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Abstract 

Values-based food procurement is gaining national and international attention as an effective strategy 
to leverage institutional purchasing power to transform food systems. The Good Food Purchasing Policy 
(GFPP) is a promising values-based food procurement policy which could help to promote social equity 
and environmental sustainability in the Twin Cities and Minnesota’s food system. It supports institutions 
to prioritize the values of local economies, environmental sustainability, nutrition, animal welfare and a 
valued workforce—rather than primarily price—when making purchasing decisions. A group of 
stakeholders has been working to bring the GFPP to the Twin Cities. Because the GFPP standards were 
originally developed for a Los Angeles context, this paper explored how to best adapt the standards to 
the Twin Cities context, in order to help lay the groundwork for the implementation of the GFPP in Twin 
Cities’ institutions.  

To answer the first research question—“What methodologies do developers of values-based 
procurement policy frameworks use in order to create standards?”—the investigator reviewed the 
literature and interviewed developers of standards. Interviewees expressed that standards need to be 
realistic but also push for improvements in the relevant industry, easy to track, and should allow for 
continuous improvement for participating institutions. These findings then informed the second phase 
of the report, which explored the questions: How can the LA-based GFPP framework be adapted to the 
context of the Twin Cities, MN? Specifically, which GFPP standards need to change to adapt to the 
Twin Cities, and how? To answer these questions, the investigator first collaborated with stakeholders 
to determine a focus on the Local Economies and Nutrition Standards, and then interviewed local 
experts on these topics. Interviewees expressed wanting to modify the Local Economies Standards in 
many ways, including involving food chain businesses beyond farms, increasing the mileage 
measurement to 250 miles, and adding equity measurements into the required baseline. Stakeholders 
wanted to modify the Nutrition Standards in multiple ways, especially by adding culturally appropriate 
food to the required baseline, making bonus points more rigorous, and making the overall Standards 
more detailed so that they provide better guidance to institutional purchasers.  

This research lays the groundwork for the Twin Cities stakeholder group to further explore modifying 
the standards to create ‘finalized’ Twin Cities specific GFPP Standards. It can provide insights for the 
national GFPP standards revision process. It also starts to fill the research gap on values-based food 
procurement policies, laying groundwork for potential future research on the GFPP in the Twin Cities 
and beyond.   
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Introduction 

Local and values-based food procurement is gaining national and international attention as an effective 

strategy to leverage institutional purchasing power to transform food systems to be more socially just 

and environmentally sustainable (Friedmann, 2006; McCrudden, 2004; Conner et. al., 2014). 

Procurement is the acquisition of goods or services by a public or private institution. Institutions—such 

as schools, universities, cities and hospitals—have the potential to have a big impact on the food system, 

as they are anchors in all communities who purchase large amounts of food. However, they do not 

always have the tools or policies in place to effectively and consistently value local, sustainable, fair, 

humane and healthy food through their food procurement practices. In fact, some institutional 

procurement policies direct public institutions to accept the bidder with the lowest price for food, and 

often it is a legal requirement (PolicyLink, March 2016). Various values-based procurement policies, 

programs and concepts have emerged over the last several decades, including the Real Food Challenge, 

The Green Guide to Health Care, Farm-to-School, Minnesota’s Superior Compact, and the Good Food 

Purchasing Policy (GFPP), which originated in Los Angeles. 

The GFPP is a promising policy tool which could help to promote social equity and environmental 

sustainability in the Twin Cities, Minnesota’s food system and beyond. It supports institutions to 

prioritize the values of local economies, environmental sustainability, nutrition, animal welfare and a 

valued workforce—rather than primarily price—when making purchasing decisions. The GFPP is a 

comprehensive and integrated framework that supports institutions to achieve baseline goals 

concurrently all of the five value categories listed above. This means that institutions must perform 

across multiple criteria in order to be considered a “Good Food Purchaser.” In doing so, the framework 

helps prevent negative consequences and costs from being passed off from one value area (e.g. 

sustainability) to another (e.g. valued workforce)—as would be the case of purchasing from organic 

farms that pay poverty wages to farmworkers. 

 The GFPP is unique among values-based food procurement policies and programs in that it has a broad 

institutional applicability (rather than focusing narrowly on one type of institution, such as public 

schools or colleges), and it can be implemented on a place-based basis rather than an institution-sector 

basis. Therefore, the GFPP is in a unique position to be adopted in localities throughout the nation—

after being adequately adapted for local contexts—and potentially could have a significant positive 

impact on the food system. There are both challenges and opportunities in the process of nationalizing a 

place-based policy like the GFPP. This paper focuses on the GFPP and its potential adoption in the Twin 

Cities metropolitan region in Minnesota (hereby referred to as “The Twin Cities”).  
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Scope and Research Questions 

This paper is not intended to determine whether or not the GFPP is the best values-based food 

procurement policy for the Twin Cities, nor does it intend to address GFPP implementation strategies for 

Twin Cities’ organizers. Rather, it is focused on the adaptation of the GFPP standards1 to the Twin Cities 

context, as this is one of the first steps needed for GFPP adoption in the Twin Cities. This paper includes 

two sections. The first section (Phase I) attempts to answer the research question: What methodologies 

and tactics do developers of values-based procurement policy frameworks use in order to create their 

standards (metrics)? Findings from Phase I inform the analysis for Phase II. The research questions for 

Phase II are: How can the LA-based GFPP framework be adapted to the context (geographic, climatic, 

socio-economic etc.) of the Twin Cities, MN? Specifically, which GFPP standards (targets) need to 

change to adapt to the Twin Cities region, and how? As detailed later in the methodology section, 

these questions are addressed using semi-structured interviews and qualitative analysis, as well as 

literature review where possible.  

Using an action research approach2 and collaborating closely with the non-profit the Institute for 

Agriculture and Trade Policy (IATP), this report is intended to build on the “GFPP: Preliminary 

Background Information for the Twin Cities” unpublished white paper by Pete Huff (staff at IATP). The 

research question was developed in collaboration with Huff in an effort to conduct research that is 

relevant, useful and timely for the use of the stakeholders organizing to bring the GFPP to the Twin 

Cities (hereby referred to as the GFPP Stakeholder Working Group), and to support them in their work 

to bring the GFPP to Twin Cities’ institutions. Therefore the primary intended audience for the report 

are the members of this working group and others who are interested in GFPP organizing in the Twin 

Cities. This report reflects many ideas that emerged from this stakeholder group, and would not have 

been possible without their contributions.   

Positionality 

The author of this report is both a graduate student as well as an organizer and advocate for sustainable 

and equitable food systems. The author aligns ideologically on food system issues with many members 

of the stakeholder group, and wishes to promote the passage of the GFPP—or a similar values-based 

framework—in Twin Cities institutions. That said, over the course of this project the author attempted 

                                                           
1 Standards are the basis for making a judgement. Also known as criterion or benchmarks. In this case, an 
institution needs to meet certain GFPP Standards to be recognized as a “Good Food Provider.”  
2 “Action research is a collaborative approach to inquiry or investigation that provides people with the means to 
take systematic action to resolve specific problems” (Stringer, 1996). 
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to stay neutral and participate in stakeholder meetings (large and small group) primarily as an observer 

striving to be ‘objective’3 rather than as an active participant. The author participated primarily by asking 

questions. The author attempted to make this research collaborative by seeking guidance from the main 

research client-partner (Pete Huff at IATP), and made a concerted effort to choose a timely research 

question of use and relevance to the stakeholder group.  

Roadmap to the Document 

Following this introduction, this document contains a Lay of the Land Literature Review, giving some 

broader context to the GFPP. The next section provides a Background on the GFPP, including a brief back 

ground on why the GFPP could be beneficial in Minnesota, how the GFPP works, its history in LA, the 

campaign to spread it nationally, as well as the history of GFPP organizing in the Twin Cities. Next, the 

Research Design and Methodology are discussed. The following section is Phase I, which includes a 

literature review, findings and recommendations for factors to consider when designing standards. 

Following is Phase II, addressing which GFPP standards need to change to adapt to the Twin Cities, and 

how. Findings are discussed for the Local Economies and Nutrition Standards. The next section is a 

review of the limitations of the findings, followed by Recommendations and the Conclusion.   

Lay of the Land Literature Review: Values-based Procurement 

This section reviews and discusses academic literature which provides insight on where the GFPP fits 

into the broader context of public procurement and supply chain management. It discusses how public 

procurement has been used to achieve social and environmental outcomes. It goes on to explore values-

based Supply Chain Management (SCM) in the Agri-food Sector and provides a conceptual map of how 

the GFPP fits into this broader context as a particular SCM mechanism. This section also discusses the 

literature focused on third party certifications, and wraps up with a discussion of Farm-to-Institution 

programs. This section draws on academic and grey literature, as well as well as a conversation with a 

supply chain expert.  

Public Procurement: An Important Policy Tool to Promote Social and Environmental Values              

Procurement conducted to promote social and environmental sustainability values in the private sector 

is often considered a form of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR). There is a plethora of academic 

research on the topic of sustainability and CSR (Hutchins & Sutherland 2008; D'heur, 2015; Rimmington, 

et. al., 2006).  However, for the purposes of this research paper the focus will be on public procurement. 

                                                           
3 The author believes that true objectivity is nearly impossible—as we all bring our world view to research—hence 
the use of quotation marks.  
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This refers to procurement by government or public sector organizations, and “is one of the key 

economic activities of government” (Thai, 2001). Public procurement makes up between 8 and 25 

percent of the GDP of all of the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development countries and 

16 percent of the European Union GDP, according to Alfonso, et al. (2005). In the US, “institutions 

comprise a large part of the … food system” (Conner et. al, 2014). In fact, “$36.5 billion was spent on 

food at schools and colleges (alone) in 2010, equal to 6.1% of all purchases made away from home that 

year.” (United States Department of Agriculture Economic Research Service, as cited in Conner et al., 

2014).  

Despite the fact that public procurement plays a significant role in the economy, it has only recently 

become the subject of significant academic research (Brammer & Walker, 2011; Brulhart and Trionfetti, 

2004). Researchers identify public procurement as “an important policy tool that could help to achieve 

outcomes in society that are consistent with broader policy goals” (Brammer & Walker, 2011). Due to 

increasing environmental degradation and persistent social inequities and poverty, public agencies are 

“being encouraged to procure sustainability, to reduce their social and environmental footprint and in 

order to stimulate sustainability (and good social practices) in the private sector” (Brammer & Walker, 

2011, p. 452). Public institutions can procure sustainably by including social and environmental criteria 

(standards) within their procurement policies and processes.  

Brief History on the Use of Public Procurement to Achieve Social Outcomes 

McCrudden provides a brief history of the use of public procurement (including public investment) to 

achieve social outcomes. Government contracting as a tool of social regulation (which McCrudden terms 

as ‘linkage’) is widespread and has a long history. Linkage has been used since the 19th century in Europe 

and North America to deal with issues of labor standards and unemployment. “During and after World 

War II, the use of linkage became particularly important in the United States in addressing racial 

equality, in the requirements for non-discrimination in contracts, and in affirmative action and set-

asides for minority businesses” (McCrudden, 2004, p. 257). Subsequently public procurement has spread 

in terms of the social policies it promotes and geographic region. For example, it has been used as a 

policy tool to promote human rights transnationally, such as through the anti-apartheid movement’s 

divestment from South Africa (McCrudden, 2004) as well as the current Break the Bonds movement in 

Minnesota, which aims to end the inclusion of Israeli government-issued bonds in the state's investment 

portfolio (Minnesota Break the Bonds Campaign). These examples, among others, demonstrates that 

there is learning and borrowing of strategies for public procurement for social and environmental values 

across localities and even transnationally (McCrudden, 2004). In the early 2000’s academics made an 
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effort to combine ‘green’ (environmentally focused) procurement and ‘social’ (social equality focused) 

procurement into a new concept which marries the two—known as ‘sustainable procurement’ 

(McCrudden, 2004; Brammer & Walker, 2011).  

Values-based Supply Chain Management in the Agri-food Sector 

While conventional supply chain management4 (SCM) has focused purely on increasing the amount of 

profit that can be made in a supply chain, what the investigator calls values-based supply chain 

management (also known as ethical trade, social & sustainability standards, socially responsible 

business practices, etc.) also takes into account other values in addition to profit—such as 

environmental sustainability and worker rights (Blowfield, 2001). Therefore, values-based SCM accounts 

for economic externalities. See Figure 5 for a conceptual map situating the GFFP in the larger field of 

supply chain management and third party certifications. There are many examples of values-based 

supply chain management for agriculture and food (agri-food) supply chains, including third party 

certifications like Organic, Fair Trade, and Food Alliance certified supply chains. Third-party certifications 

focus on the supply side and certify producer practices (such as Organic) or sections of the supply 

chain—such as market relations between buyers and sellers in the case of Fair Trade. From the demand 

side, there are emerging policy frameworks for institutional buyers which cover comprehensive values 

and bring together many third party certifications—along  with other expert-backed strategies—to help 

ensure that externalities don’t get passed from one value area to another (e.g. Real Food Challenge and 

the GFPP). These policy frameworks are often less formal than third-party certifications, and are based 

partially on relationships between supply chain actors. Even less formal are values-based SCM concepts, 

such as Farm-to-School, which don’t have official standards and are largely based on relationships 

between food chain actors. See Figure 6 for a visual of the spectrum of these various values-based SCM 

mechanisms and their similarities and differences. The goal of these demand side purchasing policies is 

to change the behavior along the food chain by influencing large scale institutional buyers to change 

their purchasing practices, and eventually push conventional supply chains to include values beyond 

profit.  

 

 

                                                           
4 Supply chain management is the streamlining of a business' supply-side activities to maximize customer value and to gain a 
competitive advantage in the marketplace. Supply chain management (SCM) represents an effort by suppliers to develop and 
implement supply chains that are as efficient and economical as possible (Supply Chain Management Definition | Investopedia, 
2003) 
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Figure 5- Conceptual map situating the GFFP in the larger context of supply chain management 

 

 

Figure 6- Spectrum of Agri-food Values-based Supply Chain Management Mechanisms 
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Third Party Certifications 

Values-based supply chain management in the agri-food sector is becoming an increasingly popular 

strategy for various food and farming movements to promote just and sustainable food systems in the 

US (Allen & Guthman, 2006). Agri-food values-based SCM is often motivated by third party certifications, 

which are covered extensively in the literature. Third-party certifications act as a proxy for relationships 

between consumers and producers that would otherwise be too time and resource-intensive to 

maintain. Third-party certifications provide indications to consumers about production and supply chain 

processes (not just the products themselves). Therefore, they provide signaling to key external 

stakeholders that production practices meet a high standard and are responsible (for supply side third-

party certification) (Rickenbach & Overdevest, 2006) or that the procurement practices of an institution 

are socially/environmentally responsible (for demand side procurement policy frameworks). Many third 

party certifications are a kind of “non-state governance”, a term which “refers to authority beyond that 

of government that seeks to hold private actors and institutions accountable to public goals” 

(Rickenbach & Overdevest, 2006, p. 143). This is because many certifications do not rely on existing 

governmental enforcement programs, but rather “they devise their own organizational monitoring, 

auditing and adjudication systems, and seek to establish credibility independent of government 

agencies” (Meidinger, 2002, p. 266).   

Certification defines what kind of behavior is acceptable and appropriate for supply chain actors, and 

many stress multi-stakeholder decision-making (Meidinger, 2002). Certification may also reduce 

uncertainty over production or consumption practices by defining acceptable management regimes that 

are transparent, monitored and include stakeholder input (Rickenbach & Overdevest, 2006). Third party 

certifications also help organizations learn about the supply chain through their documentation 

requirements and the transfer of new evidence-based information to organizations through the 

certification process (Rickenbach & Overdevest, 2006). Third party certification provides a signal that 

independently verifiable production, supply chain or procurement practices that are endorsed by key 

stakeholders actually occur on the ground (Rickenbach & Overdevest, 2006). This signaling is especially 

important for public institutions as their stakeholders (taxpayers) generally expect them to use public 

money for the public good (Rickenbach & Overdevest, 2006). Third party certification programs are 

often described as ‘market mechanisms’, but Meidinger argues that this conceptualization is too narrow 

and that instead third party certification programs have “sought to harness market forces to the pursuit 

of environmental protection and other social and ethical goals” (Meidinger, 2002). It’s important to note 

that there is an increased use of third-party certification which has led to a “certification industry,” 
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which, Dankers et al. argue, has its own economic interests. “Certification is always a means, and should 

not become an end in itself” warns Dankers et al. “All actors involved should continuously work to 

minimize certification costs and time involved, without compromising quality and credibility” (Dankers 

et al., 2003).  

Agri-food values-based supply chain management is also motivated by demand side policy frameworks 

and their related programs. These policy frameworks have emerged over approximately the last ten 

years in the US and Canada, and include the Real Food Challenge (for colleges and universities nationally 

in the US, and soon to include Canada), Local Flavor Plus (for institutions in Toronto, Canada), the 

Superior Compact (for all institutions and restaurants near Duluth, MN), the Green Guide for Health 

Care (for the health care industry, public and private), and more recently the Good Food Purchasing 

Policy (for all institutions nationally in the US). Literature about these more formal demand side policy 

frameworks is scare. However, there is a plentitude of literature about perhaps the most well-known 

initiative (also known as a program, movement or concept)—Farm to Institution, and in particular, Farm 

to School (focused on public K-12 schools). 

