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Introduction
In an effort to reverse the epidemic of obesity and associated chronic disease,
extensive research in the public health, environmental health and urban planning fields
explores the role of the built and physical environments (i.e. community design, landuse mix, residential density, street connectivity and transportation infrastructure) in
increasing physical activity.1-4 Recent planning and public health research shows
consistent positive relationships between the “walkability” of neighborhood design and
walking- and cycling-based active transport;2 specific neighborhood environmental
characteristics and transportation- and recreation-based physical activity;3 and urban
design, land-use, and transportation policies and physical activity.1 This and other
related research has encouraged planners, environmental health and public health
professionals to push for land use reform to improve the built environment in the interest
of protecting and improving the health and welfare of the general public.
While the built environment and physical activity connection is gaining traction and
credibility within the planning and public health professions, researchers are also
discovering important connections between the built environment and food access.
Eating behavior in both adults and children, as evidenced by past research, is
influenced by a wide variety of factors, including but not limited to taste, nutrition, weight
control, cost, convenience, and availability.5, 6 Individual differences largely affect eating
behavior however, the built environment greatly affects the cost, locality, quality and
availability of foods, all of which significantly influence purchasing decisions.7 Recent
food access research suggests that urban design, land use and zoning regulations
influence the proximity of food stores to residential areas; the prevalence of food stores
per given area; the type of foods stores; and therefore the availability of healthy and
unhealthy foods in a community.8-10
Therefore land use tools such as comprehensive planning and zoning regulations can
be used as an “expression of [planners and public health officials] police power authority
to address the health, safety, and welfare needs of those residents who do not have
ready access to healthy food.”10 These regulations can be used to restrict the number
and geographic location of fast food restaurants and convenience stores; promote the
location of healthy food establishments (such as grocery stores, food cooperatives,
farmers’ markets, community gardens and other forms of urban agriculture) within close
proximity to residences, workplaces and schools; and enhance quality of food sold in
existing small grocery stores, convenience stores, and corner markets. Existing land
use regulations (that impede or even prohibit equitable food access and availability:
retail square footage restrictions, restrictions on sidewalk obstructions that prevent
sidewalk displays of food products, regulations that prevent urban agriculture,
community gardens, and/or farmers’ markets) can also be reformed.10 Since land use
regulations directly control a community’s built environment,11 changes in land use
policy coupled with behavioral shifts can result in healthier environments and people.
This paper will explore two different categories of food availability/access focused land
use law (comprehensive planning and zoning) and associated legal issues in the
context of improving access to healthy food and restricting access to unhealthy food.
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Obesity & Food Access
Obesity is a chronic health problem caused by complex interactions between genetic,
environmental and behavioral factors: energy imbalance, excessive food intake, portion
distortion, food availability, increased food choices, physical inactivity, targeted
advertising and marketing of food products, convenience foods, increased television
viewing, socioeconomic status, race/ethnicity, eating behavior, etc. (Appendix A).7, 12, 13
Poor diet and physical inactivity are the most important factors contributing to the
increase in overweight and obesity in the United States. Over two-thirds of the adult
population is overweight or obese. Associated chronics diseases, such as heart
disease, cancer, and diabetes, are “the leading causes of death and disability in the
United States”; “account for 7 of very 10 deaths and affect the quality of life of 90 million
Americans.”14 Obesity and chronic diseases (such as heart disease, type 2 diabetes
and asthma) pose a serious burden on the physical and financial health of individuals,
businesses and communities. Health care professionals estimate that obesity in the
United States costs over $117 billion annually.15
The majority of Americans (approximately three fourths of children and adults) do not
meet the Healthy People 2010 objective for fruit and vegetable consumption.b However,
a diet rich in fruits and vegetables is associated with positive growth and development,16
weight management,17 and a decreased risk for chronic disease.18 Despite these
findings, many children and adults, particularly in low-income households, do not have
access to fresh, affordable produce 19 and other healthy foods.20
Recent food access studies have found an increased availability and access to fast-food
restaurants21 in low-income, minority neighborhoods, which are marked by
disproportionate rates of obesity and associated chronic disease. Fast-food
consumption is linked to a higher intake of energy, fat, saturated fat, carbohydrates,
sugar, and carbonated soft drinks; lower intake of micronutrients and fruits and
vegetables; increased body-mass index (BMI); increased body weight; and higher
probability of being overweight.21 Other research studies have found that larger food
stores (e.g. supermarkets) tend to stock healthier foods and at a lower cost compared to
small, neighborhood grocery stores and convenience stores;21-24 but a lower proportion
of supermarkets and higher proportion of small grocery and convenience stores are
found in low-income and predominantly black neighborhoods compared to high-income
and predominantly white neighborhoods.21 In a recent report published by the Centers
for Disease Control and Prevention, the authors called for the identification of barriers to
eating more fruits and vegetables and the implementation of major environmental
changes to reverse the trend.25

Comprehensive Planning for Food Access
The degree of land use mix and density allowed within a community greatly influences
the proximity of residences, businesses and schools to food stores within residential
and commercial areas and the walkability to and from these stores. Many residents are
forced to leave their neighborhood to shop for groceries or to choose from a limited
supply of foods in convenience stores or other small markets within their neighborhood.
b

Eating at least 2 daily fruit servings and 3 daily vegetable servings.
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The quality and quantity of open space can severely limit opportunities for community
gardens and other urban agriculture—two important methods for encouraging more
open space, social interaction, community pride and ownership, healthy food
availability, educational opportunities, and economic development in low-income
communities. Urban design policies can indicate the location and quantity of parking lots
on a parcel, the relationship of a building to the street, pedestrian and transit
requirements, and other architectural features, all of which influence food store location
and access. The comprehensive planning process therefore enables communities to
identify local health issues, such as access to healthy food, engage and educate the
community, and promote the long-term health of the community.26, 27
While not all local governments across the U.S. are required to develop a local land use
plan, many required under state statute are beginning to see the connections between
comprehensive planning and health and wellness goals. Mandatory elements such as
land use, open space, and transportation, as well as urban design requirements, can
impact food availability in a community.
The comprehensive planning process typically includes an analysis of existing
conditions in the community, a public visioning and planning process, the development
of goals and objectives, and the development of specific policies and programs to meet
the needs and improve the future of their community.28 The local land use plan or the
result of this process (also known as the comprehensive plan, general plan or master
plan) establishes a 20-30 year blueprint for the future of the community and guides local
land use decisions.28 Typically updated every 10-15 years, the local land use plan
consists of a variety of mandatory elements (as required by state enabling legislation)
with the option of adding additional or voluntary elements that meet specific needs of
the community not addressed in the mandatory elements.28 Since many state statues
require some degree of consistency between the local land use plan and the zoning
code, local land use plans can provide a legal foundation for subsequent zoning
ordinances, when legally challenged. The Standard City Planning Enabling Act of 1928,
if adopted by states, was a model that enabled local governments to adopt a local
comprehensive land use plan as a separate and distinct document from zoning to guide
future land use decisions.29
STRATEGIES

Increases in the prevalence of obesity and associated chronic disease, poor diet and a
lack of physical activity, and current research on the relationship between the built
environment and health have motivated many communities throughout the country to
include health-related goals and policies in their local land use plans. Developing
communities can incorporate health-related provisions in new development and
infrastructure, while built-out, urban communities can redesign, retrofit and improve
existing infrastructure to support health.27 While the majority of these communities have
focused on the relationship between the built environment and active living, more and
more communities are also starting to see the importance of planning for access to
healthy, affordable foods.
For example, land use goals and policies can encourage land use mix, density,
connectivity and other measures to improve overall walkability and connections
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between destinations (e.g. home, work and food shopping). Transportation goals and
policies can encourage safe and convenient multi-modal transportation connections
between neighborhoods and healthy food sources; new transportation routes or
increased transportation service to improve connections between low-mobility
neighborhoods and healthy food sources; transportation shuttle services to healthy food
sources; and/or the inclusion of healthy food retail in new and existing transit stations or
stops. Economic development goals and policies can encourage financing tools for
supermarket development; tax incentives to encourage the location of healthy food retail
in underserved neighborhoods or near existing public transportation routes; incentives
for public institutions to sell or use locally produced foods; business-enhancement
incentives to encourage partnerships between food outlets and neighborhood-based
nonprofits to encourage stores to offer healthy foods; and public financing for private
infrastructure such as improved refrigeration or warehouse capacity to successfully sell
perishable foods (e.g. fruits and vegetables). Housing goals and policies can encourage
community garden, supermarket and farmers’ market development near new and
existing affordable housing; and provision of community gardens, rooftop gardens
and/or community kitchens in multifamily and low-income housing projects. Open space
goals and policies can encourage the conversion of vacant, abandoned land to urban
agriculture; preservation of existing urban agriculture; and new urban agriculture.8, 10, 3034

