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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Background

Registered Dietitians working in population-level health often encounter food system challenges that
negatively impact healthy eating behaviours, such as food insecurity, socioeconomic inequities, climate
change and environmental sustainability, barriers to food sovereignty, and a lack of nutrition education
and food literacy. Addressing the need for food system transformation, local governments and
communities are increasingly engaging in initiatives to enhance local food systems through coordinated
planning, policy development, and collaborative efforts. This rapid review aims to equip Registered
Dietitians in local public health agencies with the knowledge to support the development of sustainable
food systems by examining existing governance structures.

This review includes evidence available up to November 1, 2023 to answer the question: What are the
governance structures that support local food systems and how is their effectiveness measured?

Key Messages

= Local and regional food system governance structures vary widely, adopting internal, external,
and hybrid models to address diverse challenges such as food insecurity and sustainability.

= Elements for building a governance structure for sustainable food systems include: (1) a shared
vision, (2) diverse, equitable, and inclusive membership; (3) coordinated action; (4) a
relationship with local government; and (5) resource acquisition.

= Despite challenges in measuring effectiveness, food system networks can demonstrate tangible
impacts such as policy advancements, community engagement, sustainable food production
initiatives, and integrating food system goals into broader municipal plans.

= Advancements in governance structures underscore opportunities for enhancing food security,
sustainability, and public health outcomes at the local level.



ISSUE AND CONTEXT

As Registered Dietitians striving to promote population health and reduce the burden of
nutrition-related chronic diseases in Ontario communities, we often encounter food system challenges
that constrain healthy eating behaviours. Some of the more prominent challenges include food
insecurity, socioeconomic inequities, access to healthy foods, labour force shortages in farming and food
processing, supply chain disruptions, climate change and environmental sustainability, food waste,
barriers to food sovereignty and Indigenous Rights, lack of nutrition education and food literacy, and the
influence of food marketing on food choices®. As one would expect, there is widespread acceptance of
the need for food systems transformation®3. Food system priorities have been identified for Canada*®
and progress towards more sustainable, resilient, and equitable food systems requires participation and
collaboration at all levels.

At the local level, there is growing recognition of the need for coordinated planning of food systems®”.
Despite limited legal jurisdiction, many Ontario municipalities are intervening to improve local food
systems through food initiatives and policies, local food policy councils, food system networks, food
coalitions, and food strategies. This work requires collaboration between diverse food-related sectors
and there is an emerging role for public health practice®®. Yet, there is a lack of clear guidance about how
cities and regions can best collaborate, integrate policies across sectors, disperse power and rights, and
create deliberative spaces to articulate and reconcile varying views and values.

Governance structures are important to consider, especially when focusing on long-term food system
outcomes, as these can dictate who is at the table, where priorities are focused, which ideas are
actioned, and what resources are available. The literature on food system governance explores the
diversity of approaches, complexities, and interconnected transitions taking place. Research also
highlights the principles of nurturing diversity in the system, inclusivity, creating spaces for discourse and
visioning, and considering inherent social impacts'™*3. Furthermore, while the Milan Food Policy Pact
suggests some governance indicators®®, we have much to learn about how to monitor and evaluate the
processes that aim to bring about food system improvement™.

This rapid review was produced to inform how registered dietitians working in local public health
agencies in Ontario can support the development and enhancement of local sustainable food systems.
We sought to learn more about the governance structures that currently support local food system
transformation; identify who has voice, agency, or power within local food system governance; how the
change process is supported; and determine how the effectiveness of these governance structures and
processes are measured.

Research Question

This rapid review aims to answer the question ‘What are the governance structures that support local
food systems and how is their effectiveness measured?’



METHODS

Search

Searches were conducted between June 22, 2023 and November 1, 2023 for articles published between
2018 and 2023, using the following academic databases, via EBSCOhost platform:
=  Academic Search Premier;

=  Medline;

= CINAHL Complete;

= Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews;
= Environment Complete;

=  GreenFILE.

Additional searches were completed in the same time frame as indicated above through:
= Campbell Collaboration Library;
= Google Scholar.

Additional records were identified through screening reference lists from relevant systematic reviews.
The complete search strategy is available in Appendix 1.

Study Selection Criteria

Articles were eligible for inclusion if they: reviewed primary studies’; assessed local or regional
multisectoral collaborative action towards sustainable food systems; considered outcomes related to
policy and/or program development and implementation, food security, advocacy, and legislation; were
based in OECD countries?; and were published in English. Articles were excluded if they: assessed
interventions that did not address collaborative action or focused on provincial, federal, or international
food system efforts. A summary of the eligibility criteria can be found in Table 1.

" The search strategy included single studies, practice guidelines, summaries, meta analyses, systematic reviews, umbrella
reviews, rapid reviews, and relevant grey literature (government reports, technical reports, practice guidelines, non-government
reports). Articles were then pulled from larger studies to ensure all articles screened were single studies or relevant grey
literature.

2 OECD countries include Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia,
Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Korea, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Mexico,
Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkiye, United
Kingdom, and United States.



Table 1: Eligibility Criteria

Inclusion criteria

Exclusion criteria

Population

Municipal government

Community organizations

Food alliances, food policy councils,
coalitions, food system network
Indigenous communities

Intervention

Multisectoral collaboration supporting
action towards sustainable food systems at
a local or regional level.

Collaboration must include at least 2
partnerships with varying areas of focus
within food systems. This may include, but
is not limited to agriculture, food rescue,
nutrition, population health, planning and
public policy, municipal government, and/or
education

= Interventions that do not assess

collaborative action

= Provincial, federal, or international

collaboration

Outcome At least one measurable outcome, which may
pertain to:
= Policy development, implementation
and/or monitoring
= Program development, implementation
and/or monitoring
= Community partnerships
= Community food security
= Level of awareness
= Advocacy
= Economic impacts
= Legislation
Language = English language publications Non-English articles or documents
and region = Literature may be from OECD Countries Literature that is not from OECD
Countries
Study design | = Single studies Scoping or mapping reviews

Grey literature: Government reports,
technical reports, practice guidelines,
non-government reports

Practice guidelines and summaries
Meta analysis

Systematic reviews or umbrella
reviews

Rapid reviews

Grey literature: Newspaper articles,
website blogs, conference
proceedings or posters, theses




Search results were uploaded into Rayyan and duplicates were removed. All six authors were involved in
screening articles at both the title/abstract stage and full text stage. Each article’s title and abstract were
independently screened on Rayyan by two reviewers. Any discrepancies were resolved through
discussion. If consensus could not be reached between the two reviewers, a third reviewer was assigned.
Full text articles were retrieved for all included articles. Each article’s full text was screened by one
reviewer. Where further discussion was needed, a second reviewer screened the article and consensus
was reached through discussion among all reviewers. A summary of the literature search and screening
process can be found in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Literature Search and Screening Process

‘ Identification of studies via databases and reference lists

c
E Records identified (n= 427) Records removed before
from*: screening:
—>
Databases (n =392) Duplicate records removed.
g Reference lists (n = 35) (n =59)
S
4
SR
Records screened (title/abstract) . Records excluded.
(n = 368) (n = 322)
A 4
-] Records sought for retrieval. Records not retrieved.
§ (n = 46) ’ (n=0)
&nlc!;ag)assessed for eligibility. Articles excluded (n=40)
|
o '
3 . o
° Studies included in review.
'3 (n=6)
£
| S—




Quality Appraisal

Each included article was independently appraised for quality by two reviewers using critical appraisal
tools from the Joanna Briggs Institute (JBI). The specific tool used for each article was based on the
reviewers’ assessment of the study design. Any discrepancies were resolved through discussion among
the two reviewers. More information on the quality appraisal stage is available upon request.

