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II. Executive Summary

Food policy councils are notoriously underfunded1 which limits their capacity to
improve local and state food systems, support community food access and security, and
create socially and environmentally just food systems. This problem is extended by
limited collaboration between councils which then further damages council efficiency
and effectiveness. Ultimately, these two issues perpetuate inequities experienced by
marginalized California communities. This report aims to both provide data informed
funding strategies and approaches for council collaboration for the California Food
Policy Council.

To inform the recommendations of this report, extensive literature review were
conducted, as well as the distribution and analysis of the California Food Policy Council
Survey: Priorities and Structure, and several informational interviews were conducted. A
case study on community engagement has also been included to exemplify methods for
sustainable change. The analysis of this data led to several recommendations across the
categories of funding and collaboration which are summarized in the table below.

Recommendations

Funding

Understanding Funders’ Priorities Engage funders with a variation of lenses
and understand their priorities to expand
the funder pool.

Diversifying Structure of Funding Build support from a variety of funder
types to lessen financial risk.

Increasing Perceived Legitimacy Attract additional funders and members by
ensuring organizational legitimacy.

Expanding the Network Raise awareness of CAFPC and its
members and identify new partners.

Leveraging Existing Membership for
Funds

Impose a minimal fee to increase funds
and create an incentive for engagement.

1 “Funding Food Policy Councils: Stories from the Field.” Johns Hopkins Center for a Livable Future,
2015. https://assets.jhsph.edu/clf/mod_clfResource/doc/FundingFPCsStoriesfromtheField_6-12-15.pdf
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Collaboration

Creating a Grant Warehouse House a digital warehouse of grant
opportunities to aid councils in identifying
funding and partnership possibilities.

Expanding Initiatives Expand initiatives across various borders
to increase opportunities for collaboration.

Developing an Environment of
Collaboration

Increase the number of CAFPC calls and
create a space for member councils to
share their work, updates, and
opportunities for collaboration.

III. Food Policy Councils: Goals, Structures, and Variation

Food policy councils (FPCs) are still relatively newly established organizations,
with many in California being founded in the early 2000s2. A report by Harper et al
suggests that “[t]he central aim of most FPCs is to identify and propose innovative
solutions to improve local or state food systems, spurring local economic development
and making food systems more environmentally sustainable and socially just.3” This aim
comes from the need for change due to inequitable practices and policies. Examples of
these issues include high costs of healthy food which can exclude certain groups from
purchasing, policies negatively affecting viability of local food production, processing,
and distribution4, and policies negatively affecting communities’ ability to grow, process,
distribute, and recycle food in environmentally sustainable ways5.

FPCs improve food systems by focusing on projects and programs like school or
community gardens and developing food hubs as well as through their policy advocacy to
establish more equitable food outcomes. John Hopkins Center for a Viable Future,
explains that food policy is a way to “help ensure that all people have access to safe,
affordable, healthy food; protect our air, water, and land; support the farmers and workers
who put food on our tables; and uphold rigorous standards for the welfare of animals

5 Los Angeles Food Policy Council - Sustainability Page.
https://www.goodfoodla.org/foodsystemdashboard/sustainable

4 “DNPAO State Program Highlights Food Policy Councils” Center for Disease Control, 2010.
https://www.cdc.gov/obesity/downloads/foodpolicycouncils.pdf

3 Harper, A et al. “Food Policy Councils: Lessons Learned (Development Report No. 21)” Food-First, 2009.
https://archive.foodfirst.org/publication/food-policy-councils-lessons-learned/

2 Rachel Emas & John C. Jones. “Setting the table for policy intrapreneurship: public administrator perspectives on
local food system governance.” Policy Design and Practice, 2021.
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/25741292.2021.1978691
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used for food.6” The ultimate goal of FPCs is to support their communities' well-being
through food access, security, and effective policy.

That being said, these food organizations vary greatly within the state of California
with regard to their names, missions, activities, programs, staffing, and other prominent
characteristics. For example, the names of the food organizations in California include
descriptors such as councils, coalitions, alliances, systems, task forces, or none of the
above. Although The Food Policy Network at Johns Hopkins considers food councils to
be "organized groups of food system stakeholders who seek to influence food policies at
the state, local or organizational level to create a more just, sustainable and healthy food
system7", some of these organized groups in California suggest they have nothing to do
with policy influencing. This is because they differ in the emphasis of their institutions;
some may focus on advocacy while others center their projects and programs and yet
others value their collaborative facilitation above all else. Many organizations are
volunteer led while some are able to maintain stable staffing. Staffing differences are
often due to the variance in structure; some are their own independent nonprofit while
others may be fiscally sponsored, just to name a few of the FPC structures in California.
Complicating these differences even further is the variation in culture which is often
dependent upon geographic location, particularly differences between urban and rural
areas. Food policy in itself seems to mean different things to different food organizations
across the state as well. For example, one interviewee suggested that food policy is,

“identifying opportunities to change modernized or improve public and private policies,
… I think the one thing it boils down really is food freedom in a lot of ways…it's easing

up restrictions on local food production and access as well. [I]t's usually public and
private policies, not just one or the other. sometimes it's making a big change, sometimes

it's actually just urging to modernize a policy or code.8”

Some interviewees provided definitions that were much more broad, such as,

“Any policy related to food systems. So any part of the system, including …
production and consumption and …waste and everything in between, and that policies

can happen at many different levels. It can happen in government at different levels, but
also can take place within institutions and corporations.9”

9 Participant APA32 Interview. Conducted by Samantha Smith, March 21, 2022.
8 Participant APA14 Interview. Conducted by Samantha Smith, March 24, 2022.

7 Calancie, L. “Measuring And Testing How Food Policy Councils Function To Influence Their Food Systems”
University of North Carolina at Chapel, 2016. https://doi.org/10.17615/47fr-sh93

6 “Food Policy Primer; Food Policy” Johns Hopkins Center for a Livable Future
https://www.foodsystemprimer.org/food-policy/
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While another interviewee suggested that,
“Sometimes it's under economic development… it gets kind of put under different areas.
The problem is that it intersects with everything. Like if we are not out there supporting
and advocating for fair wages and working conditions and we're not aligning ourselves

with those campaigns, nothing else we care about in the food system matters. So there's a
lot of intersections that matter. And so the policy could be about wages and fair working

conditions. And to me, that's food policy and intersects with what we're doing.10”

Alongside these many differences across organizations and perspectives, is the
ongoing debate about whether or not these groups should include the word policy in their
organization’s name. As mentioned, some organizations have left policy out of their titles
altogethers, while others have stuck with the traditional FPC title. Some of those
organizations, with or without policy in their official organizational titles, are adamant
about the importance of their policy work and its influence while others mentioned their
purposeful avoidance of policy related work. Interestingly, a number of California FPCs
also noted the strategic absence of the policy word in their organization's name due to
funding reasons; many seem to think that funders avoid providing support to
organizations with the word policy in their title.

