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PITTSBURGH FOOD POLICY COUNCIL
The Pittsburgh Food Policy Council serves as a collaborative advisory organization that brings together stakeholders from diverse 
food-related sectors to examine, develop, and improve the food system of the Allegheny County region. In 2009, the council was 
formed, and its members work around a vision of a regional food system, rooted in collaborative, community-based decisions, that 
prioritizes equity and supports the health of Allegheny County’s residents, natural resources, and economy. More information may 
be found at: https://www.pittsburghfoodpolicy.org

CONGRESSIONAL HUNGER CENTER
The Congressional Hunger Center, founded in 1993, is a bi-partisan nonprofit organization that envisions a world without hunger 
and poverty, where every person can achieve their full potential because equitable systems exist to achieve financial freedom 
and full access to healthful, affordable, and culturally-appropriate foods. The Congressional Hunger Center works to fulfill their 
mission and goals by developing leaders through programs including the Bill Emerson National Hunger Fellows and Mickey Leland 
International Hunger Fellows Programs. More information may be found at: https://www.hungercenter.org

Bill Emerson National Hunger Fellows Program

The Bill Emerson National Hunger Fellowship is a one-year social justice program that trains, inspires, and sustains leaders. Fellows 
gain field experience fighting hunger and poverty through placements in community-based organizations across the country and 
policy experience through placements in Washington, D.C. The program bridges community-based efforts and national public 
policy, and fellows develop as effective leaders in the movement to end hunger and poverty. Current fellows, as members of the 
25th Class, have been placed in Seattle, WA; Tucson, AZ; Minneapolis, MN; Fayetteville, AR; Birmingham, AL; Welch County, WV; 
Pittsburgh, PA; Boston, MA; and King County, RI. 
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The primary objective of food systems planning is to improve a community’s food system, the interdependent processes and 
infrastructure that are required in a chain of activities connecting food production, processing, distribution, consumption, and 
waste management, as well as the associated regulatory institutions and activities (Pothukuchi & Kaufman, 2000).  Many 
municipalities are taking initiatives to design and implement sustainable local food systems with practices and policies that 
are “tailored to their community’s needs and rooted in particular places, and aim to be economically viable for farmers and 
consumers, use ecologically sound production and distribution practices, and enhance social equity and democracy for all 
members of the community” (Feenstra, 1997, p. 28); according to Growing Food Connections, more than 200 formal food-related 
plans and policies have been adopted by local and regional governments (as cited in Raja, Morgan, & Hall, 2017, p. 309). 

The Pittsburgh Food Policy Council (PFPC), a collaborative advisory organization based in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, decided to 
create the region's first food action plan after recognizing the need for a repository of food systems-related information and a 
framework document that would both assess Allegheny County’s existing food system and set a food agenda that PFPC could 
work to advance. Launched in 2018, the Greater Pittsburgh Food Action Plan (GPFAP) is a community-driven assessment and 
strategy for improving how all 130 municipalities in Allegheny County interact with the food system. Not only will GPFAP promote a 
local food system that meets the needs of the county’s residents, but it will also serve as a means to align and enhance collective 
community action and collaboration between residents, community groups, businesses, and governments.

While PFPC staff was conducting initial research and planning the plan, they were also partnering with the Congressional Hunger 
Center to bring an Emerson National Hunger Fellow onto the GPFAP project for a five-month period from September 2018 to 
February 2019. Cindy Vong, a graduate of the Master of Urban and Regional Planning program at the University of Colorado Denver, 
was appropriately selected to join PFPC to assist with their food action plan. Specifically, she was tasked with administering the 
Food Policy Audit, a tool to examine formal and informal food-related policies across Allegheny County's municipalities. 

The original Food Policy Audit was created in 2010 in response to the need for assessment tools that could guide the work of 
food systems planning. Tim Beatley and Tanya Denckla Cobb, faculty at the University of Virginia, noticed that food assessments 
tools were primarily gauging food assets, gaps, opportunities, challenges, needs, and wants, but there was not yet an established 
way of evaluating the food system from a policy perspective (O’Brien, 2012). In attempting to fill this unexplored topic, they 
collaborated with Jessica Ray to create the Food Policy Audit, a tool for assessing food-related policies that affect the food system.  
Administration of the tool occurs in two phases. The first phase involves the completion of a 113 ‘yes-or-no’ question survey with 
topics pertaining to Public Health, Economic Development, Environmental Impacts, Social Equity, and Land Conservation; where 
the participant answered “yes,” s/he was further asked to identify where the formal policy could be found (Comprehensive Plan, 
Zoning Ordinance, Plans/Strategies/Programs, Stand-Alone Ordinances, or "Other"). The second phase entails community 
engagement in which the auditor meets with representatives from the local government and community to corroborate the 
survey results; this process, referred to as “groundtruthing,” is essential for contextualizing formal policies and uncovering informal 
policies that are occurring in the community (Clark, 2017; O’Brien, 2012).

Executive Summary
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The Allegheny County Food Policy Survey was created for the GPFAP project by adapting the original version of the tool. Cindy 
coordinated this effort, working in conjunction with PFPC staff, Project Team members, and community leaders. Together, they 
scanned and filtered through the original audit to remove questions that were not relevant to the local area and edited language 
for clarity and understandability. Feedback and recommendations were continually exchanged between the Fellow and the 13 
individuals directly involved in shaping the survey. After approximately three-and-a-half months, the Allegheny County Food 
Policy Survey was finalized and contained 40 questions pertaining to Coordination and Communication, Public Health, Economic 
Development, Environmental Impacts, Social Equity, and Land Conservation.

During the three-week period in which the survey was open, 29 responses were collected, however, five submissions were 
incomplete and therefore omitted from the presentation of survey results. Each response option—"yes," "no," "no, but interested," 
or "n/a"—was tallied for each thematic topic across all municipal types. Policies pertaining to Social Equity and Land Conservation 
were the most prevalent of the thematic topics at 24% and 23%, respectively. Economic Development food-related policies were 
the least likely to exist with 25% of "no" responses. Municipalities were most interested to learn more about Coordination and 
Communication food-related policies with 23% of respondents stipulating "no, but interested." Taken together, an average of only 
26% of the food-related policies polled existed among the municipal participants. Further, Coordination and Communication, 
Environmental Impacts, and Social Equity food-related policies were most reported to be found in a location other than the four 
options specified in the survey. Two-thirds of Public Health food-related policies were identified to be in Stand-Alone Ordinances 
or "Other" locations. Further, over one-half of Economic Development and Land Conservation food-related policies were found in 
Zoning Ordinances. 

The Allegheny County Food Policy Survey is one component in the State of Food System report, which, in turn, is one component 
in the development of GPFAP. PFPC should refer to recommendations and lessons learned as a result of the Fellow’s experience 
creating and administering the Allegheny County Food Policy Survey to guide the remainder of the process to create the plan. 
Specifically, it is recommended that PFPC analyze survey results in-depth and use these subsequent findings to inform future 
stakeholder engagement sessions; engage with multiple different stakeholders; and follow up with the municipalities that wanted 
more information on specific food-related policies. With these strategies and others, PFPC can truly build a strong coalition of 
partners interested in and motivated to improve the food system, and together, they can fulfill the council's vision of a regional 
food system, rooted in collaborative, community-based decisions, that prioritizes equity and supports the health of the county’s 
residents, natural resources, and economy.
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The Pittsburgh Food Policy Council (PFPC), based in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, serves as a collaborative advisory organization 
that brings together stakeholders from diverse food-related sectors to examine, develop, and improve the food system of the 
Allegheny County region. Since their inception a decade ago, PFPC has built a robust and growing membership base with over 80 
entities and 130 individuals who share in the common vision of a regional food system, rooted in collaborative, community-based 
decisions, that prioritizes equity and supports the health of the county’s residents, natural resources, and economy. PFPC staff, 
the council, and its three working groups—discrete teams that focus on 1) advancing the regional food economy, 2) increasing 
food access, and 3) promoting urban agriculture—collaborate on a frequent basis through gatherings such as meetings, learning 
opportunities, and community events (Pittsburgh Food Policy Council, 2019).

In recent years, as the members worked together, they found that the absence of a repository of food systems-related information 
hindered their work; without comprehensive data, the council could not fully grasp how the community was handling food-related 
issues, nor how their efforts, and those of the many organizations and institutions in the food space, could meet those challenges. 
They recognize the need for this seminal information, as well as a framework document that would both assess Allegheny County’s 
existing food system and set a food agenda that PFPC could work to advance. The council decided in 2017 that a food action plan 
was the best strategy forward. Leading this effort would be PFPC staff who would serve as facilitators in the development of the 
Greater Pittsburgh Food Action Plan (GPFAP) with the council and community helping to exchange ideas, generate content, and 
advise staff during the two-year process (Pittsburgh Food Policy Council, 2019).