Two main strategies have been used by local governments across in the country,
primarily in the states of California and Washington: creating a new health-focused
element or incorporating health and food-related goals and policies into existing,
mandatory elements.
Optional Element | Richmond, CA
In response to major public health problems (e.g. chronic diseases, air pollution,
pedestrian and bicyclist injuries), the City of Richmond partnered with the area health
department to create a new, additional element to their General Plan. The overarching
vision of the General Plan Update is to “encourage and promote healthy living and
lifestyles.” The Community Health & Wellness Element (Appendix B) consists of 10
major goals and several related policies per goal. Goal HL-B specifically focuses on
food access: “Ensure that all Richmond residents have access to affordable and
nutritious food to support improved nutrition, reduced incidence of hunger and healthy
eating choices.” Policies HL-9 to HL-14 state various approaches to achieving Goal HLB through the provision of healthy food retail, urban agriculture, community gardens,
etc.c
Rural Legacy & Natural Resource Lands Element Goals | King County, WA
Another approach to incorporating health objectives into the local land use plan is to
add separate, health-focused goals and/or policies into existing mandatory elements.
King County, Washington is in the process of updating their comprehensive plan. Public
outreach began in January 2007 and the city council is expected to begin their review of
the plan in April 2008 with adoption expected in late 2008. The draft 2008 King County
Comprehensive Plan Update includes several food-related goals in the rural legacy and
c

City of Richmond General Plan Update, Chapter 8 (Community Health & Wellness, Working Draft 1.0, October 2007),

Section B (Access to Healthy Food & Nutrition)
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natural resource lands element. These element goals highlight the importance of public
health promotion, healthy food access, and the overall food system:
In addition to physical activity, another major determinant of health is what people eat.
Everything from quality and location of food retail outlets and restaurants to food cost to
school food choices influence the food choices of rural residents. According to recent
USDA figures and research from the American Dietetic Association, almost 80 percent of
adults are not eating the recommended levels of fruits and vegetables. There are people
in every community for whom hunger is a daily issue. Land use planning can play a role
in providing and improving access to healthy foods. Garden plots located in
neighborhoods, parks, vacant lots, surplus public rights-of-way, and public utility lands in
various communities can be used as places to grow fruits and vegetables, build
community, and address hunger. Similar locations in the Rural Area of King County
should be explored for this purpose.d
Acknowledge and support the connections between the food system, particularly food
production, as it relates to providing King County residents with food choices that would
allow them to meet dietary guidelines for fruits, vegetables, milk and milk products, and
whole grains.e
King County should explore ways of creating and supporting community gardens and
other similar community based food growing projects to provide and improve access to
healthy food for all rural residents.f
The county should develop incentives that support local food production and processing
to reduce energy use, increase food security and provide a healthy local food supply.g
As more people move to this region, King County recognizes the importance of planning for our
regional food system to further a number of county initiatives and goals:
 Expand opportunities for local farms and enhance the rural economy;
 Promote healthy eating to improve public health;
 Improve access to healthy, safe, and affordable food, to all county residents; especially
those with low incomes;
 Reduce energy use and greenhouse gas emissions; and
 Divert food waste from landfills.h
To improve accessibility of farmers markets for low income shoppers, a concerted effort needs to
be made to develop the ability to easily accept electronic payment. This will help make fresh food
more available to low-income shoppers as well as increase the customer base for farmers.i
King County should collaborate with other organizations to further the development of programs
that increase the ability of shoppers to use electronic forms of payment at farmers markets and
farm stands.j

Urban Village Element Goals & Policies | Seattle, WA
In order to ensure the sustainability of Seattle’s P-Patch Community Garden Program,
the Urban Village Element of the 2005 update to Seattle’s Comprehensive Plan—

d

2008 King County Comprehensive Plan Update, Chapter 3, Section V(E).

e

2008 King County Comprehensive Plan Update, Chapter 3, Section VI(C).

f

2008 King County Comprehensive Plan Update, Chapter 3, Section VI(C2, R-416)

g
h

2008 King County Comprehensive Plan Update, Chapter 3, Section VI(C2, R-553c).
2008 King County Comprehensive Plan Update, Chapter 3, Section VI (C3)

i

2008 King County Comprehensive Plan Update, Chapter 3, Section VI (C3)

j

2008 King County Comprehensive Plan Update, Chapter 3, Section VI (C3, R-5541)
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Toward a Sustainable Seattle—includes goals and policies that plan for community
gardens:
Provide safe and welcoming places for the people of Seattle to play, learn, contemplate, and build
community. Provide healthy spaces for children and their families to play; for more passive
activities such as strolling, sitting, viewing, picnicking, public gatherings, and enjoying the natural
environment; and for active uses such as community gardening, competitive sports, and running.k
Connections linking urban centers and villages, through a system of parks, boulevards,
community gardens, urban trails, and natural areas.l
Promote inter-agency and intergovernmental cooperation to expand community gardening
opportunities, and include P-Patch community gardening among priorities for use of City surplus
property.m

In order to meet these goals, the Urban Village Open Space & Recreation Facility
Community Garden Goal in Appendix B of the Urban Village Element specifically states
the number of community gardens needed per capita:
One dedicated community garden for each 2,500 households in the [Urban Center, Hub &
Residential Urban Villages] with at least one dedicated garden site.n

Other references to community gardens appear in the Cultural Resource Element,
which references the importance of community gardens in fostering a sense of place.
Continue Seattle’s long tradition of providing a rich variety of public open spaces, community
gardens, and public facilities to provide residents with recreational and cultural opportunities
promote environmental stewardship and attract desirable economic development.o

Model Comprehensive Plan Language for Health-Related Goals & Policies
The Community Health & Wellness Element (Appendix B) of the City of Richmond’s
General Plan and How to Create and Implement Health General Plans (Appendix C)
serve as comprehensive examples of land use plan language that can be used as a
guide by a variety of communities when adopting or updating their local land use plans.
The goals and policies outlined in these examples can be used to create a stand-alone,
optional element or they can be integrated into mandatory elements.

Zoning for Food Access
Many planners and public health professionals view zoning as an important land use
tool and legitimate use of their police power to protect human health. In response to the
rise of public health problems, rapid urbanization and incompatible land uses in the
early 20th century, the idea of zoning was created as a solution to separate these
incompatible land uses to protect the health, safety, morals and welfare of the general
public. Recent research of the relationship between the built environment and health
has encouraged planners, environmental health and public health professionals to push
k
l

2004 City of Seattle Comprehensive Plan, Toward a Sustainable Seattle, Section 1.1 (C, UVG38)

2004 City of Seattle Comprehensive Plan, Toward a Sustainable Seattle, Section 1.1 (C, UVG40(5))

m

2004 City of Seattle Comprehensive Plan, Toward a Sustainable Seattle, Section 1.1 (C, UV57)

n

2004 City of Seattle Comprehensive Plan, Toward a Sustainable Seattle, Urban Village Appendix B (UVA5)

o

2004 City of Seattle Comprehensive Plan, Toward a Sustainable Seattle, Section 10.1(CR4)
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for land use reform to improve the built environment in the interest of protecting and
improving the health and welfare of the general public.
Many local governments are starting to use zoning as an “expression of [their] police
power authority to address the health, safety, and welfare needs of those residents who
do not have ready access to healthy food.”10 The Standard State Zoning Enabling Act of
1926 provided a model for states to enable their municipalities to adopt local zoning
ordinances to regulate land use.29 Zoning divides land into districts and specifies what
can be built (including height, bulk and design) and to what use the land and buildings
may be put (such as residential, commercial, agriculture, industrial use, etc.).28
From the requirement of conditional use permits for businesses that offer less healthy
food options while allowing as-of-right those businesses that increase access to healthy
food; the designation of community gardens and other urban agriculture as permanent
land uses; the provision of density bonuses and other incentives to encourage the
development of healthy food retail, urban agriculture, rooftop gardens, etc. in new
projects; to the restriction of certain uses (such as formula restaurants) near schools
and youth-centered facilities; zoning regulations can support healthy food access and
restrict unhealthy food access. Despite the promises of zoning in improving the food
environment, many current zoning regulations discourage healthy food access. Some
zoning codes place restrictions on outdoor sales, seasonal sales, or other temporary
activities (such as sidewalk displays), which poses a large barrier to farmers’ markets
and produce stands;35, 36 while other zoning codes do not recognize community gardens
and other forms of urban agriculture as as-of-right uses.
STRATEGIES