Data Extraction

Relevant information from each article was extracted independently by two reviewers. Consensus was
achieved through discussion. A summary of the quality appraisal scores and data extraction can be found
in Appendix 2.



MAIN FINDINGS

The search identified 392 articles, of which 6 met the inclusion criteria. Of the 6 included articles, 1 was
rated as high quality’® and 5 were rated as moderate quality’*. Articles were often rated lower quality if
they lacked a statement about the researcher's potential influence on the study or lacked information on
how the research process could have affected the researchers' interpretations. This review primarily
consists of qualitative studies that employed methods such as semi-structured interviews, focus groups,
participant observation, and document analysis for data collection. The articles reviewed feature food
system networks located in Canada, the United States, New Zealand, Spain, and France.

This rapid review aimed to provide insight into the diverse structural forms adopted by food system
networks along with an exploration of how they measure effectiveness. Findings from this review have
been organized into three broad areas: structural forms, elements of building a governance structure,
and measures of effectiveness.

Structural Form

Governance structures encompass a broad spectrum of networks and models aimed at enhancing the
social, economic, and environmental health of local and regional food systems. In this review, various
terms such as Food Policy Councils (FPCs), coalitions, alliances, or partnerships, have been used to
denote these networks. While FPCs are commonly used to describe diverse governance structures, there
is considerable variability in how this term is defined. While adhering to the terminology used in the
respective articles, the overarching focus in this review is on networks collaborating to address food
systems challenges.

These networks exhibit a diverse array of forms, reflecting the multifaceted nature of community
engagement, decision-making processes, and institutional frameworks. Here, the structural forms have
been categorized into three governance models - internal, external, and hybrid models — each
embodying distinct characteristics shaping the dynamics of food system networks. However, it's
essential to acknowledge the evolving and fluid nature of these governance networks, with partnerships
between different entities fluctuating in formality and duration to adapt to emerging needs and
opportunities. For instance, the Holyoke Food & Fitness Policy Council evolved over time to suit local
contexts, shifting between an internal-like governance model to more of a hybrid-like governance
model®.

Internal Governance Models

Internal governance models are those in which the decision-making body is embedded in municipal
government. Within this review, an internal governance model was found within one moderate quality
study™. The Napa Local Food Advisory Council, which was proposed by the former Napa agricultural
commissioner, operated as a formal advisory board to local government. The council was responsible for
making recommendations related to food insecurity and agricultural diversity to the agricultural
commissioner and the county board of supervisors®.



External Governance Models

In contrast, external governance models are those which are created outside of municipal government.
These models can include government participation; however, local government does not act as the
main decision-making body. Our review found examples of external governance models in two moderate
quality studies®”?,

Simon-Rojo et al. described four external agroecology movements in Madrid that brought together
producers and consumers and acted as channels of civic engagement®.. These social movements took on
the structure of horizontal alliances, assemblies and working groups with informal coordinating
structures that were eventually recognized by local governments, leading to some coproduction of public
policies®.

In Calgary, Alberta, the YYC Growers and Distributors (YYC) formed to address an increasing demand for
locally produced food. YYC is a producer cooperative made up of urban and rural growers. They are
committed to supporting the local food system through improving availability of local food and providing
education on local food systems. The group effectively functions outside of government, but municipal
and provincial levels of government have sought their knowledge and expertise, proving a clear mark of
their credibility®’.

Hybrid Governance Models

Hybrid governance models strike a delicate balance between community-driven initiatives and
government involvement. These models blend elements of both internal and external governance,
leveraging the strengths of diverse organizations to address complex challenges within the food system.
Evidence of hybrid governance models were apparent in 1 strong® and 4 moderate quality articles’%.

As illustrated by Mui et al., local, regional, and municipal governments can promote cross-collaboration
by forming an official interdepartmental agency or working group between public health, planning
departments, and other sectors in the food system®®. In Philadelphia, leadership from the mayor and
health commissioner led to the creation and execution of the Greenworks Philadelphia Sustainability
Plan, which sparked extensive planning for sustainable initiatives and food systems. Likewise, in Region 5
Minnesota, cross-sector leadership from Region 5 Development Commission (R5DC) and county public
health proactively engaged more than 600 residents, as well as uncommon partners from transportation,
community, and economic development agencies to collaborate on food-related initiatives®®.

Gupta et als qualitative case series of 10 FPCs in California, USA, found that nine of the 10 FPCs operate
as multisectoral coalitions, rather than being embedded in local government or established as
independent nonprofit organizations®. For example, the Sacramento Food Policy Council, a community
collaborative with mid- and frontline level government staff, was initially structured with an executive
board, a steering committee, and four topic-based working groups. However, the FPC restructured itself
around campaigns, which allowed the FPC to continue as a community-led structure®®

In contrast to the formal internal advisory council highlighted in Napa, California®, two moderate quality
studies’”*® identified structures which included government-mandated advisory boards. For example, in
Toulouse, France, advisory boards are mandatory in French urban areas with more than 50,000
residents’®. The federation of municipalities, known as the Toulouse Métropole, has an advisory board of
240 individuals including volunteers and two employees that help organize the work. This advisory board



considers itself to be the interface between Toulouse Métropole and civil society. While these boards
may have been initiated by local government, they continue to act as hybrid models as the advisory
boards focus on proposing ideas and offering comments, rather than acting as the main decision making
body.

Elements for Building a Governance Structure

Elements for building a governance structure encompass several key considerations vital for fostering
effective collaboration and achieving sustainable food system outcomes. This review highlights five
elements for building a governance structure: (1) shared vision; (2) diverse, equitable, and inclusive
membership; (3) coordinated action; (4) relationship with local government; and (5) resource
acquisition.

Shared Vision

Working towards a shared vision or common goal serves as the cornerstone for governance formation,
as evidenced in all six articles'®?. Whether working on local initiatives in favour of urban food
production and consumption in Toulouse, France'®or increasing access to fresh, culturally-diverse foods
in Massachusetts, USA?, cohesive visions drive diverse partners to unite and advocate for change.

One strong article®® demonstrated how a common vision can advance food systems work in a more
organized and impactful manner. In Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, the municipal administration showcased
an exceptionally robust dedication to food systems planning and policy. In this region, the planning was
done under the public health umbrella of antihunger and prevention of chronic disease. Development of
their “comprehensive sustainability plan” was an anchor to bringing diverse organizations together to
facilitate a suite of policies to promote equitable access to healthy food™. In Region 5 Minnesota, their
focus was driven by a desire to alleviate food insecurity and economic hardship. The Region 5
Development Commission (R5DC), Todd County Health Department, multiple healthcare organizations,
and local governments collaborated to overhaul food systems planning and policy in this rural area®.

Similarly, in two moderate quality studies*”* food producers came together to achieve a common goal.
The YYC Growers and Distributors from Calgary, Alberta is a producer cooperative, with a common goal
of reshaping market relationships and empowering consumers through direct relationships with
producers. This focus on a common goal has helped them see success as demonstrated through their
strong relationships with consumers and their noted credibility with municipal and provincial levels of
government®. In Madrid, individuals who shared a commitment to agroecological principles, opposed
the commodification of food, and valued cooperation and solidarity joined together to raise awareness
and build alternatives to the prevailing economic model*.

The pursuit of a common goal not only serves as the catalyst for governance formation but also
influences the composition of membership within these structures.