The GPFAP project began in the spring of 2018. While PFPC staff was conducting initial research and planning the plan, they 
were also partnering with the Congressional Hunger Center to bring an Emerson National Hunger Fellow onto the project for a 
five-month period from September 2018 to February 2019. Cindy Vong, a graduate of the Master of Urban and Regional Planning 
program at the University of Colorado Denver, was appropriately selected to join PFPC to assist with their food action plan. 
Specifically, she was tasked with administering the Food Policy Audit, a tool to examine formal and informal food-related policies 
across the 130 municipalities in Allegheny County. This report provides a comprehensive and detailed account of Cindy’s work on 
the Food Policy Audit. 

Introduction
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Pennsylvania is divided into several political subdivision units such as counties, cities, boroughs, townships, and towns, any of 
which can be referred to as a municipality. There are over 2,600 municipalities in the state, and they are further subdivided into 
classes with overlapping jurisdictions and varying powers and responsibilities (Zhorov, 2016). This section provides a cursory 
description of these subdivision units (which can offer some insights when considering how to work with different municipalities).

COUNTY
There are 67 counties in Pennsylvania that are split into nine classes depending on population size. Most are governed by three 
county commissioners who sit on a board. Counties are required to provide specific services to their residents, including judicial 
administration, corrections and justice-related activities, community development, environmental planning, public health and 
safety, human services, elections, and real estate tax assessments (Zhorov, 2016).

Allegheny County

Allegheny County’s home rule charter was approved by local voters on May 19, 1998 and went into effect on January 1, 2000. With 
this system, the responsibility for local government is transferred from the state to communities, thereby preserving the powers of 
its cities, boroughs, townships, and municipalities by not limiting their jurisdiction, rights, powers, or autonomy. Allegheny County 
is “not permitted to force annexation, merger, or consolidate municipalities, nor can it exercise any power or function within a 
municipality that is being exercised by that municipality unless permitted by the municipality” (General Code, 2016).

CITY
Pennsylvania’s 56 cities are divided into four classes, again based on population size—Philadelphia is the only first-class city with 
over 1 million residents; Pittsburgh is the only second-class city; Scranton is the only second-class A city; and the remainder are 
third class cities. Cities tend to have strong mayors, a more centralized government, and broad powers (Zhorov, 2016).

BOROUGH
A borough is typically smaller than a city with most of the power typically held by the elected council. There are 959 boroughs in 
Pennsylvania, and they do not have class distinctions. The mayor system is generally weak with the mayor primarily responsible 

for law enforcement oversight and tie breaking (Zhorov, 2016).

TOWNSHIP
Townships are the most prevalent form of municipality in Pennsylvania with 
1,546 townships separated into two classification based on population. 
They are the oldest form of government in the country and the most 
decentralized with decision-making power in the hands of commissioners 
(Zhorov, 2016). 

TOWN
Bloomsburg is the only incorporated town in Pennsylvania and has six 
council members at large with the mayor serving as a voting member. “In 
that way the mayor has more power than a borough mayor, but the at large 
election of council members is similar to townships” (Zhorov, 2016).

Overview of Government Structure in Pennsylvania

2,628 
Municipalities 

in Pennsylvania

959
Boroughs
No classes

1,546
Townships

2 classes

67
Counties

9 classes

56
Cities

4 classes

Figure 1: Pennsylvania Municipal Breakdown
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COUNCILS OF GOVERNMENTS
Councils of Governments (CoGs), comprised of member municipalities, are regional governing bodies that are granted some 
region-wide powers. 

Allegheny County CoGs

There are seven CoGs in Allegheny County, including Allegheny Valley North, Char-West, North Hills, Quaker Valley, South Hills 
Area, Steel Rivers, and Turtle Creek Valley (Figure 2). The number of member municipalities within these CoGs range from 14 
(Allegheny Valley North) to  21 (South Hills Area). Taken together, these seven CoGs are comprised of 125 member municipalities 
and is representative of 96% of all Allegheny County municipalities. Five municipalities—Braddock Woods, McDonald, Pittsburgh, 
Sewickley Hills, and Trafford—are not a part of a CoG. 

Figure 2: Councils of Governments in Allegheny County

Source: Turtle Creek Council of Governments, 2014
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Located in southwestern Pennsylvania, Allegheny is the state’s second most populous county with over 1.2 million residents, 
trailing the City and County of Philadelphia with nearly 1.6 million (US Census, 2018). There are 130 municipalities in Allegheny 
County, the greatest number of municipalities of any Pennsylvania county. The city of Pittsburgh is the county seat and largest city 
with 25% of the population; “the surrounding 129 suburban municipalities are individually much smaller than Pittsburgh, each 

accounting for, at most, 4% of Allegheny County’s population” 
(Robert Wood Johnson, 2016, p.1). Geographically, Allegheny 
County can be describe as having a populous urban center, 
some wooded areas, steep slopes, rolling hills, and floodplains 
along the Allegheny, Monongahela, and Ohio Rivers (Allegheny 
County, "Community Profile," 2015).

Currently known as the “Steel City,” Pittsburgh’s nickname is 
indicative of the industry’s storied past in the Allegheny County 
region. Coal, on which steel production depends, was heavily 
deposited beneath much of southwestern Pennsylvania and has 
been called by geologists as “the world’s most valuable single 

mineral deposit” (ExplorePAhistory.com, 2011). Pennsylvania’s first bituminous coal mine was opened in 1760 on Coal Hill, or what 
is now known as Pittsburgh’s Mount Washington neighborhood in the South Side. Heavily demanded and heavily exploited, coal 
mining in the area took off after 1860 with increased production year after year; in 1880, 4.3 million tons of coal were extracted 
whereas in 1916 extraction peaked at 40 million tons. The booming coal mining industry, and secondary businesses like mills and 
factories, spurred enormous social and economic changes: thousands of new workers, many of whom immigrated from eastern 
and southern Europe, filled vacant positions; coal towns sprouted around the area to house miners and their families; generational 
farms were cashed in and sold to mining companies; infrastructure, like railroads and bridges, were built to export coal and steel; 
and businesses that took advantage of the thriving population blossomed (ExplorePAhistory.com, 2011). 

The boom of the steel industry, however, was followed by a bust when it collapsed in the 1970s, leaving Allegheny County 
economically devastated. “The population declined by approximately 24% since its peak in 1960. Residents who could afford 
to relocate or retrain did so, leaving many who worked in the declining manufacturing sector to confront financial hardship 
and unemployment” (Robert Wood Johnson, 2016, p.1). 
Fortunately, Pittsburgh, unlike many other steel towns, was 
able to avoid complete financial devastation by diversifying 
its economy. The city is now undergoing physical and 
economic transformations with newly renovated shopping, 
cultural, dining, and entertainment districts and with 
advanced medicine, education, technology, and banking 
driving the economy. Still, the legacy of social, economic, and 
health disparities following industrial decline continues to 
pose challenges to the equitable fulfillment and enjoyment 
of the region by all Allegheny County residents (Popular 
Pittsburgh, 2015; Robert Wood Johnson, 2016, p.1).

Snapshot of Allegheny County, Pennsylvania

Figure 3: Allegheny County’s Location in Pennsylvania

The Keeling Coal Incline (1870-1928) linked mines along the Southside Slopes 
with railroads. Photo courtesy of Old Pittsburgh Maps.
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DEMOGRAPHICS
Demographics is the statistical breakdown of a population’s characteristics within a geography. Commonly examined factors 
include age, education, income level, marital status, household size and composition, race and ethnicity, and employment. 
Changing demographics are important to understand because they can have significant effects on all aspects of civic life from 
housing affordability to the types of businesses that move into a community to the tax revenue that is generated to support public 
services; when decision-makers are equipped with this information, they can appropriately plan in order to meet current and 
projected future needs within their communities. However, there should be awareness not just for how a community is changing, 
but also why a community is changing. With that next level of insight, governments can craft new or adapt or eliminate existing 
policies to strengthen good practices while curtailing those with less favorable outcomes.

The following figures (4 through 7) reflect data obtained from Headwaters Economics’ Demographic Profiles. Data for Allegheny 
County, unless otherwise noted, has removed Pittsburgh’s figures from its statistics, thereby leaving Allegheny County’s data 
reflecting the other 129 suburban municipalities. This was done intentionally to present a more accurate portrait of the county 
without the city’s statistics skewing the numbers.

Age

In 2016, the median age of Allegheny County residents (including the city) and Pittsburgh was 40.8 and 32.9 years old, 
respectively. Of the 925,000 residents in the county (city excluded), the age range most represented was between 45 and 64 with 
nearly one third of the population (30%). Pittsburgh had a greater percentage of younger people than the county with nearly 40% 
of its 300,000 residents falling between 18 and 34 years old versus 20% in the county (Headwater Economics, 2019, p. 3). 