Use-Based Zoning Regulations
The zoning code designates uses as 1) permitted “as of right”; 2) permitted but subject
to conditional use or specified conditions or requirements; or 3) prohibited, or banned in
a variety of zoning districts and/or sub-districts (e.g. residential, mixed-use and open
space zoning districts).
Healthy Food Retail
Grocery stores and farmers’ markets are considered healthy food retail by public health
professionals and legitimized by public health and nutrition research; however they are
often not permitted “as of right” in residential, commercial or mixed-use zoning districts.
One strategy to improve access to healthy food retail is to designate grocery stores
and/or farmers’ markets as uses that are permitted “as of right” in a variety of zoning
districts and/or sub-districts (e.g. residential, mixed-use and open space zoning
districts).
Conditional use permits can be used to encourage food retail stores to provide a
healthier selection of food. For example, the conditional use requirements specified in
the zoning ordinance can require food retail to provide a certain percentage of healthy
food items before allowing the use. In this way zoning regulations can be used to allow
new food retail development that increases access to healthy food “as of right” but
restrict those that do not by requiring them to meet the conditions in order to apply for
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the permit. After being granted a conditional use permit, food retail stores would be
required to continue selling healthy food items in order to continue the use.
Conversely, conditional use permits can discourage the development of new grocery
stores. The conditional use requirement may limit the size of the building in which the
activity will take place and therefore requires grocery stores larger than a specific size to
apply for a conditional or special use permit. Such a retail square footage restriction,
however does not accommodate the needs of many grocery stores. While zoning may
be restricting certain undesirable uses, it can also indirectly restrict healthy food access.
The conditional use permitting process in San Francisco, CA requires developers of
new residential projects to make every feasible attempt to attract grocers (San
Francisco, CA).10
Community Gardens
Community gardens are often considered an “interim” use of land, creating challenges
and uncertainty in their permanence.37 A variety of zoning regulations could be used to
ensure their permanence and thus improve access to fruits and vegetables. Strategies
include designating community gardens as 1) uses that are permitted “as of right” in a
variety of zoning districts and/or sub-districts; 2) a unique open space zoning subdistrict; 3) a special use district; or 3) a permissible public or civic use, which permits the
use of public lands, such as vacant public parcels or lots, for community gardens.
The City of Boston created a special Community Garden Open Space Subdistrict
(Appendix D), which specifically states that a community garden is one type of open
space subdistrict designation, and therefore permitted as of right in that subdistrict. By
creating a specific zoning category for community gardens, communities can ensure the
long term protection of community gardens.p
Fast-food or Formula Restaurants
Fast-food restaurants, drive-through services and/or formula restaurants can be
restricted in a variety of ways. Zoning regulations can ban or prohibit them in certain
zoning districts; permit them only when they meet certain predetermined conditions or
requirements; impose a cap on the number of such restaurants in a specific geographic
location; or limit the distance between such restaurants and other uses such as schools,
churches, hospitals and nursing homes. Conditional zoning (or zoning that “designates
permissible uses on a site-specific basis”) can be used a strategy to prohibit unhealthy
food outlets, such as fast-food, while allowing supermarkets and farmers’ markets.38
This type of zoning gives local governments greater control over the location, number,
concentration and quality of food outlets however, may pose various legal problems.
The City of Concord, Massachusetts; Newport, Rhode Island; Carlsbad, Calistoga, and
Solvang, California; and the City and County of San Francisco, California prohibit drivein, fast food, or formula restaurants to some extent within their zoning districts for the
public purpose of reducing traffic congestion, preserving and enhancing development of
the natural, scenic and aesthetic qualities of the community, or protecting the
community’s small business sector. The City of Newport divides restaurants into four
groups (carry-out, drive-in, fast-food and standard) and permits standard restaurants byp

Boston Zoning Code, Article 33, Section 33-8 [http://www.cityofboston.gov/bra/pdf/ZoningCode/Article33.pdf]
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right and fast-food restaurants with a special use permit but prohibits carry-out and
drive-in from all districts within the city. The City of Calistoga prohibits formula
restaurants, as opposed to all fast-food restaurants, for the purpose of preserving its
unique and historic character. Formula restaurants are considered to include “a local
restaurant that has only on other similar restaurants in the area” or is a “large national
chain restaurant”. The City and County of San Francisco prohibits all formula retail
uses, instead of only fast-food uses, in the Hayes-Gough Neighborhood Commercial
District, and requires conditional use permits in some other districts, for the public
purpose of “[protecting] its vibrant small business sector…[creating] a supportive
environment for new small business innovations…[and preserving] the distinctive
character of certain neighborhood commercial districts.”
The City of Davis, California does not prohibit formula fast-food restaurants or drivethrough facilities, but requires a conditional use permit for their development. Permitting
of these uses depends a variety of factors such as “litter, odors, exterior design,
signage, concentration of like uses and the extent to which the use enhances the
unique characteristics of the core area.” The City of Bainbridge Island, Washington only
permits formula take-out food restaurants in one geographically defined area of the city.
Bainbridge Island also stipulates specific design guideline, such as a size limitation of
4,000 square feet. The City of Berkeley, California implemented a quota system which
limits the number of food service establishments: 3 carry-out food stores; 7 quick
service restaurants and 7 full service restaurants per 1,000 square feet. The City of
Arcata, California also implemented a quota system which limits the number of formula
restaurants to 9.
Another way to regulate fast-food restaurants is to regulate the concentration or density
by limiting the number per unit of space. The Westwood Village area of Los Angeles,
CA limits the number of fast food establishments along public streets to 1/400 feet. The
Town of Warner, NH limits the distance between fast food outlets to a minimum of 2,000
feet.
Other zoning regulations limit the distance between fast food restaurants and other uses
such as schools, churches, hospitals and nursing homes due to nuisance created by
litter, noise, traffic, loitering, air pollution and/or odors. The City of Detroit, Michigan
requires a minimum distance of 500 feet between specified standard, carry-out, fastfood and drive-in restaurants and elementary, junior high, and senior high schools. The
City of Arden Hills, Minnesota prohibits drive-in businesses within 400 feet of a public,
private or parochial school, a church, a public recreation area or any residentially zoned
property.
Restrictive Covenant Ordinance
Restrictive covenants are private land use restrictions that require successive owners of
the land to abide by a specified land use restriction.29
Grocery Stores
Many urban low-income neighborhoods lack access to healthy, affordable food. While
new grocery store development can improve the availability and access of healthy food,
the use of restrictive covenants or reciprocal negative easements (that typically
terminate after 25 to 30 years) can perpetuate this problem and contribute to blight and
KHodgson 04/2008
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vacant property.29, 39 A local government can regulate the problem by passing a
restrictive covenant ordinance that severely limits the ability of food retailers (e.g.
supermarket and grocery store retailers) to use restrictive land use covenants to prevent
competitors from using abandoned food retail sites for new food retail development.
This type of ordinance prevents food retailers from gaining control of the market and
preventing competition from entering the market.
The City of Chicago passed a restrictive covenant ordinance (Appendix E) in 2005 in
response to community frustration of limited access to fresh groceries:
The City Council finds that the public health, safety and general welfare of the residents of the
City are furthered when residents have access to grocery stores and drug stores, both of which
meet basic human needs; and…while Section 17-1-1003 of the Zoning Ordinance recognizes the
right of private parties to impose restrictions if they are valid and enforceable, under Illinois law,
private parties are not free to enter into and impose restrictions against private property if such
restrictions are against public policy; and…the City Council finds that the purpose of the Zoning
Ordinances are frustrated, the public health, safety and general welfare of residents of the City
are compromised, and the benefits of competition in the marketplace are lost when private parties
impose recorded negative use restrictions upon real property in the City which prohibit or have
the economic or practical effect of prohibiting the use of such real property for grocery stores or
drug store purposes after a grocery store or drug store owner or operator has terminated
operations at the site…q

This ordinance limits restrictive covenants to a 3-year maximum on new stores, if the
old store is relocating within ½ mile radius of former site. This ordinance allows food
retailers to limit direct competition but not all future land use.40
Interim Zoning Ordinance
An interim zoning ordinance is a short-term, temporary zoning restriction, conditioned
upon a finding that there is an immediate threat to the public health, safety, morals or
welfare.28 State law typically limits the interim control period and specifies that the
ordinance must be more restrictive, not less than existing zoning.28 Most interim zoning
ordinances are used when “economic changes have resulted in an increased pace of
development that is changing an area rapidly.” The interim zoning ordinance “allows the
jurisdiction to take a breath and create new zoning controls that allow the development
in the affected are to proceed at a measured pace.”28
Fast-food or Formula Restaurants
In response to rapid, uncontrolled growth and development, some neighborhoods may
contain higher numbers of fast food restaurants than others. To give the municipality
time to understand how this might be affecting that neighborhood, they can pass an
interim control ordinance. On December 11, 2007, Los Angeles’ City Council’s Planning
& Land Use Management Committee approved an interim control ordinance (Appendix
F) that placed one-year moratorium on new fast food and drive-through restaurants. The
purpose is to give city planners enough time to study the economic and environmental
effects of the “over-proliferation of fast-food restaurants” and develop permanent
solutions to provide residences with more choice and preserve existing land for grocery
store and healthy food alternative uses. This ordinance does not intend to “tell people
q