Farm to Institution: A Common Values-based SCM Mechanism in the Agri-food Sector 

Farm to institution (FTI) efforts “aim to increase the amount of locally produced foods, typically fruits 

and vegetables, served by institutions such as schools, colleges, hospitals, senior meal sites, and 

correctional facilities” (Conner, et al., 2014, p. 695). The USDA promotes FTI policies and programs, 

stating that these efforts, in which local producers sell to institutions nearby, are an “opportunity for 

U.S. farmers, ranchers and food businesses to gain market share, earn a livelihood, forge ties with local 

residents, and improve community health and well-being,” especially because tens of millions of meals 

are eaten at institutions every day (United States Department of Agriculture). FTI efforts are important 

because there is “growing recognition that the direct marketing initiatives favored by many local food 

activists and proponents [such as CSAs and farmers markets] often lack the capacity to meet rapidly 

expanding consumer demand for local food” (Bloom & Hinrichs, 2011). In fact, local food direct sales 

markets often become saturated, leaving farmers with nowhere to sell their produce at a reasonable 

price because wholesale markets typically bring in a significantly lower price (Stoscheck, 2014). For 

example, in the Twin Cities area, the retail co-ops, which purchase a large share of local food (and one of 

the only buyer groups willing to pay a premium for local organic food), are reaching the saturation point 

for local organic food (Gutknecht and Stockinger, 2014). To address these concerns, “some food systems 

researchers have identified a role for ‘transitional’ food systems,” such as FTI programs, “that piggyback 

on the pre-existing, conventional local food system infrastructure, while moving toward the social and 
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economic benefits of direct marketing” (Bloom & Hinrichs, 2011), such as the social benefit of increased 

accessibility of more nutritious and fresh food.  Another perspective is that investing in mid-scale 

solutions such as aggregating entities (i.e. food hubs5) can help connect small farmers to institutional 

buyers. One advantage of FTI programs is that “institutions have the ability to work together to share 

and test ideas, as they do not typically compete with each other for customers” (Conner et al., 2014, p. 

711), making collaboration more feasible.  

Values and Relationships: The Heart of Farm to Institution Initiatives  

Previous research shows that FTI projects contribute to both public health and community-based food 

systems goals, such as farm viability and community economic development goals (Conner, et. al, 2014; 

Harris, et. al., 2012). Conner et al.’s research focuses on the diverse values and motivations of Farm to 

Institution supply chain actors in Vermont. Conner found that Farmers values included health, 

relationships, education and community. Non-profit distributors tended to value education, health, food 

security, local farmers, relationships and seasonal eating. For-profit distributors tend to value profit and 

therefore efficiency. Institutional buyers expressed “social values tempered by financial considerations 

(Conner et al., 2014, p. 706). “Despite tight budgets, buyers often associate local produce with a 

reification of community identify and ties and therefore are motivated to purchase it” (Conner et al., 

2014, p. 707), despite higher prices.  

Conner et al.’s research found that primary barriers for buyers and sellers to have successful FTI projects 

include a lack of reliable supply and processing capacity, and increased transaction and labor costs—

often resulting in higher costs for institutions and lower prices for farmers (Conner et. al. 2014; Feenstra 

& Ohmart, 2012). However, the research found that shared values and relationships between supply 

chain actors are key for motivating and sustaining Farm to Institution projects. This can be tied to the 

concept of embeddedness, which describes the “degree to which economic actors operate in social 

networks, particularly the role of relationships among actors engaging in economic transactions” 

(Conner et al., 2014, p. 697). High embeddedness is typical of successful FTI initiatives. In fact, “FTI 

organizing is successful when the partners value the relationship [with other supply chain actors] 

because they will find mutually beneficial solutions to problems” (Conner et al., 2014, p. 706). It is less 

likely for food chain actors to be willing to push off costs and negative consequences (externalities) to 

other food chain actors if they have a relationship with those actors. Shared values motivate “supply 

                                                           
5 According to the USDA’s Regional Food Hub Resource Guide, a food hub is a “business or organization that 
actively manages the aggregation, distribution, and marketing of … food products primarily from local and regional 
producers to strengthen their ability to satisfy wholesale, retail, and institutional demand.” 

http://www.ngfn.org/resources/ngfn-database/knowledge/FoodHubResourceGuide.pdf
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chain actors to make the extra effort needed to procure local products” (p. 710). Frameworks like the 

GFPP—which have achievable baselines, high transparency and a continuous improvement approach 

have the potential to facilitate common understanding of shared values across supply chain actors, 

which could possibly then motivate these actors to work together to establish new and improved 

values-based supply chains. Value chain governance refers to how relationships in the market are 

structured. Sometimes there is more value in the relationships than in the product itself. The type of 

market relationship food chain actors want with each other is important information for supply chain 

management strategies (D. Wilsey, personal communication, April 5, 2016). 

Farm to School 

Most academic literature which addresses values-based supply chain management in the agri-food 

sector is about Farm to School (Conner et al., 2014; Allen & Guthman, 2006; Izumi et. al., 2010; Feenstra 

& Ohmart, 2012; etc.), in all probability because it has been by far the largest values-based agri-food 

public procurement initiative to date in the US. Farm to School (FTS) programs first emerged in the mid-

1990’s due to growing concerns about the lack of nutrition and rising obesity of school-age children, and 

the need to increase markets for local farmers to overcome economic and environmental challenges 

(Allen & Guthman, 2006; Feenstra & Ohmart, 2012). Some academics have critiqued FTS as a neoliberal 

project which further exasperates inequalities between well-off and under privileged schools by 

promoting contingent labor relationships, private funding sources and the devolution of responsibility to 

the local (Allen & Guthman, 2006). Guthman and Allen’s concern is that “Communities and districts with 

the greatest resources—personal, political, financial—are the most likely to develop into the most 

successful and longest-lasting [Farm-to-School] programs” (Allen & Guthman, 2006, p. 408). Other 

academics, who have been involved in FTS initiatives, have pushed back on this argument. They argue 

that Allen & Guthman’s analysis of the FTS movement often departs significantly from their own 

experiences with and understanding of the FTS initiatives in which they have been engaged, and that 

Allen & Guthman essentialize FTS programs in a way that is misleading and inadequately supported by 

data (Kloppenburg & Hannanein, 2006). However, there is consensus that FTS has received popular 

support from those in public health, alternative agriculture, and anti-hunger advocacy movements, 

galvanizing a unique coalition of stakeholders who formerly did not frequently work together and thus 

creating more political power (Allen & Guthman, 2006). This collaborative atmosphere is a benefit of 

many of these values-based procurement policies, including potentially the GFPP. Though FTS is 

considered the “vanguard” of efforts to create alternatives to the current food system (Conner et al., 
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2014; Izumi et al., 2010), it typically only incorporates two major values related to the food system into 

its framework: local economies and nutrition.  

Toronto’s Local Flavour Plus: The Power of Values-based SCM to Shift Conventional Supply Chains 

Toronto’s Local Flavour Plus is a food purchasing program which promotes continuous improvement for 

institutional buyers—similarly to the GFPP. Stakeholders said that with Flavour Plus, “you could start 

with just one product and you could slowly expand as the market could bear it” (Friedmann, 2007, p. 

392). This allowed farmers, institutional buyers and distributors to all collaborate. In fact, food systems 

organizers were able to convince large food service providers such as Aramark to participate in this 

values-based food purchasing program, which is significant because Aramark is the second largest food 

and facilities services company in North America based on total sales in 2015 (Aramark, n.d.).  A major 

finding of Friedmann’s research is that a public institution, by specifying local and rewarding 

improvements, encouraged a “large transnational corporation to use its advanced tracking techniques 

to enable small quantities [of local food] to enter via local supply chains” (p. 395). Friedmann found that 

some small growers were ‘scaling up’ at the time of their research in anticipation of Local Flavour Plus 

certified sales, based on the trust they had for the primary organizers of the project (Friedmann, 2007, 

p. 395).  

Given that the GFPP is very new, the literature review reveals no academic literature specifically 

addressing the GFPP. This report aims to start to fill that gap. This section has explored the relevant 

literature related to the broader context of values based procurement and supply chain management in 

order to contextual the GFPP. Next, the paper will focus on the background of the GFPP specifically.  

Background on the GFPP 

This section provides a brief back ground on why the GFPP could be beneficial in Minnesota by 

describing the opportunities and challenges in the current Minnesota food system. It then describes 

how the GFPP works, and the history and impact of the GFPP in Los Angeles, California. The history of 

the GFPP Standards development and revision process is discussed, followed by a brief description of 

the campaign to spread the GFPP nationally and a history of GFPP organizing in Minnesota. The section 

wraps up with a brief overview of why stakeholders are considering the adoption of the GFPP in MN, 

including an analysis of the strengths and weakness of the GFPP as a tool and the potential impacts the 

GFPP could have in Minnesota. (See Appendix 1 for an advocacy graphic overview of the GFPP’s 

potential in MN). 
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Opportunities: Sustainable and Equitable Food System Organizing in MN 

There are many farmers and farmer organizations in MN making a significant effort to change their 

production practices to be more environmentally sustainable and include the humane treatment of 

animals, as well as to pay themselves and their workers living wages. For example, Shared Ground 

Cooperative prioritizes the “core objective (of) a strong commitment to making environmentally 

sustainable farming a living wage job for any who chose to pursue it, especially for minority, immigrant, 

and beginning farmers” (Shared Ground Farmers’ Co-op). The Minnesota Food Association is training 

socially disadvantaged farmers (primarily immigrant and minority farmers) on organic growing 

techniques and marketing (Minnesota Food Association). Although Hmong American Farmers 

Association producers are not organically certified, they are “committed to growing produce that 

sustains their families and the health of the land” and their CSA is based on a model that will “pay 

farmers a fair price for their labor and produce (too often, Hmong farmers were being greatly 

exploited)” (Hmong American Farmers Association). However, these socially and environmentally 

sustainable practices often cost more money—at least at the beginning. Farmers will need a higher price 

point to help them pay for the positive externalities of the ecosystem services6 and social benefits they 

provide, and be able to expand this important work.  

In addition to farmers and farmer organizations, there are a multitude of community organizations and 

non-profits—as well as segments of the public and private sectors—working on various aspects of the 

food system. These organizations work on issues ranging from food access, hunger, health and nutrition, 

land access, urban agriculture, food justice, rural grocery stores, and season-extension, among other 

issues. There are robust food policy and advocacy networks in the Twin Cities Metro, such as the Metro 

Area Food Access Network (whose mission is to leverage the collective capacity of partners to advance 

equitable access to healthy food for all Twin Cities metro residents) and similar networks across the 

state. The Twin Cities has a strong Farm-to-School movement, and schools are already investing in the 

                                                           
6 Ecosystem services are the benefits people obtain from ecosystems, and include “provisioning, such as the 
production of food and water; regulating, such as the control of climate and disease; supporting, such as nutrient 
cycles and crop pollination; and cultural, such as spiritual and recreational benefits.” (Millennium Ecosystem 
Assessment, 2005)  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nutrient_cycles
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nutrient_cycles
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pollination
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infrastructure needed to process and cook local foods. There are burgeoning alternative food & 

agriculture movements in Minnesota, and in the Twin Cities, making the GFPP very timely.  

Opportunities: The Food Systems Policy Field in MN 

The food systems policy field in Minnesota is gaining momentum. According to Sandfort & Stone, “Policy 

fields—public and private institutions, in a substantive public policy or program area, in a particular 

place—shape how state and local actors work to solve public management problems, and their pursuit 

of programmatic goals in turn shapes the policy field” (2008, p. 129). In 2014, “Minnesota became the 

fifth state in the country to develop and publicly adopt a statewide food charter, establishing a 

framework with the potential to support the principles of the Good Food Purchasing Policy” (Huff, 

2016). The MN Food Charter is a “a roadmap to healthy, affordable and safe food for all Minnesotans,” 

developed through engagement with “hundreds of organizations throughout the state, a number of 

state agencies, the University of Minnesota, Minnesota corporations and nonprofits, and thousands of 

Minnesotans” (Minnesota Food Charter History, n.d.). The Food Charter includes dozens of policy 

recommendations for MN stakeholders, many of which can be linked to values-based food procurement 

policies such as the GFPP. For example, the MN Food Charter includes food accessibility and the need 

for financial resources for farms to produce healthy food (Minnesota Food Charter History, n.d.). In 

November of 2015, the MN Food Charter released its Health Equity Guide, which focuses on how food 

systems can be changed to increase health equity in the state (Health Equity Guide). A statewide MN 

Food Charter Network was created to implement the Charter and is in the beginning phases of 

development. In addition, several pieces of state legislation which aim to promote food access have 

been introduced, including the Good Food Access Fund (HF3363) and the Urban Agriculture 

Development Pilot Program (HF 3324). With this promising policy field, there is a lot of potential for the 

implementation of values-based food procurement policies such the GFPP in the Twin Cities and 

elsewhere in MN. By embracing the GFPP value categories, many of the existing problems in the MN 

food system can be addressed.  

Social, economic and environmental challenges in the MN food system 

Like all states, MN faces serious economic, environmental and social challenges in its food system—from 

food production, to distribution and consumption. Rural MN local economies often struggle, and 

farmers face low commodity prices (Gilyard, 2015). Oil and gas pipelines threaten Indigenous economies 

based on wild rice harvesting (Honor the Earth). Small-scale farmers, especially farmers who are 

immigrants, indigenous and/or people of color, face barriers in accessing land, scaling up production, 



17 
 

and accessing viable markets. These barriers lead to a growing income gap between white farmers and 

farmers of color, indigenous and immigrant farmers (A. Jain, et al., 2015; Hmong American Farmers 

Association).  

Regarding environmental sustainability, MN faces major water quality issues, much of which is due to 

row crop agricultural production. A 2013 Minnesota Pollution Control Agency report found that “during 

an average precipitation year cropland sources contribute an estimated 73% of the statewide N[itrogen] 

load to surface waters” (Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, 2013, p. 9). A 2015 Minnesota Health 

Department Report found that “farm-related nitrate pollution represents a ‘growing chemical threat to 

Minnesota's drinking water,’” and that “fertilizers applied to land used for row-crop production ‘are the 

biggest influence on Minnesota's ground and surface water nitrate levels.’” The report also found that 

“Waters affected by nitrogen fertilizer may also contain pesticides” (Kennedy, 2015). Pesticide drift 

(pesticides which drift away from the intended target through the air) can harm people in rural 

communities (Pesticides and Pesticide Drift 101) and pesticide drift on forage can harm pollinators 

(Mader & Spivak, 2010). CAFOs (Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations) often pollute water systems. 

In fact, the EPA “found that states with high concentrations of CAFOs experience on average 20 to 30 

serious water quality problems per year as a result of manure management problems” (EPA, 2001 as 

cited in National Association of Local Boards of Health, 2010). CAFOs often release large amounts of 

methane gas into the atmosphere, contributing to global climate change (National Association of Local 

Boards of Health, 2010).  

The food system work force is not always valued. Though specific data on Minnesota is difficult to find, 

there is a nation-wide trend of farm workers facing unsuitable working conditions, poverty wages, and 

labor rights violations (Meltrodt, 2015). Farm workers—who are primarily Latinos—are excluded from 

US labor laws (National Domestic Workers Alliance). Many farm workers—in particular those who are 

undocumented—are exploited (Bowe, 2007). A Center for Urban and Regional Affairs report addressing 

farm workers in MN states that “issues that impact farmworkers’ daily lives includ[e] unfair recruitment 

and payment practices, low wages, dangerous working conditions, access to affordable and culturally 

appropriate childcare, healthcare, lack of affordable and comfortable housing, discrimination, and lack 

of access to Minnesota’s educational system” (Contreras, 2001).  The work force along the entire food 

chain receive low wages and face inadequate working conditions (Allegretto et al., 2013). The Food 

Chain Workers Alliance conducted a study, finding that “the vast majority (of food chain workers) are 

incredibly low-wage, with little or no access to paid sick days and health benefits, with dire 

consequences for consumers. More than 86 percent of workers (surveyed) reported earning 
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subminimum, poverty, and low wages, resulting in a sad irony: food workers face higher levels of food 

insecurity, or the inability to afford to eat, than the rest of the U.S. workforce” (Food Chain Workers 

Alliance, 2012). Due to structural racism, people of color are particularly marginalized as food chain 

workers. “While about one quarter of Black and Latino (food chain) workers and almost 40 percent of 

Asian (food chain) workers reported earning less than the minimum wage, only 13.5 percent of white 

(food chain) workers surveyed reported earning less than the minimum wage” (Food Chain Workers 

Alliance, 2012).  

Animal welfare is often not prioritized in CAFOs and some other animal husbandry operations. 