Regardless of their title, these food organizations are tremendously important to
both the communities they serve as well as for the food policy environment of our state.
Perhaps one of the most obvious benefits of FPCs is their ability to create and sustain a
healthy and stable food environment for their communities. By increasing access to good
foods, raising awareness of healthy food habits, and aiding in community wide food
security, these FPCs play a massive role in supporting the health and well-being of their
community members.

Many find that these FPC and other food organizations also bring the community
closer. This is partly due to the fact that FPCs often can consist of farmers, distributors,
retailers, food service operations, government agencies (public health, county social
services and county agriculture departments), and other local community organizations
that work in or with the food system. Some FPCs also develop close partnerships with
county-based UC Cooperative Extensions to help facilitate their work11. In other words,
the FPCs who are supporting and representing these communities, are made of
community stakeholders and residents of that specific community. This creates a space

11 Gupta, C. “Food policy councils are emerging as a model to address gaps in local policies” FOOD BLOG; Food
news from the UC Division of Agriculture and Natural Resources, 2019.
https://ucanr.edu/blogs/blogcore/postdetail.cfm?postnum=29361

10 Participant APA21 Interview. Conducted by Samantha Smith, March 23, 2022.
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for those in the community to get together, advocate for themselves, and create actionable
and sustainable change through supporting their own neighborhoods.

Another benefit, of course, is supporting equitable policy change and creating
policy aimed at things like food justice, improving food access, and leveraging and
increasing access to land use. Again, while some FPCs avoid policy, others focus much
of their energy on their capacity to influence policy. This level of benefit can be
community specific, but often goes beyond city or county level and can be applicable
across the state. FPCs are critical for moving the agenda forward with regard to equitable
policies and sustainable change.

Despite all of the dramatic differences between these organizations, there are two
commonalities among many of California’s FPCs; the first is the common challenge of
the lack of funding and its consequences and the second connection is the tie to the
California Food Policy Council (CAFPC). This project will analyze existing FPC,
funding, and collaboration literature. It will also analyze and draw upon survey and
interview responses as well as a case study on community engagement. All methods help
to inform final recommendations for the CAFPC to improve their own and their member
councils’ capacity. The recommendations will primarily cover topics of funding and
increased collaboration between councils, but touch on other capacity expanding subjects
as well.

IV. Background, Principles, and Functions of the California Food Policy Council

CAFPC was established in February of 2013 when the first four councils became
ratified members12. Roots of Change, a “think and do” tank organization who helped
create CAFPC, described the organization as “a collaborative of local food policy groups
working to ensure that California’s food system reflects the needs of all of its
communities13.” Since its formation, the number of ratified CAFPC member councils has
risen to 29 throughout the state of California. These member councils sometimes
represent entire regions such as Northern California or the Central Valley, or they may
represent counties, or perhaps cities and towns. Of their 29 ratified members, very few
councils represent rural regions, counties, or towns in California.

The process to become a ratified member council is rather simple and seemingly
informal. The interested food organizations must first agree to CAFPC’s ten principles,
which are in the table below. Following the stated agreement, they must also appoint a

13 Roots of Change; California Food Policy Council.
https://www.rootsofchange.org/projects/california-food-policy-council/

12 California Food Policy Council - home page. https://cafpc.net/principles/
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representative to the group as well as a backup representative. They then are added to
CAFPC’s listserv and included in the quarterly calls.

California Food Policy Council Principles

1. Ensures access to nutritious, culturally appropriate food as a basic human right.

2. Supports equity enhancing policies and practices that strengthen opportunities
and benefits for disadvantaged farmers, workers, businesses and communities
that experience disproportionate environmental, economic and health hardships.

3. Supports policies and practices that promote health and result in food
environments that provide access to an abundance of affordable, fresh food
choices, incentives to consume healthy, humane, local and California grown
foods.

4. Protects and restores our environment and vital natural resources, such as air,
water, soil, biodiversity, climate, and wildlife and eliminates waste wherever
possible.

5. Supports a vibrant and diverse food and agriculture economy comprised of
businesses of multiple scales that sell into local, regional, state, national and
international markets, while creating strong linkages and benefits for our local
and regional economies.

6. Recognizes that a fair food system requires functional immigration and labor
policies that uphold the dignity, safety, and quality of life for all who work to
feed us.

7. Recognizes the vital role of education in preparing our youth to become the
next generation of informed eaters, producers, and food chain workers.

8. Values our farmland and fisheries and the hard work and commitment of our
farmers, fisherfolk, and ranchers.

9. Operates within a global food system that generates economic, political, and
market realities that impact the choices of California producers, food businesses,
policymakers and consumers.

10. Requires that all food system stakeholders are engaged and collaborate in the
political process and in vigorous dialogue with each other at the local, regional,
state and national level.
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The CAFPC’s current facilitation responsibilities include holding quarterly calls or
meetings in which member councils and CAFPC steering committee members discuss
upcoming events, budget issues, report planning, and other committee issues. Invitees are
able to RSVP, though steering committee members suggest that few invitees use this
function. Attendance of the quarterly calls is recorded, though there is no policy in place
should an expected attendee not be present.

The second form of collaboration facilitation can be seen through the CAFPC
annual reports. This report includes policy profiles on farmer’s markets, farmworkers,
neighborhood market networks, nutrition collaboratives and others. It also identifies
community activists and provides short updates on member councils. The reports often
provide case studies and proposed solutions for various food related problems. CAFPC
described the writing and editing process in the following fashion, “there's an author(s)
credited with each policy profile and the snapshots in the 2019 and 2020 edition. They
write the articles themselves then [they] submit them to CAFPC. Then [CAFPC] has a
volunteer editorial team that  reviews and edits the articles.”

Additionally, CAFPC does not have, nor has it ever had, much of a relationship
with the California state government. Until 2018, the council was able to meet in the
California Department of Food and Agriculture Secretary’s public office. This seemed to
be the only relationship between CAFPC and the California government. One interviewee
described the secretary’s support as “cheerleading” and “moral support”14.