City of Chicago, Municipal Code Amendment, Section 17-1-1003

[http://www.metroplanning.org/cmadocs/restrictive_covenants.pdf]
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what to eat but responds to the need to attract sit-down restaurants, full service grocery
stores & health food alternatives”. During the one-year period, city planners will develop
a grocery store and sit-down restaurant incentive package to attract greater amenities to
the area in collaboration with ongoing redevelopment projects.r
Incentive & Performance Zoning
Incentive zoning provides a list of incentives for developers in exchange for public
amenities; allows developers to build something not allowed by the existing zoning
ordinance in exchange for a public amenity.38 This land use tool has been enabled and
used in California, Florida, New Jersey and Oregon to provide incentives for affordable
housing and to conserve natural resources.29 Performance zoning sets specific
standards that must be met in order to use the land; and often is used as a supplement
or replacement for “use” zoning. Some performance zoning ordinances include use
restrictions, which specify that the landowner must meet both the use restrictions and
the performance standards. This strategy has been typically used as a growth
management tool in for industrial uses.29, 38
Food Retail & Community Gardens
Density bonuses or other incentives can be provided for the provision of healthy food
retail, community gardens, rooftop gardens or sites for farmers’ markets in new
development projects.36, 38 Performance zoning can be used to promote healthier
selection of food for consumers; can help regulate selection of food in food stores; can
require minimum percentage of healthy food options; can be used to create health,
nutrition, and/or wellness performance standards.29, 38

Legal & Policy Issues
Despite the connections between land use and food access, restricting or altering food
availability and accessibility through zoning is a controversial strategy. Unlike tobacco,
air pollution and other environmental health hazards, all food, even unhealthy food, can
be enjoyed in moderation when coupled with an overall healthy diet. When a land use
regulation inhibits private property owners’ interests it becomes a “prime target for legal
challenges on the federal, state and local levels.”38 Since few land use regulations “have
been enacted to specifically address the epidemic of obesity, it is impossible to state
with certainty what types of legal challenges may be brought against these laws and
how courts will respond to them.”38 Therefore, altering the food environment through
land use regulation poses numerous legal challenges for those communities wishing to
implement such legislation. Local governments engaging in food access regulation
through zoning, as well as indirectly through comprehensive planning, will need to
consider if the regulation in question is supported by state enabling legislation; if it is
justified by the local needs of a community; if it violates the federal or state constitution;
and most importantly, if it is reasonably or rationally related to protecting the public’s
health, safety, morals or welfare.
LOCAL LEGAL CONTEXT

Local governments engaging in the regulation food access through zoning will need to
consider the local legal context: the state enabling legislation and the local
r

Los Angeles Ordinance No. 176543, file 05-0200, 2005
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requirements. States choose how to delegate their police power to local governments
either through the state constitution or statute that give local governments broad
authority over municipal affairs or through enabling statutes that enable local
governments to enact zoning and other land use regulations.41 Some states grant
greater flexibility to local governments to engage in land use regulation, because they
are not limited by state enabling statues (e.g. home rule provisions). Whereas, other
states limit local government land use authority to specific powers granted in state
enabling statutes. Local governments governed under home rule may have greater
autonomy over land use regulation, however they are limited by a municipality adopted
charter that conforms to state constitution and general laws.38
COMMUNITY NEEDS

The legal validity of the local land use plan or zoning regulation may also depend on
how the land use regulation in question relates to the specific needs of the community.
For example in the case of community gardens, planners in older, urban communities
may need to justify community gardens based on the fact that they “facilitate the return
of abandoned, tax-delinquent property to “productive use”, whereas planners of new
and growing communities may need to justify the need for community gardens by
producing evidence that they can “advance other social goals”, such as health and
nutrition education for children and youth.27
The legitimacy of state and local governments’ use of police power is dependent on the
relationship of state and local laws to the public purpose of the police power: the
protection of the public’s health, safety, morals and general welfare. Legislative action
(in this case land use rules and regulations) are upheld in court unless they are found to
be “arbitrary, capricious or lack evidentiary support” of the connection or relation to
public health, safety, morals or general welfare.28

CONSISTENCY REQUIREMENTS

Although local land use plans are important strategies for guiding land use decisions
and regulations, especially zoning regulations, local governments need to consider the
extent a municipality’s zoning code conforms to the local land use plan; state enabling
legislation consistency requirements between the local land use plan and the zoning
code; and the extent to which goals and policies are reasonably and rationally related to
a legitimate public purpose.
The legal strength of the local land use plan as a land use regulatory tool is determined
by the legal requirements outlined in the state government code. State law specifies the
characteristics (such as population) of municipalities that are required to plan and
outlines the content (mandatory elements) and consistency (between the plan and the
local zoning code) requirements for their local land use plans. Although both the states
of Washington and California require local governments to plan, the enforcement
mechanisms used ensure the implementation of local land use plans and their
consistency with the local zoning code vary considerably.
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California Government Code
Despite strong consistency requirements specified in the California Government Code,
California state law does not specify government sanctions or other strategies for
enforcing this consistency. Instead, the responsibility of enforcement is placed on
residents or property owners.
County or city zoning ordinances shall be consistent with the general plan of the county or city by
January 1, 1974. A zoning ordinance shall be consistent with a city or county general plan only if:
(i) the city or county has officially adopted such a plan, and (ii) the various land uses authorized
by the ordinance are compatible with the objectives, policies, general land uses, and programs
specified in such a plan.s
Any resident or property owner within a city or a county, as the case may be, may bring an action
in the superior court to enforce compliance with the provisions of subdivision (a). Any such action
or proceedings shall be governed by Chapter 2 (commencing with Section 1084) of Title 1 of Part
3 of the Code of Civil Procedure. Any action or proceedings taken pursuant to the provisions of
this subdivision shall be taken within 90 days of the enactment of any new zoning ordinance or
the amendment of any existing zoning ordinance as to said amendment or amendments.t

Inconsistencies between the general plan and zoning ordinance are required to be
corrected, and the zoning plan amended within a “reasonable time” frame. However, the
state code does not specify or define “reasonable time”. Under California Government
Code § 65860(d), these consistency requirements apply only to charter cities of
2,000,000 or more population. Under California Government Code Sections 6530065303, “the legislative body of each county and city [are required to adopt] a
comprehensive, long-term general plan for the physical development of the county or
city, and of any land outside its boundaries which in the planning agency's judgment
bears relation to its planning.” Only chartered cities however, are required to contain the
following mandatory elements and include objectives, principles, standards and plan
proposals related to these elements: land use, circulation, housing, conservation, openspace, noise, and safety for seismic activity. Flexibility is given to planning jurisdictions
to include other elements or topics, which relate to the physical development of the
county or city.u
Although California’s Planning, Zoning & Development Laws specifically require
consistency, the lack of enforcement may have negative implications for the future of
Richmond’s Health & Wellness Element Goals & Policies. Without enforcement, funding
and administrative resources, there is no guarantee that these goals and policies will be
translated into effective land use regulations in the city’s zoning code.
Washington Administrative Code
As a growth management state, Washington’s Growth Management Act provides
specific strategies to ensure the implementation of comprehensive plans and enforce
their consistency with local zoning code. In the early 1990s, Washington State passed
SHB 2929 and SHB 1025 or collectively known as the Growth Management Act (GMA),
which requires the fastest growing cities and counties (approximately 95% of the
population) to develop and implement comprehensive plans that provide for 20 years of
growth and development needs and address the following mandatory elements: land
s

California Government Code § 65860(a)

t

California Government Code § 65860(b)

u

California Government Code § 65303
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use, housing, capital facilities, utilities, rural and transportation. The plan must be
reviewed and updated every 7 years to ensure compliance with GMA goals and
regulations. In addition, local comprehensive plans must be consistent with one another
and cannot conflict with neighboring jurisdictions’ plans and connect to budgets and
financing, address concurrency, and ensure citizen participation. Local governments are
given the responsibility to develop and implement a plan, but also given the flexibility to
decide on an implementation strategy.42, 43
The state aids local governments in the process and helps them address statewide,
regional and specific local interests. Washington State Department of Community,
Trade and Economic Development (CTED) is the central coordinator for state
government in carrying out GMA and provides technical and financial assistance to help
local governments manage growth. CTED assists and guides in the planning and
implementation of “effective solutions for growing communities, natural resources, a
healthy environment, and economic vitality.”42 Growth Management Services (GMS), a
division of CTED, reviews and advises local jurisdictions on the plans and regulations,
provides assistance to local jurisdictions as needed, contacts local jurisdictions at least
quarterly and visits them at least annually, and distributes growth management grants.
Growth Management Hearing Boards (GMHB) are quasi-judicial panels that provide
state review of local actions and hear appeals by citizen groups, local governments and
the state government regarding compliance. The GMHBs interpret the GMA, clarify
ambiguities, reconcile conflicts and enforce GMA compliance. The GMHBs also impose
sanctions (such as withholding state grants, loans or taxing authority) on local
governments that fail to amend or meet a GMA requirement or deadline.42, 43
The comprehensive plan should be “expressive of the vision of the future of the
planning entity…articulate community values derived form the visioning and other
citizen participation processes…[and] the terms objectives, principles, and standards
relate to methods chosen to meet planning goals or measurable steps on the path
toward achieving such goals. The precise meaning of these terms should be locally
defined.”v At a minimum, the land use element must include the designation of the
proposed “general distribution…general location and extent of [land uses]…where
appropriate, for agriculture, timber production, housing, commerce, industry, recreation,
open spaces, public utilities, public facilities, and other land uses.”w
While California’s general plan content and consistency requirements are vague and
ambiguous, Washington’s are clear and explicit. The GMA explicitly states the
relationship of development regulations to comprehensive plans, explaining that “such
regulations must be consistent with comprehensive plans developed pursuant to the act
and...must implement those comprehensive plans.” The specific meaning of
“development regulations” and “implement” are clearly defined: implement “in this
context has more affirmative meaning that merely consistent…[it] connotes not only a
lack of conflict but sufficient scope to carry out fully the goals, policies, standards and
directions contained in the comprehensive plan”;x and development regulations are “any
controls placed on development or land use activities by a county or city, including, but
v