Diverse, Equitable, and Inclusive Membership

Diverse, equitable, and inclusive membership fosters creativity and localized problem-solving within food
system collaborations. Involving a wide range of participants across sectors and communities enhances
collaborative decision-making and innovation. The reviewed articles highlight diverse membership
compositions, including representatives from the food supply chain (producers, processors, distributors,
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retailers, consumers, and waste managers), non-profit organizations, community organizations,
academic institutions, local government, and community residents. Evidence of diverse and inclusive
membership was highlighted in all six articles™®?.

A strong study by Mui et al.’® emphasized the importance of inclusion within the Philadelphia Food

Charter, which laid the groundwork for the establishment of the Philadelphia Food Policy Advocacy
Council (FPAC) in 2011. FPAC members and supporters collaborated to advocate for and shape policy
recommendations for the city. A pivotal aspect for FPAC was its deliberate recognition of inclusion,
embracing factors such as age, socioeconomic status, gender, race/ethnicity, and education within its
membership and the city's food systems planning process. This commitment was operationalized
through shared leadership and accountability, fostering trust, and employing flexible and adaptive
practices™.

A moderate-quality article by Sands et al.?? exemplified various strategies for driving change within food
systems, emphasizing diverse, equitable, and inclusive membership. For instance, the collaborative
prioritized racial equity, with staff and partners participating in training sessions on racial oppression and
the influence of privilege and systemic racism on foodways. Furthermore, the collaborative ensured
adequate representation, notably within the Latino community, and established leadership pathways
and mentorship programs for community residents®.

The social movements described by Simon-Rojo?*! were open to anyone engaged in food sovereignty and
seeking an agroecological transition in the Madrid region. This included the public sector (academics,
students, a technician from city council, consumers), private sector (producers, organic farmers engaged
in direct selling and/or short supply chains) and civil society groups (community garden members, local
associations, and non profit organizations)®.

In contrast, the Napa Food Advisory Council had limited community representation due to its confined
membership and formal alignment with the county government. Initially created to address food
insecurity and agricultural diversity, the council included representatives from agriculture, health,
environment, and local restaurants. However, its ability to fulfill its original goals diminished after a
change in leadership. The new agricultural commissioner shifted the council’s focus towards traditional
agricultural regulation, limiting its responsiveness to broader community concerns. Furthermore, the
council's operations were constrained by governmental protocols, such as open meeting laws and strict
agendas, which hindered inclusive community participation®.

Coordinated Action

Coordinated action is fundamental to driving intentional and sustainable change within the food system.
Gupta et. al’s' study of 10 FPCs in California, USA, highlighted the importance of establishing a strong
foundation for achieving food system outcomes. This was characterized by a FPC’s ability to (1) enhance
the council's credibility as an expert in food policy, (2) prioritize policy-based activities rather than solely
focusing on program-based interventions, and (3) maintain an organizational structure that fosters a
strong relationship between local government and community members® As evidenced in one strong™®
and four moderate quality studies'”*®2%2?! the diverse strategies employed by food system networks
demonstrate how these foundational elements can be integrated to drive tangible progress towards a
more sustainable and equitable food system.
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For example, over the past decade, the Philadelphia local government has exhibited a notably robust
dedication to food systems planning and policy®®. In 2008, former Mayor Michael Nutter led the
development of the Philadelphia Food Charter, committing to promoting a food system that benefits the
community, economy, and environment of Philadelphia. Shortly thereafter, Mayor Nutter's dedication to
making Philadelphia the greenest city in America led to the establishment of the Mayor's Office of
Sustainability, which spearheaded the Greenworks Philadelphia Sustainability Plan in 2009. This plan
encompasses eight visions, one of which prioritizes access to healthy, affordable, and sustainable food
and drinking water. A government representative highlighted the benefits of adopting a comprehensive
plan focused on food and health under the leadership of the administration and public health
department. This commitment has been propelled by the collaborative leadership of the Mayor's Office
of Sustainability and the Department of Public Health.

One moderate quality study™® highlighted several examples of how FPCs can exemplify the integration of
the foundational elements noted above into their operational structure®. For instance, the Sacramento
FPC intentionally restructured around a campaign-based framework, where each campaign aligned with
long-term policy objectives of the council. For example, some campaigns focused on advocating for a
central kitchen in schools or embedding food priorities in city and county plans. This approach not only
fostered community participation without requiring long-term commitment, but also sustained the
council's momentum towards achieving community goals. Moreover, by clearly defining campaign goals,
government staff could actively engage in council meetings, as they aligned with the missions of their
respective agencies. The Sacramento FPC emerged as a respected expert and central partner on various
food system priorities, with government staff supporting the council by facilitating connections and
processes™.

Leveraging nonprofit support and connections to the mayor's office, the Los Angeles FPC convenes
diverse organizations and individuals into a ‘collective impact’ initiative, focusing on broad-scale
community changes®. Serving as the backbone organization, the FPC orchestrates strategic direction,
facilitates dialogue, manages data, coordinates outreach, and mobilizes funding. This collective impact
model emphasizes aligning policy and program activities across various organizations to achieve shared
objectives. The council fosters civic engagement by serving as a trusted venue for information exchange
among elected officials, government agencies, and community partners. Decentralized working groups,
overseen by a core group of paid staff and a diverse leadership board, engage communities in setting
priorities. In addition, networking activities, including town halls and public events, ensure inclusive

participation and maintain community engagement®®.

Relationship with Local Government

Collaborating with local governments can greatly benefit food system networks in achieving their
objectives. Local governments can provide essential resources and infrastructure, enabling food system
networks to function effectively, particularly in areas with limited nonprofit or community-based
organizational capacity. As highlighted by Gupta et al., government personnel can contribute by
dedicating staff time, facilitating meetings, providing resources, and connecting food system networks
with other government assets'. Their regular participation in food system network meetings fosters
mutual education and builds trust, influencing policy agendas by altering decision makers' perspectives
and identifying potential allies®.
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Evidence supporting the benefits of establishing a relationship with local government was identified in
one strong®®, and 5 moderate quality studies’ . For instance, the Napa Food Advisory Council,
spearheaded by the agricultural commissioner, strategically positioned local food production as a
complement to the dominant wine industry®. Recognizing the value of diversifying the agricultural
landscape, the commissioner secured funding to sustain the council's foundational activities, allocating
staff time and essential resources from the department's budget™.

The local government in Madrid recognized external food movements and offered them seats around
negotiation tables with representatives from municipal departments, actively participating in
co-production of public policies* Similarly, in Dunedin, New Zealand, the Our Food Network Dunedin
(OFN) achieved credibility within the city, which invited them to participate in a city-run advisory group.
However, the OFN continues to work both inside and outside of government to ensure its mandate
continues, demonstrating the benefits and challenges of maintaining a relationship with local
government, while maintaining its independence®.

Resource Acquisition

Access to adequate resources emerged as an important aspect of food system governance in all the
studies reviewed'®?, Such resources extended beyond financial and human resources to include water,
land for community gardens and CSA deliveries, meeting spaces, communication resources (network
connections, system navigation), and goods (sheds and gardening tools). The collaboration between
partners forged mutually beneficial relationships that leveraged unique skills, identified synergies,
mobilized resources and strengthened processes.

Groups employed varying strategies to collectively generate or secure the resources needed to achieve
their common goals. For example, in Clark’s study®’, groups became incorporated to ensure access to
resources and receive grants, enabling them to operate outside of local governments. Some social food
movements relied upon means-tested membership fees and fund-raising activities*.