According to Food and Water Watch’s analysis of the U.S. Department of Agriculture Census of 

Agriculture data, much of Southern Minnesota has an “extreme density” of factory farms (Food and 

Water Watch). The design of CAFOs restrict animals from expressing their natural behaviors, either due 

to limited space and/or the lack of access to the resources needed to perform particular behaviors 

(Mench et al., 2008). CAFOs also may exacerbate the spread of diseases, such as the avian flu (Gilchrist 

et al., 2007), which has great animal welfare and economic costs. In fact, “Minnesota's avian influenza 

outbreak last year (2015) devastated more than 100 Minnesota turkey farms in 15 counties last spring, 

creating economic damage estimated at more than $647 million” (Forderer, 2016). Some pesticide use 

and a lack of forage lead to pollinator decline (Mader & Spivak, 2010), and the overuse of antibiotics in 

animal husbandry operations leads to antibiotic resistance among livestock and humans (National 

Association of Local Boards of Health, 2010).   

Lack of nutrition7 and healthy food access is another major issue, evident in rising diet-related public 

health problems like obesity, type 2 diabetes and heart disease. Institutions often face barriers (such as 

limited budgets, equipment, and options from mainline distributors) in serving nutritious food to their 

clients, who are often vulnerable and marginalized populations (Minnesota Food Charter History). There 

are major nutritional deficiencies in low-income communities, particularly communities of color, which 

affect long-term health and access to opportunities (Minnesota Budget Project: An initiative of the 

Minnesota Council of Nonprofits, 2013). Affordable healthy food is not readily accessible to low-income 

communities—in particular communities of color—because of a lack of both living wage jobs and 

adequate transportation, among other factors (Minnesota Food Charter History). Structural racism 

contributes to racial health inequities, including disparities in diet-related diseases like diabetes and 

obesity (Minnesota Department of Health, 2014). Vulnerable Minnesotan populations, such as children 

                                                           
7 Nutrition is the process of eating the right kind of food so that one can grow properly and be healthy. 
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and the elderly, often depend on institutional meals, which are often highly processed and high in sugar, 

salt and fat (Huff, 2016). “Communities of color, low-income, and… other marginalized and vulnerable 

categories often suffer from these externalities [or negative consequences of the food system] 

disproportionally – resulting in concentrated and compounded effects over time” (Huff, P., 2015) (Please 

see Appendix 2 for a visual on challenges in the MN Food System). 

Prominent MN organizations, agencies and politicians have expressed concern for the multiple 

challenges in the food system. There has been growing concern about the structural issues related to 

food access and increasing trends in diet-related health issues in the public health and hunger 

professional communities. There is also a growing concern about the environmental problems caused by 

conventional agriculture in Minnesota, and Governor Dayton has expressed concern about the 

widespread problem of water contamination (Kennedy, 2015). In addition, the Minnesota Department 

of Health has recognized that structural racism is a major contributing factor to the large racial health 

disparities in MN, including disparities in diet related illness such as Type 2 diabetes and heart disease 

(Minnesota Department of Health, 2014). 

How the GFPP Works  

In order to understand why stakeholders are looking to adapt the GFPP to the Twin Cities’ context, it’s 

important to understand how the GFPP works as a policy and as a program. Information for this section, 

and the following sections on the GFPP in Los Angeles, was gathered through a review of many GFPP 

related documents, as well as phone conversations with developers of the GFPP and staff at the Center 

for Good Food Purchasing (CGFP). The CGFP is a non-profit which serves as a clearing house of 

information and technical assistance for institutions nationwide to comply with the GFPP. 

The GFPP is a values-based food procurement policy created by the LA Food Policy Council in 2012. The 

GFPP is centered on a commitment to five value categories: 

1. Local Economies: support small and mid-sized agricultural and food processing operations within the 
local area or region. 
2. Environmental Sustainability: source from producers that employ sustainable production systems 
that reduce or eliminate synthetic pesticides and fertilizers; avoid the use of hormones, antibiotics, and 
genetic engineering; conserve soil and water; protect and enhance wildlife habitat and biodiversity; and 
reduce on-farm energy consumption and greenhouse gas emissions. 
3. Valued Workforce: provide safe and healthy working conditions and fair compensation to all food 
chain workers and producers, from production to consumption. 
4. Animal Welfare: provide healthy and humane care for livestock. 
5. Nutrition: promote health and well-being by offering generous portions of vegetables, fruit, and 
whole grains; reducing salt, added sugars, fats, and oils; and by eliminating artificial additives (Center for 
Good Food Purchasing, 2015) 
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The GFPP provides clear standards and strategic support to empower major institutions to procure local, 

sustainable, fair and humanely produced foods, while improving access to healthy, high quality food for 

all communities (Center for Good Food Purchasing, 2015). The GFPP Standards are based on expert 

knowledge, as well as third party certifications, which have been identified as meaningful and ranked by 

national experts in each category. Components of the GFPP include: 

 Baseline Standard: Institutions must meet and maintain a baseline standard in every one of the 
5 value categories in order to become a “Good Food Provider” (the title which may be used by 
institutions that meet the GFPP Standards). 

 Baseline assessment and implementation plans: Institutions work with the Center for Good 
Food Purchasing (CGFP) to conduct a baseline assessment of their food purchasing, and to 
create a short term and long term GFPP implementation plan.  

 Flexible, tiered point system: Additional points are awarded for achievement at higher levels in 
each value category, allowing institutions to earn more points in their own high priority 
categories (i.e. an institution could meet the baseline in all five categories, and chose to focus 
next on earning more points through Valued Labor category). Institutions may start with their 
procurement strengths, and build on their weaknesses. 

 Aggregation of points and star rating: Points earned in each category are added together to 
determine the overall number of points earned, and a star rating of one-to-five stars is awarded 
by the CGFP (see Figure 1). When the institution meets the baseline in all five value categories, 
the CGFP and local advocates will publicly acknowledge the institution as a Good Food Provider, 
and the CGFP provides the official logo for PR purposes. See Figure 2 for an example of what 
scoring might look like for a hypothetical institution in Southern California. 

 Required Improvement over time: In order to maintain and improve their star rating, an 
institution must increase the overall percentage of Good Food it purchases in each value 
category over time (Center for Good Food Purchasing, 2015) as well as improve other practices, 
such as improving supply chain transparency.  

 The GFPP standards also include Bonus Points. Institutions must still meet the baseline in order 
to become a “Good Food Provider,” but may add additional points through bonus points. 

 See Appendix 3 for more information on how the GFPP works for an institution. 
 

Figure 1- Number of points needed for associated GFPP star rating (Center for Good Food Purchasing, 

2015) 
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Figure 2- GFPP Scoring Example (Center for Good Food Purchasing, 2015) 

 
The Center for Good Food Purchasing (CGFP) 

The LA Food Policy Council initiated a non-profit organization called the Center for Good Food 

Purchasing (CGFP) in 2015, which works to promote the Good Food Purchasing Program8 nation-wide. 

The CGFP was formed because the LA Food Policy Council repeatedly received requests from other 

localities seeking technical assistance (TA) on their values-based food procurement policy. Providing this 

TA was out of the scope of the Food Policy Council. In addition, organizers wanted an independent non-

profit which could promote the GFPP nationally—without being associated only with Los Angeles—so 

that it could be a neutral organization providing assistance to all US localities (C. McKinney, personal 

communication, April 28, 2016).  The CGFP is the clearing house of information on, and technical 

assistance for, the GFPP nationwide. They conduct baseline assessments, help institutions to create 

                                                           
8 Note that the CGFP calls GFPP a program because after an institution passes a Good Food Purchasing Policy, they 
then become involved in the Good Food Purchasing Program, which involves working with the CGFP on a base-line 
assessment, creating an implementation plan to meet the Good Food Purchasing Policy Standards, and 
collaborating with the CGFP as they determine points and a star-rating for the institution. 
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short and long term implementation plans, and use data to allocate points and a star rating to 

institutions.  

The GFPP in Action: The Case of LA  

This section provides a brief overview of the history of the GFPP origins in Los Angeles. In 2009 the LA 

Food Policy Task Force was assembled by the City of LA through the Mayor’s Office, and they were 

tasked with developing a food policy framework for the City of LA. The Council spent close to one year 

collecting stakeholder input by conducting listening sessions and urban/rural round tables. This 

extensive community engagement process resulted in 25 action steps around 6 priority action areas, 

and one of the key recommendations was regarding good food procurement. This recommendation rose 

to the top of the priority list because a lot of work already existed around food access and security in LA, 

but there was not as much work being done to strengthen connections between rural food producers 

and urban consumers, or between multiple issue areas such as labor rights and sustainability. It was 

decided by the Task Force that good food procurement was one of the strategies that would add the 

most value to existing work. The Food Policy Council was established, along with working groups 

focused on the six priority action areas (A. Delwiche, personal communication, Feb. 25, 2016). 

The Good Food Purchasing Policy (GFPP) was initially created by the “Build a Market for Good Food” 

Working Group of the Los Angeles Food Policy Council (Delwiche, 2013). The Working Group was open 

to anyone but once their work coalesced around the GFPP, they did targeted outreach for issue area 

experts who could reflect the multiple relevant issues (A. Delwiche, personal communication, Feb. 25, 

2016). The Working Group was comprised of a diverse group of stakeholders, including staff at the Food 

Chain Workers Alliance, local chefs, the head of food purchasing for a major international food 

company, a Farm-to-School program coordinator, staff from the LA County Department of Health, the 

Natural Resources Defense Council, and an animal welfare organization. Local farmers, processors, 

distributors and municipalities were also involved (Delwiche, 2013). Given the diverse interests of the 

stakeholders, the main challenge was to find common ground on the definition of “Good Food”—and 

therefore what values would be prioritized in the policy. The process—which is outside the scope of this 
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paper—was not without tensions. In 

particular, there was a tension between 

wanting to prioritize small farms (with 

potentially poor labor practices) and 

unionized large farms (with potentially poor 

environmental practices). At the end of the 

process, all sides of the debate had learned a 

great deal and expanded their own definitions 

of “Good Food” (Delwiche, 2013). The 

definition that came out of this process is 

food that is healthy, sustainable, fair and 

affordable, so that people of all income levels can purchase it (Los Angeles Food Policy Council, 2012).  

The Development of the Original GFPP Standards  

The Working Group’s process to create the GFPP framework and standards was thorough and there was 

a strong effort to include the perspectives of diverse stakeholders. They created the GFPP framework in 

order to promote the purchase of good food, complementing the LA Food Policy Council’s definition of 

“good food” described above. The five value categories agreed upon—local economies, environmental 

sustainability, valued workforce, animal welfare and nutrition—are the official GFPP vision of “good 

food” (C. McKinney, personal communication, April 28, 2016). To begin, the Working Group did a lot of 

secondary research and reviewed other purchasing policies from across the nation in order to see what 

already existed (as they did not want to duplicate work) and what could be built upon. Though they 

found a lot of great policies around local sourcing and nutrition, they felt that there were gaps in the 

initiatives that they wanted to fill—especially because they were working with a group of stakeholders 

coming from such broad issue areas and they wanted everyone’s issue to be reflected in the work (A. 

Delwiche, personal communication, February 25, 2016). The Working Group then put together a 

skeleton draft, and delegated the development of the standards’ details to local experts in the five value 

category fields. For example, staff with the Food Chain Workers Alliance (an alliance of labor 

organizations) led the creation of the labor standards and Compassion Over Killing (an animal rights 

organization) initially wrote the animal welfare standards. The standards were then workshopped with 

other experts, and targeted focus groups were conducted with produce distributors, public procurement 

officials and people in the restaurant industry to gather additional input.  

The Los Angeles Food Policy Council’s Definition of “Good Food” 

Healthy: Food that meets Dietary Guidelines for Americans and 

provides freedom from chronic ailment. Food that is delicious 

and safe. 

Sustainable: Food that is produced, processed, distributed and 

recycled locally using the principles of environmental stewardship 

(in terms of water, soil and pesticide management). 

Fair: All participants in the food supply chain receive fair 

compensation and fair treatment, free of exploitation. High 

quality food that is equitable and physically and culturally 

accessible to all.  

Affordable: Foods that people of all income levels can purchase. 
Source: Los Angeles Food Policy Council, 2012 
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Many of the standards were designed primarily around third party certifications. These were sorted into 

three tiers by issue area experts according to the rigor of the certification and/or the auditing process 

involved, to determine where they should be placed within the GFPP framework. “Level 1 (Baseline) is 

the entry point and the minimum qualification a product must meet to be considered Good Food, and 

Level 3 represent the most rigorous certifications or practices available” (Delwiche & McKinney, 2016). 

Other standards (such as nutrition and local economies) did not include third party certifications but 

experts in these fields designed them based on their own expert knowledge—for example, the LA 

County Health Department designed the Nutrition Standards, with an effort to connect them to federal 

nutritional standards. Once a solid draft had been written, the Working Group circulated the document 

to local and national experts in diverse food system related fields. The document was sent to over 80 

stakeholders including farmers, distributors, food service providers, health professionals, farmworker 

advocates and many more. GFPP organizers felt that the draft was, overall, well received by 

stakeholders (A. Delwiche, personal communication, Feb. 25, 2016). A total of nearly 100 local and 

national experts provided input on the standards (Delwiche & McKinney, 2016). The finalized GFPP 

framework included a detailed glossary of terms to ensure that people could use shared definitions. The 

Working Group then presented the policy framework to the leadership of the LA Food Policy Council. 

The GFPP went to a committee of the LA City Council, and finally to the full Council on October 24th, 

2012 where it unanimously approved (Delwiche & Lo, 2013). Just weeks later, the Los Angeles Unified 

School District (LAUSD)—which serves over 650,000 meals each day and is the largest food purchaser in 

Los Angeles—adopted the GFPP (Good Food Purchasing Policy, 2013). (Note: The complex political and 

advocacy process that took place in order to pass the GFPP is beyond the scope of this report).  

Initial impacts of the GFPP in LA and California 

As of 2014, seven institutions in LA were participating in the GFPP in some capacity. Baseline 

assessments of purchasing practices and food service environments resulted in data that each 

institution could then use to develop GFPP implementation plans. In addition, supply chain transparency 

were developed for these institutions, allowing for their food purchases to be traced back to the original 

sources. Supply chain transparency is a key foundational step for developing ‘good food’ procurement 

practices. A master supplier data base was created, making it easier for institutions to find vendors who 

provide ‘good food’. A Good Food Purchasers’ network of participating food service providers, 

distributors and institutions was formed, which became a learning community on the topic of ‘good 

food’ procurement. In addition, a Technical Advisory Committee was created to guide and monitor the 
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implementation of GFPP (The Good Food Purchasing Pledge: A Case Study Evaluation & Year One 

Progress Update, 2014).  

LA Unified School District’s commitment to buying local and sustainable food from smaller farms has 

played a big role in offering some local farms major financial opportunities, such as orange grower Bob 

Knight in Redlands, CA. The School district’s commitment allowed Knight’s farm to take the risk of 

switching from monoculture orange crops—which are at great risk of succumbing to an epidemic known 

as the Huanglongbing disease—to diversified vegetables. Knight said that “L.A. Unified's commitment … 

significantly minimizes the risk of investing more than $100,000 in new equipment and other necessities 

for … a major cultural shift from fruits to vegetables” (Watanabe, 2014). Another success story is Gold 

Star Foods—LAUSD’s bread and produce distributor—which used the GFPP standards to incorporate a 

values-based approach to their own purchasing (PolicyLink, 2015). Gold Star switched its wheat source 

from the Midwest to an in-state network of CA sustainable grain farmers. In 2014-15, 81% of LAUSD 

wheat product purchases contained sustainability grown wheat, 65 new Full Time Employment jobs with 

comprehensive benefits were created at Gold Star Foods, and 160,000 bushels of wheat were purchased 

from an in-state network of 44 Food Alliance-certified grain farmers (Food Alliance is a sustainable 

farming third party certification) (PolicyLink, 2015).  

The Center for Good Food Purchasing reports that, since implementation in 2012, the GFPP has 

demonstrated significant outcomes in the Los Angeles Unified School District. These outcomes include 

$12 million in new local produce purchases, 19.6 million gallons of water saved per week because of 

Meatless Mondays, 150 new well-paying jobs created along the supply chain in processing and 

manufacturing, reformulated products including low-sodium bread free of high fructose corn syrup and 

made from 100% sustainable and local wheat, and a 15% reduction in meat purchases. (Center for Good 

Food Purchasing, 2016). See Figure 3 for more information on initial impacts of the GFPP on the five 

value categories in the LA Unified School District.  

As of 2016, two institutions (the City of LA and LAUSD) are actively working with the CGFP to implement 

the GFPP policy, affecting approximately 750,000 meals daily. As of April 2016, no institution has met 

the baseline in all five categories. When the policy was first written it was designed for institutions to 

meet the baseline within one year, but in reality it’s been a much longer process. Organizers have had to 

balance recognizing that it takes multiple years for institutions to meet the baseline, while still giving 

intuitions support such as positive public relations for their progress over time (C. McKinney, personal 

communication, April 28, 2016).  
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Figure 3- Initial Impact of the GFPP on the LA Unified School District (Center for Good Food Purchasing, 
2016). 

 

Evaluation of the GFPP 

Currently the CGFP performs detailed analysis of purchasing patterns of participating institutions and 

their supply chains. They conduct a baseline assessment and then an annual update to see the impacts. 