Washington Administrative Code: RCW 36.70A.190 (4)(b). 92-23-065, § 365-195-300 (1992)

w

Washington Administrative Code: RCW 36.70A.190 (4)(b). 92-23-065, § 365-195-305 (1992)

x

Washington Administrative Code: RCW 36.70A.190 (4)(b). 93-17-040, § 365-195-800 (1993); 92-23-065, § 365-

195-800 (1992)
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not limited to, zoning ordinances, subdivision ordinances, and binding site plan
ordinances.”y
Considering the clear and explicit requirements of Washington’s GMA, Seattle’s and
King County’s zoning codes must conform to the goals and policies stated in their
comprehensive plans, or a GMHB may impose specific sanctions on the city or county
for noncompliance. Considering these tangible consequences, the chances of food
access related goals being implementing are greater in Washington State than in
California.
POTENTIAL CONSTITUTIONAL CHALLENGES

Limiting the number, density or location of formula restaurants; imposing an interim
zoning ordinance to halt new development of unhealthy food stores; converting vacant
property to community garden use; or imposing other regulations that allow certain foodrelated uses while prohibiting others may result in a decrease in property value, or a
taking of property. The Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments of the U.S. Constitution
protect individuals’ property rights and limit the regulatory power of the federal and state
governments, respectively. A municipality’s “power to acquire and hold property,
including the power to determine its use, is restricted to public purposes.”37
Local governments will need to consider if the proposed zoning regulation violates the
equal protection, substantive due process, or the takings clause of the Fifth
Amendment. The equal protection clause requires legislation to be “rationally related to
a legitimate government purpose and to treat all similarly situated individuals alike.” The
due process clause protects a person’s right to be notified of the zoning regulation and
the opportunity to be heard (e.g. procedural due process); and to question to the
legitimacy of the governments justification for imposing the regulation (e.g. substantive
due process). The courts can choose to apply the strict scrutiny standard if that zoning
law in question “facially or purposefully discriminate[s] on the basis of a particular
characteristic, such as race, gender or nationality…[or] interferes with a fundamental
right,” such as freedom of speech or the right to life, liberty or property. However in the
case of using zoning to regulate food retailers, the courts will most likely “apply the
deferential rational basis standard”, which determines of the regulation in question is
legitimately related to a public purose.38
The takings clause protects a landowner from having his/her property taken for public
purpose without just compensation. Local governments must consider whether the
zoning regulation in question imposes an unfair burden on the landowner (regulatory
taking); denies the owner all economic use of the land (categorical taking); or results in
a physical occupation of the land. In the case of restricting or prohibiting certain food
retail uses of a parcel of land, local governments will need to consider the economic
impact of the zoning regulation on the land, how the zoning regulation interferes with the
landowner’s expectations for the land; and the legitimacy of the government’s actions to
protect the public’s health, safety, morals and welfare.

y

Washington Administrative Code: RCW 36.70A.190 (4)(b). 92-23-065, § 365-195-200 (1992)
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LEGITIMATE USE OF POLICE POWER

The legal foundation to regulate land use is based on English common law that
describes to what extent the government can “legitimately intrude upon a person’s
autonomy, privacy, liberty or property.”28 Police power is the inherent authority of state
governments to enact laws, impose regulations and take action to protect, preserve and
promote the public’s health, safety, morals and general welfare.28 The Supreme Court’s
landmark decision in Ambler Realty v. Village of Euclid upheld the constitutionality of
regulating land use through zoning. This case established a test of the validity of zoning:
zoning is unconstitutional and violates the constitutional guarantees of due process to
protect property rights only when it is “clearly arbitrary and unreasonable, having no
substantial relation to the public health, safety, morals or general welfare.”41 The basic,
underlying challenge of local governments therefore is to prove a legitimate public
benefit of regulating food access through zoning or indirectly through comprehensive
planning.
Since obesity, overweight, and associated chronic diseases are undoubtedly significant,
debilitating problems for individuals, communities and the economy, some public health
professionals and attorneys believe “courts should recognize addressing obesity as a
legitimate objective of zoning.”38 While this argument is correct in stating that obesity is
indisputably a national public health crisis, it may be difficult to establish a direct link
between land use regulations and health outcomes due to the numerous, interrelated
individual, social and ecological factors that contribute to obesity (see Appendix A).
For example, the relationship between the source of access to fresh fruits and
vegetables (e.g. community gardens, farmers’ markets, grocery stores or other food
stores) and eating behavior (Appendix G) is less understood.13 Extensive research
documents the health benefits of fruits and vegetables—positive growth and
development, 16 weight management, 17 and a decreased risk for chronic disease18—
and the obesity, chronic disease, and food access disparities in low-income, minority
communities. However, little research examines changes in the built environment (e.g.
proximity and ease of access to a community garden or farmers’ market) and their affect
on fruit and vegetable consumption and subsequently health. While one study found
that closer proximity to supermarkets is also associated with reduced risk of childhood
overweight,44 no research is available on other sources of healthy food (e.g. community
gardens, farmers’ markets, etc.). While farmers’ markets are considered healthy food
retail because the main food product is fruits and vegetables, grocery stores and
supermarkets often sell a variety of foods – both healthy and unhealthy. Access to a
supermarket, community garden, farmers’ market may improve access to healthy food;
however this access does not translate into increased consumption of these foods.
Therefore, regulating access to healthy food through zoning alone may not produce the
desired behavioral changes (see Appendix G).
Conditional zoning may be considered illegal if it resembles spot-zoning or contract
zoning, where a “parcel of land is zoned for more intensive use that the surrounding
area” or “the government agrees to rezone a [parcel] in exchange for a specific promise
or performance from the developer”, respectively.38 However, according to Mair et al.
most courts uphold conditional zoning if serves a legitimate public purpose, rather than
individual interests.38 Under this “public interest test”, conditional zoning that promotes
public health “should be upheld”.38 Incentive zoning, on the other hand, avoids many of
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the legal issues related to conditional zoning. Trade-offs between the local government
and the developer are predetermined, therefore avoiding bargaining that often occurs
with contract zoning. Incentive zoning provides desirable incentives, such as density
bonuses that allow developers to build more housing or commercial units than would be
allowed under existing zoning regulations, in exchange for specific public amenities,
such as affordable housing units, parks and open space, community garden, or even
healthier food retail stores.27, 38 In order to promote the walkability of transit-oriented
developments, the County of Arlington, Virginia is considering using density bonuses as
a way to attract healthy food retail.
The use of zoning regulations to improve, alter or restrict unhealthy food establishments
is much more invasive and potentially contentious than supporting new or existing
healthy food outlets. Therefore, local governments will need to make a strong case of
justifying their actions. The majority of zoning regulations currently used to restrict fast
food outlets are based on premises other than the protection of the public’s health from
obesity, such as traffic congestion and sense of place, preservation of place and historic
character. These have largely been upheld by the courts; however local governments
can also justify their actions based on obesity, food access and health goals. In
restricting fast-food outlets they can make the case that the “proposed fast food outlet
[is]…injurious to the public health to the extent that it undermines, prevents or displaces
the establishment of a healthy local food environment,” which is necessary for the
prevention of obesity and associated chronic diseases. Fast-food spacing and quota
requirements could be justified based on the argument that they “prevent an over
saturation of fast-food outlets and thereby help to promote a healthier local food
environment.” Special or conditional use permit requirements may be used to require
the applicant to “prove that the proposed use is reasonably necessary for the public
health or general welfare,” which may create difficulty for the fast-food restaurant
developer.38
Despite the lack of direct causal links between land use and eating behavior, there may
be enough scientific evidence to support such regulations. For example, developers of
fast-food restaurants may find it difficult to prove that a fast-food restaurant supports
public health or is a public health necessity, while a healthy food retailer (such as a
farmers’ market or grocery store offering a variety of healthy foods) may be able to
make a much stronger case. Considering the extensive obesity research, local
governments may be able to justify their support of healthy food outlets and their
restriction of unhealthy food outlets, based on an obesity prevention goal. Community
gardens, farmers’ markets and healthy food retail provide a range of public benefits—
healthy food access, and other social benefits such as beautification and greening of a
neighborhood; increased community pride, ownership and cooperation; opportunities for
economic development, youth employment and education; increase of community open
space; and opportunities for physical activity for community gardens and healthy food
retail located within a walkable neighborhood.37, 45
Zoning laws are typically upheld in the courts as long as they are rationally related to
one legitimate, public purpose (the rational basis standard). As a greater number of
local governments begin to regulate food access through zoning and improve the food
environment through comprehensive planning—to avoid future, potential legal
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challenges— they must consider the gaps in current food access research in their
justification of land use regulations.