The current financial status of CAFPC is one as a fiscally sponsored organization.
They are a completely volunteer-led organization and their sponsor’s responsibility is to
receive and process funds on their behalf . At the time of its founding, CAFPC was
sponsored by Roots of Change (RoC). Now, however, as of January of 2022 CAFPC is
fiscally sponsored by the Ecological Farming Association (EcoFarm). RoC’s mission and
EcoFarm’s are similar but present a few important differences with RoC’s focus being on
improving the understanding of food systems and the policies that guide its function and
EcoFarm’s focus being on transforming the food system by nurturing sustainable farms
and communities.

V. The Problem

The California Food Policy Council and its member councils are not sufficiently
funded which perpetuates inequities experienced by marginalized California
communities. In addition, the lack of collaboration among councils exacerbates this

14 Participant APA1 Interview. Conducted by Samantha Smith, March 24, 2022.
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problem by restricting council capacity. The client, the California Food Policy Council,
seeks effective funding strategies and approaches for council collaboration.

Extensive amounts of existing literature as far back as two decades ago, not long
after the conception of FPCs in California, suggest that these are, and have been, the main
issues faced by these councils and other food organizations15. Both of these problems
ultimately negatively impact councils’ abilities and limit their capacity to provide support
to the residents and communities they serve. Ultimately, this can be seen in the form of
limited access to food or unstable food security for communities among other negative
consequences.

Funding is essential for the success of nearly any organization, regardless of their
mission, vision, or social intent. Unfortunately, FPC leaders consistently report
challenges in securing and sustaining funding for staffing, council activities, and general
operations16. In fact, a large number of FPCs have no funding at all and survive as
all-volunteer organizations. Funding pursuits often consist of persistent grant writing,
donor identification, and in some cases sales of goods. Volunteerism is the infrastructure
in many California FPCs as well as CAFPC. One interviewee expressed their confusion
and frustration as to why councils aren’t funded,

“No one's funding food policy councils. It's baffling. To me, there must be some bizarre
reason though… these city and public agencies are gobbling up all the funding that we
hear about and then private foundations that have grants that might be applicable are

usually very misaligned with what our communities want17.”

One interviewee representing a rural area suggested being located in such a low density
populated area made matters even worse,

“We don't qualify for farmer's market funding because we're aggregators. We don't
qualify for being funded under the food bank because we have a partially paid system. So

… we fall through a lot of cracks and there's a lot of gaps18.”

Additionally, the CAFPC’s steering committee members expressed issues of
limited collaboration between councils, this seemed particularly accurate between rural
and urban councils. This is a significant issue due to the fact that collaboration can

18 Participant APA2 Interview. Conducted by Samantha Smith, March 22, 2022
17 Participant APA14 Interview. Conducted by Samantha Smith, March 25, 2022

16 “Funding Food Policy Councils: Stories from the Field.” Johns Hopkins Center for a Livable Future, 2015.
https://assets.jhsph.edu/clf/mod_clfResource/doc/FundingFPCsStoriesfromtheField_6-12-15.pdf

15 Harper, A et al. “Food Policy Councils: Lessons Learned (Development Report No. 21)” Food-First, 2009.
https://archive.foodfirst.org/publication/food-policy-councils-lessons-learned/
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increase efficiency by eliminating duplication of work19. The lack of collaboration is
causing food organizations all over the state to continue recreating the wheel. This can be
seen in the arena of programs and projects, strategic planning, and engagement efforts.

Along with the efficiency problem, the lack of collaboration can result in the
additional detrimental consequence of worsening the existing urban-rural divide. While
this is potentially damaging for both urban and rural councils, rural councils are at a
greater risk of losing potential opportunities due to various eligibility requirements such
as the population density of the communities they serve.

Lastly, the insufficient amount of collaboration between many California FPCs
sets back the statewide need for cohesive and comprehensive food policy for all
Californians. This is due to the severe differences between organizations in combination
with little conversation between them. In other words, the lack of collaboration can create
policy disconnects between councils which then can translate into uncoordinated
statewide efforts that could ultimately harm FPCs’ agendas.

VI. Project Goals: Increased Funding and Collaboration

There are two main goals of this project. The first is to address the lack of funding
for CAFPC by providing suggestions for effective and sustainable funding strategies. The
tactic aims to fund CAFPC’s centralized capacity. However, many proposed strategies
will be applicable to member councils as well. Further, established funding suggestions
directed at CAFPC are expected to aid member councils by proxy; if CAFPC’s capacity
is increased, member councils will benefit from these changes. The second goal is to
provide recommendations for increasing collaboration between CAFPC and member
councils as well as between member councils. These strategies are again directed at
CAFPC, but can be utilized by member councils.

The first goal of identifying potential funding solutions is complex due to the
nature of CAFPC. Not only does CAFPC itself need an increase of funding to elevate its
capacity and ability to be a state-wide facilitator, but member councils themselves need to
increase their own capacity to support their communities. The identified funding
strategies must be feasible processes and need to provide specific actionable steps
towards improvement and expand funding potential.

The second goal of presenting effective collaboration strategies has also been a
complex issue to address due to the variation in both member councils as well as the
variation inherent to California. With FPCs across most of the state and in both urban and

19 “Funding Food Policy Councils: Stories from the Field.” Johns Hopkins Center for a Livable Future, 2015.
https://assets.jhsph.edu/clf/mod_clfResource/doc/FundingFPCsStoriesfromtheField_6-12-15.pdf
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rural areas, collaboration strategies need to be centralized around inclusiveness and
distribution of information.

VII. Methodology to Inform Recommendations

This analysis relies on three main data collection methods; Literature review, a
survey, and informational interviews. The literature review was on three topics; FPC
funding strategies , FPC context, and other collaboration strategies. The survey’s primary
goals were understanding differences in structures and funding statuses. Lastly, the
interview protocol was created after analyzing survey responses and helped to inform
more details about funding strategies and collaboration practices as well as to collect data
on any additional comments, suggestions, challenges, or accomplishments of FPCs in
California.

A. Literature Review
The literature review process started rather early on in the project and lasted

throughout the data collection process. Three separate literature review were conducted
about background and contextual information on FPCs, funding models both within the
realm of FPCs and otherwise, and about strategies for collaboration between
organizations. The first bucket of background information was helpful in gaining a better
understanding of the current food policy environment and about the typical functions,
processes, and challenges of food policy councils. The second literature review on
funding strategies used by FPCs and other food advocacy organizations helped to guide
the ultimate project recommendations regarding funding. Lastly, the literature review on
collaboration strategies helped to understand both the challenges for collaboration and the
importance of collaboration, particularly within the realm of food policy councils.

