehensive land use planning.

In reviewing the successes in alleviating community food insecurity achieved in some cities, two
factors appear to contribute to success. First, the approach involves and has the support of the community;
and second, the approach considers the multi-faceted reasons for food insecurity and attempts to take a
broad approach to resolving the issue by incorporating multiple strategies. In the success stories of
neighborhood grocery stores, sustained improvements were achieved when the store owners supported the
change, the local community became involved and supportive, and both were supported by local non-profits
or governmental organizations. The City of Los Angeles appears to recognize this by acknowledging that the
temporary ban on fast food restaurants is only one step and must be supplemented by including positive
development options that encourage healthy food alternatives. Various cities and counties are incorporating
the interrelated and multi-faceted factors contributing to community food insecurity as they include regional
food systems and the areas of food insecurity in the development of their comprehensive land planning goals

and strategies.
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Appendix A. Resources

Publications

Julie Samia Mair, JD, et al, The Use of Zoning to Restrict Fast Food Ountlets: A Potential Strategy to Combat Obesity,
October 2005. This paper is an excellent resource for background information on the use of zoning
to attempt to reduce the health impact of fast food restaurants. An abbreviated version of the paper

is also available; it is entitled The City Planner’s Guide to the Obesity Epidemic: Zoning and Fast Food.
(http://www.publichealthlaw.net/Zoning%20Fast%20Food%200utlets.pdf)

Ed Bolen & Kenneth Hecht, California Food Policy Advocates, Neighborhood Groceries: New Access to Healthy
Food in Low-Income Communities, January 2003. This paper provides useful case studies of community
and non-profit collaboration with neighborhood stores to improve food offerings in lower income

neighborhoods. (http://www.cfpa.net/Grocery.PDF)

Leslie Mikkelsen and Sana Chehimi, Prevention Institute, The Links Between the Neighborhood Food Environment
and Childhood Nutrition, Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, 2007. In this publication, the authors
have an informative discussion of the factors contributing to neighborhood food insecurity and some
options that may alleviate the problem. The paper concludes with some suggestions for additional

research. (http://www.rwif.org/childhoodobesity/product.isprid=23551)

Rebecca Flournoy & Sarah Treuhaft, Policy Link, Healthy Food, Healthy Commmunities: Improving Access and
Opportunities Through Food Retailing (2005). This paper provides a high-level overview of community
food issues and some additional success stories from around the country.

(http://www.issuelab.org/research /healthy food healthy communities).

Judie Levy, Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy, 70 Ways to Get Healthy, Local Foods into Low-Income
Neighborboods, A Minneapolis Resonrce Guide. (February 2007). This resource provides suggestions and
tips on strategies to alleviate community food insecurity and looks at local applications of those

strategies. (http://iatp.org/iatp/publications.cfm?accountlD=258&reflD=97319)

Heather Stouder, Office of the Mayor, Madison, W1, Grocery Stores in City Neighborhoods: Supporting Access to
Food Choices, Livable Neighborhoods, and Entreprenenrial Opportunities in Madison, Wisconsin. (May 2004).

This report provides examples of success in revitalizing neighborhood stores in Wisconsin’s capital
city.

(http://www.ci.madison.wi.us/planning/Grocery%20Store.pdf)
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Other Links

Provided below are links to some useful websites, along with brief descriptions.

Community Food Security Coalition - http://www.foodsecurity.org/
“The Community Food Security Coalition (CFSC) is a non-profit...organization dedicated to
building strong, sustainable, local and regional food systems that ensure access to affordable,

nutritious, and culturally appropriate food for all people at all times.”

World Hunger Year / Food Security Learning Center -

http://www.worldhungeryear.org/fslc/default.asp
“WHY is a leading advocate for innovative, community-based solutions to hunger and poverty.
WHY challenges society to confront these problems by advancing models that create self-reliance,

economic justice, and equal access to nutritious and atfordable food.”

American Planning Association Policy Guide on Community and Regional Food Planning -
http://www.planning.org/policy/guides/adopted/food.htm
“The American Planning Association provides leadership in the development of vital communities
by advocating excellence in community planning, promoting education and citizen empowerment,

and providing the tools and support necessary to meet the challenges of growth and change.”