Conclusion
Few researchers and health professionals deny the association between obesity and
the consumption of energy-dense foods, physical inactivity, and socioeconomic status;
and still fewer suggest that the obesity epidemic is a simple, straightforward problem.
Obesity is not only the result of interactions between genetic and behavioral factors, but
also the result of the environment, and specifically the built environment. A
comprehensive problem therefore necessitates a comprehensive solution.
Improving the food environment through land use regulation alone will not solve the
problem. Therefore, a multidimensional approach that crosses many disciplines—public
health, nutrition, medicine, food policy, urban planning and design, transportation,
education, and others—and many levels—national, state and local—will be required.
Local governments will need to consider land use regulation in the context of other
health promotion and education programs and policies.
Including obesity prevention, health promotion, healthy food access and physical activity
goals in all levels of land use regulation (state enabling legislation, local land use plans,
municipal codes and zoning ordinances), may be an important strategy to provide a
legal foundation to sustain land use regulations from legal challenges, supplement
educational and behavioral-focused programs and policies, and most importantly
support lasting change.
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8.1

COMMUNITY HEALTH AND WELLNESS

OVERVIEW

Text to be added.
The Element is organized into the following sections:

8.2

•

Existing Conditions

•

Key Findings and Recommendations

•

Overarching Vision

•

Goals, policies and actions; and

•

Implementation.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

Text to be added.

8.3

KEY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Text to be added.

8.4

OVERARCHING GOAL/VISION

Richmond is a healthy community and is recognized as a leader in promoting public health,
environmental sustainability, and livable communities. Richmond encourages and promotes
healthy living and lifestyles by ensuring equitable access to recreation facilities such as parks and
community centers that promote physical activity; grocery stores and healthy foods; safe active
transportation options such as biking and walking; health services; affordable housing; economic
development opportunities; healthy environmental quality; and safe public spaces.
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8.5