In Philadelphia, a partnership between public health and inclusive planning provided both financial and
human resources. This collaboration facilitated the advancement of a regional food system planning
agenda and spurred the development of additional food-related policies and programs. Both the
planning and public health departments allocated resources to collaborate across departments and
throughout the administration, bridging efforts in food production and food security®.

Similarly, throughout California, many FPCs receive resources through local government funding®. For
example, in Mendocino, San Mateo, and Sonoma, county funding to the Health Department supported
FPCs, with San Mateo and Sonoma also funding facilitation services®.

In Toulouse, France, municipalities and their federations provided subsidies and grants to ensure
professional organizations to maintain their employees®. Facing constraints in municipal staffing for local
food policy development, these municipalities and their federations sought external expertise and a
dedicated public workforce to design and implement actions promoting local food production and
consumption. Community organizations and professional bodies played pivotal roles, offering resources
and skills essential for building and managing innovative food policies. Concurrently, volunteer-based
community organizations faced resource challenges in managing community gardens and
community-supported agriculture (CSA) initiatives. Public agencies supported these efforts by providing
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access to public spaces for agriculture activities and facilitating garden enhancements. Professional
organizations offered expertise in food justice advocacy, technical guidance on food production, and
project design®®.

In Holyoke, Massachusetts, the Food and Fitness Policy Council received multi-year funding from the
W.K. Kellogg Foundation (WKKF) to implement a plan for access to healthy food for Holyoke’s Latino,
low-income community. The WKKF also provided evaluators and a technical assistance provider to assist
with partnership development and conduct community listening sessions when Council faced leadership
issues. Other support included a community resident who mobilized urban gardeners, and an
agronomist who led sustainable agriculture and business planning for local urban farmers®.

Measures of Effectiveness

This review aimed to determine how the effectiveness of governance structures supporting local food
systems is measured. However, none of the included articles addressed this directly and our review
revealed challenges in collecting these measures. Defining effectiveness is complex — what qualities
indicate an effective governance structure? Is it smooth functioning, sustainability, goal achievement, or
other aspects? Additionally, the dynamic and evolving nature of food systems networks presents the
challenge of determining when or how to measure governance structure effectiveness throughout the
stages of group development.

Despite the lack of a comprehensive definition for the effectiveness of governance structures that
support local food systems, this review highlighted several achievements made by food system networks.
For example, one high quality article noted that the cities of Philadelphia and Minnesota were able to
integrate food system recommendations from both professional planners and public health professionals
into the local governments' sustainability plans®. This success was due to the efforts of the food system
governance structure, which included leadership support from local government and the public health
department. These comprehensive sustainability plans catalyzed development of sustainable programs
and strengthened the local food system®.

A moderate quality study article found that Sacramento’s food systems governance structure achieved
significant policy milestones, including urban agriculture and land use ordinances, backyard livestock
regulations, and minimum wage increases for food system workers'®. Another moderate quality study
noted that external civic engagement led to achievements such as coordinated structures of producers
and small food processors; learning spaces for agroecology, nutrition, environmental and social
awareness; and a producers’ association that facilitated new forms of direct marketing®.

In addition, The Los Angeles Food Policy Council implemented a Good Food Purchasing Policy, integrated
urban agriculture goals into the city’s Sustainability Plan, developed a food donation component for a
waste recycling program, and established a Healthy Neighborhood Market Network®®. Furthermore, the
article by Mui et al. highlighted some of the most innovative food system plans and programs in
Philadelphia, such as the Greenworks Philadelphia Sustainability Plan, Philadelphia 2035, the Food
Charter, Philadelphia FPAC, and Get Healthy Philly*.
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CONCLUSION

Implications for Practice

This evidence review offers valuable insights for local and regional food systems governance. Registered
dietitians in public health, along with their partners, are encouraged to consider the findings highlighted
in this review when establishing local food system networks.

Whether a network focuses on programs, policies, or both, establishing a common goal or objective is
essential. Food system networks that focus on policy-based interventions may consider integrating their
work into broader government strategic plans, such as sustainability plans, climate adaptation and
mitigation plans, and official plans.

Striving for a diverse and inclusive membership should involve planners, public health staff, local
government representatives, the private sector, community organizations, and community residents,
ensuring representation of marginalized populations. Ongoing education and professional development
efforts should include training on racial oppression, equity, diversity, and inclusion.

In addition, networks can also benefit from supporting members in developing leadership skills, securing
sustainable funding, and providing ongoing staffing support. Leadership should not be confined to a
single government body; for instance, collaboration between a Mayor's Office, planning departments,
economic development, tourism departments, and public health can provide comprehensive leadership
in food systems initiatives.

Lastly, maintaining a balance between networking opportunities and project or policy work is important.
These partnerships facilitate informal information sharing, which can educate members, introduce new
ideas and people, initiate connections, support problem-solving, and lay the groundwork for emerging
partnerships and collaborative activities.

Limitations

While this review offers valuable implications for public health practice, it also has several limitations. As
a rapid review, it does not provide the same level of detail as systematic reviews or guidelines.
Additionally, this review focused solely on primary studies examining local or regional efforts, potentially
overlooking crucial insights from studies examining national or international efforts. Moreover, given the
emerging nature of this field of study, there was limited evidence pertaining to measures of
effectiveness. As registered dietitians, who are regulated health professionals in Ontario, our
perspectives are shaped by colonial systems, which can perpetuate complicity in the dominant culture of
White supremacy and maintain settler colonial viewpoints on food systems. Although Indigenous
communities were included in the research criteria, a critical need exists to center Indigenous lived
experiences to comprehensively understand food systems among Indigenous Peoples. Therefore, this
research lacks Indigenous Peoples perspectives on food systems.

15



REFERENCES

! Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada. Canada's National Pathways [Internet]. Ottawa (ON): Government of
Canada; 2023 Nov 8 [cited 2024 Apr 18]. Available from:
https://agriculture.canada.ca/en/department/initiatives/canadas-national-pathways/national-pathways-
document

2 United Nations Food Systems Coordination Hub. Secretary-General’s call to action for accelerated food
systems transformation (FST) [Internet]. Rome: UN Food Systems Coordination Hub; 2023. [Cited 2024
Apr 22]. Available from:
https://www.unfoodsystemshub.org/fs-stocktaking-moment/documentation/un-secretary-general-call-t

o-action/en

* World Health Organization. Food systems for health: information brief [Internet]. Geneva: World Health
Organization; 2023. [Cited 2024 Apr 22]. Available from:
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789240035263

4 Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada. Food policy for Canada [Internet]. Ottawa: Agriculture and Agri-Food
Canada; 2019. [Cited 2024 Apr 22]. Available from:
https://agriculture.canada.ca/sites/default/files/legacy/pack/pdf/fpc_20190614-en.pdf

® Food Secure Canada. Resetting the table: a people’s food policy for Canada [Internet]. Montreal: Food
Secure Canada; 2015. [Cited 2024 Apr 22]. Available from:
https://foodsecurecanada.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2023/06/2015-FSC-22Resetting-the-Tabl
e-A-peoples-food-policy22.pdf

® Robert N, Mullinix K. Municipal policy enabling regional food systems in British Columbia, Canada:
assessing focal areas and gaps. J Agric Food Syst Community Dev. 2018;8(B):115-32.
https://doi.org/10.5304/jafscd.2018.08B.003