Healthy Corner Store Initiative, The Food Trust -
http://www.thefoodtrust.ore/php/programs/corner.store.campaign.ph
“The Healthy Corner Store Initiative seeks to be an active partner in changing the food landscape in
low-income Philadelphia communities. This innovative approach encompasses environmental
change, social marketing, nutrition education in local schools, technical training and assistance with
corner stores, and research in order to reduce the incidence of diet-related disease and obesity in our

communities.”

Healthy Corner Stores Network - http://www.healthvcornerstores.org/index.php

“The Healthy Corner Stores Network promotes efforts to bring healthier foods into corner stores in
low-income and underserved communities. Led by the Community Food Security Coalition, The
Food Trust, and Public Health Law & Policy, the Healthy Corner Store Network (HCSN) brings
together community members, local government staff, nonprofits, funders, and others across the

country to share best practices, lessons learned, and new approaches to common challenges.”
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Steps to a Healthier Minnesota - http://www.stepstoahealthiermn.org/index.cfm

“The Steps to a Healthier US Initiative is an overall effort of the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), designed to identify and promote programs that encourage small behavior

changes to reduce the burden of chronic disease.”

United States Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service, Food Security Resources -

http://www.fns.usda.gov/fsec

“The primary focus of the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s nutrition assistance programs is

providing food security—access by all people at all times to enough nutritious food for an active,

healthy life.”
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Appendix B. Continuum of Options to Address Community Food Insecurity

Direct governmental
involvement

Government
Assisted

Grassroots| Community
Driven

Fast food restaurant bans or restrictions

This option would include city or county zoning
regulations that prohibit fast food restaurants or
restrict the number or location of fast foods
restaurants. Cities such as Los Angeles, CA;
Arden Hills, MN; and Concord, MA have
implemented forms of zoning restrictions on
fast food restaurants.!

Healthy food tax credit

This potential option would be an offset of tax
liability; a refundable amount for money spent
on healthy foods. This credit would assist
residents of lower income neighborhoods to
offset the higher costs of fresher, healthier
foods.2

Farmers’ markets / mini markets

Farmers’ markets offer opportunities to growers
to sell directly to consumers. The direct
connection provides the community with fresher
food and can also help sustain smaller family-
otiented farms.?

A mini market, or local produce market, is a
small farmers’ market with five or fewer
vendors.4

Government mandated food requirements

In this category are laws, ordinances, codes or
regulations that prohibit certain foods or that
require stores or restaurants to stock or offer for
purchase a minimum number or amount of
healthy food items. The only example of the
later option appears to be the Minneapolis
ordinance requiring certain varieties of
perishable food items.

New Matrket Tax Credits

“The New Markets Tax Credit INMTC)
Program permits taxpayers to receive a credit
against Federal income taxes for making
qualified equity investments in designated
Community Development Entities (CDEs).
Substantially all of the qualified equity
investment must in turn be used by the CDE to
provide investments in low-income
communities.”

Community Supported Agriculture

Community supported agriculture (CSA)
consists of a community of individuals who
pledge to support a farm operation. The
growers and consumers provide mutual support
and share the risks and benefits associated with
food production.”
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Appendix B. Continuum of Options to Address Community Food Insecurity

Direct governmental Government Grassroots| Community
involvement Assisted Driven
Food taxes / junk food taxes Tax Increment Financing Mobile markets

Amounts added to certain food products to
educate on the potential health effects of the
product and dissuade consumers from
purchasing harmful products. The tax also
serves to reimburse the government for health

care costs resulting from consumption of the
unhealthy food.®

Tax increment financing (T1F) or neighborhood
block grant programs could be used to assist
grocery store owners to improve their stores or
to attract stores to lower income
neighborhoods.?