Source: Headwater Economics, 2019, p. 3

Figure 4: Age Distribution in Allegheny County and Pittsburgh, 2016



16 Setting the Stage for Success, Using the Food Policy Audit to Guide the Greater Pittsburgh Food Action Plan

Race and Ethnicity

Both Allegheny County and Pittsburgh's residents were mostly White in 2016, 85.4% and 66.3%, respectively, however the city 
had greater racial and ethnic diversity. The second more prevalent race was Black or African American where they represented 
nearly one -quarter (24.3%) and one-tenth percent (9.2%) of Pittsburgh and Allegheny County, respectively. The remaining racial 
categories combined accounted for less than 10% of Pittsburgh’s population (9.5%) and 6% of the county (5.4%). Further, less 
than 3% of people in the city or county were Hispanic or Latino of any race (Headwater Economics, 2019, p. 4-5).

Source: Headwater Economics, 2019, p. 4-5

Figure 5: Race and Ethnicity in Allegheny County and Pittsburgh, 2016
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Income

For the three lower income ranges (“Less than $10,000” to “$25,000 to $34,999”), a greater proportion of Pittsburgh residents 
fell into these categories than the county’s residents in 2016. Notably, Pittsburgh had over double the percentage of those earning 
less than $10,000 annually compared to the county. However, for the higher income ranges ($50,000 to $74,999” to “$200,000 
or more”), Allegheny County had a greater rate. Allegheny County and Pittsburgh had nearly the exact same percentage of their 
communities earning between $35,000 and $49,999 at 12.7% and 12.8%, respectively (Headwater Economics, 2019, p. 11).

Source: Headwater Economics, 2019, p. 11

Figure 6: Household Income in Allegheny County and Pittsburgh, 2016
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POVERTY
In its most basic definition, poverty describes the state in which an individual or family’s income is insufficient to meet basic needs, 
a threshold established by a government. According to researcher at the Urban Institute, poverty is not a random event nor are all 
populations equally likely to fall into poverty; those who are most at risk include children, the elderly, female-headed households, 
people of color, and people with disabilities, including veterans (De Vita & Farrell, 2014, p. vi-vii). Further, certain life effects can 
trigger entry into poverty such as increasing family size, teenage pregnancy, growing up in poverty, and chronic poverty (p. 13). 

There can be devastating effects for those who live or have lived in poverty. For impoverished children, studies have shown that 
not only are they more likely to drop out of high school, but they are also more likely to be poor as adults, become teenage parents, 
have employment problems, and report poorer health outcomes. In family life, poverty can compound the effects of normal family 
stressors, like running a household or paying bills, which can lead to greater risk of family problems such as domestic violence and 
divorce. Additionally, and unsurprisingly, people experiencing poverty are more likely to live in poorer neighborhoods with subpar 
and dangerous housing conditions and are at greater risk for becoming homeless (“Social Problems,” 2010). While these examples 
of poverty consequences are merely a small sample, they serve to illustrate the real societal need to confront the underlying 
systemic causes of poverty.

Poverty in Allegheny County and the City of Pittsburgh

The poverty rate in Allegheny County (including Pittsburgh) was 12.7% in 2016 (Headwater Economics, 2019, p. 12), down 
marginally from 12.8% in 2012 (De Vita & Farrell, 2014, p. 24). Compared to the county at large (excluding the city), individuals 
and families in Pittsburgh experienced over twice the rate of poverty, 9.8% versus 22.3% and 7.0% versus 15.6%, respectively 
(Headwater Economics, 2019, p. 12).

While the poverty rate in Allegheny County 
was relatively low, disaggregation of the data 
presented a different narrative where the 
suburban communities around Pittsburgh 
experienced varying degrees of poverty and 
magnitudes of needs. Once considered an 
urban issue, poverty in the suburbs has been 
on the rise due to factors such as greater 
housing affordability and the effects of the 
Great Recession (Lauer, 2016, p. 8-9), and 
this new trend offers unique challenges. For 
instance, in urban areas, poverty is typically 
concentrated in neighborhoods, but in the 
suburbs, poverty is scattered throughout 
large areas which makes it difficult for service 
providers to target needs and deliver services 
(Good, Collins, & Dalton, 2014, p. 5). 

Source: Headwater Economics, 2019, p. 12

Figure 7: Poverty Rate in Allegheny County and Pittsburgh, 2016
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Poverty is not the only indicator that a community is in need. Researchers at the Allegheny Department of Human Services 
(DHS) produced a Community Need Index report which assessed every suburban municipality in the county based on multiple 
indicators—100% poverty line, 200% poverty line, single female-headed families, youth not in school/no diploma, working age 
males unemployed, vacant houses, and no vehicle (Good, Collins, & Dalton, 2014, p. 9). The map below (Figure 8) depicts degrees 
of need and risk in Allegheny County municipalities, and Table 1 lists municipalities by their ranking on the Community Need Index.

Figure 8: Suburban Communities with Moderate to Very High Needs, 2009 

Source: Good, Collins, & Dalton, 2014, p. 2
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Table 1: Alphabetized Municipalities Containing 
Moderate Need to Distressed Communities

Source: Good, Collins, & Dalton, 2014, p. 11
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DHS researchers also created a report examining need and risk in the city of Pittsburgh, tailoring their methods for an urban 
setting (Dalton, Good, Jennison, 2015, p. 1-2). They found that Pittsburgh neighborhoods, like their suburban counterparts, have 
varying degrees of community need. The following map (Figure 9) illustrates their findings. 

With any initiative, program, or policy, whether it is hyper-local or county-wide, it is important to understand the demographic 
breakdown of the locality because this awareness is key to maximizing chances of success. Communities and organizations have 
finite resources—time, human capital, finances, etc.—and having this fundamental demographic information allows decision- and 
policymakers to more precisely and appropriately direct limited resources to their target audiences. This section briefly presented 
on a range of topics, however there are much more data that can be collected for a broader, more comprehensive, and more 
accurate picture of Allegheny County and the city of Pittsburgh.

Figure 9: Pittsburgh Need Index Ranking, City of Pittsburgh, 2012

Source: Dalton, Good, & Jennison, 2015, p. 4
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FOOD SYSTEMS PLANNING
The primary objective of food systems planning is to improve a community’s food system, the interdependent processes and 
infrastructure that are required in a chain of activities connecting food production, processing, distribution, consumption, and 
waste management, as well as the associated regulatory institutions and activities (Pothukuchi & Kaufman, 2000). Around 
the country, many municipalities are taking initiatives to design and implement sustainable local food systems with practices 
and policies that are “tailored to their community’s needs and rooted in particular places, and aim to be economically viable for 
farmers and consumers, use ecologically sound production and distribution practices, and enhance social equity and democracy 
for all members of the community” (Feenstra, 1997, p. 28). Integral to these food systems planning efforts are the following six 
elements, as identified by the American Planning Association (n.d.):

1. Preserve existing and support new opportunities for local and regional urban and rural agriculture;
2. Promote sustainable agriculture and food production practices;
3. Support local and regional food value chains and related infrastructure involved in the processing, packaging, and 

distribution of food;
4. Facilitate community food security, or equitable physical and economic access to safe, nutritious, culturally appropriate, 

and sustainably grown food at all times across a community, especially among vulnerable populations;
5. Support and promote good nutrition and health; and
6. Facilitate the reduction of solid food-related waste and develop or manage a reuse, recovery, recycling, and disposal 

system for food waste and related packaging.

Food systems planning is an area of practice that has enjoyed a recent resurgence of focus and popularity. Although urban 
planning practitioners and academics generally assume this sub-field originated about two decades ago, it has a long and 
multifaceted history where aspects of food systems planning have substantial antecedents in early professional planning (Viliello 
& Brinkley, 2013). For instance, Sir Ebenezer Howard introduced the Garden City concept in his book, Garden Cities of To-morrow, 
published in 1902, which describes a model of development where self-sufficient communities are surrounded by greenbelts that 
provide agricultural land while simultaneously controlling urban sprawl (Essays, 2018). “Garden City proposals address many 
aspects of the food system—production, distribution, collective preparation and consumption, and waste recycling—as integral to 
the city” (Pothukuchi & Kaufman, 2000, p. 114).

When compared to traditional planning topics like land use, economic development, transportation, the environment, and 
housing, food systems has received far less attention from planners, a “puzzling omission,” admits the American Planning 
Association (2007), "for a discipline that marks its distinctiveness by being comprehensive in scope.” Pothukuchi & Kaufman 
(2000) offer several reasons for this overlook, which includes perceptions that the food system is: 1) only tangential to the 
built environment; 2) primarily driven by the private market; and 3) not broken and therefore not necessary to fix (p. 116-117). 
Fortunately, food systems planning gradually captured more attention from planners as professionals began to: 1) recognize the 
relationship between food systems and other areas of planning; 2) understand that food systems are an important part of local 
economics; and 3) become aware that local food policies can address social problems (American Planning Association, 2007). 
This re-energized concern for food places planners and/or community groups—like the Pittsburgh Food Policy Council—in a 
position to take active measures towards creating and formalizing resilient and robust food systems.