GOALS AND POLICIES

The following goals describe outcomes that the City seeks to achieve through the Community
Health and Wellness Element. Citywide policies and actions present various approaches to
achieving the goals.
Goal HL-A: Access to Recreation and Open Space
Ensure that all Richmond residents have access to adequate and quality recreation opportunities
and open space that supports increased physical activity, improved mental health and greater social
cohesion in the community.
Policy HL-1: Ensure that the city has an extensive system of parks, playgrounds and open space
Adequately serve current and future needs of residents. Ensure that more than 75% of the
households in the city live within ¼ mile and 100% of the households live within ½ mile of an
active community park or open space. Ensure that each sub-region in the city meets the General
Plan standard of 3.0 acres per (1,000) capita of active community parkland. Ensure that parks,
playgrounds and open spaces are well maintained and safe for families, children and seniors.
Policy HL-2: Ensure that the city has adequate recreational facilities and programs
Adequately serve current and future needs of residents. Ensure that 100% of the households in the
city live within ½ mile of a public recreation facility.
Policy HL-3: Upgrade existing facilities and intensify programming
Maximize the use of existing resources to serve current and future needs. Conduct needs
assessment for recreation programs and services with local residents.
Policy HL-4: Improve transportation connections to regional parks and open space
Improve access for residents who have limited opportunities for parks, recreation and open space in
their neighborhoods.
Policy HL-5: Improve public access to creeks, shoreline and other natural areas for recreation,
education, and restoration activities
Promote pedestrian, bicycle and public transit access where feasible. Develop a community
transportation plan that addresses safe pedestrian, bicycle and transit connections between
residential neighborhoods and regional parks and open space.
Policy HL-6: Promote ‘green’ streets
Incorporate landscaping and native planting in the design of mix-use streets. Use green streets to
connect activity areas in the city.
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Policy HL-7: Promote joint–use projects and programs in collaboration with the School District
Improve and maximize the use of existing parks and recreation facilities. Ensure that schools have
adequate play and activity areas. Develop similar agreements with private schools in the city.
Policy HL-8: Adopt design and planning guidelines that enhance safety in parks, playgrounds,
streets and public places
Require new development, redevelopment and public works projects to incorporate these
guidelines when developing streets, parks, playgrounds and other public places.
Goal HL-B: Access to Healthy Food and Nutrition
Ensure that all Richmond residents have access to affordable and nutritious food to support
improved nutrition, reduced incidence of hunger and healthy eating choices.
Policy HL-9: Provide adequate healthy food options in the city
Ensure that more than 75% of the households in the city live within ½ mile of a full-service grocery
store, fresh produce market, an ethnic market or a convenience store that stocks fresh produce.
Policy HL-10: Encourage convenience stores, liquor stores and ethnic food markets to carry fresh
produce
Develop an incentives program to encourage liquor stores and convenience stores to convert to
fresh produce markets or carry fresh produce in their stores. Target low-income and disadvantaged
communities that have limited access to full-service grocery stores.
Policy HL-11: Support and promote urban agriculture on publicly owned, non-contaminated
vacant land in the city
Explore the potential for designating an urban agriculture zone in the city. Identify and revise
ordinances that may limit or restrict urban farm stands and urban agriculture.
Policy HL-12: Promote farmers’ markets, farm stands, and community gardens in the city
Supplement the availability of fresh produce in the city while encouraging social cohesion,
supporting local famers and reducing green house gases.
Policy HL-13: Encourage restaurants that serve healthy food options
Limit the amount of transfat in restaurant food in the city. Make new chain retail stores a
conditional land use.
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Policy HL-14: Increase resident participation in federal food programs
Federal assistance to eligible individuals can be spent in Richmond at local food stores, reduce
dependence on emergency food programs, and improve the overall health of community through
better nutrition. Federal programs include food stamps, WIC and school lunch programs.
Goal HL-C: Access to Medical Services
Ensure that all Richmond residents have access to primary and emergency health care facilities and
medical services.
Policy HL-15: Ensure that medical facilities in the city are directly served by public transit
Ensure service especially from neighborhoods with higher proportion of transit dependent
population such as low-income households, seniors and people with disabilities.
Policy HL-16: Ensure adequate emergency response in the event of a natural disaster or other
emergencies
Develop an emergency management plan that ensures access to hospitals in the event of natural
disasters and other emergencies, especially for transit-dependent households. Include guidelines for
‘shelter in place’. Coordinate with other agencies and major medical facilities. Identify areas of the
city that are especially vulnerable.
Goal HL-D: Access to Public Transit and Safe Active Transportation
Ensure that all residents have access to adequate and safe public transit and active transportation
options that reduce dependence on fossil fuels, increase physical activity, reduce air and noise
pollution and make streets safe for people of all ages.
Policy HL-17: Enhance public transit service in the city
Ensure that the current level of service is maintained and enhanced, and at least 95% of the housing
units and employers in the city are served by public transit; they are within ¼ mile of a local public
transit stop or ½ mile of a regional public transit stop. Provide adequate service at night and on
weekends, for people with disabilities and for low-income populations.
Policy HL-18: Ensure that all education institutions, community facilities and major commercial
corridors and areas are served by public transit
Ensure that they are served a local public transit stop or are located within ½ mile of a regional
public transit stop.
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Policy HL-19: Provide a comprehensive system of active transportation modes in the city
Improve mobility for populations that do not have access to a car, by connecting major destinations
including, parks, civic facilities, education institutions, employment centers, shopping and
recreation areas. Promote shared roadways through a pedestrian and bicycle network.
Policy HL-20: Require new development and redevelopment projects to provide pedestrian and
bicycle amenities
Require projects to provide pedestrian and bike amenities including, bike lanes, sidewalks, secured
bicycle parking, signage and other streetscape improvements
Goal HL-E: Access to Quality Affordable Housing
Ensure an adequate supply of quality affordable housing in the city to promote stable and
integrated communities, and provide healthy living conditions for all residents.
Policy HL-21: Provide an adequate supply of quality affordable housing units in the city
Provide housing for all income groups, especially for low and very low income households, seniors
and people with disabilities. Link supportive services (mental health, substance abuse and primary
health care) to the permanent housing. Ensure high quality of development. Consider the regional
housing needs determination in setting targets for new affordable housing. Increase the amount of
redevelopment funds dedicated to the development on affordable housing.
Policy HL-22: Provide a range of housing types to meet diverse needs in the city
Ensure adequate housing for seniors, large and small families, and people with disabilities. Ensure
different product types including single-family, rental, apartment and townhomes.
Policy HL-23: Promote mixed income neighborhoods
Ensure that affordable housing is integrated throughout the city and into neighborhoods. Avoid
concentration of either below market rate units or market rate units in a single neighborhood or
development.
Policy HL-24: Ensure that affordable housing units are located close to amenities
Community and retail amenities include park, full-service grocery store, local public transit stop,
and retail and public services.
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Policy HL-25: Ensure that housing units protect public health and safety
Address lead and asbestos contamination, structural safety, and deferred maintenance in existing
homes in the city, especially the affordable housing units. Develop health based-guidelines for
Richmond Housing Authority to rehabilitate public housing that needs to be upgraded or replaced.
Policy HL-26: Ensure an integrated system of care for people experiencing homelessness
Develop a homeless plan to provide shelters and transition facilities, with wrap-around programs
and services for people dealing with homelessness, substance abuse and mental health.
Goal HL-F: Access to Economic Opportunity
Ensure that all Richmond residents have access to economic opportunities that provide the material
and social means for human development.
Policy HL-27: Attract and retain quality jobs in the city
Provide adequate employment opportunities for Richmond residents. Quality jobs are safe and
provide wages that are sufficient for meeting basic human needs, time off for illness and leisure,
autonomy and opportunities for skill development. Adopt a local first hire ordinance that provides
incentives to new businesses that hire a minimum of 30% local residents.
Policy HL-28: Ensure a strong workforce that can compete in the regional economy
Provide workforce development programs including education, training and recruitment. Attract
quality businesses and industries to the city
Policy HL-29: Promote locally-owned and cooperative enterprises and businesses in the city
Maximize economic and community benefits. Develop a small business development program for
the city. Work with the chambers of commerce.
Policy HL-30: Support local residents and businesses in building equity
Provide long-term stability in the community. Explore the potential for attracting organizations and
financial institutions that can provide micro-lending and responsible lending programs to small
business owners and entrepreneurs in Richmond, especially to low-income groups. Coordinate with
the city’s Economic Development Commission (EDC). Establish a community land trust for
developing affordable housing and cooperative enterprise projects in the city. Collaborate with the
Redevelopment Department.
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Goal HL-G: Completeness of Neighborhoods
Ensure complete neighborhoods that provide proximity to daily goods and services within walking
distance of homes and a setting for building community cohesion.
Policy HL-31: Encourage mixed use, pedestrian and transit-oriented development
Focus on major corridors and key intersections. Provide a concentration of neighborhood,
community, and retail amenities and services in close proximity to residential neighborhoods.
Collaborate with other jurisdictions to develop appropriate plans, standards and guidelines.
Policy HL-32: Promote neighborhood retail and community nodes in residential areas
Provide a range of essential, local-serving retail and public amenities and services to residents
within walking distance.
Goal HL-H: Safe Neighborhoods and Public Spaces
Ensure safe neighborhoods and public spaces throughout the city that promote social interactions
and foster a sense of identity and pride in the community.
Policy HL-33: Prioritize projects that significantly address social and economic needs of the
economically vulnerable populations
Address and reverse the under-lying socio-economic factors and residential social segregation in
the community that contributes to crime and violence in the city.
Policy HL-34: Promote the use of pedestrian-scale lighting in the design of public spaces
Develop a lighting plan for all public areas of the city including streets, parks and civic areas.
Include guidelines and standards for pedestrian-scale lighting in the city. Develop an incentives
program for existing development to make these improvements.
Policy HL-35: Encourage design and planning guidelines that promote safe public spaces
Adopt safety design and planning guidelines that promote safety in public spaces. Consider ‘Crime
Prevention Through Environmental Design’ guidelines that promote social interaction while
enhancing the safety of the area. Provide incentives for existing development to make these
improvements.
Policy HL-36: Improve railroad crossings and minimize conflict with land use and transportation
infrastructure in the city
Develop a railroad crossing plan that addresses safety and infrastructure improvements needed at
all at-grade railroad crossings in the city.
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Policy HL-37: Mitigate the impact of prison inmate re-entry in the city
Improve their transition and integration into the community. Develop guidelines for protecting
public safety when locating shelters and transition facilities in residential areas, especially in lowincome and crime-affected neighborhoods. Develop a jailed inmate’s transition program that
provides shelter and support services for released prisoners to transition into the community.
Goal HL-I: Environmental Quality
Improve the quality of the built and natural environment in the city to support a thriving
community and to reduce disparate health and environmental impacts, especially on low income
and disadvantaged communities.
Policy HL-38: Protect the population from impacts of stationary and non-stationary sources of
pollution
Monitor and assess the impact of air pollution on health. Avoid locating new sensitive uses such as
schools, childcare centers and housing in proximity to polluting mobile and stationary sources of
pollution. Design buildings to mitigate poor air quality. Sources of pollution include heavy
industry, port, truck routes, and busy roadways.
Policy HL-39: Require industry to reduce emissions that negatively impact public health and the
natural environment
Revise and strengthen the existing ordinance that defines penalties and mitigation measures for
toxic releases and accidents. Encourage County, State, Federal environmental regulators to increase
penalties for toxic releases and accidents to prevent lax adherence to regulations.
Policy HL-40: Ensure that contaminated sites in the city are adequately remediated before
allowing new development
Engage the community in overseeing remediation of toxic sites and the permitting and monitoring
of potentially hazardous industrial uses. Develop a response plan to address existing contaminated
sites in the city. Coordinate with regional, state and federal agencies. Include guidelines for
convening an oversight committee with community representation to advise and oversee toxic site
cleanup and remediation on specific sites in the city. Address uses such as residential units, urban
agriculture, and other sensitive uses.
Policy HL-41: Ensure adequate buffers or noise mitigation measures between sensitive uses
Sensitive uses include residential units and major noise polluters such as roadways, railroads, port
and heavy industry.
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Policy HL-42: Encourage planting of vegetation and trees in the city
Develop an urban forest plan to protect and increase the number of trees in the city. Establish
guidelines for the type of trees planted in the city. Factors for consideration include safety,
maintenance and appropriateness to the context. Areas for vegetation include public land include:
on streets, in parks and civic places, and in redevelopment projects.
Policy HL-43: Encourage the use of native plants and trees for landscaping in the city
Develop guidelines for the use of native plants and trees for landscaping in the city.
Policy HL-44: Protect sensitive areas in the city from harmful effects of pesticide use
Develop an Integrated Pest Management (IPM) Plan to restrict the use of harmful pesticides,
especially in sensitive areas on city owned property. Sensitive areas include creeks, wetlands, other
natural habitat, and urban agriculture. Develop an incentives program to encourage private land
owners to restrict the use of pesticides, especially in sensitive areas.
Policy HL-45: Protect, restore and enhance natural resources
Natural sources include creeks, shoreline, hillsides, natural habitat, tree canopy, and open space,
especially in new development and redevelopment projects. Develop a conservation plan and
funding mechanism to identify, protect and enhance natural resources in the city.
Policy HL-46: Reduce surface water run-off in urban areas
Protect water quality in the creeks and the SF Bay. Revise guidelines for project review to address
the amount of pervious surfaces in the city. Develop an incentives program to increase pevious
surfaces for existing development.
Goal HL-J: Green and Sustainable Development and Practices
Promote green and sustainable development in the city to support a healthy local economy, protect
the environment, and improve the quality of life of all residents.
Policy HL-47: Reduce the city’s overall ‘energy footprint’ and waste
Modest savings from lower energy consumption and reduced waste may fund other more needed
programs and services. Conduct an energy and water consumption audit for the city. The audit may
include city government, other agencies and governmental organizations operating in the city,
private businesses and residents.
Policy HL-48: Promote ‘green’ infrastructure in the city that relies on natural processes
Green infrastructure may include storm water drainage and flood control, thereby reducing
environmental impacts and energy consumption.
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Policy HL-49: Promote the use of hybrid and electric vehicles in the city
Vehicles may include city-owned cars, trucks and ships at the port, and public transit and school
buses to reduce air emissions.
Policy HL-50: Encourage new development and redevelopment projects to be LEED certified
Require all new development and redevelopment projects in the city that receive city funding or
assistance to be certified for LEED Silver Rating.
Policy HL-51: Attract and retain green businesses in the city
Designate a green industrial zone for manufacturing and research offices. Develop an incentives
program to attract and retain green businesses, and for existing businesses to become clean and
green. Coordinate with the workforce development, training and recruitment programs to ensure
that green jobs benefit Richmond residents. Collaborate with the local chambers of commerce and
other city agencies.
Policy HL-52: Encourage the use of recycled water for landscaping and other uses, especially in
new development and redevelopment projects
Set a city-wide target of 10%. Collaborate with the EBMUD. Develop guidelines for the use of
recycled water in residential, commercial and public facilities.
Policy HL-53: Encourage conservation of energy and water use
Set a city-wide target of 10%. Collaborate with EBMUD and PG&E.
Policy HL-54: Encourage the production of renewable energy in the city
Collaborate with PG&E and local businesses.
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Section IV: Model Health Language

Model Health Language

The following health language is meant to serve as a model for a range of
health policies that communities may want to consider adopting in local land
use plans, especially general plans. The language is organized by health
issue (e.g., easy access to nutritious foods for all residents) as opposed to
general plan element (e.g., land use, circulation).
Public health practitioners and advocates should work with local planners
or general plan consultants to discuss where best to include policies that
address the health issues outlined here. While some communities’ health
goals and policies may warrant a dedicated health element, these goals also
must be integrated holistically into the other elements of their general plan.
The goals and policies listed here are designed to provide ideas for health
issues that can be addressed by general plans – they are meant to be
tailored to a local jurisdiction’s health needs. Users should avoid a “copyand-paste” approach to developing policy language.
Goals and policies need to reflect local conditions in order to be implemented.
An analysis of existing conditions will help reveal not only the most pressing
local health issues, but also opportunities and constraints presented by the
built environment. Additionally, existing urban form, development patterns,
and priorities will shape goals and policies: for instance, a walkability standard
of a quarter-mile to the nearest park or grocery store may be impractical in
rural areas but appropriate in urban settings.
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Suggestions for specific implementation programs, standards, or strategies for
language

achieving goals are provided in italics.