B. California Food Policy Council Survey: Priorities and Structure
The next step was the creation and distribution of a survey, the California Food

Policy Council Survey: Priorities and Structure, which focused on the structure type,
funding status, employment capacities, and priorities of the California Food Policy
Council’s member councils as well as other non-members who work in the food
environment across California. This survey was initially sent out to the California Food
Policy Council’s listserv which has approximately 165 contacts and 36 of these contacts
responded. The method for increasing the response rate was shifted after the first week
due to lack of engagement by anticipated respondents. The method of contact was shifted
from emailing the entire listserv to a mail merger method which allowed for the inputting
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of the respondents first name in the contact letter. This method seemed to help increase
the response rate drastically.

C. Interviews
Interviews were then conducted with members of member-councils as well as

non-members. Many of these interviews included protocol which was created based on
the interviewees survey responses. However, not all interviewees filled out the survey nor
were all survey respondents interviewed. The interviews aimed to understand the
respondents’ relationship with CAFPC, other FPCs or food institutions, their
organization’s funding strategies and collaboration practices. It was also helpful in
understanding varying positions regarding the state of the policy environment and the
functioning of their own organization. In addition to their roles in FPCs or food advocacy
groups, member councils are made up of various community stakeholders such as farmer
market managers, community garden coordinators, and teachers. Thus, the interviews
also helped to provide perspective from these various community stakeholders about how
to create sustainable change as well as identify the struggles and strengths.

VIII. Case Study on Community Engagement: Long Beach Fresh

The community engagement based case study conducted for this project was the
Long Beach Foodways Summit in Long Beach, California which was hosted by the
CAFPC member council, Long Beach Fresh (LBF). LBF hosts community events and
working groups, provides direct consulting to local food businesses and community
organizations, promotes local innovation in food, and works to create systems-level
changes to the food system20. The summit was a collection of events featuring enormous
community engagement and collaboration mostly within the Long Beach Community.
The events included the Long Beach Bixby Knolls Farmers Market, the Long Beach
County Fair & Blue Ribbon Urban Ag Contest, the North Long Beach Crop Swap,
community and home garden tours and information sharing, and a Cambodian Night
“Marklet.” The entire summit was a very impressive example of community engagement
and what happens beyond the policy and organizing level to actually interact with the
community and improve their food environment.

20 Long Beach Fresh; About http://lbfresh.org/about/
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Image from the North Long Beach Crop Swap, Hosted by Long Beach Fresh

There were two main avenues of community engagement observed through this summit.
The first was the consumer based engagement which involved the community acting as
consumers of the food, ideas, information, and social interactions. This aspect of
engagement was direct support to the community; helping the community by providing
food, sharing knowledge about growing one's own food, and providing a space to sell
homegrown food. The second form of engagement, which is not a product solely of the
summit itself but one of LBF’s existence, is democratic engagement by the community
and LBF members. The summit and LBF’s various forums provide a space to discuss the
issues facing the Long Beach community food system, and hear diverse perspectives
regarding how to address them. These forms of engagement from the community are
necessary to influence policy and enact sustainable change.

This form of engagement is in alignment with Professor Tim Lang’s idea of food
democracy. To him, food democracy means “the long process of striving for
improvements in food for all, not the few21.” FPCs like LBF bring together stakeholders
in the community food system and facilitate their influence in constructing a system that
reflected the community’s values22.

22 Winne, M., et al., “Doing Food Policy Councils Right: A Guide to Development and Action“ Mark Winne &
Associates, 2012. https://www.markwinne.com/wp-content/uploads/2012/09/FPC-manual.pdf

21 Lang T. “Food Control Or Food Democracy? Re-Engaging Nutrition With Society And The Environment.” Public
Health Nutr. 2005 Sep;8(6A):730-7. https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/16236208/
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Imagine from the Long Beach Bixby Knolls Farmers Market, Brian Feinzimer/Long Beach Fresh

Evidence of the need for community support, input and engagement to enact sustainable
change and finding solutions for pressing policy issues is found both within the food
system world and beyond. Community input helps identify the true needs of the given
area23, community engagement can help build and sustain cohesive communities24, and
can empower and integrate people from different backgrounds25. Learning from diverse
backgrounds and perspectives can drive the social transformation needed to improve
current policy environments. With community engagement comes the assurance that “All
stakeholders[...] are brought into the decision-making process, nurturing the very
democratic idea of community engagement that people should have a say over decisions
that impact their everyday lives26.”

IX. Findings from the Data

26 Hussey, S. “Why is Community Eat/

25 “Why Community Engagement Matters” Penn State; College of Agricultural Sciences, Department of Agricultural
Economics, Sociology, and Education.
https://aese.psu.edu/research/centers/cecd/engagement-toolbox/engagement/why-community-engagement-matters

24Hussey, S. “Why is Community Engagement Important?” Granicus, 2021.
https://www.bangthetable.com/why-is-community-engagement-important/

23 Bias, T.K. et al. “The Impact of Community Input in Community Health Needs Assessments” Journal of Public
Health Management and Practice, Volume 23 - Issue - p S29-S33,  2017.doi: 10.1097/PHH.0000000000000586
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A. Literature Review
Context and Background

Patterns found within this first section of literature review emerged quickly and
are commonly confirmed through both the existing literature as well as the findings from
additional data collection methods for this report. Much of this context spoke to the high
amount of variance between councils with regard to size, structure, and funding. It was
also noted frequently that FPCs are in themselves a rather new phenomena27.

Another interesting topic resulting from the literature review was the point of
perceived legitimacy. A 2016 study from Cambridge University provided evidence that
suggested, “buy-in from the government is a factor towards increasing the legitimacy of a
food policy council and visibility of its efforts28.” Another 2016 report indicated that out
of eighteen food policy councils which were evaluated across the United States, all but
two had formal state or local government representation29.

Funding
For those who were able to secure funding, prior literature suggests that the largest

funding source for state level FPCs is the government. For county level FPCs, the largest
funding source is individual donations, and for local level FPCs, the top funding source is
grants from foundations30. This data comes from a three-decade long experiment in
formulating local food policy in North America published in 2009, Food Policy Councils:
Lessons Learned.

A more recent 2018 study, UC Cooperative Extension Study of California Food
Policy Councils, suggested that more than half of California FPCs either currently
received funding or had in the past while an additional six had never received funding.
Additionally, the study noted that when funding was secured, it was typically a rather
small amount - $10,000 or less/year31.