Their evaluation has focused so far on individual supply chain impacts, i.e. local producers affected and 

jobs created (A. Delwiche, personal communication, February 25, 2016). The CGFP is hoping to 

undertake an academic study modeled after a health impact assessment with researchers at University 

of California, Los Angeles (UCLA) in order to assess and predict how shifts in purchasing impact different 

indicators (i.e. health, environment or economic indicators). For example, they’d like to be able to 

predict impacts on water usage, greenhouse gas emissions, etc. if an institution reduced their meat 

purchases by X%. They’d also like to measure impacts across supply chains (C. McKinney, personal 

communication, April 28, 2016). (Please see Appendix 4 for a concise visual history of the GFPP in LA 

and initial and potential impacts). 

Spreading the GFPP Model: The National Campaign  

In collaboration with the Food Chain Workers Alliance, PolicyLink and the HEAL (Health, Environment, 

Agriculture, Labor) Food Alliance, the CGFP launched a national campaign to spread the GFPP 

nationwide in October of 2015 (The Good Food Purchasing Program launches nationally, 2015). 

Together, these organizations are promoting the GFPP in various cities across the nation, including 
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Oakland, Chicago, and the Twin Cities. Approximately between October 2015 and May 2016 GFPP 

organizing has occurred in 10 cities. It is expected that the City of San Francisco will be the next 

institution to pass the GFPP (C. McKinney, personal communication, April 28, 2016). The GFPP has the 

potential to have a sizable impact if implemented in institutions across the US. If the GFPP was passed in 

school districts alone in seven of the cities where GFPP organizing is taking place, the CGFP predicts that 

the GFPP would impact nearly 1.5 million meals daily (Center for Good Food Purchasing, 2016), though 

it’s likely it would impact many more (as the LAUSD alone serves 650,000 meals daily). (See Figure 4).  

Figure 4- The Potential Impact of the GFPP (Center for Good Food Purchasing, 2016) 

 

First GFPP Standards Revision- 2015 

The LA Food Policy Council facilitated an intermediate update of the original 2012 standards in early 

2015. The primary changes to the Standards that resulted from this process were the addition/removal 

of bonus points in several existing value categories, and the addition of the Equity & Innovation value 

category, which contains bonus points only (Delwiche & McKinney, 2016). The Food Policy Council did 

this review in order to update the standards with the things they had learned through piloting the 

policy—for example, the need for a stronger focus on equity and innovation.  

2016 Revision of the GFPP Standards at the National Level 

While the campaign to spread the GFPP model picks up steam, the Center for Good Food Purchasing has 

decided to revise the GFPP standards again, updating them in order to:  

“Make sure they reflect current thinking, practices and third-party certification, and to reflect 
current science…, as well as use it as an opportunity to get wider spread endorsement of the 
GFPP. [This is] an opportunity to increase consensus and power within the food movement--to 
get alignment through the standards’ [revision] process” (A. Delwiche, personal communication, 
February 25, 2016). 
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In addition, now that GFPP organizers are a few years into implementation, they’ve learned a great deal. 

Based on this learning, they’ve identified that some of the metrics will need to be adjusted to meet the 

institutions where they’re at, while still helping them to make substantial progress (A. Delwiche, 

personal communication, February 25, 2016). The CGFP plans to conduct a standards review process 

every other year to consistently incorporate feedback from new partners and incorporate new factors as 

the procurement landscape changes—because it is changing all the time (C. McKinney, personal 

communication, April 26, 2016).  

In anticipation of many more GFPP policies being passed nationwide, the CGFP will further update the 

standards based on both aggregate level of achievement of participating institutions in the five 

categories, as well as knowledge from area experts and organizations nationwide. Their plan is to gather 

input from stakeholders and area experts from around the country throughout 2016, conduct an 

iterative and collaborative feedback process between national experts and localities working to adopt 

the GFPP, and then to finalize the revised standards in early 2017 (A. Delwiche, personal 

communication, February 25, 2016). The CGFP is open to feedback and recommendations on standards 

revisions from local groups organizing around the GFPP. The Center is promoting the use of the same 

standards across localities for the sake of efficiency in doing independent assessments of institutions. 

However, they recognize the need for some metrics to be adapted for localities, in particular aspects of 

the Local Economies and Nutrition value categories (A. Delwiche, personal communication, February 25, 

2016). For the Nutrition category in particular, the CGFP is working with other organizations doing 

similar work (like School Food Focus and the Green Guide to Health Care) to better align nutrition 

standards across values-based food procurement frameworks. They are discussing questions about 

whether they want to make the standards more nutrition-oriented (i.e. the exact nutrient content of 

food products served) or behavioral economics-oriented (i.e. nudging people to make healthy eating 

choices through the placement of products, etc.). They are also exploring whether the focus on specific 

nutrients is a good tactic or do they want to make the definition broader, i.e. about healthy food and 

healthy food service environments (C. McKinney, personal communication, April 26, 2016). In the 

meantime, many stakeholders in the Twin Cities are looking to jump-start the process of adapting the 

GFPP Standards to their specific context so that the work of implementation in institutions may begin. It 

is in this context that the research questions for this paper were formed.  

History of GFPP organizing in MN  

In 2015, the Food Chain Workers Alliance contacted the Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy, and 

began conversations about how to bring the GFPP to the Twin Cities area. “IATP has been coordinating 
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with the Food Chain Workers Alliance and UFCW [United Food and Commercial Workers international] 

… [since August, 2015] and has been doing preliminary outreach and background [research] on the 

potential transition of the GFPP to the Twin Cities” (P. Huff, personal communication, Feb. 18, 

2016). This preliminary research included a working draft of a paper titled “Background information for 

the GFPP in the Twin Cities” by Pete Huff, released internally to stakeholders in January 2016. IATP 

convened the first stakeholder working group meeting on February 8th, 2016, attended by 14 

stakeholders from diverse sectors, including labor unions, the University of MN, the City of Minneapolis, 

and procurement staff at both the Minneapolis and Saint Paul public school districts. A follow-up 

meeting was held on March 10th at the Minneapolis Public School Nutrition Center with 25 attendees, 

which included more farmers and Food Hub staff. Two small group meetings were held in April, one 

focused on the Local Economies Standards and the other on the Nutrition Standards. A third ‘large 

group’ GFPP meeting was held on May 19th, where this research was presented.  

The intent for this stakeholder working group is to bring stakeholders from across the food chain to 

explore whether the GFPP is a good fit for the Twin Cities, and if so, to strategize the implementation of 

it. Expected outcomes for the stakeholder group include a self-sustaining coalition—that’s ideally staffed 

by paid organizers supported by a coalition of backbone organizations. This is because networks and 

coalitions are fragile and need constant nurturing over time (Huxham, 2003, p. 413), such as the 

facilitation of communication and logistics. This coalition may decide to customize the GFPP framework 

to the Twin Cities (for example by modifying the standards to fit the local context) and facilitate the 

process of implementing the GFPP in various Twin Cities institutions. As of May 2016, there are plans for 

the stakeholder working group to continue to meet and strategize around how to begin to adopt and 

implement the GFPP.  

Why are Stakeholders Considering Adopting the GFPP in the Twin Cities? 

Stakeholders from diverse areas of the food chain have been involved in discussions about whether or 

not the GFPP is a good policy tool to pursue in the Twin Cities. This section provides some insight into 

the strengths and challenges of the GFPP, as well as what its potential impacts could be in MN. 

Strengths & Challenges of the GFPP 

Stakeholder discussions in the Twin Cities have generally aligned with the perspective that the GFPP has 

more strengths than weaknesses related to the needs of the group, and that the GFPP would be the best 

institutional purchasing tool to pursue at this point in time. Below is an analysis of the strengths and 
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weaknesses of the GFPP, based on the author’s analysis, conversations with developers of other values-

based food procurement policies, and conversations with others in the Twin Cites stakeholder group. 

Strengths of the GFPP 

 The GFPP can be used by any kind of public or private institution, can be used collectively (i.e. all 
school districts in a metropolitan area) or individually, and can leverage institutional purchasing 
power in (largely) metropolitan areas to help increase sustainability and equity in both local and 
regional food systems. 

 The GFPP gives the same weight to all five value categories, which helps prevent negative 
consequences and costs being passed off from one category to another. 

 A continuous improvement approach allows for an easy entry point for institutions, and allows 
for collaboration between the institution, the CGFP, and community groups to find a way to 
meet implementation plans over time. The GFPP is a pathway rather than an “all-or-nothing” 
approach. 

 The GFPP is an inclusive tool that can bring together stakeholders from across the food chain 
around shared values in a particular place. 

 Among values-based food procurement policies, the GFPP uniquely includes labor standards and 
nutrition (as well as environmental sustainability, animal welfare and local economies). Not 
including labor standards in values-based procurement frameworks can have negative 
consequences. For example, the absence of labor standards “was a fatal flaw that facilitated 
industrial take-over of organics in California” (Friedmann, 2007, p. 392). 

 GFPP’s organizing approach can be uniquely place-based, and can address all industry sectors in 
a geographic location (in other words, it can be passed by all institutions in a particular place). 

 The GFPP connects local organizing efforts to a national network where resources and 
knowledge can be shared. Collectively, there is a potential to build power and to influence 
national food and agriculture policy. 

 
Challenges for the GFPP Framework in its current format* 

*GFPP standards are currently going through a revision process, so these factors may be changing soon. 

 Standards do not fully address issues related to racial equity or food access. For example, if the 
Race Forward’s Racial Equity Impact Assessment Toolkit were to be used to assess the current 
GFPP standards, it would be likely that most stakeholders with knowledge about equity would 
determine that the Standards do not adequately address racial equity. For example, the 
Standards do not require healthy culturally appropriate food in the nutrition area (to help close 
inequities in healthy food consumption), nor do they require institutions to purchase a 
minimum amount of food from socially disadvantaged farmers (i.e. immigrants, farmers of color, 
and indigenous farmers) in order to help close the racial farmer income gap in MN. The CGFP is 
expoloring how to better integrate equity in their current standards revision process (A. 
Delwiche, personal communication, Feb. 25, 2016). 

 Standards do not guarantee a fair price for farmers, and do not address the need for institutions 
and other agencies to support small, local farmers (in particular immigrant and farmers of color) 
to scale up in order to be able to sell to institutions (i.e. by providing zero interest loans, grants 
and/or committing to multi-year contracts).  

 Standards do not award institutions points for building balanced relationships with producers—
which could be measured by, for example, a commitment to the same producer over time via 
advanced contracting as they scale up to reach economies-of-scale for a particular product.  

https://www.raceforward.org/sites/default/files/RacialJusticeImpactAssessment_v5.pdf
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 Standards do not address processed foods, nor do they give (explicit) value to local processors, 
food hubs or distributors. This is problematic because the majority of institutional food 
purchasing dollars in Twin Cities’ institutions likely go toward lightly processed and processed 
foods, which have complex supply chains.  

 Since the GFPP standards include a rather complex point system requiring a great deal of 
technical expertise, and because only the CGFP currently has that expertise, there is a potential 
for a bottleneck of data processing at the CGFP.  

 There remains the larger economic challenge of many institutions having limited food 
purchasing budgets, therefore making it likely that institutional buyers will feel pressure to value 
low prices over other GFPP values. 

Potential Impact of the GFPP in the Twin Cities 

It is difficult to predict the exact impact that the GFPP can have in the Twin Cities due to a lack of 

predictive models and empirical evidence. Nevertheless, it is reasonable to expect that GFPP impacts in 

the Twin Cities and Minnesota could be similar to those in Los Angeles. The GFPP likely will shift 

purchasing dollars, or capital, to local producers and processors, thus strengthening local economies 

because “expanding markets for local grown foods in general can have broad economic benefits like job 

and income creation” (Conner et al., 2014, p. 696). The GFPP provides an opportunity for a discussion 

about the connections between the broader food system and a municipality (i.e. emphasizes addressing 

and helping to solve food system problems. Thus, the implementation of the GFPP in Twin Cities’ 

institutions has the potential to improve environmental sustainability, animal welfare, workers’ welfare, 

and nutrition outcomes. In addition, as in LA, we might expect that once GFPP is implemented in several 

large Twin Cities’ institutions, we will see increased relationships between local farmers and institutional 

buyers, more supply chain transparency, and increased networks of Good Food Producers and 

Providers. (See Appendix 5 for more information on the potential impacts of the GFPP in the Twin Cities 

and MN, based on assumptions that the impacts would be similar to the impacts seen in Los Angeles.)  

Research Design and Methodology 

Research Design 

This qualitative research project includes two major phases of research—with distinct but related 

research questions—and a good deal of iteration. Methods included literature review, semi-structured 

interviews and participant observation at small and large stakeholder group meetings. This research is a 

form of action research because the research questions were developed through collaboration with a 

community client-partner (IATP), because the research was designed to answer a timely question for a 

group organizing to solve a problem, and because it includes ideas from group discussions involving 

multiple stakeholders and the investigator at various GFPP stakeholder meetings.  
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Phase I Methodology 

Research Question: What methodologies and tactics do developers of values-based procurement policy 

frameworks use in order to create their standards?  

The first phase included a literature review regarding standards-development for values-based 

procurement policy frameworks, and a review of various food procurement policy documents, including 

many GFPP related documents. It also included conducting semi-structured interviews with organizers 

and experts who are highly involved and experienced in designing and implementing values-based food 

procurement policies and programs, which were relevant to the GFPP process. Interviewees were 

identified using the snowball technique (in other words, people involved in the research referred the 

researcher to interviewees). Interviewees included developers of the original Good Food Purchasing 

Policy in Los Angeles, The Real Food Challenge, and a developer who worked on both the Superior 

Compact and the Green Guide for Health Care. Because the goal of the first phase of research was to 

determine what methods are used to set standards for values-based purchasing policies, the most 

appropriate research method was an examination of relevant case studies in order to analyze common 

themes and trends across cases. The interview questions focused on the methodologies used to 

determine standards, tensions between national and local standards, and strategies used to spread 

policies across localities. During Phase I, participant observation was conducted at two Twin Cities 

Stakeholder Working Group meetings. Findings from Phase I resulted in a list of factors to consider 

when creating values-based food procurement standards, which subsequently informed the analysis of 

the GFPP standards in Phase II. 

Phase II Methodology 

Research Question: How can the LA-centric GFPP framework be adapted to the context (geographic, 

climatic, socio-economic etc.) of the Twin Cities, MN? Specifically, which GFPP standards (metrics) need 

to change to adapt to the Twin Cities region, and how? 

At this point an intermediary analysis was conducted to determine which GFPP value category 

standards would be best to prioritize in order to start to answer the Phase II research questions. This 

was done in collaboration with staff at IATP, the CGFP, and with feedback from the attendees of the 

working group meetings. The value category standards chosen were 1) Local Economies and 2) 

Nutrition. This is because the other three value categories are based largely on universal third-party 

certifications, because the definition of “local food” clearly needs to be different for different localities, 
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and because there was room for strengthening the nutrition category with knowledge from local health 

departments and other nutrition experts (as all institutions met the baseline with no problems). 

To continue the second phase of the research, experts in the areas of local economies and nutrition 

were recruited. Again, a snowball technique was employed, focused on experts who were already 

familiar with the GFPP and had a stake in making sure the standards were relevant, practical and 

feasible to implement. Three semi-structured group interviews were conducted with six individuals, who 

work as program directors and coordinators in a land and farmer’s organization (Land Stewardship 

Project), as institutional purchasers and nutritionists at a public institution (Minneapolis Public Schools), 

and as nutritional educators and food access network coordinators (Cooperative Extension of the 

University of Minnesota). Participant observation was conducted by the investigator in two small group 

stakeholder meetings facilitated by IATP staff—one on the topic of the Local Economies Standards and 

the other on the Nutrition Standards. Information from the two large stakeholder meetings (attended by 

25 and 14 people) was also included in the analysis. Overall, dozens of people were involved in this 

research process. NVIvo was used to organize this data, which was analyzed qualitatively. Themes from 

the interviews and stakeholder meetings were synthesized and combined with the investigator’s logic in 

order to produce the findings and recommendations. 

Limitations of the Methodology & Findings 

Because the research was conducted over the span of a semester by a part-time researcher with no 

funding, it was limited by time and resources. Given more time and resources, the research would have 

benefited from additional interviews with more diverse stakeholders and experts in order to reach 

saturation in each category for both Phase I and Phase II of the project. In particular, it’s important to 

note that the expert interviews were not representative of the entire food chain, neither in terms of 

food chain actors nor the demographics of those actors. The research would have benefitted from 

interviews with more farmworkers, farmers, food manufacturers, distributors and processors, 

institutional purchasing staff outside of public schools, and communities highly dependent on 

institutional meals (i.e. families with kids in public schools or incarcerated family members, etc.). Within 

each category of food chain actor, the research would have benefited from perspectives from more 

diverse economic, racial and cultural backgrounds. Additionally, the investigator would have liked to 

conduct more sessions with the Working Group to co-design and co-conduct the research in order to 

increase the participatory nature of this project. 
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While the research was limited to the perspectives of four advocates working on values-based 

procurement implementation, six local experts on the topics of nutrition and local, and dozens of 

stakeholders from the Twin Cities GFPP Working Group, this research can still be used by the Working 

Group to help determine how to revise the GFPP standards to fit the Twin Cities. It can also potentially 

be used to inform the national standards revision process as well as standard revisions for other 

localities. It can be used as a baseline pilot study, which can be used to guide future research projects.  