7 Tatebe K, Watson K, Robert N, Kreitzman M, Polasub W, Mullinix K. Food systems planning in Canada:
priority practices summary [Internet]. Richmond (BC): Institute for Sustainable Food Systems, Kwantlen
Polytechnic University; 2024 [Cited 2024 Apr 22]. Available from:
https://www.kpu.ca/sites/default/files/Institute%20for%20Sustainable%20Food%20Systems/Priority%20
Practices%20for%20Planners%20Summary%20Document.pdf

& Ontario Agency for Health Protection and Promotion (Public Health Ontario). Evidence of municipal-
and community-level interventions to promote sustainable food systems [Internet]. Toronto: Public
Health Ontario; 2020 [Cited 2024 Apr 22]. Available from:
https://www.publichealthontario.ca/-/media/documents/e/2020/eb-sustainable-food-systems.pdf?sc la

ng=en

® National Collaborating Centre for Determinants of Health. Determining health: food systems issue brief
[Internet]. Antigonish: NCCDH; 2024 [Cited 2024 May 27]. Available from:
https://nccdh.ca/resources/type/category/determining-health

16


https://agriculture.canada.ca/en/department/initiatives/canadas-national-pathways/national-pathways-document
https://agriculture.canada.ca/en/department/initiatives/canadas-national-pathways/national-pathways-document
https://www.unfoodsystemshub.org/fs-stocktaking-moment/documentation/un-secretary-general-call-to-action/en
https://www.unfoodsystemshub.org/fs-stocktaking-moment/documentation/un-secretary-general-call-to-action/en
https://www.unfoodsystemshub.org/fs-stocktaking-moment/documentation/un-secretary-general-call-to-action/en
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789240035263
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789240035263
https://agriculture.canada.ca/sites/default/files/legacy/pack/pdf/fpc_20190614-en.pdf
https://agriculture.canada.ca/sites/default/files/legacy/pack/pdf/fpc_20190614-en.pdf
https://foodsecurecanada.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2023/06/2015-FSC-22Resetting-the-Table-A-peoples-food-policy22.pdf
https://foodsecurecanada.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2023/06/2015-FSC-22Resetting-the-Table-A-peoples-food-policy22.pdf
https://doi.org/10.5304/jafscd.2018.08B.003
https://doi.org/10.5304/jafscd.2018.08B.003
https://www.publichealthontario.ca/-/media/documents/e/2020/eb-sustainable-food-systems.pdf?sc_lang=en
https://www.publichealthontario.ca/-/media/documents/e/2020/eb-sustainable-food-systems.pdf?sc_lang=en
https://nccdh.ca/resources/type/category/determining-health
https://nccdh.ca/resources/type/category/determining-health

1 Haysom, G. Food and the City: Urban scale food system governance [Internet]. Urban Forum; 2015
June [Cited 2024 Apr 22]. Available from:
httos: L

rch .n lication/27

WWW.I
Governance

" Hospes O, Brons A. Food systems governance challenges for justice equality and human rights. 1% ed.
London; Routledge Taylor and Francis Group; 2016.p 14-42.

12| eeuwis C, Boogaard BK, Atta-Krah K. How food systems change (or not): governance implications for
system transformation processes. Food Sec. 2021;13:(761-780). Available from:
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-021-01178-4

3 Sonnino R, Tegoni C, De Cunto A. The challenge of systemic food change: Insights from cities, Cities.
2019;85:110-16. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2018.08.008.

4 Milan Urban Food Policy Pact [Internet]. Milan; 2015 [Cited 2024 Apr 22]. Available from:

3 Fanzo J, Haddad L, Schneider K, Béné C, Covic N, Guarin A, et al. Viewpoint: rigorous monitoring is
necessary to guide food system transformation in the countdown to the 2030 global goals, Food Policy.
2021;104: 1-20. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2021.102163.

'8 Mui Y, Khojasteh M, Hodgson K, Raja S. Rejoining the planning and public health fields: leveraging
comprehensive plans to strengthen food systems in an urban versus rural jurisdiction. J Agric Food Syst
Community Dev. 2018;8(2):73-93. . https://doi.org/10.5304/jafscd.2018.08B.004

7 Clark JK, Lowitt K, Levkoe CZ, Andrée P. The power to convene: making sense of the power of food
movement organizations in governance processes in the Global North. Agric Hum Values. 2021;38:
175-191. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-020-10146-1

8 Duvernoy I. Alternative voices in building a local food policy: forms of cooperation between civil
society organizations and public authorities in and around Toulouse. Land Use Policy. 2018;75:612-619.

J/doL.ore/ land i

% Gupta C, Campbell D, Munden-Dixon K, Sowerwine J, Capps S, Feenstra G, et al. Food policy councils
and local governments: creating effective collaboration for food systems change. J Agric Food Syst
Community Dev. 2018;8(2):11-28. https://doi.org/10.5304/jafscd.2018.08B.006

2 Sands C, Duran N, Christoph L, Stewart C. Phoenix rising: the evolution of Holyoke’s collaborative
organizing for healthy food resilience. Health Promot Pract. 2018;19(1):63S —69S.
h : i.org/10.1177/1524 187 4

21 Simon-Rojo M, Bernardos IM, Landaluze JS. Food movement between autonomy and coproduction of

public policies: lessons from Madrid. Nat Cult. 2018;13(1):47-68.
https://doi.org/10.3167/nc.2018.130103

17


https://www.researchgate.net/publication/278665708_Food_and_the_City_Urban_Scale_Food_System_Governance
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/278665708_Food_and_the_City_Urban_Scale_Food_System_Governance
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/278665708_Food_and_the_City_Urban_Scale_Food_System_Governance
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-021-01178-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-021-01178-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2018.08.008
https://www.milanurbanfoodpolicypact.org/framework-for-action/food-governance/
https://www.milanurbanfoodpolicypact.org/framework-for-action/food-governance/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2021.102163
https://doi.org/10.5304/jafscd.2018.08B.004
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10460-020-10146-1#auth-Peter-Andr_e-Aff4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-020-10146-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2018.01.019
https://doi.org/10.5304/jafscd.2018.08B.006
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524839918788849
https://doi.org/10.3167/nc.2018.130103

APPENDICES

Appendix 1: Search Strategy

Database

Search Terms and Limiters

EBSCO Environment Complete
and GreenFILE

Search 1 was conducted on
June 30 and re-run on July 11,
2023. Search 2 was conducuted
on November 1, 2023

Limiters for all Environment Complete and GreenFILE searches:

Published between: 20180101-20231231
English Only,
Peer Reviewed

Search 1:

AB governance AND ( AB (food OR agriculture OR crop OR farm OR
nutrition OR fruit OR vegeta* OR grains OR dairy OR cattle OR waterway
OR water OR lake OR freshwater OR fish* OR hunting OR land OR forestry
OR ecosystem OR biodiversity OR resource OR environment*) )

AND

Tl (systematic OR meta-analysis OR network OR scoping OR mapping) N2
review

Search 2:

(MH "Local Government") OR (MH "Government") OR (MH "Government
Programs") OR "municipal government" OR “local government”

AND

(MH "Food Assistance") OR (MH "Food Supply") OR (MH "Food
Security") OR "food security" OR (MH "Food Insecurity") OR (MH "Food")
OR "community food security"

AND

"Community organizations" OR "Food alliances" OR "food system
network" OR "community partner*" OR "food policy councils" OR "Local
food systems" OR "food systems"

AND

(AB "structure" or “governance”)

Academic Search Premier (via
EBSCO)

Search below
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Medline (via EBSCO)

Search 1 was conducted on
July 5, 2023 and again on July
15, 2023.

Search 2 was conducted on
November 1, 2023.