The biggest pattern among existing literature, which is much in alignment with our
findings below, is the consistent challenges regarding lack of funding. The issues lie in

31 Gupta, C. et al. “UC Cooperative Extension Study of California Food Policy Councils” University of California;
Agriculture and Natural Resources, 2018.
https://ucsarep.sf.ucdavis.edu/sites/g/files/dgvnsk5751/files/inline-files/CA_FPC_Final_Report.pdf

30 Harper, A et al. “Food Policy Councils: Lessons Learned (Development Report No. 21)” Food-First, 2009.
https://archive.foodfirst.org/publication/food-policy-councils-lessons-learned/

29 Koski C, Siddiki S, Sadiq A-A, Carboni J. Representation in Collaborative Governance: A Case Study of a Food
Policy Council. The American Review of Public Administration. 48(4):359-373, 2018.
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/0275074016678683

28 Clayton ML, Frattaroli S, Palmer A, Pollack KM. “The Role of Partnerships in U.S. Food Policy Council Policy
Activities” PLoS ONE 10(4), 2015. https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0122870

27 Gupta, C. et al. “UC Cooperative Extension Study of California Food Policy Councils” University of California;
Agriculture and Natural Resources, 2018.
https://ucsarep.sf.ucdavis.edu/sites/g/files/dgvnsk5751/files/inline-files/CA_FPC_Final_Report.pdf
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both securing and sustaining continuous funding32. There is also note of the significant
differences across FPCs which means that not one single funding model would suit all
councils33.

While a variety of funding strategies emerged from this literature review, much of
these strategies rely on grants, initiatives, or revenue from sales. Other strategies include
public events, membership fees, and contracted research work34. A large proportion of
studies and their key takeaways suggest that councils can be either funded or staffed by
existing health agencies or authorities.

Collaboration
One significant finding from the 2018 UC study was that respondents suggested

that information sharing was the most valuable FPC activity. The reasoning was that the
information sharing “facilitates collaboration and shifts participant thinking from a
sectoral based approach towards a systems-view of food policy work35.” This can help
FPCs feel less isolated and create a sense of cohesiveness across jurisdictional or
geographic regions. Additionally, creating a unified system policy work can help move
and influence statewide policy more effectively. This is partly due to the fact that
collaboration between FPCs reduces duplicative efforts and thus increasing efficiency and
cohesiveness simultaneously.

Another collaboration piece comes from the same study, Funding Food Policy
Councils: Stories from the Field. It suggests that leveraging support from academic
partners to assist in research, grant collaboration, and other council activities could
increase capacity and effectiveness36. While this second point speaks to FPCs
collaboration with non-council partners, the effect could be equally beneficial. Most
FPCs across the state focus on grant-writing as a primary form of funding potential37, as
such, partnering with academics particularly for grant collaboration could reduce FPCs’
time spent writing and free up time for other critical functions.

B. Survey

37Smith, S. “California Food Policy Council Survey: Priorities and Structure” APA Project, 2022.

36 “Funding Food Policy Councils: Stories from the Field.” Johns Hopkins Center for a Livable Future, 2015.
https://assets.jhsph.edu/clf/mod_clfResource/doc/FundingFPCsStoriesfromtheField_6-12-15.pdf

35 Gupta, C., et al. “UC Cooperative Extension Study of California Food Policy Councils” University of California;
Agriculture and Natural Resources, 2018.
https://ucsarep.sf.ucdavis.edu/sites/g/files/dgvnsk5751/files/inline-files/CA_FPC_Final_Report.pdf

34 Steinman, J. “Towards a Regional Food System Alliance: Development Strategy for the West Kootenay” 2011.
https://farmfoodfork.files.wordpress.com/2014/01/wkfoodsystemalliance_111711pdf.pdf

33 Ibid

32 “Funding Food Policy Councils: Stories from the Field.” Johns Hopkins Center for a Livable Future, 2015.
https://assets.jhsph.edu/clf/mod_clfResource/doc/FundingFPCsStoriesfromtheField_6-12-15.pdf
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Of the 36 survey responses, many of the findings are consistent with existing literature
cited above as well as helpful in providing new insights to differences and similarities
across councils. The first pattern that emerged within survey responses that echoed prior
research is the lack of funding and the instability of secured funding. For example, just
under half of respondents (45.5%) indicated that their organization was funded while
42.4% indicated no funding secured. Additionally, among those who indicated they had
council funding, most respondents had one year or less of funding secured (Figure 1).
Along with giving more information about duration of funding, this data could be telling
about current relationships with existing funders; is there room to build these existing
relationships to achieve more sustained funding? While the amount of councils who
indicated they were currently funded was higher than expected, the limited duration of
the funding speaks volumes and supports the notion of councils’ financial struggles.

Figure 1: Duration of Existing Funding

In addition to the variance in funding status and duration, the survey provided
helpful insight with regard to structural differences. For example, the scope of the food
organizations highlights the differences with regard to varying degrees of geographic
representation as seen in Figure 2. A majority of the responding councils represent
counties (45.5%), a smaller portion (27.3%) represent entire regions and another 21.2%
represent cities or towns.
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Figure 2: Scope of California FPCs

The survey also yielded interesting results about each council’s priorities and
where they would likely target their funds if said funds were increased (Figure 3).
Respondents were offered four categories and asked to rank each category by highest to
lowest priority (1st choice is highest priority, 4th choice is lowest priority). While there is
clearly variation among responses, the most common first priority was staff support
which was closely followed by projects and programs. This finding mirrors that of the
literature review and interview data. The most common second priority was community
engagement which was once more closely followed by projects and programs. The third
priority was again community engagement and fourth priority was member engagement.

Figure 3: Ranked Funding Priorities

C. Interviews
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Much of the findings from the fifteen conducted interviews are in alignment with
findings from existing literature and helped provide more detail to survey responses.
Prominent themes were the lack of funding and volatility of funding as well as the
minimal collaboration between member councils.

Some respondents mentioned in which areas the lack of funding was the most
problematic. Many of which revolved around staffing for FPCs. "[F]unding for staffing
has been our biggest issue. When you run an organization on volunteerism, it's not as
stable as it needs to be38.” Another respondent, when talking about how to reach their
organization’s goals, suggested that, “Increased funds, particularly for staffing is … the
resources that you need to kind of reach this reality of what you're looking for39.”

Even some of the most staffed and highly recognized FPCs that contributed to this
report acknowledge the issues of funding volatility, “the volatility of being us right now
is not sustainable…”40. The interviewee spoke to issues and challenges of sustaining staff
members and projects when available funding is so volatile. They continued, “if let's say
tomorrow, all of my funding [went] away, who's the person that's standing to do the
work? It'll just be me and I don't want that. I need a team… I need support to do the
work. So the programmatic piece is really huge because again, that's where most of our
funding comes from.”