Food Systems Planning and Food Action Plans
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Figure 10: Allegheny County Food System
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Food Systems and Equity

A quick examination of just about any community will demonstrate deeply embedded inequities in the food system where different 
populations and neighborhoods experience the food system very differently. For example, there are often certain neighborhoods 
where a grocery store is within easy walking distance for most residents, and then there are other areas where access to fresh 
produce is uncommon and people must travel relatively far distances and/or for extended amounts of time for basic necessities. 
This simple illustration of spatial disparities in food access is just one of several negative effects of malfunctioning food systems; 
others include persistent food insecurity, increases in diet-related illness, and environmental degradation (Raja, Morgan, & Hall, 
2017, p. 309). 

Although food systems planners are generally tasked with creating more well-functioning food systems, promoting social justice, 
and increasing healthy food access—especially for people of color—food scholars and food justice activists argue that such 
planners rarely acknowledge the failed public policies and planning that led to malfunctioning food systems in the first place 
(Passidomo, 2013; Raja, Morgan, & Hall, 2017). Planners often express an unwillingness to “confront and unpack deeper systemic 
food planning processes, such as historic and cultural divides, racial disparities, and poverty, however veering away from these 
hard conversations is likely to replicate or reinforce inequities in community food systems” (Raja, Morgan, & Hall, 2017, p. 311).

To make strides towards more equitable food systems, food scholars and food justice activists recommend that civic participation 
and community activism play more prominent roles in addressing social issues; particularly for community food security, it is 
imperative that food justice activism is generated within communities of need, rather than imposed on them by well-meaning 
outsiders (Passidomo, 2013, p. 91-92). Planners and food-focused community organizations should capitalize on the widespread 
interest in and activism around food, but food should be viewed as the starting point for social, economic, and community 
transformation and equity, rather than an end in itself (p. 92-93).

FOOD ACTION PLANS
A food action plan is a framework document that proposes future action ideas and policy recommendations with the intent 
of improving a community’s food system, and the practice of creating such plans is gaining popularity; in the United States, 
according to Growing Food Connections, more than 200 food-related plans and policies have been adopted by local and regional 
governments (as cited in Raja, Morgan, & Hall, 2017, p. 309). The geographic scope of a food action plan, and the community or 
communities it references or pertains to, is not limited; it can encompass a single municipality, state, or even multiple nations 
and the myriad of population groups therein. Planning processes, whether comprehensive planning, climate action planning, 
or food systems planning, commonly entail community engagement through multiple methods in order to gain insight into the 
community’s vision for the future and its values, priorities, and desire outcomes. Participants in this process can, and should, 
include diverse stakeholders with diverse backgrounds, including elected officials, municipal staff, relevant business and nonprofit 
leaders, community representatives, and residents.

The timeline to create a food action plan is dependent upon several factors such as financial resources, geographic scope, and 
human capital, but typically the process takes about two years. Food action plans are critical in aligning local planning and zoning 
policies which are important to consider because they can reduce or reinforce structural barriers that prevent the food system 
from being as healthy, equitable, affordable, and resilient as the community desires. Often, these plans present a vision for the food 
system, outline short- and long-range goals and objectives, and sometimes identify community and municipal partners that are 
essential to realizing those goals. 
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THE GREATER PITTSBURGH FOOD ACTION PLAN
GPFAP is a community-driven assessment and strategy for improving how all 130 municipalities in Allegheny County interact with 
the food system; it is the first document of its kind in the Greater Pittsburgh region. PFPC began the process of creating GPFAP 
after the council identified the need for a framework document that would both assess Allegheny County’s existing food system 
and set a food agenda that PFPC could work to advance. Not only will GPFAP promote a local food system that meets the needs 
of the county’s residents, but it will also serve as a means to align and enhance collective community action and collaboration 
between residents, community groups, businesses, and governments.  

Through GPFAP, the council hopes to achieve the following five goals:

1. Enhance coordination and communication among existing food systems resources and agencies;
2. Center the role of sustainable agriculture and environmental stewardship in a healthy food system;
3. Support a robust regional food economy that benefits all;
4. Improve food security and public health by increasing availability and accessibility of nutritious, high-quality, and locally-

sourced food; and 
5. Build collective power to promote food sovereignty for all residents.

TIMELINE
Beginning in the spring of 2018, GPFAP will be created over four phases in a two-year timeframe.

Phase 1 – PFPC staff will create a strong foundation that will support the GPFAP project. During this time, staff will “plan the plan” 
by determining logistics such as budget, human resources, timeframe, flow of planning activities, etc. They will gather 
local and county data and information to understand how food-related issues have been addressed in the region. 
Additionally, their research will include reviewing county food action plans around the country for general ideas and 
best practices. 

Phase 2 – To understand the current condition of Allegheny County’s food system, PFPC staff will create a State of the Food 
System report. Informed by comprehensive research and extensive amounts of data, this document will be formative 
for the food action plan.

Phase 3 – PFPC staff, the Project Team, and the Engagement Sessions sub-committee will administer their strategy for 
community engagement which aims to take a diverse approach, both in terms of geography and food-related sectors.

Phase 4 – Combining Phases 2 and 3, PFPC staff will formulate the plan. This process involves exchanging drafts with the Project 
Team and others until it is finalized and shared publicly. 

Addressing Food Gaps with the Greater Pittsburgh Food Action Plan

1 2 3 4
DRAFTASSESS ENGAGERESEARCH
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TEAM STRUCTURE
PFPC exercises collective leadership within the organization. This model of leadership emphasizes the distribution of power where 
people share responsibilities and engage in decision-making processes. PFPC recognizes that its members come from diverse 
backgrounds with diverse perspectives and motivations and encourages them to work together towards shared visions and goals; 
it is this diversity that ultimately strengthens the council’s understanding of and work within the food system. 

The development of GPFAP will be guided by a robust leadership 
structure which includes key stakeholder groups, thereby 
building on close partnerships and strengthening public sector 
collaboration. The structure takes the shape of an avocado with 
three distinct groups that will aid in this project: the Project Core, 
the Project Team, and the Advisory Committee (Figure 11).

Project Core

The Project Core consists of PFPC staff, two consultants (Project 
Management and Data), and briefly, an Emerson National Hunger 
Fellow. They are responsible for administering, facilitating, and 
documenting the plan, as well as drafting the written content and 
incorporating stakeholder input. The Project Core is also leading 
the planning process which includes community engagement 
sessions, surveys, and local government auditing. Along the way, 
they will depend heavily on the strategic guidance, sector-specific 
expertise, and committed support of the members of PFPC and 
the broader community.

Project Team

The Project Team consists of PFPC Steering Committee members and representatives from government and academic sectors 
who will meet regularly throughout the planning process. They guide a broad, inclusive community planning process with key 
sectors. Project Team members can also self-select to join sub-committees, groups formed around specific topics necessary for a 
successful food action plan. Sub-committees include Engagement Sessions, Policy/Legislative Path, Evaluation of GPFAP Process, 
Strategy Inventory, and Data. 

Advisory Committee

Members of the Advisory Committee are high-level decision- and public policymakers from across health, economic development, 
environment, and planning sectors. They will advise the Project Team in creating GPFAP. Members at this level will identify key 
contributors within and outside their organizations to serve on the Project Team and facilitate communication among integral 
agencies and nonprofits. 

Figure 11: Greater Pittsburgh Food Action Plan 
Project Structure Levels
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BACKGROUND
The Food Policy Audit was created in 2010 in response to the need for assessment tools that could guide the work of food systems 
planning. Tim Beatley and Tanya Denckla Cobb, faculty at the University of Virginia, noticed that food assessment tools primarily 
gauged food assets, gaps, opportunities, challenges, needs, and wants, but there was not yet an established way of evaluating the 
food system from a policy perspective (O’Brien, 2012). In attempting to fill this unexplored topic, they collaborated with Jessica 
Ray to create the Food Policy Audit, a tool for assessing the formal and informal food-related policies that affect the food system 
(Clark, 2017; O’Brien, 2012).  

Administration of the tool occurs in two phases. The first phase involves the completion of a 113 ‘yes-or-no’ question survey with 
topics pertaining to Public Health, Economic Development, Environmental Impacts, Social Equity, and Land Conservation; where 
the participant answered “yes,” s/he was further asked to identify where the formal policy could be found (Comprehensive Plan, 
Zoning Ordinance, Plans/Strategies/Programs, Stand-Alone Ordinances, or "Other"). Results are scored by tallying the number 
of “yes” responses and comparing that figure to the total number of survey questions; a high score indicates a high number of 
food-related policies. The second phase entails community engagement in which the auditor meets with representatives from the 
local government and community to corroborate the survey results; this process, referred to as “groundtruthing,” is essential for 
contextualizing formal policies and uncovering informal policies that are occurring in the community. The advantage of utilizing 
the Food Policy Audit is that this tool can provide clear policy direction for planners, community organizations, and policymakers 
which ultimately reduces inefficiencies and increases effectiveness (Clark, 2017; O’Brien, 2012).