Phase I:  

Phase I addresses the research question: What methodologies and tactics do developers of values-
based procurement policy frameworks use in order to create their standards (metrics)? 

Literature Review on Standards Development  

This research revealed a gap in the literature on the specific topic of what methods to use in order to 

determine standards or metrics for a values-based procurement policy, such as the GFPP. However, 

several authors offer insights on formal third party certifications (another values-based SCM 

mechanism—please refer to Figure 6), which are relevant to the GFPP. Blowfield’s piece on the use of 

social standards in supply chain management argues that “To ensure these standards are both effective, 

sustainable and positively impacting the communities they are trying to support, they need to be 

relevant to the norms, values and priorities of different…cultures” (Blowfield, 2001), geographies and 

ecosystems. Stakeholder views in Conner et al.’s research “reflect … the importance of FTI organizing as 

a means of telling a story that reifies the local community’s culture” (2014, p. 708). At the same time, 

unified standards help in terms of the efficiency and sustainability of procurement policies (see page 36 

on SweatFree Communities), creating a tension between uniformity and local specificity. Dankers et al., 

referring specifically to formal third-party certification standards, stated this universal vs. local tension 

may be sorted out, and that “local specificity may be…taken into account through a system of generic 

standards that are complemented by local … standards, or by a system of minimum and progress 

standards” (2003, p. iv).   

Dankers et al. stress that “a variety of stakeholders in standard-setting is important to ensure that the 

standards do not unintentionally discriminate against some categories of producers or processors” 

(Dankers et al, 2003, p. iv). In addition, the authors recommend that “standard requirements should 

always be directly linked to the ultimate objective of the standard and not include superfluous criteria or 

be too prescriptive on how the objective may be reached (Dankers et al., 2003, p. iv). Forsyth, 

Slotterback and Krizek offer the insight that, for health impact assessment in the planning field, 

“providing evidence to support the measures in the tool … allows users to understand and reference the 



35 
 

underlying research base and to potentially alter the tool as new evidence is created” (Forsyth, 

Slotterback, & Krizek, 2010, p. 47). The authors also state that measures (or standards) should be 

selected “based on the balance of evidence as well as policy or planning relevance” (Forsyth, 

Slotterback, & Krizek, 2010, p. 50).  

This research did not uncover any peer-reviewed articles which describe methods used—or methods 

that should be used—to develop values-based procurement policy standards specifically. However, 

there is a non-profit organization based in the United Kingdom that has essentially created standards (or 

“a code”) for standard setting, called the ISEAL Code of Good Practice. ISEAL is a global membership 

association for sustainability standards. ISEAL tends to be for more formal third party certifications, not 

more flexible policy frameworks like the GFPP (refer to Figure 6 on the spectrum of supply chain 

management mechanisms). However, some of the requirements, such as requiring members to develop 

standard setting processes that are transparent and highly participatory with stakeholders (ISEAL 

Alliance, 2014), are pertinent to frameworks like the GFPP. However, this Code of Good Practice for 

standard setting/revision did not seem to be well known or followed by developers of policy framework 

standards in the US that were contacted for this research. This indicates that ISEAL is not—or has not yet 

become—the go-to framework for standards development, at least not for demand side policy 

frameworks. Because of the lack of existing literature, this research focused on interviews with 

practitioners who have a wealth of knowledge on what strategies to use based on their own experiences 

and secondary research. As little empirical data on the standards design is often available to organizers 

of procurement frameworks, organizers often rely on logic, values, experts’ insights and political realities 

when designing standards.  

 

The GFPP Standards Compared to Other Similar Cases 

This section will explore other similar values-based procurement policies, and draw lessons from those 

policies which are relevant to questions of how to develop/modify GFPP standards for a locality such as 

the Twin Cities. 

A specific aspect of the GFPP that deserves attention as the campaign to spread the model nationally 

gains momentum is the question of how can values-based food procurement policies developed in a 

particular region be translated to other geographical and cultural contexts? In other words, how can a 

values-based agri-food policy designed in Los Angeles (LA) be spread to other cities in the US? SweatFree 

Communities and Real Food Challenge are similar cases which can provide some insights.  



36 
 

The Potential Value of National Networks & Standards – SweatFree Communities     

SweatFree Communities is a campaign of the International Labor Rights Forum, and a “network for local 

action against sweatshops” (SweatFree Communities), which encourages local organizers to get their 

local governments to pass a SweatFree Resolution and to join the SweatFree Consortium. SweatFree 

Communities’ model demonstrates the potential value of having national standards. “The State and 

Local Government SweatFree Consortium is a... collaborative effort of U.S. states, local governments, 

school districts, and human rights advocates to ensure that we do not spend tax dollars on uniforms and 

other products made in sweatshops” (SweatFree Communities). SweatFree Communities argues that the 

Consortium is good for business because it will help increase regulation, which will help create an “even 

playing field for all bidders.” By creating national standards, it will also cut down on the time needed by 

vendors wishing to win bids. “Uniform standards will help businesses expand by using a single set of 

information to comfortably bid on jobs to any and all consortium members” (SweatFree Communities). 

A similar argument can be made for maintaining relatively uniform GFPP standards nationwide: in order 

to cut down on the work needed by national or regional distributors to meet the requirements of 

institutions across different localities, GFPP standards may need be relatively uniform nationwide (A. 

Delwiche, personal communication, February 25, 2016). The CGFP is interested in following the 

SweatFree Communities organizational model by becoming a national network for many local Good 

Food Purchasing Policies across the US.   

Tensions between National versus Regional Standards- Real Food Challenge 

The Real Food Challenge (RFC) is a values-based policy framework aimed to promote ‘real food’ 

purchasing at Universities and Colleges (‘real food’ is defined by RFC as “local/community-based, fair, 

ecologically sound and humane food). Standards were designed from the start to be applicable 

nationally. “From the beginning, we aimed for a national, uniform standard,” writes Anim Steel, staff at 

the Real Food Challenge, “So while we wanted something that was applicable in all areas, we didn't 

attempt to tailor something to multiple areas” (A. Steel, personal communication, March 20, 2016). The 

RFC has two primary tools: a Real Food Calculator, and the Real Food Campus Commitment. “When a 

university signs on to that Commitment, they have adopted the broad goal of ‘at least 20 percent real 

food purchases by 2020’ and accountability through the Calculator, but they are free to craft a policy 

with their own local priorities (i.e. choose to emphasize local dairy... or fair trade products)” (A. Steel, 

personal communication, March 20, 2016). Therefore, the RFC is in a very different situation than the 

GFPP, because it was originally designed to have national, uniform standards, while the GFPP was 

originally designed for the LA context—though with the hope that it could someday be spread 

nationally. However, the Real Food Challenge is currently going through a standards revision process 
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and plans to include more regional claims and certifications in their revised standards. They are doing 

this in order to continuously improve the standards by including as many legitimate claims as possible as 

they are researched and revealed over time. RFC will be releasing the new standards in 2016. 

Organizers of the RFC favor uniform national standards, citing concerns about greenwashing (i.e. an 

institution saying they are supporting local economies when really they are only supporting the local 

Coca-Cola bottling plant) were the standards allowed to be modified at a local level (A. Steel, personal 

communication, March 20, 2016). The counter argument to this sentiment is that if local institutions 

were able to modify standards for a local context, local standards could also be stricter than national 

standards. In addition, it’s possible that uniform national standards will not be very effective if local 

stakeholders do not feel ownership because they were not involved in the standard creation process, 

and because local stakeholders could feel the standards were imposed upon them from the outside. In 

addition, the process of developing standards isn’t just a process of coming up with logical or evidence-

based metrics—it can also be a leadership building process, cultivating local ownership and buy-in for a 

policy framework.  Buy-in will be different if a community collectively built standards together around 

their own values, versus if experts from elsewhere build the standards. The literature confirms that this 

over all issue—of “local flexibility versus global credibility”—is an on-going debate for third party 

certifications (Dankers et al., 2003) and other values-based supply chain management mechanisms. 

These tradeoffs between national versus regional standards are being navigated by organizers for both 

the RFC and the GFPP through their respective standards revision processes this year.  

How to Transfer the GFPP to the Twin Cities 

These short case studies have provided some insights into the question of how to transfer the GFPP and 

its Standards from LA to other cities in the US. In the case the Twin Cities, organizers identified that two 

of the most logical first steps in the process of translating the GFPP to the Twin Cities (after conducting 

background research) is to both start to organize a local stakeholder coalition of advocates who would 

like to explore potentially implementing the GFPP, while simultaneously carefully reviewing the 

Standards and adapting them to the local context. This paper addresses the latter topic.  

Phase I Findings & Recommendations for factors to consider when designing or revising standards 

As described earlier in the methodology section, research for Phase I included conducting semi-

structured interviews with developers of the GFPP, Real Food Challenge, and a developer of both the 

Superior Compact and the Green Guide for Health Care. Some themes emerged from these interviews 
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and the literature review. What follows are factors to consider when developing values-based food 

procurement standards: 

 
Realistic Standards that Motivate Improvements: 

 Chose standards that are realistic, but that push relevant industry standards to a higher level 
(i.e. high enough to actually have an impact on the market). The “baseline level [of the GFPP] is 
not enough to radically transform the food system, but it would make a difference [because it’s] 
above industry standards” (A. Delwiche, personal communication, Feb. 25, 2016). 

Easy to Track: 

 Chose standards that are as easy to track as practicable.  

Design for Continuous Improvement over Time to involve more institutions and foster collaboration: 

 Set standards so that there is an easy entry point for many institutions, coupled with an 
expectation of improvement of the institution’s purchasing practices over time.  

 A continuous improvement approach allows for more institutions can be involved, and the work 
may become a collaboration between the policy “independent analyst” (i.e. the CGFP) and the 
participating institution to improve purchasing practices together. This is vital because 
procurement policies are voluntary and a collaborative working relationships with institutional 
procurement staff is key for the success of such a policy.  
 

Participatory Standard & Policy Creation: 

 Make the creation of standards as participatory as possible, in order to garner both important 
and diverse ideas and feedback, as well as stakeholder buy-in.  

 Participatory standards creation with diverse stakeholders is key for designing standards that do 
not inadvertently harm groups of stakeholders (Dankers et al., 2003), in particular stakeholders 
who are typically marginalized from political and economic processes.  

 The policy process “needs to be collectively owned and shared and praised… it needs to be held 
in community” (J. Harvie, personal communication, March 4, 2016)—otherwise it will not be 
sustainable. 
 

Use Precedents and Existing Definitions when Relevant: 

 Use existing definitions as much as possible (i.e. definitions of “local food” already exist for an 
institution, work with those) to both build on past work and avoid potential push-back from 
other groups. 

 Use the precedent of other cities if relevant to your city.  

 Use established and legitimate third party certification for easy assessment and tracking.  
 

Consider the Sustainability of the Standards’ Process: 

 Secure funding to staff an organization to follow up on monitoring compliance with the 
standards, otherwise a policy like this is not sustainable” (J. Harvie, personal communication, 
March 4, 2016).  

Create Collective Definitions: 

 Include definitions of key terms in standards so that there can be a shared understanding of 
meaning (i.e. the meaning of “local”, “sustainable”, “humane”, “fair” etc.) (Association for the 
Advancement of Sustainability in Higher Education). 
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Seek Expert Advice & Knowledge  

 Elicit the help of area experts to write standards, and have them consult with their peers for 
feedback. Experts bring knowledge, skills and legitimacy to a standards development process. 
Expert opinions allow for logical or conceptual validity—in other words, experts can determine if 
the tools (or standards) seem to make sense (Forsyth, Slotterback, & Krizek, 2010). 

 Conduct ground-truthing with people who work in institutional purchasing to ensure that the 
standards are realistic for the people who will be implementing, enforcing and tracking the 
standards.  

 

Use Empirical Evidence to Back-up Standards 

 Provide empirical evidence and research to back up standards. This recommendation ties back 
to recommendations made by Forsyth, Slotterback, & Krizek (2010). It’s important to note that 
empirical evidence is not absolutely necessary from the beginning of a values-based policy 
initiative. For example, the RFC will be publically releasing a set of position papers with evidence 
to back up their standards in the Fall of 2016, but the lack of these public-facing resources has 
not prevented the RFC from spreading successfully over the last several years (Note: the RFC 
had substantial research to back up their standards previously, but it just wasn’t public). 
However, RFC stakeholders have expressed an interest in this information and so the RFC would 
like to provide it (A. Steel, personal communication, March 23, 2016). 
 

Consider Alternative Goals for the Standards: 

 Think about what other goals exists for the purchasing policy/program’s standards beyond 
measuring food procurement, and be sure to design the standards in a way that is consistent 
with those other goals. For example, the Real Food Challenge had the major goal of having their 
standards serve as an educational tool for college students about food systems. Therefore they 
opted out of a points based system—as it is more complex and often less easily understood—
and instead chose a system that counts the percentages of food dollars spent on ‘real food,’ 
which can be easier to explain and quantify (A. Steel, personal communication, March 23, 2016). 
 

Create a Transparent Standard Development or Revision Process 

 ISEAL emphasizes the value of creating a highly transparent standards-setting or standards-
revision process (ISEAL Alliance, 2014). Transparency is key for stakeholders to be able to 
understand how they can be involved in the process and what affect their efforts to give 
feedback will have on the outcome.  
 

Phase II: 

Phase II addresses the research question: How can the LA-based GFPP framework be adapted to the 
context (geographic, climatic, socio-economic etc.) of the Twin Cities, MN? Specifically, which GFPP 

standards (targets) need to change to adapt to the Twin Cities region, and how? 

In the next section of the paper (Phase II) the GFPP Standards will be reviewed in order to identify which 

value category standards need to be adapted for the context of the Twin Cities. Qualitative research was 

conducted regarding how to change those standards for the Twin Cities context. Recommendations—

based on a synthesis of many stakeholder views, expert opinions, and a literature review—are made on 

possible options for how to move forward with modifying the standards for the Twin Cities context. 
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These recommendations are for consideration by the Twin Cities GFPP Stakeholder Group, but may also 

help illuminate the process for other localities hoping to adapt the GFPP (or other similar policies) in 

their local institutions.  

Review of the GFPP Standards to identify which need to be adapted for the Twin Cities 

In determining how the GFPP standards can best be adapted to regions other than LA—e.g. the Twin 

Cities—there needs to be a balance between keeping the standards similar across localities for the sake 

of efficiency in nationalizing the policy, and the need for the standards to be Twin Cities-specific to 

address the unique historical, cultural and climatic circumstances. Because the CGFP is currently the sole 

entity monitoring compliance with the GFPP, and they’ve put a lot of work into designing systems to 

assess institutions using the current standards, it’s logical from an efficiency standpoint to keep the 

standards as unified as possible across the nation. In addition, many food distributors used by 

institutions work nationally and it would be more efficient for them to be dealing with one set of 

standards between their institutional clients across localities (A. Delwiche, personal communication, 

February 25, 2016). However, the process of creating and updating the standards is important for local 

buy-in for the GFPP (J. Harvie, personal communication, March 4, 2016), as well as leadership 

development within a stakeholder coalition. This is because the process of standard creation can help 

stakeholders to feel ownership of the GFPP, and thus drive their interest in becoming a leader in GFPP 

organizing work. In addition, adapting standards to a local context allows them to be more relevant, 

which will make the GFPP more effective and sustainable at a local level (J. Harvie, personal 

communication, March 4, 2016). In order to attempt to balance these competing needs, it was 

determined by the investigator—in collaboration with other stakeholders at IATP and the CGFP—to 

focus this report on exploring the modification of just two of the standards to fit the Twin Cities context, 

including: 1. Local Economies, and 2. Nutrition.  

Local Economies is an obvious area where modification is needed, given that each locality has its own 

unique climate, ecosystems, historical context and agricultural economies, and that—because of these 

factors—the definition of “local food” is inherently subjective. It’s important that the Local Economies 

standards reflect place relevant context. In particular, the exact mileage, county lines or state lines used 

to define “local” need to be determined on a locality-by-locality basis. For example, Chicago organizers 

determined their baseline for the Local Economies Standards to be within 250 miles and large scale 

(>500 acre farms), regional (from WI, OH, IA, MI, MN, MO, or IN) and medium scale (180-499 acre 

farms), or outside regional boundaries and small scale (<180 acres). In addition, equity and justice could 
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be better integrated into the Local Economies standards, in order to better uphold social equity values 

and begin to reduce Minnesota’s pervasive racial inequities.9 

Nutrition is another area where revisions should be considered at a local level, both to make the 

nutritional standards stricter (as all institutions participating in the GFPP up to this point have met the 

baseline without having to change current practices), but also to better incorporate measures which 

help ensure that the standards promote equity. The CGFP encourages localities to use the Nutrition 

Standards that the LA Food Policy Council and the CGFP have developed as baseline, but they would 

“defer to local jurisdictions if they want to set higher standards,” because it means a lot of have health 

department’s approval of the Nutrition Standards, and some health departments are more progressive 

than others (A. Delwiche, personal communication, February 25, 2016). It’s important to note that the 

Nutrition Standards are different than the other four value categories in that they are self-reported, 

because currently the CGFP does not have the staff capacity to conduct an audit to monitor nutrition 

criteria.  