On the collaboration front, respondents typically echoed one anothers responses by
suggesting little to no collaboration was the normative behavior, though interviewees
expressed willingness and eagerness to work with other councils. Where collaboration
does exist, geographic location plays a large role in that neighboring organizations are
much more likely to work together in some form. Along with this echoed reponses is the
general sense of agreement that hearing from and sharing information with other FPCs is
helpful and a much needed activity. With regard to CAFPC’s quarterly calls, one
respondent noted that “it's really, it's an inspiration and it's a goalpost… I'm learning a lot
and have really appreciated the support. I kind of wish that [the calls] were more often41.”

One short exchange between interviewees illustrated the importance of
collaboration and the ease of which it can occur. Between interview protocol questions,
the two respondents shared projects and funding strategies they had both been working

41 Participant APA2 Interview. Conducted by Samantha Smith, March 22, 2022
40 Participant APA26 Interview. Conducted by Samantha Smith, March 25, 2022
39 Participant APA19 Interview. Conducted by Samantha Smith, March 22, 2022
38 Participant APA2 Interview. Conducted by Samantha Smith, March 22, 2022

19



on and differences between their infrastructures42. It was a fascinating and delightful
example of how easily councils and members can learn from one another along with their
eagerness to do so.

X. Next Steps: Data Informed Recommendations

A. Strategies for Finding, Increasing, and Securing Funding
One difficulty in the formation of funding recommendations is that both the CAFPC and
their member councils need funding strategies. And again, while the CAFPC differs
greatly from their member councils, each member council varies greatly from one
another. That being said, this report suggests that the primary target for funding should
start with CAFPC and then move to its member councils. The following
recommendations are built on this ideal, though many strategies can be utilized by both
CAFPC as well as their member councils.

1. Understanding Funders’ Priorities
The first set of funding strategies focuses on relationships and engagement with potential
funders. This is to engage funders with a variation of lenses. For example, while one
funder may focus on health effects, another may focus on the environment or land access.
By adjusting the lense to match funders, a council can widen its scope and thus ultimately
increase their funding pool. This is in alignment with a secondary strategy of
understanding which food system issues resonate most with the target funder. By having
a sense of awareness of which issues are most relevant to a funder, a council can more
narrowly tailor their proposals to fit the priorities of the funder to maximize opportunities
for financial support43.

2. Diversifying Structure of Funding
One recommendation which consistently came up in each data collection method was to
diversify financial support. Not only does this decrease the risk of abrupt financial
hardship, but it also allots the opportunity to grow and expand relationships with multiple
funders. Expanding these relationships could also support the duration of funding which
is summarized above in Figure 2. In addition to the key idea of diversification, striving
for one of these funders to be the government could be monumentally advantageous.
Aside from being additional financial support, funding by the government could indicate
to potential funders foundations that the government is dedicated to working with the

43 “Funding Food Policy Councils: Stories from the Field.” Johns Hopkins Center for a Livable Future, 2015.
https://assets.jhsph.edu/clf/mod_clfResource/doc/FundingFPCsStoriesfromtheField_6-12-15.pdf

42 Participants APA23 & APA14 Interview. Conducted by Samantha Smith, March 25, 2022
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council which could increase awareness and perceived legitimacy

3. Increasing Perceived Legitimacy
Perceived legitimacy is a critical aspect of expanding CAFPC’s network and increasing
funding opportunities. One avenue for increasing perceived legitimacy is to garner the
support of the California State Government. Aside from likely improving the funding
status, this relationship could also expand the presence of CAFPC. One strategy to reach
this goal would be to get on the California assembly’s Select Committee on Food
Systems agenda and discuss possibilities for an ongoing relationship. Assemblymember
Marc Levine is committee chair and employs staff who could be a point of contact for
moving this agenda forward. A potential opportunity for partnership could come from
CAFPC acting in an advisory role to this select committee.

Another helpful tactic for increasing perceived legitimacy is establishing a
strategic plan. This strategy could also benefit CAFPC’s advancement of goals and attract
new possible funders. A helpful FPC guide report suggests that the strategic plan can help
to transform the broad principles or values to the more concrete and actionable steps44.
The report also provides two examples, the Alaska Food Policy Council and Central
Oregon Food Policy Council, of strategic plans:

Alaska

Strategy Goal Objective

Develop, strengthen, and expand
school-based programs and
policies that educate and
provide local foods to schools.

All Alaskans have access to
affordable, healthy
(preferably local) food.

Increase the number of schools
participating in local, healthy,
and traditional food procurement

Develop AFPC’s role as
research aggregator and
resource.

Alaskans are engaged in
our food system

Improve the body of research
that will inform and support
Alaska food policy efforts.

Advocate for fiscal and planning
policies that protect the viability
of the land and water for
agricultural production, wild
food, and seafood harvesting

Alaska’s food system is
more sustainable.

Expand and protect food
production.

44 Winne, M., et al., “Doing Food Policy Councils Right: A Guide to Development and Action“ Mark Winne &
Associates, 2012. https://www.markwinne.com/wp-content/uploads/2012/09/FPC-manual.pdf
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Central Oregon

Core Value Objective Project

Healthy Food Access Build a viable local and
sustainable food
system available to all
community members

Project Connect

Public Policy Advocacy Analyze current land-use
laws.

Provide white papers about land
use barriers for food and farming
activities in the cities and
counties of Central Oregon.

Networking and Knowledge
Sharing

Connect stakeholders in the
food system
sector.

Buy Fresh Buy Local,
Community Connections,
and Farm to Fork, with related
websites.

4. Expanding the Network
A critical approach to increasing funding is to first increase awareness. The expansion of
CAFPC’s network should be a top priority. While CAFPC does have a website and
Facebook page, the existing online presence should be leveraged to reach more audiences
and the website should be updated. Doing so may also help to establish a greater sense of
perceived legitimacy45. Below are three statewide food policy councils which can be
examined for examples of various digital strategies. They vary in infracture, governance,
and priorities, but provide useful insights for improvement.