The Food Policy Audit was made publicly available for use and adaptation (O’Brien, 2012, p. 187). PFPC staff chose to deploy this 
tool because they wanted to understand how food-related policies were transpiring across Allegheny County’s 130 municipalities. 
In such a diverse area, the audit would serve to provide critical information for GPFAP, as well as a way to spark initial conversations 
with municipalities that could be partners in PFPC’s work. Cindy Vong, PFPC’s Emerson National Hunger Fellow (hereafter, 
“Fellow”), was responsible for administering the Allegheny County Food Policy Survey.

METHODOLOGY
Creating the Survey

The Allegheny County Food Policy Survey was created by adapting the original version of the tool developed by University of 
Virginia faculty. Cindy coordinated this effort, working in conjunction with PFPC staff, Project Team members, and community 
leaders. Together, they scanned and filtered through the original audit to remove questions that were not relevant to the local 
area; for instance, Allegheny County has a very low migrant farmer population, so questions regarding this subject were removed. 
Language in the survey was also edited for clarity and understandability. Feedback and recommendations were continually 
exchanged between the Fellow and the 13 individuals directly involved in shaping the Food Policy Survey. The process to finalize the 
survey took approximately three-and-a-half months.

There were a few challenges in optimizing the Allegheny County Food Policy Survey. The first was the difficulty in finding a balance 
between questions that were necessary for the sake of GPFAP and those that were merely interesting to know. Another challenge 
was information asymmetry where some collaborators had more technical knowledge than others regarding whether a question 
was pertinent to Allegheny County. The final, most common obstacle was the differences in opinion between PFPC staff, Project 
Team members, and community leaders because they tended to view the importance of questions differently.

The Allegheny County Food Policy Audit



28 Setting the Stage for Success, Using the Food Policy Audit to Guide the Greater Pittsburgh Food Action Plan

Regardless, they were able to find compromises, and the Food Policy Survey was finalized with several major adaptations from the 
original version. The Allegheny County Food Policy Survey contained 40 questions, four of which gave the participant the chance 
to provide addition context for their response. Also, instead of simply answering with “yes” or “no,” the option “no, but interested” 
was added, thereby providing PFPC with pretext to follow up with municipalities. Lastly, whereas the original audit asked both 
municipal and school food policy questions, the latter were omitted due to a consensus that municipalities should only be 
responsible for municipal questions. 

THE ALLEGHENY COUNTY FOOD POLICY SURVEY

The 40 questions comprising the Allegheny County Food Policy Survey were grouped into six themes, based on GPFAP goals and 
objectives. These topics include:

1. Coordination and Communication (5 questions)
2. Public Health (4 questions)
3. Economic Development (8 questions)
4. Environmental Impacts (5 questions)
5. Social Equity (7 questions)
6. Land Conservation (11 questions)

For ease of access and use, the survey was distributed on a web-based platform using SurveyMonkey. Each of the 40 questions 
had between one and three sub-questions to which the participant would be directed if s/he answered affirmatively. This design 
yielded an electronic survey with a total of up to 90 questions. A copy of the survey may be found under Appendices.

Publicizing the Survey

To make the survey as successful as possible, the Fellow devised a publicity strategy to promote the opportunity to take part 
in the Food Policy Survey. First, PFPC staff attended two CoGs meetings—one with Steel Rivers and the other with the CoG 
Directors. These meetings were important opportunities to speak directly to municipal leaders and begin executing chain-referral 
recruitment for participants; notably, by asking CoG Directors to share the survey with their members, the Food Policy Survey was 
able to reach 104 of 130 municipalities. Even more, 11 individuals at these meetings signed up to take the survey. 

Additionally, PFPC staff partnered with CONNECT, the Congress of Neighboring Communities, which is an organization of 
municipalities that collaborate on local public policy issues. CONNECT shared the Food Policy Survey with their members through 
their email listserv and periodic newsletter, helping the survey to reach 12 additional unique municipalities. PFPC staff also 
requested that Project Team members engage their personal municipal contacts and request their participation in the survey. 
The Fellow directly emailed the remaining 14 municipalities that could not be reach through CoGs, CONNECT, nor Project Team 
members. With this comprehensive strategy, every municipality in the county was made aware of the food policy council and 
GPFAP and was invited to participate in the Allegheny County Food Policy Survey.

Administering the Survey

The survey was launched on January 22, 2019 and was available for participation for three weeks, concluding on February 12, 2019. 
PFPC’s goal was to collect 30 responses, or 23% of Allegheny County municipalities.
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Survey Results

During the three-week period in which the survey was open, 29 responses were collected, one shy of PFPC's participation goal. 
However, of the 29 responses, 27 were unique municipalities, meaning that two communities had submitted two separate surveys. 
For each of the two municipalities, responses were compared against one another, and it was found in both cases that one of the 
submissions was significantly incomplete (e.g., five to seven questions were answered out of 40, and those answers were primarily 
“n/a”). Similarly, three other municipalities had significantly incomplete surveys. As a result these five submissions were omitted 
from the following presentation of survey results. 

PARTICIPANTS 
Councils of Governments Representation

Twenty-three survey responses were received from CoG-affliated municipalities. Steel Rivers and Turtle Creek Valley CoGs 
submitted the greatest number of surveys, each with seven municipal participants. These CoGs also represented the greatest 
percentage of responses from total participation at 29% each. No participation was received by an Allegheny Valley North CoG 
municipality. 

Table 2: Councils of Governments Participation

Council of 
Governments

Number of 
Municipalities

Number 
of Survey 

Participants

Participation 
from Within 

CoG (%)

Participation 
from Total 

Responses (%)

Steel Rivers 19 7 37% 29%

Turtle Creek 
Valley 20 7 35% 29%

Char-West 17 4 24% 17%

South Hills Area 21 3 14% 13%

North Hills 18 1 6% 4%

Quaker Valley 16 1 6% 4%

Allegheny 
Valley North 14 0 0% 0%

Total 125 23 18% 96%



30 Setting the Stage for Success, Using the Food Policy Audit to Guide the Greater Pittsburgh Food Action Plan

Municipal Representation

Of the 24 municipal participants, there were 17 boroughs, three cities, two municipalities and two townships. Additionally, 75% of 
all of Allegheny County's cities participated in the Food Policy Survey, as did 50% of all “municipalities,” 21% of all boroughs, and 
5% of all townships (Figure 12); "municipality" is a classification listed by the county (Allegheny County, "Municipal Map," 2015). 
No participation was received from Pennsbury Village, the only village in Allegheny County. 

Position or Title of Respondents

Sixty-two percent of survey participants were in managerial or council positions, 33% and 29%, respectively (Figure 13). The 
remaining 38% were, in descending percentage of representation, mayors, secretaries, directors, commissioners, and municipal 
advisors. 

3 of 4 
CITIES 

75%

2 of 4 
MUNICIPALITIES* 

50%

2 of 40 
TOWNSHIPS 

5%

17 of 81
BOROUGHS 

21%
Figure 12: Respondents Within Each Municipal Type

Figure 13: Respondents by Position or Title



Setting the Stage for Success, Using the Food Policy Audit to Guide the Greater Pittsburgh Food Action Plan 31

PARTICIPANT RESPONSES WITHIN COUNCILS OF GOVERNMENTS
The 40 questions of the Allegheny County Food Policy Survey had a binary value of either "0" or "1," depending on the answer; 
"no," "no, but interested," and "n/a" responses received 0 points, and "yes" responses received 1 point. Scores for each 
municipality were found by totaling the number of "yes" responses for each survey submission (Table 3), and an average score was 
determined for each CoG. Additionally, scores were disaggregated by thematic topic—Coordination and Communication, Public 
Health, Economic Development, Environmental Impacts, Social Equity, and Land Conservation—and a percent thematic score 
was calculated by taking the thematic score and dividing that number by the total number of potential "yes" responses across all 
municipalities within that CoG. 

Char-West

The four Char-West municipal participants together had an average of six food-related policies, or a rate of 15%. Scores ranged 
from three (Borough I and Township B) to 13 (Borough L). Of the thematic topics, Social Equity had the greatest percentage of 
"yes" responses with one-quarter of affirmative responses. Coordination and Communication had the lowest percentage with 5%.

North Hills

One municipality from the North Hills CoG participated in the survey. Borough M positively identified 13 food-related policies within 
its jurisdiction. Social Equity had the greatest thematic score percentage at a rate of 43%. Coordination and Communication and 
Environmental Impacts had the lowest percentage of "yes" responses, both with 20%. 

Quaker Valley

Similar to North Hills, Quaker Valley had one municipality participate in the Allegheny County Food Policy Survey. Borough D 
responded "no" to all survey questions with the exception of one "yes" under the Economic Development theme.