The next section will discuss the findings from the Phase II research. In order to best understand the 

findings, please take a moment to familiarize yourself with the newest GFPP Standards. Please see 

Appendix 6 for the current (2015) GFPP Nutrition and Local Economies Standards as well as the bonus 

points. Or click here to access the complete PDF: Nutrition Standards are on p. 28-29, Local Economies 

Standards are on p. 20-21 and Bonus Points are on p. 30-31. 

Phase II Findings & Discussion 

This section contains a discussion of the findings from qualitative research conducted on both the Local 

Economies and Nutrition Standards. This qualitative research included three semi-structured group 

interviews conducted with six local experts, and participant observation in two small group Twin Cities 

GFPP working group stakeholder meetings—one on the topic of the local economies and the other on 

the nutrition. Information from the two large stakeholder meetings was also included in the analysis. In 

general, stakeholders expressed a tension between wanting to design simple standards for both 

nutrition and local economies so that they are easy (or at least realistic) to use—with the danger of 

simple or broad standards getting co-opted or misinterpreted. They wanted to design detailed standards 

                                                           
9 Note that the 2015 GFPP Standards include a section on “Equity and Innovation” which gives bonus points for 
purchasing practices which promote equity. However, these points are bonus points, meaning they are not 
required for institutions to become a “Good Food Provider.”  

http://chicagofoodpolicy.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/Good-Food-Purchasing-Program-Booklet-reduced-2015-9-2.pdf
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which capture the complexity of food procurement, while still making them feasible for procurement 

staff to implement. (Please see Appendix 7 for visual summary of the findings.) 

Local Economies Findings & Discussion 
 

Analysis of Existing GFPP Institutions & the Local Economies Standards 

As of 2016, “all institutions (in LA) are meeting the baseline in Local Economies. More than half of the 

points earned in this category e earned through bonus points (e.g. food is purchased from a 

microenterprise of fewer than 100 acres and within 200 miles; food is grown AND processed in the same 

county as the institution; food is purchased directly from a farmer-owned business)” (Delwiche & 

McKinney, 2016). Both private and public institutions are meeting the baseline, though private 

institutions tend to purchase more local food on average (thus earning more points) (Delwiche & 

McKinney, 2016).  

Overview of Findings 

Overall stakeholders felt that the local economies standards needed to be changed in several ways in 

order to truly measure whether or not an institution is buying ‘local’ food and therefore supporting local 

economies.  

Include food businesses along entire food chain10: 

There was general agreement among stakeholders that the entire food chain needs to be considered, as 

the largest share of institutional budgets in the Twin Cities tend to go to processed and lightly-processed 

foods, and current Local Economies Standards are only relevant to farm operations/businesses. The 

CGFP has intentionally not focused on processed foods due to the complexity in tracking and measuring 

them, and this is an area for exploration and growth.  Seasonality is another reason that the Twin Cities’ 

need to include processed and lightly processed food in the standards—so that produce extending 

practices like canning and freezing can be valued. In order for institutions to meet the baseline for Local 

Economies, it’s likely they’ll need to be recognized for purchasing at least some processed or lightly 

processed local food. There is a need to include additional standards for: 

 Food Manufacturers 

 Processors 

 Aggregators (Food Hubs) 

 Distributors 

                                                           
10 A food chain is the chain of entities (often businesses/institutions) from a food source to the ultimate consumer    
(Source: Dictionary.com)  
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For each of these business types there could be a 1-5 scale for the following categories: 

 Headquartered locally? (more local=more sub-points) 

 Is food product manufactured/processed locally? (more local=more sub-points) 

 Revenue of business less than X% of the industry leader? (Y/N or scale) (less revenue=more 

points) 

 Independently-owned, NGO or Cooperative? (Yes/No) (more points for ‘Yes’)  

Some measures for each specific food chain business could include: 

 For food manufacturers: What percentage of the top five ingredients in processed foods are 

locally sourced? (more local=more sub-points) 

 For distributors and food hubs: How local is distribution radius? (smaller radius=more points) 

Minneapolis Public Schools (MSP) already uses a set of values-based criteria to prioritize fresh produce 

purchases from small, sustainable farmers in the region in their Farm to School program.  Farmers are 

assigned values-based on their farm size, farm ownership, equity and diversity, and commitment to 

sustainability, among other criteria.  With foods that are processed or have multiple ingredients made 

by multiple companies, it becomes difficult to define and assess how “local” or “sustainable” the 

companies or their products are.  Therefore a committee of individuals at MPS work to come to 

consensus when making decisions regarding how to prioritize different processed foods and the food 

chain businesses that manufacture them (A. Northrup, Personal Communication, May 11, 2016).  

Other values-based procurement policies can provide insight on how to include locally processed foods 

into the standards. For example, the Green Guide to Health Care Food Service Guide’s definition of local 

is 200 miles, and for processed foods with multiple ingredients (such as breads and other bakery items) 

only products with the majority of ingredients (>50% by weight) produced within the 200-mile radius 

may be included in the calculation of food meeting the Green Guide’s criteria (Green Guide for Health 

Care, 2008).   

It’s important to note that, according to the CGFP, implementing the GFPP standards is not cut and dry. 

In fact, it’s more of an art than a science because of imperfect information. The CGFP is collaborative in 

scoring, and finds ways to incorporate food processors in the scoring, etc. (C. McKinney, personal 

communication, April 28, 2016). However this flexible approach to scoring is not necessarily clear in the 

official GFPP Standards’ document at this point in time. 

Mileage:  

There was general agreement that a 250 mile radius (measured by distance via road rather than as the 

crow flies) to measure ‘local food’ serves the Twin Cities better than the 200 miles from LA GFPP 
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Standards. This is because 200 miles would cut out the Northwestern agricultural district of MN. In 

addition, 250 miles is a precedent as Minneapolis Public Schools already uses it. In addition; 

 Real Food Challenge promotes 250 miles as a measure of local food because it “incentivizes 
direct-farm purchases because 250 miles is about the limit of a standard round-trip journey 
within a day” (Mukherji, 2016). 

 One stakeholder advocated for a five scale (sub) point system for mileage, i.e. five points for 0-
25 miles, four for 25-75, three for 75-150, two for 150-250 and one for 250+. This way a hyper 
local farm would get more (sub) points than a farm 250 miles away.  

 Several stakeholders advocated for measuring local by the state boundary or by a group of 
counties rather than a radius, as these criteria would be easier to measure. A state, or 
“Minnesota Grown” definition would exclude local growers in Wisconsin and Iowa, but there 
was a desire to somehow incorporate the Minnesota Department of Agriculture’s “Minnesota 
Grown” program.  

Research by the United States Department of Agriculture Economic Research Service confirms that 

“There is no generally accepted definition of ‘local’ food. Though ‘local’ has a geographic connotation, 

there is no consensus on a definition in terms of the distance between production and consumption. 

Definitions related to geographic distance between production and sales vary by regions, companies, 

consumers, and local food markets” (Martinez, 2010). However, “defining ‘local’ based on marketing 

arrangements—such as farmers selling directly to consumers at regional farmers' markets or to 

schools—is well recognized” (Martinez, 2010). This ties back to a suggestion by one stakeholder to 

measure ‘local’ by the length of the supply chain11 (i.e. a shorter supply chain=more sub-points). 

Acreage: 

There was general agreement among stakeholders that acreage is not an accurate measure of farm size, 

given that the goal is supporting local economies. Measuring farm size by acreage is problematic for 

several reasons: 

 Farm sizes differ drastically by crop (i.e. an 80 acre farm is small for a ranch but huge for a MN 

vegetable farm). 

 When it comes to animal husbandry, smaller farm sizes would generally mean less space for 

animals, which would not promote animal welfare. As an example, CAFOS are designed to be 

high density, which tends to lower the ability of animals to express their natural behaviors. 

Therefore animal husbandry operations should not receive more points for having smaller 

acreage. Measuring animal husbandry operations by acreage—and favoring small acreage—is  

clearly not a good fit with GFPP values. 

 Diversified farms may have hundreds of acres of alfalfa, corn and soy but only a few acres in 

vegetable production. If an institution is buying vegetables from such a farm, should their entire 

farm acreage be counted, or just the acreage in vegetable production?  

                                                           
11 The length of a supply chain can be measured by counting how many food chain businesses handle the food 
between the original producer and the final consumer.  
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 Several stakeholders emphasized wanting to support mid-sized diversified farms which are 

struggling economically. Favoring small acreage would leave these farms with a disadvantage in 

the GFPP standards. Supporting them to grow sustainably would have a great positive impact on 

the land and water. These stakeholders also wanted to support mid-level food processors/food 

manufacturers by including processed foods in the Standards.   

 In addition, stakeholders were concerned that Food Hubs would be penalized with an acreage 

measurement, by adding up the cumulative acreage of all their farms. It was suggested that—if 

it is decided to continue to use acreage as a measurement—that Food Hub acreage should be 

counted by the average acres of all of their member farms (i.e. if they work with five ten-acre 

farms, then their “acreage” is 10 acres, not 50). 

If not by acreage, how to measure farm size? Is size even the most important measurement? 

The primary alternative proposed for measuring farm size other than acreage was farm revenue, on a 

sliding scale (less revenue=more sub-points). Though this information may be hard to obtain for 

institutions or independent analysts, farms will have to provide this information if supplying to public 

institutions. Revenue as a measurement has its own problems. For example, it is significantly affected by 

costs, commodity prices, and weather. It could, in some cases, be reflective of poor management. 

Another option is replicating the Real Food Challenge’s (RFC) measure of size based on how big a farm is 

compared to industry leader. For the RFC, an operation must “gross less than 1% of industry leader” to 

qualify as ‘real food.’ This measurement would help limit corporations from benefiting from the GFPP, 

which was a common sentiment among stakeholders. However, it could possibly exclude mid-sized 

farms that have the potential to have a large impact on the environment and landscape if included in 

the GFPP and incentivized to adopt more environmentally sustainable practices. People did generally 

agree that creating standards which help small farmers to compete with larger farmers for institutional 

contracts would be important for promoting economic equity between farmers. 

However, some stakeholders felt that farm “size” (whether in revenue or acreage) was less important 

than other measurements that could be used to support and encourage responsible, independent farm 

businesses such as: 

 Measure by management and labor control: Does the owner of the farm make decisions about 

the farm? Is the majority of labor provided by family and/or cooperative members? Some 

stakeholders felt that it’s important that owners of farms are deeply involved in the operations 

of their farms, so that they can have a connection to the land and local community and so that 

their business decisions can reflect that connection. Measuring this way could help promote 

family farms where the majority of labor is provided by family members or cooperatives where 

the majority of labor is provided by cooperative members.  
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 Measure by how farm interacts with/contributes to the local community and economy. Do 

they buy their inputs locally? Do they distribute locally, or only to export markets?12 

Relationships between Institutional Purchasers and Farmers: 

It was generally agreed that relationships are key, and should be valued by the GFPP framework. 

However, there was no consensus on how to actually measure relationships using standards or 

thresholds. In addition, one farmer pointed out that it’s impossible for farmers to actually have personal 

relationships with all of their buyers, as they could spend half their time just maintaining relationships.  

Stakeholders mentioned that food hubs could help reduce the need for each individual farmer to have 

personal relationships with each individual buyer.  

The literature shows that relationships between supply chain actors are key for both initiating a Farm-

to-Institution type program, and for sustaining it (Conner et al., 2014). One major challenge for values-

based food procurement is the fact that for-profit distributors are often the mediating third party 

between farmers and institutional buyers, and they often do not share the same values—as profit is 

often their number one value. This “divergence appears to negatively impact the relationships for-profit 

distributors are able to develop with farmers” (Conner et al., 2014, p. 710) and can pose a barrier for 

values-based supply chain management. This relates to a point made by some stakeholders, who 

questioned whether or not the stakeholder groups’ goal should be to change the behavior of large 

corporate food service providers or distributors, or to create alternatives to those corporations by 

creating new local Twin Cities’ market linkages. 

Many small local farmers (in particular immigrant farmers and farmers of color) will need access to 

resources in order to be able to scale up to sell to large institutions. These resources could be zero 

interest loans, grants, or potentially multi-year contracts that provide a predictable market for farmers, 

allowing them to take risks and invest in infrastructure. Relationships between institutional purchasers 

and producers could help foster the transfer of resources to small farmers wanting to scale up.  

Bonus Points need to be more Robust: 

There was agreement that the bonus points, though designed to be “aspirational” for institutions, were 

just too easy to obtain. For example, an institution could receive three whole points by purchasing a 

very small amount of produce from a farmer-owned micro-enterprise in the same county as the 

institution. Stakeholders felt like this was a “work around” and could be too easily taken advantage of. 

To strengthen the Local Economies Bonus Points, it was recommended that a certain percentage of the 

                                                           
12 An export market is a country or group of countries to which goods and services from another country are sold 
(Source: Cambridge Dictionaries Online).  
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portion of total cost of food purchases made locally (15% to meet the baseline in year 1) should be 

added to each bonus point. For Example “25% of the 15% of food purchased locally is purchased from a 

microenterprise farm of less than 100 acres and located within 200 miles” would get a bonus point. 

Fair Price for Farmers: 

There was consensus among stakeholders that the GFPP needs to somehow guarantee a fair price for 

farmers. The labor standards address food chain workers and farm workers’ wages, but not the wages of 

the farmers themselves. A fair price is the only way for farmers to receive living wages and have 

financially sustainable businesses. However, there was no consensus on what a “fair price” is and how 

exactly it could be incorporated into the framework.  

The literature demonstrates that farmers often have difficulty covering costs when selling to institutions, 

and, in fact, both farmers and institutions tend to sacrifice on price in FTI programs. Some farmers 

“believe many distributors and institutional buyers still purchase what is cheapest, and because of this 

behavior, farmers have difficulty covering costs when selling to institutions” (Conner, et al., 2014, p. 

703). There is certainly a tension between social values and price points for institutional buyers. This is 

especially true for institutions like schools because they qualify for the USDA commodity program, which 

makes certain commodities available to them at very low prices—prices which local producers simply 

cannot compete with. However, when “price was seen as one of multiple important values, buyers were 

more apt to engage in Farm-to-Institution organizing” (Conner, et al., 2014, p. 709). Actors who “valued 

collaboration more often than not were willing to pay a higher price or not receive as much profit as 

they would have preferred in order to participate in FTI organizing” (p. 710). While FTI and other values-

based SCM efforts are constrained by price, “buyers were most likely to engage in FTI when price 

necessities were offset in part by community goals” (p. 710).  Because schools often have less flexible 

budgets than other kinds of institutions, an alternative entry point for small farmers could be non-school 

institutional buyers (who have greater price flexibility), and “school markets could then emerge later as 

the farmer increases efficiency and volume” (Conner et al., 2014, p. 711). 

Increase Equity Measurements in the Standards: 

There was agreement around equity measures needing to be more robust in the Local Economies 

Standards. There were several strategies proposed for how to do this: 

 Make it so that Level 3 of Local Economies requires that at least 50% of the 15% of food 

purchases made locally (to meet the baseline in year 1) are from socially disadvantaged and 

other marginalized farmers (i.e. farmers of color, immigrant farmers, women, & veterans). 

(Refer to Appendix 6). 
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 Make it so that for the Baseline (Level 1, the only required level) 25% of the 15% of food 

purchases made locally (to meet the baseline in year 1) are from socially disadvantaged farmers. 

(Refer to Appendix 6). 

 There ought to be a way to give institutions points for buying from non-local socially 

disadvantaged farmers as well.  

 There should be a standard that explicitly encourages institutions to purchase from immigrant 

farmers, indigenous farmers and farmers of color in order to help reduce the income disparity 

between these farmers and white farmers in MN. 

Questions about how the GFPP can benefit local farmers:  

The following are additional questions that stakeholders had about the GFPP framework. 

 Can the standards open up new markets for local farmers? 

 Can institutions (or other agencies) provide zero or low interest loans or grants to small local 

farmers to get third-party certifications or scale up in order to sell to the institution? 

 How can institutions demand a consistent volume in order to provide stable demand, and 

therefore reduced risk and stability for farmers? 

 How do new innovations like local urban energy intensive vertical farming fit in? (Measuring 

energy-use needs to be included in the Environmental Sustainability standards). 

It was noted that supply chain transparency requirements by the GFPP may end up being a burden for 

local Food Hubs. This is because it will require them to keep track of individual farmers’ products even as 

their primary goal is to aggregate local products in order to reach larger markets.  

Overall, stakeholders wanted to include more food chain businesses into the standards. They also 

wanted to increase the mileage measurement, and there was a strong desire to use a measurement 

other than acreage to measure farm size. Stakeholders also wanted to increase equity measures in the 

standards. See Appendix 8 for a table summarizing the findings on the Local Economies Standards. 