Council Structure Highlighted Website Features

Alaska Food Policy
Council46

Non-profit Organization ● Annual Reports
● Awards section
● Blog
● Conference information
● Emphasized donation option
● Opportunities for participation
● Overview, History, Board &

Partners

46 Alaska Food Policy Council; Home Page https://www.akfoodpolicycouncil.org/

45 Kaplan, K. “Why Every Business Needs A Website” Forbes, 2020.
https://www.forbes.com/sites/theyec/2020/02/03/why-every-business-needs-a-website/?sh=1acbedc56e75
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● Press
● Resources

Florida Food Policy
Council47

Publicly Funded Non-profit
Organization (registered
501(c)3)

● Blog
● Events
● History, Board of Directors, and

Committees
● Membership details
● Opportunities for participation
● Resources

Massachusetts Food
Policy Council48

Housed through the
Department of Agriculture

● Events
● Multi-dimensional strategic plan
● Newsletter
● Resources

These examples provide helpful insight with regard to updating CAFPC’s website. All
three examples include: a detailed about us section, blogs, and resources. FLFPC’s
website appears the most transparent and easily navigated site; all options are clearly
available on the homepage, much like CAFPC’s existing site but with added resources
and options. Mirroring the simplicity of FLPC’s site in combination with the strategies
utilized by all three FPCs above, the following recommendations were formed:

Proposed Changes or Additions Rationale

About Us:
● Team Profiles
● Working Groups/Committee

Information
● Strategic Plan

● Help individuals, communities, and
organizations understand:

○ Who CAFPC is
○ What committees exist and why

● Advancement of organizational goals
● Attract possible funders and assure existing

funders

Opportunities to get Involved:
● Membership
● Volunteers
● Students
● Donate Now

● Expand network by raising awareness
● Increase capacity by recruiting volunteers or

student interns
● Facilitate donations
● Increase opportunities for and visibility of

democratic engagement

48 Massachusetts Food Policy Council; Home Page https://mafoodsystem.org/
47 Florida Food Policy Council; Home Page https://flfpc.wildapricot.org/
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Blog:
● Could be opened to member

councils or restricted to CAFPC
committee authors

● Provide updates to member councils or other
web page visitors

● Give member councils a space to share their
current projects

● Either option could highlight diverse
communities regularly

Resources:
● Annual Reports
● Updates
● Prior Meeting Materials

● Increase transparency and learning
opportunities

○ Meeting Materials could be available to
the public or to member councils only

Aside from expanding CAFPC’s network via online platforms, the council could
extend its collaboration to academic partners. The findings of this report suggest that
grant writing is a major part of council funding strategies. As such, grant collaboration
and research could greatly benefit from additional academic partners. This could both aid
in council capacity to write grants as well as expand its current network and potential
funding pool. Further, CAFPC and member councils could regularly work with academic
partners to find student volunteers or establish student projects. This is a way to increase
council capacity while building relationships and expanding the council’s network.

5. Leveraging Existing Membership for Funds
Another strategy to increase sustainable funding for CAFPC as well as creating an
incentive for council members to be active and engaging participants is to impose a small
membership fee. This minimal annual fee could allow CAFPC’s capacity to increase by
directing these funds to an event, staff growth, or infrastructure updates such as the
website. Alongside the monetary benefit, this strategy could be used to encourage council
members to partake in all CAFPC meetings, events, and other available opportunities.

The Florida Food Policy Council provides a great example of what a membership
could include and various types of membership49:

Membership Benefits Membership Types

Discounted or free access to meetings and
events

Individual - $25.00 (USD), Subscription
period: 1 year

49 Florida Food Policy Council; Join Us Page https://flfpc.wildapricot.org/Join-us
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Access to our member-only forum to
network and gather resources from our
diverse membership

Organization - $60.00 (USD), Bundle (up
to 4 members), Subscription period: 1 year

Publishing and speaking opportunities Student - $10.00 (USD), Subscription
period: 1 year

Ability to join FLFPC Board and
committees

FLFPC's e-newsletter including updates
on policy, events, opportunities and more

6. Offering Education and Consulting
While acknowledging this recommendation could depend on current council capacity,
offering educational or consulting opportunities is a way to both expand the current
council network as well as establish additional funding. To keep the need for additional
resources low, educational workshops or brief lessons could be offered online and focus
on existing council resources such as reports or data briefs. For member councils with
specific projects, programs, or advocacy work, these workshops could be more narrowly
tailored to fit their concurrent work. This strategy could be utilized by both CAFPC as
well as their member councils. Further, this strategy could encourage collaboration
between councils; councils or council members could work together in facilitating these
workshops or lessons and sharing responsibilities and profits.

An effective example of this strategy includes the annual Chicago Food Policy
Advisory Council Summit. This event has a different emphasis each year and highlights
presentations on different food system topics from various community stakeholders50.
This is a way to expand CAFPC’s network, bring in funds through registration, and
increase collaboration between councils via information sharing.

B. Strategies for Increased Collaboration
The recommended collaboration strategies are based on our findings which suggested
that many member councils and other community food stakeholder organizations are
open to collaboration. The primary suggestion here is to increase CAFPC’s facilitation
responsibilities. However, similar to the set of recommendations above, strategies can be

50 Chicago Food Policy Action Council; Annual Chicago Food Justice Summit page
https://www.chicagofoodpolicy.com/chicagofoodsummit
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utilized by both CAFPC as well as member councils. Additionally, recommendations one
and two are thought to inform both funding and collaboration strategies.

1. Creating a Grant Warehouse: Funding and Collaboration
Another funding recommendation overlaps with a strategy for increased collaboration.
CAFPC should create an online warehouse or database in which grant opportunities are
housed. Alongside this warehouse should be a living document that allows different FPCs
to explore collaboration opportunities. This would lessen the burden on FPCs to seek
grant opportunities while also building CAFPC’s knowledgebase of existing funding
opportunities and collaboration possibilities for member councils. A significant amount
of FPCs are funded through grants and initiatives, this warehouse strategy could
ultimately aid many councils in their efforts to seek funding in addition to increasing
collaborative opportunities. Housing these opportunities on the CAFPC website may also
increase page traffic.

2. Expanding Initiatives: Funding and Collaboration
This recommendation is more relevant for member councils than the CAFPC and
focuses on expanding initiatives across county and other jurisdictional boundaries to be
eligible for state or regional funding, as well as enhancing policy collaboration and
systems change51. This suggestion could act to both boost funding opportunities and
collaboration practices. Further, this strategy may be particularly helpful for rural areas as
they often are more restricted in terms of grant eligibility.

3. Developing an Environment of Collaboration
CAFPC should create more space for member councils to share and learn from one
another. While the quarterly calls are a useful starting point, increasing the frequency of
these calls would allow for added opportunities for organizations to showcase their
current projects, programs, ideas, challenges, and successes. The findings of this report
show that members find opportunities to exchange ideas constructive and valuable. It
may be useful to allow for ‘sign-ups’ in which member councils can plan either a
presentation or talk for a CAFPC call or meeting. These materials could also be housed
on the website along with prior meeting agendas, documents, presentations, and
recordings.