South Hills Area

Three municipalities in the South Hills Area CoG participated in the survey with scores ranging from five (Borough C) to 14 
(Municipality A). On average, these participants adopted nine food-related policies in their localities with an overall rate of 22% 
affirmative answers. Public Health had the greatest percentage of "yes" responses with 50%. The remaining theme scores ranged 
from 13% to 25%.

Steel Rivers

The seven municipal participants from the Steel Rivers CoG together had an average of eight food-related policies, or a thematic 
score percentage of 20%. Scores ranged from one (Borough E) to 21 (City B). Policies related to Social Equity had the greatest 
percentage of affirmative responses with one-third of positive responses. Environmental Impacts had the lowest percentage of 
"yes" responses at 6%.

Turtle Creek Valley

Like the Steel Rivers CoG, Turtle Creek Valley had seven municipalities participate in the survey with scores ranging from zero 
(Borough O) to 20 (Borough A). Further, Turtle Creek Valley also had an average thematic score of 20%. Public Health food-
related policy questions received one-quarter of potential "yes" responses, the greatest of any thematic topic. Social Equity and 
Coordination and Communication also had high percentages of "yes" responses, 24% and 23%, respectively. Land Conservation 
had the lowest percentage at a rate of 13%.
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Table 3: Councils of Governments Responses by Thematic Topic

Councils of 
Government Score Coordination and 

Communication 
Public 
Health

Economic 
Development

Environmental 
Impacts

Social 
Equity

Land 
Conservation

"Yes" 
Responses (%)

CHAR-WEST (out of 5) (out of 4) (out of 8) (out of 5) (out of 7) (out of 11)

Borough I 3 0 0 1 0 1 1 8%

Borough L 13 1 1 2 2 4 3 33%

Township A 5 0 1 2 0 1 1 13%

Township B 3 0 0 0 0 1 2 8%

Score / Theme Score (%) Avg: 6 1 / 5% 2 / 13% 5 / 16% 2 / 10% 7 / 25% 7 / 16% 15%

NORTH HILLS (out of 5) (out of 4) (out of 8) (out of 5) (out of 7) (out of 11)

Borough M 13 1 1 3 1 3 4 33%

Score / Theme Score (%) Avg: 13 1 / 20% 1 / 25% 3 / 38% 1 / 20% 3 / 43% 4 / 36% 33%

QUAKER VALLEY (out of 5) (out of 4) (out of 8) (out of 5) (out of 7) (out of 11)

Borough D 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 3%

Score / Theme Score (%) Avg: 1 0 / 0% 0 / 0% 1 / 13% 0 / 0% 0 / 0% 0 / 0% 3%

SOUTH HILLS AREA (out of 5) (out of 4) (out of 8) (out of 5) (out of 7) (out of 11)

Borough C 5 1 2 2 0 0 0 13%

Borough G 7 0 2 1 1 2 1 18%

Municipality A 14 1 2 3 2 2 4 35%

Score / Theme Score (%) Avg: 9 2 / 13% 6 / 50% 6 / 25% 3 / 20% 4 / 19% 5 / 15% 22%

STEEL RIVERS (out of 5) (out of 4) (out of 8) (out of 5) (out of 7) (out of 11)

Borough B 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 5%

Borough E 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 3%

Borough F 8 0 2 2 0 4 0 20%

Borough H 10 0 0 3 0 1 6 25%

Borough K 5 0 0 1 1 2 1 13%

City B 21 4 1 3 1 6 6 53%

City C 6 1 1 1 0 2 1 15%

Score / Theme Score (%) Avg: 8 6 / 17% 5 / 18% 10 / 18% 2 / 6% 16 / 33% 14 / 18% 20%

TURTLE CREEK VALLEY (out of 5) (out of 4) (out of 8) (out of 5) (out of 7) (out of 11)

Borough A 20 2 1 4 2 5 6 50%

Borough J 3 0 2 1 0 0 0 8%

Borough N 5 1 1 0 0 1 2 13%

Borough O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

Borough P 14 2 3 4 2 3 0 35%

Borough Q 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 3%

Municipality B 11 3 0 0 3 3 2 28%

Score / Theme Score (%) Avg: 8 8 / 23% 7 / 25% 10 / 18% 7 / 20% 12 / 24% 10 / 13% 20%
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AUDIT SCORES WITHIN MUNICIPAL TYPES
Boroughs

The number of food-related policies adopted by borough participants ranged from zero (Borough O) to 20 (Borough A). On 
average, boroughs had seven food-related policies. Of the six thematic topics, Public Health had the greatest percentage of "yes" 
responses (24%), although Social Equity was a close second with 23%. Coordination and Communication and Environmental 
Impacts had the lowest percentage of affirmative responses, both at 11%.

Cities

Cities had, on average, 20 out of 40 food-related policies, ranging from six (City C) to 33 (City A). Four of six topics had thematic 
scores of 50% or greater, including Social Equity (67%), Coordination and Communication (60%), Public Health (50%), and 
Economic Development (50%). Environmental Impacts had the lowest thematic score with an average of 33%. 

Municipalities

Total food-related policies adopted by "municipality" participants ranged from 11 (Municipality B) to 14 (Municipality A) with an 
average score of 13. Of the thematic topics, Environmental Impacts had the greatest percentage of "yes" responses (50%) and 
Economic Development had the lowest percentage (19%). 

Townships

On average, township participants had four food-related policies, ranging from three (Township B) to five (Township A). Thematic 
scores ranged from 0% (Coordination and Communication and Environmental Impacts) to 14% (Social Equity).
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Table 4: Survey Scores by Municipal Type and Thematic Topic

Municipality Type Score Coordination and 
Communication 

Public 
Health

Economic 
Development

Environmental 
Impacts

Social 
Equity

Land 
Conservation

"Yes" 
Responses (%)

BOROUGH (out of 5) (out of 4) (out of 8) (out of 5) (out of 7) (out of 11)
A 20 2 1 4 2 5 6 50%
B 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 5%
C 5 1 2 2 0 0 0 13%
D 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 3%
E 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 3%
F 8 0 2 2 0 4 0 20%
G 7 0 2 1 1 2 1 18%
H 10 0 0 3 0 1 6 25%
I 3 0 0 1 0 1 1 8%
J 3 0 2 1 0 0 0 8%
K 5 0 0 1 1 2 1 13%
L 13 1 1 2 2 4 3 33%
M 13 1 1 3 1 3 4 33%
N 5 1 1 0 0 1 2 13%
O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
P 14 2 3 4 2 3 0 35%
Q 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 3%

Score / Theme Score (%) Avg: 7 9 / 11% 16 / 24% 26 / 19% 9 / 11% 27 / 23% 24 / 13% 16%
CITY (out of 5) (out of 4) (out of 8) (out of 5) (out of 7) (out of 11)

A 33 4 4 8 4 6 7 83%
B 21 4 1 3 1 6 6 53%
C 6 1 1 1 0 2 1 15%

Score / Theme Score (%) Avg: 20 9 / 60% 6 / 50% 12 / 50% 5 / 33% 14 / 67% 14 / 42% 50%
MUNICIPALITY (out of 5) (out of 4) (out of 8) (out of 5) (out of 7) (out of 11)

A 14 1 2 3 2 2 4 35%
B 11 3 0 0 3 3 2 28%

Score / Theme Score (%) Avg: 13 4 / 40% 2 / 25% 3 / 19% 5 / 50% 5 / 36% 6 / 27% 31%

TOWNSHIP (out of 5) (out of 4) (out of 8) (out of 5) (out of 7) (out of 11)
A 5 0 1 2 0 1 1 13%
B 3 0 0 0 0 1 2 8%

Score / Theme Score (%) Avg: 4 0 / 0% 1 / 13% 2 / 13% 0 / 0% 2 / 14% 3 / 14% 10%
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PARTICIPANT RESPONSES BY THEMATIC TOPIC
Each response option—"yes," "no," "no, but interested," or "n/a"—was tallied for each thematic topic across all municipal types 
(Table 5). Policies pertaining to Social Equity and Land Conservation were the most prevalent of the thematic topics at 24% 
and 23%, respectively. Economic Development food-related policies were the least likely to exist with 25% of "no" responses. 
Municipalities were most interested to learn more about Coordination and Communication food-related policies with 23% of 
respondents stipulating "no, but interested." Taken together, an average of only 26% of the food-related policies polled existed 
among the municipal participants. 