Nutrition Standards Findings & Discussion 

Analysis of Existing GFPP Institutions & the Nutrition Standards  

All participating institutions in the GFPP to date have met or exceeded the Nutrition standards, which 

are self-reported because the resources to audit are unavailable. Public institutions have been doing 

well because of existing rigorous federal nutritional standards governing K-12 lunches and senior meals 

(Delwiche & McKinney, 2016).  

Overview 

In general, stakeholders felt that the benefit of leaving the Nutrition Standards as they are is that they 

are very accessible to lots of different kinds of institutions. The downsides, according to stakeholders, 
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are that they are too easily achievable (and so won’t actually change institutional purchasing practices) 

and that some of the items on the list are based on outdated science. 

There was consensus among stakeholders that it’s very difficult to define health and even nutrition, as it 

is different for different bodies and cultures. Therefore, making nutrition standards is a very challenging 

process. In addition, nutrition standards are contentious because there is a lot at stake for different food 

producer or manufacturing lobbyist groups. One stakeholder said, “No one wants to touch nutrition with 

a 10 foot pole—it gets muddled and murky and no one knows what to eat.”  

Some stakeholders felt that the GFPP Nutrition Standards should be based on precedents—i.e. the 

Healthy Hunger Free Kids’ Act (HHFKA) standards—as well as well-established science that stakeholders 

felt has held up throughout the years (i.e. that eating fruits and vegetables is generally a good thing). 

There was an interest in carefully comparing the GFPP Standards to the HHFKA Standards to make sure 

that they are congruent. As a lot of work has been conducted in and around the Twin Cities on nutrition 

and healthy food, it may be desirable to systematically investigate what institutions and organizations 

are already doing around nutritious food procurement in order to integrate those local precedents into 

the GFPP Nutrition Standards. According one stakeholder, it’s possible for companies to find ways to get 

around standards like the HHFKA. This stakeholder said that “There’s a way around (the HHFKA)—

companies (can) say ‘oh you put nutrition standards on it’…and they have super food science people and 

they can get around it and make Cheetos that meet the nutrition requirements.” 

Make the Nutrition standards more Strict and Detailed 

There was consensus among stakeholders that the Nutrition Standards need to be more strict and 

detailed in order to help motivate institutions to change their purchasing practices. Because standards 

are self-reported, they have to have more details so that it’s easier for people to answer honestly and 

also to know what to strive for. “Specifying the intent [and] requirements … for each of the criteria 

clarifies what is expected from users” of the policy (Forsyth, Slotterback, & Krizek, 2010, p. 47).   

One way to make the standards more strict is to break them down into:  

1) Things to eliminate or remove (i.e. deep frying, trans fats and processed meats) with Yes/No 
check boxes;  

2) Another section where the institution can mark specific percentages, i.e. 25%, 50% 75% 100% 
for seasonal; fresh (not processed) fruits and vegetables; lean/whole muscle meat; vegetarian 
dishes; etc.… and then get more sub-points for a higher percentage, and;  

3) A final section for items which are difficult to calculate in percentages, and therefore measured 
with yes/no check boxes.  
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Other stakeholders pointed out that it’s important for the standards to be more strict and detailed, but 

not become rigid to the point where they can’t be achieved. There were several items on the list that 

the stakeholders recommended removing, and others they recommended adding. 

Items to remove: 

 Reconsider the emphasis on low fat dairy, as new science doesn’t necessarily support the claim 
that it’s better for health. 

 Eliminate processed meats (as new science shows that it’s very harmful to health). 

 Recognize that, according to stakeholders, MN has more of a meat eating population than CA (in 
large part because of MN’s long winters); therefore, don’t penalize institutions for spending 
more on meat because good, healthy meat is more expensive. 

 Remove the bottled water item as it contradicts the Environmental Sustainability value 
category. One stakeholder said that offering water bottles is “expensive and a waste… you have 
to deal with people not putting (bottles) in recycling. That’s counter intuitive with what this 
policy is about. Better to ask to provide water and let the institution figure out how they want to 
provide it.” 

Items to change or add: 

 There was a concern that the item “At least 50% of available beverage choices contain 25 
calories or less per 8 ounces” could inadvertently promote diet drinks or diet energy drinks, 
which are currently a big problem in schools.  

 Perhaps add “Deep fried food is less than 1-3% of purchases” (because institutions could still 
buy deep fried products even if the institution is prohibited from deep frying on site). 

 Add the Ingredients of Concern, which is a local precedent to the checklist. Ingredients of 
Concern is a list of Ingredients that are harmful to human health that Minneapolis Public Schools 
is developing in a coalition of large school districts around the country through Midwest 
Learning Labs (and which will be presented to the national School Food FOCUS Group). MPS is 
working to remove the Ingredients of Concern from their menus, and they also use it to help 
them work with food manufacturers to formulate new, more healthy, products (E. Lynch, 
Personal Communication, May 11, 2016). 

 Change the produce measure to specify FRESH produce (i.e. not canned, processed, etc.) during 
Minnesota’s growing season. 

 Add an item on establishing a garden and integrating sustainable gardening and nutrition 
education into educational programs at the institution (overlapping with the Environmental 
Sustainability value category). 

 Minnesota’s shorter growing season needs to be taken into account for the seasonal produce 
item. 

Better Integrate Equity Measures 

Stakeholders agreed that equity measures need to be better integrated into the standards.  

 Institutions should offer smaller portions at cheaper prices (which currently is not common 
practice). 

 Culturally appropriate food (for the cultures represented by the clients of an institution) should 
become a required baseline item for the Nutrition Standards. This is particularly important for 
the Twin Cities, where there are many diverse cultures, including diverse religious and food 
cultures.  
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o To meet the baseline, at least 25% of food served should be culturally appropriate. 
Culturally appropriate foods are foods that can connect people with their culture and thus 
promote wellness and health. 

o Some culturally appropriate food won’t fit with the other aspects of the guidelines. For 
example, for some cultures whole grains are not for human consumption (but rather animal 
feed). Should there be a caveat? Should these kinds of issues be dealt with on a case by case 
basis? Perhaps an institution doesn’t get the points for whole grains, but then makes those 
up by getting points for serving culturally appropriate food. Likewise, if culturally 
appropriate foods cannot be sourced locally, points for it being culturally appropriate should 
balance out with points lost for not being local. 

o Other stakeholders pointed out that determining what is and what is not “culturally 
appropriate” can be a slippery slope. Is soy sauce culturally appropriate? Tortilla chips? 
Tacos? And who gets to decide what is culturally appropriate?  

o The promotion of culturally appropriate food is key for the health and well-being of diverse 
communities. “Certain foods are also deeply embedded in specific cultures and have greater 
significance beyond fulfilling basic physiological needs. Foods are ‘powerful symbols of 
cultural identity,’ often fundamental to religious and social events” (Drago et al., 2010 as 
cited in Pelzel, 2014). Offering culturally appropriate food also demonstrates that an 
institution respects a diversity of cultures. The trade-off for promoting culturally appropriate 
food is that sometimes that food will not be viewed as ‘nutritious’ from other cultural 
perspectives.  

o Culturally appropriate food is very important for the Twin Cities’ context given the diversity 
of cultures in the Twin Cities, and the magnitude of racial health disparities. More work is 
needed to further develop adequate culturally appropriate Nutrition Standards. 

 There is a need to understand how to involve less resourced schools and communities in the 
GFPP framework and process. 

 There is a desire among stakeholders to address food access somehow. The CGFP says that food 
access is implicit in the GFPP movement as it has targeted public institutions—especially 
schools—which tend to serve many people from low income communities and communities of 
color. However, this strategy could be more explicit in the GFPP materials. The strategy of where 
to implement the GFPP could be a way to help reduce nutritional inequities or deficiencies in 
underserved communities and could boost nutrition for vulnerable populations like low income 
children and seniors.  

Nutrition Bonus Points 

There was agreement among stakeholders that the bonus points are too easily achievable, and should 

not be weighted as much as they are.  

 The vending machine item is fine, but it needs a strong policy for institutions to copy. 

 Remove the worksite wellness item (it doesn’t seem to fit), or make it a strict policy to copy. 

 It was recommended that the Center for Good Food Purchasing make example policies called 

something like the “GFPP Vending Machine Policy” or the “GFPP Worksite Wellness Policy” for 

institutions to copy and build on (with standards as rigorous—or more rigorous—than the GFPP 

policy). 
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 The portion control item should require all three strategies are met in order to get the point. 

There was a sense that portion control was hidden by being part of the bonus points (even 

though it’s technically worth more points). Perhaps a reference to the bonus points could be 

made on the standards page, or they could actually be placed next to the primary standards in 

order to increase their visibility.  

 “Menu lists nutritional information” is a good bonus point because it is hard and expensive to 

do, and so is aspirational for many institutions. 

Overall it was recognized that it is very difficult to make nutrition standards, especially to find a balance 

between standards being sufficiently detailed without becoming too rigid. It was discussed that 

culturally appropriate food is an area for the Nutrition Standards that’s of particular importance to the 

Twin Cities context and adding culturally appropriate food to the standards should be pursued. Finally, 

the Ingredients of Concern is a helpful tool being developed locally (by MPS and others in coalition), 

which could be a very useful tool for other localities. (Please see Appendix 9 for a table summarizing the 

findings regarding the Nutrition Standards). 

Limitations of Findings 

As discussed previously in the methodology section, there are limitations to these findings. This is a 

preliminary analysis, looking at aspects of the Local Economies and Nutrition standards that the Twin 

Cities’ stakeholder group may want to take into consideration when adapting the GFPP standards. 

However, the findings are limited by small sample sizes and limited scope which includes the 

perspectives of only four standards developers for Phase I of the report and six local area experts (along 

with participant observation with many other stakeholders) for Phase II. Because of these limitations, 

caution is recommended when attempting to transfer the findings to other contexts. Despite the 

limitations, this project can still provide useful baseline information to the stakeholder group to aide 

them in strategically identifying next steps for the GFPP standards in the Twin Cities. 

Recommendations:  

Adapting GFPP Standards to the Twin Cities’ Context 

What follows are recommendations that the author encourages the Twin Cities GFPP working group to 

take into consideration and use as they see fit when planning their next steps. Based on the analysis in 

this report, there appear to be the two main strategies the stakeholder group can chose from going 

forward with the Standards revision process for the Twin Cities: 

1. Determine and Pilot Twin Cities GFPP Standards: It is recommended that the stakeholder group 
determine and then pilot the new Standards in a process which could potentially look something 
like the following:  
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o Determine revised Standards (using findings from this report). 
o Consult with the CGFP to ensure revised Standards are similar enough to the national 

GFPP Standards so that CGFP can still assist with assessments and scoring/rating. 
o Conduct a baseline assessment and pilot Twin Cities’ Standards in a local institution.  
o Refine Standards based on lessons learned from the pilot program. 
o Potentially run revised Standards by additional stakeholders in public meetings. 
o Refine & “Finalize” Twin Cities’ GFPP Standards to be used in other Twin Cities 

institutions in the future. 

The strength of this approach is that it will allow for the Twin Cities to begin a pilot GFPP project 
quickly, without having to wait for the national GFPP Standards to be revised. The weakness is 
that there may be some duplication of work with the national GFPP Standards revisions process 
led by the CGFP.  

2. Wait to see what changes in the National GFPP Standards: Another path forward could be to 
make a set of recommendations to the CGFP to consider including in the national GFPP 
Standards, wait to see how those Standards are up-dated, and then make decisions regarding 
additional modifications for the Twin Cities at that point (possibly early 2017). Again, the 
strength is avoiding duplication of work but the weaknesses are having to wait to start the GFPP 
in the Twin Cities and being on another organization’s timeline. 

 There may be other strategies. For example, the group could choose one of these two 
strategies for the Nutrition Standards and another for the Local Economies Standards.  

 Regardless of how the stakeholder group decides to move forward with the standards revision 
process for the Twin Cities, it’s recommended that they engage in conversations the Center for 
Good Food Purchasing to further explore how to integrate some of these findings into the 
national standards revision process. Not all these findings are specific to the Twin Cities and can 
provide insight on how to modify and improve the national GFPP Standards.  

Additional recommendations: 

 In particular, for the Local Economies Standards focus on:  

o 1) Adding other food chain businesses explicitly to Standards. 

o  2) Changing the measurement of mileage to 250. 

o 3) Adding equity metrics to the baseline. 

 For the Nutrition Standards focus on:  

o 1) Adding culturally appropriate food to the baseline. 

o 2) Making bonus points more rigorous. 

o 3) Increasing rigor & details in item checklist so that it can give more guidance to 
institutions. 
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 Based on analysis of stakeholder views, this section includes a straw proposal13 of revised Twin 

Cities’ GFPP Standards for the Local Economies and Nutrition value categories that could serve 

as a starting point for conversation, or as a template upon which to build the revised Twin Cities 

GFPP Standards. It is the author’s intention to turn these outlines over to the working group to 

build upon, edit, cut and generally use as they see fit. These are simply suggestions for the 

working group to consider. 

o For a straw proposal of Twin Cities Nutrition Standards please see Appendix A 

o For a straw proposal of Twin Cities Local Economies Standards please see Appendix B 
for a complex version. It is not necessarily recommended that the Standards include all 
of these elements, but rather this a list of potential elements to pick and choose from.  

o For a simplified version of the Twin Cities Local Economies Standards, see Appendix C.  

o Please email stosc001@umn.edu for editable Microsoft Excel versions of these 
Standards outlines.  

 Share insights on the standard revision process with other cities looking to adapt the GFPP, as 
they may find it helpful and some of the findings may be relevant to their localities as well.  

 Please see Appendix 10 for a graphic description of general guidelines for implementing the 
GFPP in institutions, and Appendix 11 for language that could tie the GFPP into Comprehensive 
Plans in the Twin Cities.  

Recommended Future Research  

In order to continue the process of adopting the GFPP in Twin Cities’ institutions, the following research 

would be very beneficial:  

 A food-shed analysis of the Twin Cities to get more clarity on the geographic area needed in 
order to feed the population center of the Twin Cities (taking into account the seasonality of the 
MN food system). This food-shed analysis will help determine a logical mileage for measuring 
‘local’ food.   

 Predict Impact through Case Studies:  

o From an institutional perspective:  For example, what would the impacts be if a local 
institution such as Minneapolis Public Schools (MPS) adopted the GFPP? Use the revised 
Twin Cities-specific GFPP standards (once developed by the stakeholder working group) 
to analyze and predict the impacts passing the GFPP at MPS could have on the local 
economy, children’s health, local ecosystems, etc. If resources are limited, one limited 
scope option would be to trace a specific product (i.e. chicken) from producer to 
institution in a GFPP supply chain and measure its impacts on the five value categories. 

o From a producer perspective: What would the impact be on small to mid-sized farms if 
they were able to count on local institutional markets due to adoption of the GFPP? For 

                                                           
13 A straw proposal, more commonly known as a “strawman proposal”, is a brainstormed simple draft proposal 
intended to generate discussion of its disadvantages and to provoke the generation of new and better proposal. 
Source: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Straw_man_proposal  

mailto:stosc001@umn.edu
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Straw_man_proposal
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example, what impact would the passing of the GFPP in major Twin Cities’ institutions 
have on Hmong American Farmer Association or Shared Ground Agricultural 
Cooperative, and the entities that they do business with? 

o Case studies could address other food chain actors’ perspectives, e.g. a consumer 
perspective, a Food Hub perspective or a distributor perspective. 

o Currently the CGFP is working with researchers from UCLA to create models to help 
predict and measure impact across multiple supply chains.  

 Explore how to translate GFPP metrics (targets) into local institutional Requests for Proposals 
(RFPs) in a way that allows them to meet all legal requirements (the CGFP can assist with this). 

 A longitudinal evaluation plan for measuring impacts of the GFPP in the Twin Cities and MN in 
the five value areas over time. Baseline assessments will need to be conducted first. 

Conclusion 

The first research question for this report was: What methodologies and tactics do developers of 

values-based procurement policy frameworks use in order to create their standards? The answers to 

this question then informed the second phase of the report, which explored the questions: How can the 

LA-based GFPP framework be adapted to the context (geographic, climatic, socio-economic etc.) of the 

Twin Cities, MN? Specifically, which GFPP standards (targets) need to change to adapt to the Twin 

Cities region, and how? Stakeholders interviewed regarding the first question (Phase I) expressed that 

standards need to be realistic but also push for improvements in the industry, easy to track, and should 

allow for continuous improvement for participating institutions. Twin Cities stakeholders interviewed 

regarding the second set of questions (Phase II) expressed wanting to modify the Local Economies 

Standards in many ways, including by involving food chain businesses beyond farms, by increasing the 

mileage measurement to 250 miles, and by adding equity measurements into the required baseline. 

Stakeholders wanted to modify the Nutrition Standards in multiple ways, especially by adding culturally 

appropriate food to the required baseline, making bonus points more rigorous, and making the overall 

Standards more detailed so that they provide more guidance to institutional buyers. Of course, these 

Twin Cities based changes to the Standards have to be balanced with the benefits of keeping the GFPP 

Standards as unified as possible across the US—for efficiency of assessments conducted by the CGFP, 

and potentially for efficiency for distributors/food service providers who work across various localities.  