Aside from increasing the frequency of CAFPC meetings, the council should
establish a digital warehouse where member councils regularly update what that they are

51 “Funding Food Policy Councils: Stories from the Field.” Johns Hopkins Center for a Livable Future, 2015.
https://assets.jhsph.edu/clf/mod_clfResource/doc/FundingFPCsStoriesfromtheField_6-12-15.pdf
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working on, successes, or struggles. CAFPC could, for example, create online
collaborative storage (Google Drive or Box) and share it with member councils. To better
organize, each member council should have its own ‘folder’ and update it regularly.
Depending on confidentiality needs, this could also be housed on the CAFPC website.
Alternatively, CAFPC could allow member councils to share updates via the ‘Blog’
option on the website should CAFPC decide to implement such a function on their
webpage. This system would allow all member councils to see what others are working
on and learn from one another without additional meetings required.
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XII. Appendices

A. List of survey respondent by organization
1. Food, Farming and Health Policy Council of the Pajaro Valley
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2. Butte County Local Food Network
3. SLO County Food System Coalition
4. Humboldt Food Policy Council
5. Del Norte and Tribal Lands Community Food Council
6. Nutrition and Fitness Collaborative of the Central Coast
7. San Luis Obispo County
8. Marin Food Policy Council
9. North County Food Policy Council
10. Sacramento Food Policy Council
11. Long Beach Fresh
12. North County (San Diego) Food Policy Council
13. Marin Food Policy Council
14. Oakland Food Policy Council,
15. Santa Clara and San Mateo FSAs
16. San Mateo Food Systems Alliance,
17. San Diego Food System Alliance
18. Riverside Food Systems Alliance
19. Berkeley Food Policy Council
20. Los Angeles Food Policy Council
21. Sonoma Food System Alliance
22. Mendocino County Food Policy Council
23. Community Alliance with Family Farmers (CAFF)
24. San Diego Fishermen's Working Group
25. California Food and Farming Network

B. List of interviewees by organization
1. The Resource Connection
2. The Calaveras County Food Bank
3. The Amador and Calaveras County WIC Office
4. Del Norte and Tribal Lands Community Food Council
5. Butte County Local Food Network
6. North County Food Policy Council
7. Long Beach Fresh
8. Los Angeles Food Policy Council
9. California Food and Farming Network
10. Food, Farming and Health Policy Council of the Pajaro Valley
11. San Diego Food System Alliance
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12. Riverside Food Systems Alliance
13. Oakland Food Policy Council

C. Interview Protocol
Tailored to specific interviewees as necessary
Main focuses: Funding and Collaboration

Interviewee:
Date:
Member Council or organization:
Role within your organization
Role outside of your organization:

GENERAL
1. To begin with, what does “food policy” mean to you? There are no right answers, I’m just

interested in what it means to you52.
2. I’ve seen some interesting papers looking at whether food policy councils should include

the word policy in them at all. Do you have an argument for one way or the other?
3. Can you please tell me about any food policy initiatives that your council is pursuing?

→ If they don’t mention any organizational-level policies ask: “What about organizational
level policies, such as policies that govern what happens within a school or food pantry?”
→ If they say they are not pursuing any, ask: “Why do you think the council is not
pursuing any food policy initiatives?”

4. What food policy opportunities do you see for your county/region/city?
5. In 2014, CFPC put together an activity matrix which was created through conducting

interviews about member councils’ focuses and ongoing projects. I’d like to ask a few
questions about the answers your council gave back then. Not applicable to all
interviewees.

6. What do you consider the biggest accomplishment of your council?
a. What do you consider the biggest accomplishment in your role with the council?

7. What do you consider the biggest challenges of your council to be?
a. What could help address this challenge?

8. I’m going to name 3 different areas, and I’m wondering if you could tell me to what extent
your council participants in each? Please let me know if you need an example for any of
the areas.

a. Member education (or food literacy) - example: educate themselves, decision
makers, and the broader public about the food system, often by hosting guest
speakers, holding film screenings, or publishing or sharing resources

52 Questions 1; 3-4; 19-21 from Clancie, L. “Measuring And Testing How Food Policy Councils Function To
Influence Their Food Systems”  University of North Carolina at Chapel, 2016.
https://doi.org/10.17615/47fr-sh93
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b. Advisory body - example: advice on specific food system issues. ; Sacramento
FPC  advising Sacramento County on how to implement new environmental
justice  requirements

c. Policy advocacy: example: support or oppose local or state policies through
actions including letter writing, meetings with policy makers, public testimony, and
producing policy position papers

d. Information exchange/networking: example:  include formal information sharing
sessions during meetings, informal conversations,  and electronic
communications.

COLLABORATION
9. What does collaboration between members in your council look like?
10. Does your council work or meet with other councils?

a. Why/why not?
11. Do you think collaboration between councils is important?

a. Why/Why not?
12. If you collaborate with other councils,

a. How commonly do you collaborate with urban councils?
b. How commonly do you collaborate with rural councils?

13. Do you think there are advantages of being located in a RURAL/URBAN area for your
council?

a. What about disadvantages?

FINANCIAL CAPITAL
14. What does your funding situation look like?

a. Are you content/satisfied with your current funding status?
15. What are your existing funding strategies?

MEMBERSHIP & DYNAMICS
16. About how many people altogether are involved with your council, either as full time, part

time, or volunteers?
17. What are the criteria to be a member of the council?

Does your council have a dedicated facilitator?
18. Does your council include any of the following? If so how many:

a. Farmers
b. Retailers
c. Anti-hunger or food justice advocates
d. Education sector reps
e. Health and Gov reps
f. Concerned citizens
g. Restaurant owners
h. Fishers

19. Can you please describe the group dynamics at your food policy council?
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19a. Would you say there are strong connections between council members? For
example, do members regularly share information and feel comfortable asking each
other questions outside of council meetings? Why do you think that is?

19b. Can you talk about things that sometimes get in the way of building
connections with other council members?

→ For example, do people’s busy schedules limit the amount of time they can spend
sharing information with other council members?”

19c. What about obstacles to building connections with other councils?
19d. What do you think would strengthen connections between members?

→ What do you think would strengthen connections between councils?
20. Is there a shared vision among your council members?
21. Are you satisfied with the way your council functions?

D. California Food Policy Council Survey: Priorities and Structure Findings
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