Table 5: Responses by Thematic Topic

Number of Responses

Theme Yes No No, but 
interested N/A

Coordination and 
Communication

22
(11%)

57
(16%)

40
(23%)

3
(6%)

Public Health 25
(12%)

47
(13%)

18
(10%)

6
(11%)

Economic 
Development

43
(21%)

88
(25%)

35
(20%)

16
(30%)

Environmental 
Impacts

19
(9%)

45
(13%)

22
(13%)

9
(17%)

Social Equity 48
(24%)

40
(11%)

33
(19%)

5
(9%)

Land Conservation 47
(23%)

75
(11%)

25
(14%)

14
(26%)

Total 204
(26%)

352
(45%)

173
(22%)

53
(7%)
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POLICY LOCATIONS BY THEMATIC TOPIC
In the Allegheny County Food Policy Survey, participants were asked to identify the location for each food-related policy that  
s/he had reported to exist; locations included Comprehensive Plan, Zoning Ordinance, Plans/Strategies/Programs, Stand-Alone 
Ordinance, or "Other." Participants who indicated "Other" were asked to specify by indicating the policy's unique location, however, 
some participants provided uncertain answers, such "unknown" or "not sure," and these sorts of answers were removed from the 
count in Table 6. 

Coordination and Communication, Environmental Impacts, and Social Equity food-related policies were most reported to be found 
in a location other than the four options specified in the survey. Two-thirds of Public Health food-related policies were identified 
to be in Stand-Alone Ordinances or "Other" locations. Further, over one-half of Economic Development and Land Conservation 
food-related policies were found in Zoning Ordinances. For respondents who reported "Other," a list of the reported locations may 
be found under Appendices.

Table 6: Location of Affirmed Policies by Thematic Topic

Number of Responses

Theme Comprehensive 
Plan

Zoning 
Ordinance

Plans/
Strategies/
Programs

Stand-Alone 
Ordinance Other Total

Coordination and 
Communication

2
(10%)

0
(0%)

0
(0%)

1
(5%)

18
(86%) 21

Public Health 1
(8%)

0
(0%)

3
(25%)

4
(33%)

4
(33%) 12

Economic 
Development

2
(6%)

17
(52%)

6
(18%)

1
(3%)

7
(21%) 33

Environmental 
Impacts

0
(0%)

1
(8%)

1
(8%)

1
(8%)

9
(75%) 12

Social Equity 1
(3%)

3
(10%)

8
(27%)

1
(3%)

17
(57%) 30

Land 
Conservation

3
(11%)

16
(57%)

6
(21%)

0
(0%)

3
(11%) 28
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The Allegheny County Food Policy Survey is one component in the State of Food System report, which, in turn, is one component 
in the ongoing development of GPFAP. To aid this process, the Fellow has developed a list of guiding recommendations based upon 
her experience creating and administering the Allegheny County Food Policy Survey.

1. ANALYZE SURVEY RESULTS
The Allegheny County Food Policy Survey should be analyzed in-depth to understand how demographic, geographic, and poverty-
related trends and patterns intersect with the data. This awareness will yield more relevant and targeted ideas for action and 
recommended policies. 

2. INTEGRATE SURVEY FINDINGS INTO ENGAGEMENT SESSIONS
The Food Policy Audit is a two-phase tool; this report describes phase one. Phase two involves stakeholder engagement sessions 
in which PFPC staff and the GPFAP Engagement Sessions sub-committee should integrate some findings from the Allegheny 
County Food Policy Survey. Engaging with community residents, municipal leaders, and food-related sectors will provide context to 
the data and unearth informal policies not captured in the survey. 

3. ENGAGE
There are many individuals, organizations, and partners who are interested in improving the Allegheny County food system. GPFAP, 
and the process to create it, should continue to be a channel through which to strengthen existing and foster new relationships 
and partnerships for collective community action and impact. Specifically, a concerted effort should be made to connect with: 

Community Members

In the interest of food systems equity, community members should be well engaged and their input well integrated into GPFAP, 
especially if they will be impacted by its recommended actions or policies. Community members have community wisdom which 
can not only inform and shape the food action plan, but also make GPFAP a more successful project overall. As part of PFPC's 
mission is to create equitable food systems, they should also take an equitable approach to stakeholder engagement. 

CoGs

Allegheny Valley North, North Hills, Quaker Valley, and South Hills Area CoGs had relatively fewer municipal participants in the 
Allegheny County Food Policy Survey than their peers. Reaching out to local governments and organizations in these areas will 
promote more participation from all areas in Allegheny County.

The Project Team and, if/when appropriate, the Steering Committee

Individuals in these two leadership groups have already demonstrated a commitment to the work of bettering the county’s food 
system. PFPC staff should continue to tap into these groups for their expertise, knowledge, and networks. 

4. REACH OUT TO SURVEY PARTICIPANTS
Over half of the survey participants indicated that there was at least one food-related policy that they did not have but were 
interested to learn more about. PFPC staff should devise a strategy to reach out to these participants not only to provide this 
information but also to build regional connections and partnerships. 

Recommendations
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Reflecting on the process to create and execute the Allegheny County Food Policy Survey offers the Fellow the chance to share 
lessons learned and opportunities to improve with those who are considering using the Food Policy Audit as their food systems 
assessment tool. The following highlights successful tactics as well as suggestions for improvement.

SUCCESSES
Tool Relevance

Designing a survey that reflected the realities of the local area demonstrated to municipalities that there was awareness and 
understanding of local governance. Further, omitting irrelevant questions and shortening the survey from 113 to 40 questions 
showed a respect for participants' time. 

Using Networks to Increase Participation

The strategy of chain-referral recruitment helped to increase the number of survey responses because the request to participate 
came from a known and respected source.

Reminder Emails

Emails and reminder emails were sent to organizations and municipal leaders, Project Team members, and CoG Directors on a 
regular basis, about once per week. These emails included information about the survey participation goal and progress made 
thus far. This tactic enabled partners to see how they could directly assist the council in reaching the participation goal. 

IMPROVEMENTS
In-Person Audit Feedback 

Input for the audit should be gathered during an in-person group meeting, not through email. While email is generally more 
convenient than arranging a meeting for over a dozen people, feedback is not collected as efficiently as possible. Using email for 
feedback on the Food Policy Survey resulted in a long editing process with many back-and-forth exchanges with the individuals 
involved in shaping the survey.

Build Relationships Early

If it is possible, purposeful and broad connections should be made as soon as it is known that a major community project will be 
underway. By getting exposure and publicity early, the project will become more familiar to potential participants and partners 
before it is officially launched, thereby reducing lags in momentum when having to both gain community trust and work to 
complete the project at the same time.

Extend Survey Time

While three weeks were adequate for the Allegheny County Food Policy Survey to receive a fair number of participants, the council 
might have received more responses had the survey been kept open for at least one more week. Keeping the survey open for as 
long as possible increases the potential of capturing more participants. 

Lessons Learned
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Food action plans are credible tools for examining, aligning, and improving a community's food system on a systematic level. 
Not only do they generate ideas for creative ways to making meaningful food-related change in communities, but they also offer 
a path for strong community relationships and collaboration. GPFAP will help the Allegheny County region achieve a more just, 
sustainable, and equitable food system—exactly the mission of the plan. However, such an effort requires information and data in 
order to be appropriate, applicable, and successful. The Allegheny County Food Policy Survey was one tactic used in the pursuit of 
more data, and ultimately, this tool provided a better understanding of food-related policies throughout county.

By administering the Allegheny County Food Policy Survey, PFPC staff and Project Team members were able to learn more about  
the goings-on of some of the county's municipalities. Further, PFPC was able to raise awareness of the council and elevate the 
GPFAP project. The council is in a strong position to continue fostering relationships throughout the county, connections that 
are essential for region-wide work. As the council continues to work towards the completion of the GPFAP project, data from the 
survey can be helpful in guiding the process forward. While the Food Policy Survey and its results are not formally sanctioned by 
the any city or the county, this tool can nevertheless be a useful way to start important community conversations. 

Conclusion
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The Pittsburgh Food Policy Council (PFPC) is a collective impact organization that works to create a 
more just, sustainable, and equitable food system for all. To support this mission, we are facilitating the 
creation of the Greater Pittsburgh Food Action Plan (GPFAP), a community-driven assessment and strategy for 
improving how we grow, distribute, and dispose of food throughout all 130 municipalities of Allegheny County. 
You can learn more at: https://foodactionplan.org/. 

We thank you for your help in participating in this survey. It was developed by faculty at the University 
of Virginia, and we have adapted it to be relevant to Allegheny County. The objective of this survey is to learn 
more about your municipality’s food-based policies and processes. By understanding these policies and 
processes better, we can then all work together to identify gaps and opportunities for future activities. 

Your participation will help inform the development of GPFAP and the future policy recommendations it 
proposes. In return, we hope to provide municipalities with a meaningful network of community and municipal 
partners that can collaborate on local food initiatives; information, resources, and technical assistance related 
to food systems development; and bring attention to your municipality’s food systems successes and needs.   

Instructions 
This survey consists of yes-or-no questions. We estimate that it will take 20-30 minutes to complete. 

Please follow these steps:  

1. Check whether or not the food-based policy, program, practice, or guideline exists in your 
municipality (Yes – No – No, but interested – N/A) 

a. “No, but interested” means that the question’s topic does not exist in your community but 
you would be interested in learning more information. 

i. Please note some questions may be more applicable to some municipalities than 
others. 