Limiters for all Medline searches:

Scholarly (Peer Reviewed) Journals, Date of Publication:
20180101-20231231,
English only

Search 1:
Tl (governance AND food).

Search 2:

(MH "Local Government") OR (MH "Government") OR (MH "Government
Programs") OR "municipal government" OR “local government”

AND

(MH "Food Assistance") OR (MH "Food Supply") OR (MH "Food
Security") OR "food security" OR (MH "Food Insecurity") OR (MH "Food")
OR "community food security"

AND

"Community organizations" OR "Food alliances" OR "food system
network" OR "community partner*" OR "food policy councils" OR "Local
food systems" OR "food systems"

AND

"structure" or “governance”

Campbell Collaboration
Library

Search was conducted on June
22,2023 and re-run on June
27, 2023.

No specific search terms were used in this search. Instead, inclusion
limiters were applied and the research team screened the titles and
abstracts of the limited number of references that were exported for
relevance.

Limiters

Published date: January 1, 2018-to-June 22, 2023. Document type
limiters:

Reviews,

Policy briefs

Evidence and gap maps.

Language: English Only.

Cochrane Database of
Systematic Reviews

Search conducted on
November 1, 2023

No specific search terms were used in this search. Instead, inclusion
limiters were applied and the research team browsed the Cochrane
Database for titles for relevance based on the inclusion criteria.

Limiters
Published date: January 1, 2018-to-November 1, 2023.
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Google Scholar

“local government”

Search conducted on on AND

November 1, 2023

Insecurity") OR "Food") OR "community food”
AND

food systems" OR "food systems"
AND
"structure" or “governance”

govern OR "Government Programs" OR "municipal government" OR

"Food Assistance" OR "Food Supply" OR "food security" OR Food

"Community organizations" OR "Food alliances" OR "food system
network" OR "community partner" OR "food policy councils" OR "Local

OVID Search Strategy:

1 ((local or programs or municipal or partners) adj2 (government or community)).mp. 121736
[mp-=ti, ab, tx, ct, sh, bt, ot, nm, hw, fx, kf, ox, px, rx, an, ui, sy, ux, mx]

2 (Food adj1 (assistance or supply or security or insecurity or alliance or network or policy or | 74021
systems or coalition)).mp. [mp=ti, ab, tx, ct, sh, bt, ot, nm, hw, fx, kf, ox, px, rx, an, ui, sy,
ux, mx]

3 land?2 4292

4 (structure or governance).ti. 353153

5 3and4 30

6 from 5 keep 13,19-20,26,30 5

7 2and 4 428

8 limit 7 to yr="2016 -Current" 261

9 from 8 keep 3,20,30,91,99 5

10 | from 8 keep 103,106,108,112,115-116,126-127,136,139,143,160-161,173,184 15

11 | from 8 keep 205,215,218-219,221,250,260 7

12 | 6or9o0r10o0ril 31
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Appendix 2: Data extraction tables

Reference: Mui Y. et al. (2018). Rejoining the planning and public health fields: leveraging comprehensive plans to
strengthen food systems in an urban versus rural jurisdiction.

Critical appraisal score | Strong
Study design Qualitative case series
Published or grey Published

literature

Settings and
population studied

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania (Urban) and Region 5, Minnesota (Rural)
Public Health and Planning professionals with local regional and metropolitan (LRM)
governments

Interventions
implemented

Multisectoral collaboration with leadership from public health and planners supporting
action towards sustainable food systems at local, regional, and metropolitan (LRM)
government levels

Outcomes measured

(1) Public health and planning department leadership supporting action towards
sustainable food systems

(2) Deeper understanding into the ways that food systems planning operates in different
settings (urban versus rural) with a focus on planning & policy development and program
development

Results: Governance
structures

(1) Leadership

Philadelphia: Leadership was provided by the Mayor's Office of Sustainability &
Department of Public Health. Philadelphia Food Policy Advocacy Council was a partner.
Minnesota: Collaboration between the Todd County Health Department (public health),
Region 5 Development Commission (R5DC, five counties), several healthcare entities, and
local governments.

Results:
Strategies employed
& achievements

(2) Food system planning operates in urban vs. rural settings:

Philadelphia (Urban): Planning done under the public health umbrella of anti hunger and
preventing chronic disease. Both planning and public health departments dedicated
financial and human resources to working across departments and throughout the
administration, connecting both food production and food security efforts.

The joint resources helped to fund some of the most innovative food system plans and
programs in Philadelphia, including the Greenworks Philadelphia Sustainability Plan,
Philadelphia 2035, the Food Charter, Philadelphia FPAC, and Get Healthy Philly (GHF)
Minnesota (Rural): Rather than planning under the umbrella of chronic disease
prevention, Region 5 focused on identifying opportunities for economic development to
lift all counties out of economic distress. Established a variety of financial and educational
programs for small growers developing a regional farm-to-institution program to support
growers, while improving food access for vulnerable populations, and constructing a food
infrastructure to assist in the aggregation, processing, and/or distribution of products for
local growers. Todd County Health Department provided financial support as well as
ongoing technical support, staffing, and a community referral process.

R5DC acted as the coordinator to ensure the planning process motivated cross-sector
relationships among food system stakeholders and served as a major driver in food
system change in Region 5, i.e 2012’s Central Minnesota Sustainable Development Plan,
used inclusive civic engagement model, in which R5DC sought input from over 600
residents.
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Reference: Clark JK. et al. (2020). The power to convene: making sense of the power of food movement
organizations in governance processes in the Global North.

Critical appraisal score | Moderate
Study design Quialitative case series
Published or grey Published

literature

Settings and
population studied

Canada, France, USA, New Zealand

4 civil society food movement organizations*, with a focus on social movement
organizations

*Note: This article included 9 food movement organizations; however, only 4 were
included in this review as they focused on local work

Interventions
implemented

Food movement organizations attempting to wield power within specific governance
arrangements or create new arrangements as they stake claims to decision-making.

Outcomes measured

(1) How food movement actors engaged in and changed governance processes, including
the central movement actor(s) and case context as well as the positioning of movement
actors within the field; the governance arrangement sought; the use of spaces of power
(2) Outcomes, including material outcomes and shifts in position of movement actors.

Results: Governance
structures

(1) Governance processes and arrangements

Dunedin, New Zealand

= 400 member network (visible deliberative space to learn and develop a policy agenda
for the City, incorporated entity, receives grants and conducts programs

= Participate in Advisory group of the City

Columbus, Ohio, USA

» Local Matters a social movement organization focused on education and advocacy;
helped launch a grassroots, volunteer led food policy council (city and county); jointly
created an action plan; Local Food Team facilitated and appointed twelve-person board
(city and county) to implement action plan; includes a staff person

Correns, France

= Local Chapter of UN Agenda 21; a deliberative space to discuss and launch sustainability
initiatives; equitable participation - gender, age, paysans, business owners, unemployed
individuals and elected officials; hybrid governance arrangement between state, market
actors, civil society, and citizens; local government catalyzed the village; village
government provided leadership and financial resources; organic agriculture; shifting
balance of power; formal, visible, and deliberative space

Calgary, AB, Canada

= A producer cooperative; CSA and farmer's markets; environment and social justice;
focused on reshaping market relationships; province and city are seeking their input on
various food systems initiatives e.g., only producer representative on the provincial
food policy council.