With negative social and environmental trends associated with the current industrial food system 

mounting, farmers, advocates, organizers, public officials and community members are exploring 

different tools to help make food systems more socially just and environmentally sustainable. Values-

based food procurement is emerging as a potentially powerful tool which can be used to harness the 

purchasing power of major institutions to help shift the food system to be more sustainable, just, 
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humane, healthy and beneficial to local economies. The GFPP builds on growing momentum and 

discussion about how to positively impact food system change from the demand side, and is a 

potentially very useful tool to organize institutional purchasing power around multiple value categories 

in the Twin Cities. Because the GFPP standards were originally developed for a Los Angeles context, this 

paper explored how to best adapt the standards to the Twin Cities context, in order to help lay the 

groundwork for the implementation of the GFPP in Twin Cities institutions.   

By situating the GFPP conceptually, exploring methods for creating standards, and exploring how to best 

adopt standards to the Twin Cities with many stakeholders and local experts, this project lays the 

groundwork for the Twin Cities stakeholder group to further explore modifying the GFPP Standards, and 

to create ‘finalized’ Twin Cities specific GFPP Standards. It can provide insights for the national GFPP 

standards revisions, as well as for other localities engaged in GFPP organizing.  It also starts to fill the 

research gap on values-based food procurement policies, and helps lay groundwork for potential future 

research on the GFPP and its impacts in the Twin Cities and beyond.  Finally, the story of the 

development of the GFPP National Standards and the Twin Cities’ GFPP Standards can be useful for 

others seeking to create similar values-based procurement standards.  
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Appendixes 

Appendix 1 (Double-click image to open larger version in Adobe Acrobat) 

The 8 visual representations of the GFPP in this Appendix were created for a class (called Site Planning for Food 
Justice at the University of MN) by the author (Claire Stoscheck) and a colleague (Ana Heck). This project was 
created with the goal of serving as an advocacy tool for individuals and groups working to bring the Good Food 
Purchasing Policy to the Twin Cities. For an on-line version of the poster boards, please visit: 
http://siteplanningfoodjustice.blogspot.com/  

 

 

http://siteplanningfoodjustice.blogspot.com/
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Appendix 2 (Double-click image to open larger version in Adobe Acrobat) 
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Appendix 3 (Double-click image to open larger version in Adobe Acrobat) 
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Appendix 4 (Double-click image to open larger version in Adobe Acrobat) 
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Appendix 5 (Double-click image to open larger version in Adobe Acrobat) 
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Appendix 6- 2015 GFPP Local Economies & Nutrition Standards & Bonus Points 
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Appendix 7 (Double-click image to open larger version in Adobe Acrobat) 
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Appendix 8: 

Summary of Findings: Modifying the GFPP Local Economies Standards for the Twin Cities 

Include Food Businesses along entire Food Chain: 

Stakeholders agreed that the entire food chain needs consideration. The largest share of institutional budgets 

go to processed and lightly-processed foods. Additional standards for food manufacturers, processors & 

distributors are needed. 

Mileage:  

A 250 mile radius for ‘local food’ likely serves the Twin Cities better than a 200 mile radius. 

● 200 miles cuts out Minnesota’s Northwestern agricultural district. 

● Minneapolis Public Schools already uses a 250 mile radius.  

● Real Food Challenge promotes 250 miles because it “incentivizes direct-farm purchases because 250 

miles is about the limit of a standard round-trip journey within a day” (Mukherji, 2016).  

Acreage: 

Stakeholders agreed that acreage is not a good measure of farm size, and that ‘only small acreage is good’ is too 

simplistic.  

● Farm sizes differ significantly by crop.  

● Less acreage is not necessarily good for animal welfare. 

● Mid-sized diversified farms which are struggling economically need support as well, and would be 

disadvantaged by standards which prioritize small acreage. 

● Food Hubs should be counted by the average acreage of member farms. 

If not by acreage, how to measure farm size?  

● Farm revenue, on a sliding scale (less revenue=more sub-points), could be an alternative measurement.  
● Another alternative measurement is farm revenue size compared to the industry leader. 

● Standards to help small farmers to compete with larger farmers for institutional contracts is desirable.  

Perhaps “size” is less important than practices: 

● Measure by management & labor control: I.e. does the owner of the farm make decisions about the 

farm?  

● Measure by how the farm interacts with the local community. I.e. do they buy their inputs locally?  

Relationships between Institutional Purchasers and Farmers:  

Stakeholders agreed that relationships should be valued by the GFPP framework. 

Bonus Points Need to be more Robust: 

There was general agreement that the bonus points, though designed to be “aspirational” for institutions, were 

too easy to obtain.  

Fair Price for Farmers: 

The current GFPP framework doesn’t sufficiently address the price paid to farmers and this must be explicitly 

included to avoid further contributing to inequities. 

Increase Equity Measurements in the Standards: 

There was agreement that equity measures need to be more robust. 

● Put a percentage of purchases from socially disadvantaged and otherwise marginalized farmers (i.e. 

immigrant, indigenous, people of color, women, veterans, people with disabilities etc.) into the baseline 

so that they are required for all institutions.  

● Include a standard that encourages institutions to purchase from immigrant and indigenous farmers 

and farmers of color to help reduce the income disparity between farmers in MN. 
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Appendix 9: 
Summary of Findings: Modifying the GFPP Nutrition Standards for the Twin Cities  

Overview: 

 It is difficult to define health and nutrition. The definition is differs for different bodies and cultures.  

 Nutrition standards are contentious because there is a lot at stake for different food lobbyist groups.  

 Nutrition standards should be based on precedence—i.e. the Healthy Hunger Free Kids’ Act 
standards—as well as non-contentious science. 

Make the Nutrition Standards more Strict and Detailed: 
Stakeholders agreed that the nutrition standards need to be more strict to help motivate institutions to 
change, because according to one stakeholder, the term “‘to the greatest extent possible’… has NO weight in 
an institution--it means nothing.”  Because these standards are self-reported, more details are needed so 
that purchasers know what to strive for. Break down standards into various sections: 
1) Things to eliminate or remove with Yes/No check boxes   
2) Specific percentages, i.e. 25%, 50% 75% 100% for items such as: fresh fruits and vegetables, lean/whole 
muscle meat, culturally appropriate meals; etc.—with more sub-points allocated for higher percentages. 
3) For items that difficult to express in percentages, use Yes/No check boxes. 
Items to remove: 

 Reconsider the emphasis on low fat. 

 Eliminate processed meats. 

 Recognize that MN has more of a meat eating population than CA; and good, healthy meat is more 
expensive. 

Items to change or add: 

 Include “Deep fried food is less than 1-3% of purchases” (because even if an institution cannot do 
deep frying itself, it could purchase deep fried food like tortilla chips). 

 Add Ingredients of Concern (a list of ingredients that are harmful to human health). 

 Change the produce measure to specify FRESH produce during Minnesota’s growing season. 

 Add an item on establishing a garden and integrating nutrition/gardening education into the 
institution.  

 Consider Minnesota’s shorter growing season. 

Better integrate Equity Measures: 
Stakeholders agreed that equity measures should be better integrated into the standards.  

 Institutions should offer smaller portions at cheaper prices. 

 Culturally appropriate food should become a required baseline item.  

 Determining what is and what is not “culturally appropriate” can be a slippery slope. Is soy sauce 
culturally appropriate? Tortilla chips? Who gets to decide?  

 There is a need to understand how to involve less resourced schools and communities in the GFPP 

framework.  

Nutrition Bonus Points are too Easily Achievable: 

 Portion control item should require all three strategies are met in order to get the bonus point. 

 The Center for Good Food Purchasing could make example policies such as the “GFPP Vending 
Machine Policy” for institutions to copy (and be required to use standards as rigorous—or more 
rigorous—than the GFPP policy).  
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Appendix 10 (Double-click image to open larger version in Adobe Acrobat) 
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Appendix 11 (Double-click image to open larger version in Adobe Acrobat) 
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Appendix A 

Outline of potential GFPP Nutrition Standards for the Twin Cities     

     

Year 1 Target     

Has institution eliminated the following? Yes No   

Deep frying     

Trans fat     

Hydrogenated and partially hydrogenated oils for cooking and 
baking 

    

All Ingredients of Concern* from menus (*new)     

Processed meat*     

     

Has institution done the following?  Yes No   

Deep fried purchases are less than 3% of purchases     

All Juice purchased is 100% fruit juice (no added sweeteners)     

Implemented a sodium reduction plan that meets current Dietary 
Guidelines for Americans (DGA) standards 

    

Free drinking water is offered at every meal (in at least 8 ounce 
cup sizes*) 

    

Offer smaller portions at substantially cheaper prices     

ETC…. (other straight forward yes/no Q's)     

     

Closest percentage of purchases made (or meals served) that 
were… 

25% 50% 75% 100% 

More=more sub-points     

Fresh* fruits and vegetables (out of total purchases)     

Seasonal fruits and vegetables during growing season and 
preserved (without added sugar or salt) local fruits and vegetables 
in the winter (out of all fruit & vegetable purchases) 

    

Entrees and sides made with whole grains (out of all meals)     

Extra lean and lean meat (out of all meat purchases)      

Culturally competent* (out of all meals served)  Note: required 
for all institutions to serve at least 25% of meals as 'culturally 
competent' in order to meet baseline (meals served)  

    

Plant based main dishes (out of all meals served)      

Sugar and sugar substitute free beverages (out of all beverages 
offered)* 

    

Less=more sub-points     

Meat (out of all purchases)     

*Remove item on low-fat dairy     
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Environmental Factors: Yes No   

Remove bottled water reference*     

Established a garden for institution, use that produce in meals,  
and conduct educational gardening classes for 
staff/clients/students* 

    

ETC… other environmental factors     

Bonus Points:     

Change portion control bonus point to require that all three 
measures be met in order to get bonus point.*  

    

For the wellness and vending machine policies, institutions must 
create policies with standards as rigorous or more rigorous than 
the GFPP policy* 

    

     

*=New or revised category     

 

 

Appendix B 

Outline of potential GFPP Local Economies Standards for the 
Twin Cities (Complex) 

   

      

Farms/Ranches 1 (lowest 
sub-points) 

2 3 4 5 (highest 
sub-points) 

Farm/ranch is local Farm 
address 
more than 
250 miles 
from 
institution 

N/A N/A Farm 
address 100-
250 miles 
from 
institution 

Farm 
address 
within 100 
miles of 
institution 

Percentage of inputs purchased by 
farmer/rancher locally (within 250 
miles) 

(realistic %'s) (realistic 
%'s) 

(realistic 
%'s) 

(realistic %'s) (realistic %'s) 

Independently-owned, non-profit or 
cooperative? 

No (no 
points) 

N/A Yes (3 sub-
points) 

N/A N/A 

Does the owner of the farm/ranch 
make decisions about the 
farm/ranch?  

No (no 
points) 

N/A Yes (3 sub-
points) 

N/A N/A 

Annual Farm/ranch revenue 
(average for last 3 years of 
operation) (less revenue=more sub-
points) 

(realistic 
revenue) 

(realistic 
revenue) 

(realistic 
revenue) 

(realistic 
revenue) 

(realistic 
revenue) 

 Is the majority of labor provided by 
family and/or cooperative members 
of the farm owner?  

No (no 
points) 

N/A Yes (3 sub-
points) 

N/A N/A 
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Percentage of products distributed 
within 250 mile radius of farm? 
(local distribution- more sub-points 
for more locally distributed food) 

(realistic %'s) (realistic 
%'s) 

(realistic 
%'s) 

(realistic %'s) (realistic %'s) 

% of products that Institution 
purchases  from socially 
disadvantaged farmers/ranchers* 
(required to be 10% to meet 
baseline) (*using USDA definition of 
socially disadvantaged groups: 
Blacks or African Americans, 
Hispanics, Asians, American Indians 
or Alaska Natives, Native Hawaiians 
or other Pacific Islanders)  

10% 15% 20% 25% 30% or more 

% of products that institution 
purchases from Purchase food from 
Socially Disadvantaged*, Beginning, 
Limited Resource, Veteran, Women, 
Minority, or Disabled 
Farmers/Ranchers (required to be 
10% to meet baseline) (*same 
definition as previous standard) 

15% 20% 25% 30% 35% or more 

Institution pays farmer a "fair price" 
(parity-- covering cost of production-
-and a little more for financial 
sustainability) 

No (no 
points) 

N/A N/A N/A Yes (5 sub-
points) 

      

Food Manufacturers (processed and 
lightly processed foods) 

1 (lowest 
sub-points) 

2 3 4 5 (highest 
sub-points) 

Headquartered (HQ) locally?  HQ address 
more than 
250 miles 
from 
institution 

N/A N/A HQ address 
100-250 
miles from 
institution 

HQ address 
within 100 
miles of 
institution 

Is food product manufactured 
locally?  

Address of 
manufacturi
ng site more 
than 250 
miles from 
institution 

N/A N/A Address of 
manufacturi
ng site  100-
250 miles 
from 
institution 

Address of 
manufacturi
ng site  
within 100 
miles of 
institution 

Revenue of business less than X% of 
the industry leader? 

Between 1% 
and 5% 

Less than 1 
% 

Less than 
.75% 

Less than 
.5% 

Less than 
.25% 

What percentage of the top five 
ingredients in processed foods are 
locally sourced within 250 miles? 

10-30% 30-40% 40-50% 50-60% 60% or more 

Independently-owned, non-profit or 
cooperative? 

No (no 
points) 

N/A Yes (3 sub-
points) 

N/A N/A 

      

Processors (minimally processed 
foods) 

1 (lowest 
sub-points) 

2 3 4 5 (highest 
sub-points) 
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Headquartered (HQ) locally?  HQ address 
more than 
250 miles 
from 
institution 

N/A N/A HQ address 
100-250 
miles from 
institution 

HQ address 
within 100 
miles of 
institution 

Is food product processed locally?  Address of 
manufacturi
ng site more 
than 250 
miles from 
institution 

N/A N/A Address of 
manufacturi
ng site  100-
250 miles 
from 
institution 

Address of 
manufacturi
ng site  
within 100 
miles of 
institution 

Revenue of business less than X% of 
the industry leader? 

Between 1% 
and 5% 

Less than 1 
% 

Less than 
.75% 

Less than 
.5% 

Less than 
.25% 

Is raw product local? Farm 
address 
more than 
250 miles 
from 
institution 

N/A N/A Farm 
address 100-
250 miles 
from 
institution 

Farm 
address 
within 100 
miles of 
institution 

Independently-owned, non-profit or 
cooperative? 

No (no 
points) 

N/A Yes (3 sub-
points) 

N/A N/A 

      

Distributors 1 (lowest 
sub-points) 

2 3 4 5 (highest 
sub-points) 

Headquartered (HQ) locally?  HQ address 
more than 
250 miles 
from 
institution 

N/A N/A HQ address 
100-250 
miles from 
institution 

HQ address 
within 100 
miles of 
institution 

How local is distribution radius? 
(smaller radius=more points) 

(realistic 
mileage for 
distributors) 

(realistic 
mileage 
for 
distributor
s) 

(realistic 
mileage 
for 
distributor
s) 

(realistic 
mileage for 
distributors) 

(realistic 
mileage for 
distributors) 

Revenue of business less than X% of 
the industry leader? 

Between 1% 
and 5% 

Less than 1 
% 

Less than 
.75% 

Less than 
.5% 

Less than 
.25% 

Is raw product being processed 
local? 

Farm 
address 
more than 
250 miles 
from 
institution 

N/A N/A Farm 
address 100-
250 miles 
from 
institution 

Farm 
address 
within 100 
miles of 
institution 

Independently-owned, non-profit or 
cooperative? 

No (no 
points) 

N/A Yes (3 sub-
points) 

N/A N/A 

      

Bonus points      

“At least 25% of the 15% of food 
purchased locally is purchased from 
a microenterprise farm of less than 
100 acres and located within 250 
miles”  
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“At least 25% of the 15% of food 
purchased locally grown/raised AND 
processed in the same county as 
institution" 

     

“At least 25% of the 15% of food 
purchased locally is purchased 
directly from farmer-owned 
businesses." 

     

      

*A mechanism to figure out the 
Three levels (Level 1-baseline; Level 
2; and Level 3) based on sub-points 
would need to be determined.  

     

 

Appendix C 

Outline of potential GFPP Local Economies Standards for the Twin Cities (Simple) 

   

Level 1- Baseline Level 2 Level 3 

Local within 250 miles AND large scale operator (makes 
over $X annually) 

Local within 250 
mile range AND 
medium scale 
operations 
(Makes between 
$X and $X 
annually) 

Local within 250 
miles AND small 
scale operation 
(makes less than 
$X annually) 

Outside of the local 250 mile range but within state AND 
medium scale operations (Makes between $X and $X 
annually) 

Outside of the 
local 250 mile 
range but within 
state AND small 
scale operation 
(makes less than 
$X annually) 

 

Outside of state AND small scale operation (makes less than 
$X annually) 

  

 *Note: $X represents a dollar amount that needs to be figured out. It should be an amount that is meaningful to 

stakeholders, in particular farmers. It could possibly be based on precedents such as USDA’s definition of small, 

medium and large-scale farms. 

 

 