Mobile markets are food vendors that offer
produce and other food items from portable
vehicles, such as trucks, cars, kiosks, trailers, or
mobile carts.!0

Comprehensive land use planning

Use of the police powers of the government to
control a variety of aspects of a community’s
development. The tool could be used to
“achieve the public health goal of limiting the
availability of consumer products proven to be
harmful to health,”!! or to incorporate food
systems into city or county planning.!?

Removal of burdensome governmental
regulation

Governments could remove restrictions that
prohibit or burden community gardens or
farmers’ markets, such as a Sacramento

b
ordinance that prohibits gardens on front
yards.!3

Cooperative grocery stores

A cooperative grocery store is owned and
managed by its members. Members support the
store with purchases, are involved in decision
making and share in the store’s profits.!4

Modification of existing government
programs to incent healthier eating

An example of this option would be the change
to the Women, Infants and Children (WIC)
program to allow participants in the program to
purchase a wider variety of foods.!>

Community gardens

Spaces within a neighborhood whete two or
more residents garden. The land can be owned
by the municipality, a community group or
institution, a land trust or some other entity.
Food grown in the community garden is for
personal consumption, for supplemental
income, or for donation.!¢
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TTL.A,, Cal., Ordinance 180103 (Sept. 14, 2008); ARDEN HILLS, MINN., CODE § 1325.04 (2008); and CONCORD, MASS., Town of Concord Zoning Bylaw, Section 4.7.1 (2008).
2 Chris L. Winstanley, A Healthy Food Tax Credit: Moving Away from the Fat Tax and Its Fault-Based Paradigm, 86 OR. L. REV. 1151 (2007).
3 JUDIE LEVY, INSTITUTE FOR AGRICULTURE AND TRADE POLICY, 10 WAYS TO GET HEALTHY, LOCAL FOODS INTO LOW-INCOME NEIGHBORHOODS 2 (2007).

4 INSTITUTE FOR AGRICULTURE AND TRADE POLICY, A “HOW-TO” GUIDE FOR HOSTING MINI FARMERS’ MARKETS IN MINNEAPOLIS 7,
http://www.stepstoahealthiermn.com/dynamic _documents/02493.pdf (last visited Jan. 29, 2009)..

5 MINNEAPOLIS, MINN., ORDINANCE ch. 203 (2008).

¢ Community Development Financial Institutions Fund Home Page, http://www.cdfifund.gov/what we do/programs id.asp?programID=5 (last visited December 16, 2008).

7 SUZANNE DEMUTH, DEFINING COMMUNITY SUPPORTED AGRICULTURE (September 1993), http:

8 Jeff Strnad, Conceptualizing the “Fat Tax": The Role of Food Taxes in Developed Fconomies, 78 S. CAL. L. REV. 1221 (2005).

9 See FRESH FOOD FINANCING INITIATIVE, http: (last visited Jan. 29, 2009); and NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS,
TAX INCREMENT FINANCING (2002), http://www.realtor.org/smart growth.nsf/docfiles/T1Freport.pdf/$FILE /TIFreport.pdf.

10 See generally LEVY, supra note 3, at 7; and OpenAir Market Network, http://www.openair.org/ (last visited December 16, 2008).

11 Marice Ash, et al., Land Use Planning and the Control of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms, and Fast Food Restanrants, 93 AM. J. PUB. HEALTH 1404 (2003).
12 AMERICAN PLANNING ASSOCIATION, POLICY GUIDE ON COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL FOOD PLANNING (2007) http://www.planning.org/policv/guides/adopted/food.htm.

13 L1SA FELDSTEIN, LINKING LAND USE PLANNING AND THE FOOD ENVIRONMENT, SMART GROWTH NETWORK, http://icma.org/sgn/newsdetail.cfm?nfid=2666&id (last visited Jan. 29,
2009).

14 LEVY, supra note 3, at 4.
15 See Issue Brief on Women, Infants and Children (WIC) Program by Maggie Mahoney.

16 LESLIE MIKKELSEN & SANA CHEHIMI, PREVENTION INSTITUTE, THE LINK BETWEEN THE NEIGHBORHOOD FOOD ENVIRONMENT AND CHILDHOOD NUTRITION 17 (2007).
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