Results:
Strategies employed
& achievements

(2) Outcomes of actors

Dunedin, New Zealand

= Got food on the policy agenda; resulted in hiring government staff
= Gained stakeholder position in an invited space

= Works outside of government with increased capacity

Columbus, Ohio, USA

= Supported policy change and budget allocation to food systems work
= Collaborate with city and county governments

Correns, France

s Became an "organic village"

= New collaborative structure

= State, market actors and civil society

s Part of an international initiative (UN Agenda 21)
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Calgary, AB, Canada

= Successful programming (cooperative CSA/farmers' markets)

= Regarded as an expert voice (technical and marketing advice) by province and
municipality
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Reference: Duvernoy I. (2018). Alternative voices in building a local food policy: forms of cooperation between civil
society organizations and public authorities in and around Toulouse.

Critical appraisal score | Moderate
Study design Qualitative case study
Published or grey Published

literature

Settings and
population studied

Toulouse Metropole (federation of municipalities), France
Civil society organization (CSO) members, public personnel with elective or administrative
status, and private sector member

Interventions
implemented

Civil society organizations working with public authorities in the design and actions for
urban and peri-urban food production and consumption.

Outcomes measured

(1) Types of civil society organizations and their involvement in contributing to public
actions in favour of urban food production and consumption

(2) Content of the partnerships: resources exchanged, introduction of new ideas, or
implementation of new public projects

Results: Governance
structures

(1) Types of CSOs: The article presented 3 sectors, which includes civil society
organizations (CSOs), public sector, and private sector. The CSOs have been further
categorized into 3 groups based on their involvement in urban food production:

(a) Community organizations are volunteer-based and are directly involved in the action.
This may include creating community gardens or collectively managing allotment gardens.
(b) Professional organizations are employee-based. They help facilitate the action through
promoting urban gardening, protecting the environment, and facilitating land access.

(c) The advisory board of Toulouse Metropole is mandatory in French urban areas of
>50000 residents. It is largely volunteer-based but has 2 employees that organize the
work. It helps increase participative democracy through proposing ideas and offering
comments based on projects from local authorities.

Results:
Strategies employed
& achievements

(2) Content of the partnerships: The CSOs did not adopt a position of autonomy, but
rather sought partnerships with public authorities to help them carry out their ideas and
recommendations. The CSOs and public authorities worked collaboratively on specific
projects and policies by sharing resources, skills, and offering assistance. Some strategies
that were employed include:

(a) Public authorities can provide external resources, such as granting access to public
spaces and subsidies, so that community organizations can develop opportunities for
urban agriculture.

(b) Professional organizations offer expertise on public calls such as food justice, technical
advice on food production, access to farmland, and project design. In addition to topic
expertise, they also can provide expertise in responding to the public calls. Professional
organizations submit proposals to public authorities and increase civic participation in
policy building.

(c) Advisory boards offer a wealth of local knowledge and experience by residing in the
place where the organization is devoted to change.
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Reference: Gupta C. et al. (2018). Food policy councils and local governments: creating effective collaboration for

food systems change.

Critical appraisal score | Moderate
Study design Quialitative case series
Published or grey Published

literature

Settings and
population studied

California, United States of America
10 Food Policy Councils (FPCs)

Interventions
implemented

FPCs working with local governments to support policy-related activities and food systems
change.

Outcomes measured

(1) Structural form and location vis-a-vis local government

(2) Membership of the FPCs

(3) Resource connections from local government

(4) Approaches to creating intentional, long-term strategies to achieve food systems
change through policy efforts with local governments

(5) Policy achievements

Results: Governance
structures

(1) Structural form and location vis-a-vis local government: Most (9) FPCs operate as
multisectoral coalitions or collaboratives. 1 served as an advisory body in the county
agriculture commissioner's office. 1 FPC was closely tied to the mayor's office.

(2) Membership: All 10 FPCs have local government employees among their membership.
These are often mid-level and/or front-line staff. The most frequently represented
agencies include Cooperative Extension, public health, environmental health, and the
County Agricultural Commissioner.

Further membership details were provided for 3 of the 10 FPCs:

(a) Sacramento: Mid- and frontline agency staff (county Nutrition Education Obesity
Prevention Program, the California Department of Conservation, the Metropolitan Air
Quality Management District, several school districts, and the offices of a local city council
member and state senator)

(b) Napa: Agricultural commissioner, county board of supervisors, and representatives
from agriculture, health and nutrition, environmental health, planning, chefs and
restaurant owners.

(c) Los Angeles: Multidimensional governance structure of 40 representatives from
different sectors of the food systems, including elected officials, agency heads and staff
(public, private, nonprofit, and academic organizations)

Results:
Strategies employed
& achievements

(3) Resource connections from local government: Contributions from government
employees ranged from dedicating staff time (participating as part of their existing job
duties), acting as catalysts for setting agendas, providing meeting space or facilitation,
providing connections to other government resources, and providing funding.

(4) Approaches to food systems change: The FPCs provide an opportunity for informal
information sharing that may help to educate members; introduce new ideas, people, and
projects; initiate unexpected connections; support problem solving; and build the
foundation for emerging partnerships and collaborative activity.

Respondents noted that the following foundations put in place by leaders were more
important to the FPC than the location of the leader:

(a) strengthen the credibility of the FPC as a trusted resource for food policy work with
various local government officials;

(b) ensure that the agendas of the FPCs focused on policy engagement rather than on
programs alone, and

(c) sustain an organizational structure that weds strong local government connections
with meaningful community engagement.

Three FPCs strategies were further highlighted in this article:
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(a) Sacramento: Utilizes a campaign structure and intentional policy commitments, as
informed by strategic planning, to facilitate community and government staff in
involvement in policy achievements.

(b) Napa: Operates within a government structure that has benefits from ongoing funding
and staff support; however, is challenged by restrictive government structure that may
limit community engagement and policy priorities.

(c) Los Angeles: The multidimensional governance structure keeps both government and
community stakeholders engaged in meaningful opportunities to achieve food systems
change. The Los Angeles FPC utilizes a collective impact model which shifts the focus from
changing specific policies or programs to articulating broad scale community changes.

(5) Policy achievements: The 10 FPCs worked on a variety of policies, but many sought to
influence the agricultural aspect of County General Plans and expand access to healthy
food. Policy achievements cited in the article include:

(a) inserting food & agriculture language and urban agriculture goals into city/county
plans or reports

(b) creating new ordinances e.g. backyard livestock, bee-keeping, right-to-farm, urban
agriculture, and land use

(c) creating new staff positions or staffing duties e.g. farm ombudsman, overseeing
renting land for community gardens and farming

(d) increasing minimum wage rates for food system workers

(e) creating new plans, policies, or resolutions e.g. Good Food Purchasing Policy, Food Day
Resolution
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Reference: Sands C. et al. (2018). Phoenix rising: the evolution of Holyoke’s collaborative organizing for healthy

food resilience.

Critical appraisal score | Moderate
Study design Case report
Published or grey Published

literature

Settings and
population studied

Holoyoke, Massachusetts, a primarily Latino community.
Food & Fitness Policy Council.

Interventions
implemented

Food & Fitness Policy Council, a diverse community-based group,received a multi-year
grant from the W.K. Kellogg Foundation to improve health equity by developing a
community vision and implementation plan for access to healthy food and safe places to
exercise.

Outcomes measured

(1) Evolution of HFFPC's governance structure
(2) Approaches to systems change

Results: Governance
structures

(1) Evolution of HFFPC's governance structure occurred over three stages:

(a) Initial Model - Steering Committee - Four community agencies, four residents and four
youth members along with representatives from the city planning office.