2. Indicate where the policy may be found (e.g. Comprehensive Plan, Zoning Code, etc.) 
3. You may not know the answer to every question. If that is the case, please complete the questions 

you can answer. 
4. Your answers will automatically be captured in SurveyMonkey once you complete the survey. Please 

be sure to include your name and email so that we may send an invitation to a stakeholder 
engagement session in the future. You may also reach out to PFPC with any questions or concerns 
regarding the Food Policy Survey. Our email is: info@foodactionplan.org 

Thank you again for your participation and help as we move forward with this exciting new project! 



Setting the Stage for Success, Using the Food Policy Audit to Guide the Greater Pittsburgh Food Action Plan 45 Pittsburgh Food Policy Council  |  Pittsburgh, PA 15224  |  www.pittsburghfoodpolicy.org  |  2019   3 

Contact Information 
Municipality:  

Name:  

Position:  

Email: 

Coordination and Communication  

1.  
Does your community coordinate or 
collaborate with food-focused nonprofits or 
agencies (e.g. food access, anti-hunger, 
etc.) on local or regional projects? 

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
 

1a. 
If so, which food-focused nonprofits or agencies? 
 
 

1b. 
If so, in what way does your community coordinate or collaborate with food-focused nonprofits or agencies? 
 
 

2.  Does your community have media 
campaigns to promote healthy eating? 

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
 

3.  
Does your community publish a guide to 
local food or encourage a guide 
developed by another organization? 

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
 

4.  
Does your community have a directory of 
all emergency food providers 
(organizations that distribute short-term 
hunger relief at no cost)? 

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
 

5.  
Does your community have procedures 
and guidelines for directing or referring 
people in need of food to the places that 
can offer assistance? 

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
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Public Health 

6.  Is your municipality a Live Well Allegheny 
community? 

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
 

7.  

Does your community have programs that 
provide multi-modal transportation 
options to enable low-income populations 
to access grocery stores (e.g. shuttle 
service)? 

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
 

8.  
Do safe biking and walking paths exist 
between neighborhoods and food 
stores/markets in your community? 

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
 

9.  
Does your community have an integrated 
pest management plan to reduce pesticide 
use? 

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
 

 
Economic Development 

10.  Does your community have municipal land 
that is exclusively zoned for agriculture? 

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
 

11.  
Is agriculture considered an important 
asset and/or characteristic in your 
community? 

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
 

12.  
Does your community have a clear policy 
of giving preference to locally owned or 
managed event caterers or vendors? 

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
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13.  

Does your community have creative 
leasing or financing models to support or 
incubate food-related businesses or reduce 
start-up farming debt (e.g. subsidizing 
license fees)? 

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
 

14.  
Does your community’s zoning code or 
comprehensive plan allow local farmers' 
markets, tailgate markets, or farm stands? 

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
 

15.  
Does your community have seasonal or 
year-round local farmers' markets, tailgate 
markets, or farm stands? 

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
 

16.  
Does your community have festivals or 
other seasonal events that tend to 
highlight or support local agriculture? 

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
 

17.  
Does your community have an emergency 
preparedness plan that includes 
contingency plans for short-term 
interruption of food deliveries? 

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
 

 
Environmental Impacts 

18.  

Does your community have a policy or 
goal to reduce its “foodprint” (the 
environmental impact of food, including 
the amount of land required to sustain a 
diet)? 

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
 

19.  
Does your community have a policy or 
goal to fence out all livestock from 
streamways? 

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
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20.  

Are you aware of any programs or 
opportunities in your community where 
individuals or organizations can collect 
unused or leftover produce or food from 
local farms, grocery stores, and 
restaurants? 

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
 

21.  Does your community offer programs or 
resources to encourage composting? 

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
 

22.  
Does your community offer a central site 
or provide dedicated pickups for yard 
materials? 

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
 

22a. If so, are these materials composted? ☐ Yes   ☐ No 

22b. If so, are these materials made available to residents? ☐ Yes   ☐ No 

 
Social Equity 

23.  
Does your community have a policy or 
program to provide access to quality food 
for all citizens, especially those with 
greater need? 

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
 

24.  
Are farmer's markets easily accessible by 
low income neighborhoods in your 
community? 

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
 

25.  
Do farmer's markets and/or grocery stores 
in your community accommodate WIC 
coupons, Senior Nutrition coupons, or EBT 
machines? 

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
 

26.  
Are there programs for mobile farms 
stands and mobile food trucks in your 
community? 

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
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27.  

Does your community have a policy that 
its citizens have a "right to food security," 
meaning that your municipality 
recognizes that all people have the right 
to be able to physically and economically 
access to adequate food at all times?  

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
 

28.  
Are community members involved in the 
organization of markets, gardens, or other 
food opportunities? 

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
 

29.  
Does your municipality play any role in 
childhood nutrition programs, such as 
hosting sites for summer or afterschool 
meals?  

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
 

29a. 
If yes, how so? 
 
 

 
Land Conservation / Access to Land for Food Production 

30.  Does your community have a map of its 
prime agricultural lands for conservation? 

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
 

31.  
Does your community have a policy to 
support and encourage land conservation, 
including easements, for food production, 
such agricultural security areas? 

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
 

32.  Are you aware of any preserved farms in 
your community?  

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
 

32a. 
If so, what are the names of these farms? 
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33.  Does your zoning code allow for and 
support protection of open space?  

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
 

34.  
Does your community have green space 
that incorporates consideration for food 
production (e.g. community garden plots 
in public parks)? 

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
 

35.  
Does your municipality have an 
abundance of abandoned or vacant lots 
that could be used for neighborhood 
gardens and/or urban farms?  

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
 

36.  
Does the municipal code allow for 
temporary and conditional use of 
abandoned lots for neighborhood 
gardens and/or urban farms? 

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
 

37.  
Does your municipality sponsor or work 
with an area community land trust to set 
aside land for community or nonprofit 
gardens? 

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
 

38.  Does your municipality’s zoning code have 
language that supports urban agriculture? 

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
 

39.  
Does your municipality’s zoning code have 
language that supports the growing and 
selling of food in non-agricultural zones? 

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
 

40.  
Does your municipality’s zoning code 
have language that supports residential 
“farm” animals (e.g. chickens, goats, 
roosters)? 

☐  Yes 
☐  No 
☐  No, but 

interested 
☐  N/A 

☐ Comprehensive Plan 
☐ Zoning Ordinance 
☐ Plans/Strategies/Programs 

☐ Stand-alone Ordinance 
☐ Other __________________ 
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Optional Questions 
In the next few months, PFPC will host community conversations with various stakeholders to collaboratively discuss and 
address the topics of this survey. Who would you like to see invited and participating in a community conversation? 

 

 
Do you have any specific or general location ideas for where community conversations should be held? 
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B. LOCATION OF "OTHER" FOOD-RELATED POLICIES
In the Allegheny County Food Policy Survey, when participants indicated that policies could be found in a location other than 
a Comprehensive Plan, Zoning Ordinance, Plan/Strategy/Program, or Stand-Alone Ordinance, they were asked to specify. The 
question was phrased, "Where can this local policy, program, practice, or guideline be found?" Table 7 outlines the responses 
participants provided, with answers such as "unsure" or "unknown" omitted. 

Table 7: Location of "Other" Food-Related Policies

Theme "Other" Locations

Coordination and 
Communication

BigBurgh (3); Climate Action Plan; Community partnership (highlight other agencies’ activities); 
Community nonprofit organization (2); Executive order; Facebook; Farm to table; Live Well 
Allegheny (2); Local farmer's market; Municipal staff person; Neighborhood Partnership Program 
(NPP) Grant; Resilience Plan; Stand-alone contracts; Website (3); With the community food 
bank; Working on EcoDistrict planning 

Public Health County planning; Live Well Allegheny (2); Sidewalks on both sides of all streets in community

Economic 
Development

Assessment conducted by community; Council approval; Emergency Management Plan; Local 
Main Street America Nonprofit; Policies in the Office of Management and Budget; Program by 
ordinance; Website

Environmental 
Impacts

Climate Action Plan; Community Development Corporation; Inspection office provides 
information on proper composting; Library offers programming on composting; Municipal staff 
person; New composting ordinance as part of the Environmental Services Municipal Code; 
Website; Yard waste collected through the Municipal Department of Public Works; Yard waste 
collected six times a year at golf course; Yard waste picked up as part of contract with hauler

Social Equity

At the specific markets; City supports afterschool and backpack programs; Community 
Development Corporation (3); Community garden plots; Community nonprofit organization 
(2); Council approval (3); Farmers’ Market; Neighborhood Partnership Program (NPP) Grant; 
Newsletter (2); Provide free breakfast and lunch through the summer; Summer food programs; 
Through Municipal Parks & Recreation Department; Website (4)

Land Conservation Community Development Corporation community gardens; Council approval; Program by 
ordinance; Urban farm and nursery