-Initially the Health Centre was designated as the fiscal agent and Nuestras Raices, a
Latino grassroots community-run organization to house and manage staff. This structure
was problematic and caused problems with transparency and competition for funds.
-Although the collaborative was innovative and could act on community priorities it was
difficult to sustain and build momentum due to partner organization's lack of capacity,
staffing, long term funding and general know-how.

(b) A new structure was introduced. Funding and management were both designated to
the Health Centre. The structure became mostly "White and agency-led, the voice of the
community was lost".

-The Health Centre was not a trusted community resource

- slow, bureaucratic system, and general lack of community representation in leadership.
-Lack of trust and transparency masked pervasive issues of structural inequities, race, and
equitable representation.

-Introduced a new structure

- a community empowerment model to build healthy, respectful, and sustainable
communities.

Received support from the funders Organizational and Community Change Consultant to
develop a theory of change and designed a community action plan.

-A community listening session was hosted by the funder.

-The new collaborative operates with racial equity as its goal and operational guideline.
Staff and partners attend training to understand systems of racial oppression and
continue these conversations about the influence of privilege and systemic racism on
food ways and economic development.

(c) Current Model - Equitable governance structure and collaborative process.
Community-led innovative partnership providing voice for residents to participate in
change making and policy process.

Results:
Strategies employed
& achievements

(2) Approaches to systems change:

(a) Adopted a racial equity approach

- Training provided

- Cultural humility required of white-led institutions

-Appropriate representation/involvement is integral ,e.g., Latino community and youth
(b) Establishing ongoing partnerships

-collaboration vs competitive dynamic among partners
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-Training on cooking, food justice and gardening for families , students and youth
-hosted a food justice conference

(c) Developing leadership pathways

-community leadership ladder for youth and parents created

- mentorship provided to youth

(d) Increasing Access to Healthy, Fresh, Cultural Foods

-cultural crops marketing program

- increased seed stock stability

-training farmers

-retrofitted mobile market
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Reference: Simon-Rojo M. et al. (2018). Food movement between autonomy and coproduction of public policies:

lessons from Madrid.

Critical appraisal score | Moderate
Study design Quialitative case report
Published or grey Published

literature

Settings and
population studied

Madrid, Spain;

Four food movements within the City of Madrid: Network of Community Gardens of
Madrid, reHd mad!; Agroecological Urban Farmers; the Initiative for Food Sovereignty in
Madrid (ISAm); and Madrid AgroEcologico

Interventions
implemented

Agroecological food sovereignty initiatives led by networks of community gardens &
urban farmers and social movements.

Outcomes measured

Outcomes were measured for each of the four movement groups:
(1) Group composition

(2) Governance

(3) Purpose

(4) Outcomes

Results: Governance
structures

Note: The research establishes three main categories of movement activists and targets,
with corresponding subcategories:

Public sector: politicians, technicians, academics/researchers

Private sector: farmers, informal farmers, farmers’ associations, integral cooperatives,
groups of consumers, distributors, vendors, consultants from the social solidarity
economy

Civil society: NGOs (nonprofit organizations), associations, informal collectivities,
individuals

Network of Community Gardens of Madrid, reHd mad!

(1) Group composition: The group was composed of civil society organizations
(community garden members, local associations, and non profit organizations) and public
sector (researcher from the university, technician from city council, person from an
integral cooperative (students and academics involved)

(2) Governance: An informal, horizontal and assembly-based network with no legal
standing. They organize social activities to generate funds and don't need to pay for space
or water. Municipality provides sheds and tools to some.

Agroecological urban farmers

(1) Group composition: Those who undertake organic agricultural practices and are
engaged in direct selling and/or short supply chains connected to alternative urban food
networks

(2) Governance: Horizontal, informal coordinating structures of producers, small food
processing, and consumers. Small farmers and food processors have established the
Asociacion Unida de Productores Agroecoldgicos (AUPA): Each producer pays a fee that's
used for diffusion and communication purposes (AUPA has no salaried employees). AUPA
is governed by an assembly and operates through working groups.

Initiative for Food Sovereignty in Madrid (ISAm)

(1) Group composition: Producers, consumers, and other groups committed to the goal of
local food sov. (civil society and private sector)

(2) Governance: An informal alliance with no corporate personality, operated through
assemblies and working groups without any elected representatives. No government
subsidies; relies on means-tested membership fees and fund-raising activities. All the
activities developed by the ISAm were based on voluntary work.

Madrid AgroEcologico (MAE)

(1) Group composition: Private sector and civil society groups engaged in food sovereignty
and seeking an agroecological transition in the Madrid region.
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(2) Governance: Voluntarily-run umbrella platform. The main decision-making body is the
assembly that meets every three months. There is a steering group that handles logistics
and mediates between the six constituent working groups. AUPA participates actively in
the platform. Receives no government funding; charges a means-tested membership fee.
MAE is a member representing the agro ecological movement in the Milan Urban Food
Policy Pact, municipal pact monitoring task group.

Results:
Strategies employed
& achievements

Network of Community Gardens of Madrid, reHd mad!

(3) Purpose & Strategy:

- To seize abandoned plots or open spaces and refashion them as places that champion
ecological literacy (for collective, free organic gardening) and provide coordination
between gardeners.

- Created a vision; designed a space to share gardener knowledge and experience,
reinforce existing initiatives, and support new ones.

- Catalyzed groups of consumers to engage actively with new peri-urban farmers.

- Created learning spaces for agroecology, nutrition, environmental and social awareness.
(4) Outcomes:

- By 2015, community gardens on publicly owned vacant land had the chance to be
regularized by the city council, though some of them decided to remain independent

- Doubled # of gardens belonging to the network, some regularized by city council and
some remaining independent. Municipality identified and tendered plots for new
community gardens.

Agroecological urban farmers

(3) Purpose & Strategy:

- To adopt organic farming practices, adhere to short food supply chains, foster
biodiversity, and recover traditional knowledge.

- A producers’ association was set up to facilitate new forms of direct marketing in
Madrid, where AUPA managed the farmers’ markets and continued composting work on
peri-urban farms

- CSA initiatives. Training courses.

(4) Outcomes

- More agroecological urban farmers and new farms.

- Small farmers and food processors established an association of agroecological
producers (AUPA) to promote agroecology (AUPA) that has facilitated new forms of direct
marketing in Madrid.

Initiative for Food Sovereignty in Madrid (ISAm)

(3) Purpose & Strategy:

- To create partnerships among those committed to food sovereignty, build an alternative
to the neoliberal system, generate debate on the food model, raise awareness among the
urban population about the consumption of local products, provide alternatives to the
current globalized food system, and foster cooperative groups.

- Facilitated a participatory process that brought together consumer groups and
producers.

- Mapped different food sovereignty initiatives in the city using open-source mapping
applications.

(4) Outcomes

- Sowed the seeds for the creation of partnerships and associations of producers.

Madrid AgroEcologico

(3) Purpose & Strategy:

- To improve the performance of different collectives and articulate common demands to
the local and regional governments. Focused on improving the relationship between
consumers and producers, raising social awareness, boosting circular economies, and
co-producing policies.
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- Produced a strategic document that served as a basis to draw regional and local
government attention toward agroecology and sustainable urban food systems.

- Signed the Milan Urban Food Policy Pact.

- Became a member of the municipal pact monitoring task group, representing the
agroecological movement.

(4) Outcomes

- Concrete projects: organic waste recovered and relocated to peri-urban gardens,
agroecological markets, 7 ecological refractories in public nursery schools, got city council
to launch a process for generating an urban sustainable food strategy, campaigns to raise
awareness and advocate for collective action.
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