Vision
The vision of a general plan
articulates the overarching
goals and priorities of the
plan, and sets a tone for the

health

entire document.

Goal
This goal could be
incorporated into all

model

elements of a general plan.

Goal 1 Policies
Policies in support of Goal 1

Vision
This community is committed to promoting the health and well-being of all its
residents. We strive to be an active, inclusive, and responsive city/county, where
healthy habits are encouraged rather than discouraged by the environments we build.
Achieving this vision requires acknowledging previously ignored links between built
environments and health, particularly the influence that patterns of land use, density,
transportation strategies, and street design have on chronic diseases and health
disparities.

Goal 1: Foster all residents’ health and well-being.

1, 2

Objective 1.1: Build relationships and implement procedures that
make community health a priority for the community.
Rationale: Evidence increasingly shows that built environments influence chronic as
well as infectious/acute diseases, and the city/county’s police power exists for “the
promotion and maintenance of the health, safety, morals, and general welfare of the
public.”
Policies
•

Develop regular channels of communication and collaboration between local
health officials and planners, through design review and/or other means of
ongoing feedback and input

•

Establish procedures to track community health information systematically
and in ways appropriate for use in built environment decisions

•

Integrate health concerns and rationales throughout each element of the
general plan and set measurable health goals

•

Review and select an appropriate method for regular Health Impact Assessments (HIA) for future policies and developments

•

Model best practices related to promoting healthy communities at government
offices and government-organized events

could be incorporated
into the general plan
vision section, the land
use element, and a
health element.

• Adopt a mission statement or slogan that emphasizes the community’s value
for health and well-being
Goal 2 Policies
Policies in support of Goal 2
could be incorporated
into the general plan’s
vision section.

Goal 2: Work collaboratively with the community to
develop and achieve the general plan’s vision for a
healthy community.
3

Objective 2.1: Provide opportunities for participation in the city’s
planning process.
Rationale: Community participation in planning processes builds social capital;
engaging community members in identifying and prioritizing healthy development
opportunities and constraints will contribute to a more robust and sustainable plan.
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model

Policies
• The participation of individuals, organizations, and businesses in supporting
community health and the planning process is encouraged
Sponsors of development or other major projects in the city that will affect
the health of the community should initiate early and frequent communication
with community residents

•

Local government agencies, including planning and public health, will work
collaboratively with neighborhood associations and other similar organizations
to address health issues of concern in neighborhoods

•

Regular updates will be provided about the progress of general plan implementation and other planning-related activities through a variety of mechanisms, such as the city website, flyers in utility bills, or local newspapers

health

•

Goal 3: Create convenient and safe opportunities for
physical activity for residents of all ages and income
levels.
4

Objective 3.1: Ensure that residents will be able to walk to meet
their daily needs.

language

• A yearly town hall meeting will provide regular updates on major city/county
activities and the extent to which the city/county is meeting the guiding
principles established in the general plan, including those related to health
Goal 3 Policies
Policies in support of Goal 3
could be incorporated into
land use, circulation, and
open space elements.

Rationale: Residents of walkable neighborhoods are more likely to achieve the
recommended amount of daily exercise.
Policies
•

Set a walkability standard (e.g., a quarter- to half-mile) for residents’ access
to daily retail needs and nearest transit stops

• Adopt mixed-use residential, commercial, and office zoning where appropriate
to encourage walkability
• Work with school boards to encourage walkable school sites; encourage reuse
of existing school sites; work to develop a proximity standard for students
access to school facilities (e.g., half- to one mile)
• Adopt sufficient density minimums for residential, commercial, and retail
development to ensure development that supports transit and walkable
environments (as opposed to density maximums)
•

Support walkability audits to identify inconvenient or dangerous routes and
prioritize infrastructure improvements in communities with the most need
(See Objective 3.3 for more) (adopt a Safe Routes to School program, conduct
walkability and bikability audits to identify opportunities and needs)

• Adopt roadway design guidelines that enhance street connectivity
•

Ensure that pedestrian routes and sidewalks are integrated into continuous
networks

•

Encourage commercial buildings with open stairs and pleasant stairwells
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Objective 3.2: Build neighborhoods with safe and attractive places
for recreational exercise.5
Rationale: Walkable access to recreational facilities substantially increases their use.

model

health

Policies
•

Set a walkability standard (e.g., a quarter- or half-mile) for residents’ access
to recreational facilities

•

Pursue joint-use agreements to share facilities with schools, especially in
neighborhoods that suffer a disproportionate lack of recreational facilities6

•

Identify opportunities to increase acreage of total recreational areas
(e.g., convert old railroad right-of-ways to bicycle trails, utilize public
easements for community gardens, prioritize new parks in underserved or
low-income communities)

•

Prioritize the development of safe, well-maintained walking routes along
streams, rivers, and waterfronts (see Objective 5.3)

•

Establish and fund a high level of service standard for parks (e.g., cleanliness,
lighting)

Objective 3.3: Create a balanced transportation system that provides
for the safety and mobility of pedestrians, bicyclists, those with strollers, and those in wheelchairs at least equal to that of auto drivers.7
Rationale: Car traffic and parking can discourage other more healthful uses of streets
and land. Poor design contributes to pedestrian/bicyclist and vehicle collisions, yet
very often transportation engineers focus primarily on achieving level of service
standards for cars.
Policies
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•

Establish design guidelines and/or level of service standards for a range of
users, including access for disabled and bicyclists (e.g., complete streets
guidelines; universal design principles; facilities such as sidewalks, lighting,
ramps for wheelchairs and bicycles; parking in rear of buildings; windows
that face the sidewalk/street)

•

Use traffic calming techniques (e.g., medians, refuges, street trees, on-street
parking) to improve street safety and access

•

Require transportation engineers to meet level of service standards for
pedestrians and cyclists in addition to those established for cars (e.g., sidewalks, crosswalks, bike lanes)

•

Require a dedicated portion of the transportation budget to go to pedestrian
and cyclist amenities

•

Prioritize attention to transportation traffic around schools (funding available
through the CalTrans Safe Routes to School program)

•

Supplement funding for “complete streets” or Safe Routes to School program
with additional funding mechanism (e.g., portion of sales tax)

•

Require developers to build facilities for walkers, bicyclists, and wheelchairs
in all new developments (e.g. sidewalks, ramps, bicycle racks, showers)
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Reduce parking requirements for developments that locate near transit
(e.g., within a quarter-mile of a transit stop) and that provide walking, biking,
and disability access facilities

•

Establish parking maximum (rather than minimum) requirements

8

Goal 4 Policies
Policies in support of Goal 4

Objective 4.1: Provide safe, convenient opportunities to purchase
fresh fruits and vegetables by ensuring that sources of healthy foods
are accessible in all neighborhoods.

could be incorporated

Rationale: Low-income neighborhoods suffer from disproportionately lower access
to food retail outlets that sell fresh produce and disproportionately higher concentrations of fast food and convenience stores; when people have the option to choose
fruits and vegetables, they do.

safety, and economic

health

Goal 4. Provide safe, convenient access to healthy
foods for all residents.

model

•

into land use, circulation,
housing, open space, air
quality, parks and recreation,
development elements.

language

Policies
•

Identify grocery access as a priority for economic development (give responsibility for food retail attraction and development to a specific governmental
department, such as community and economic development)

•

Establish a walkability standard (e.g., a quarter- to half-mile) for access to
retailers/sources of fresh produce (e.g., grocery stores, green grocers, farmers’
markets, community gardens) (could be applied only to new development and
redevelopment, or could require that all neighborhoods that do not meet this
standard be targeted for healthy food development incentives)

•

Utilize existing economic development incentives and/or create new incentives to encourage stores to sell fresh, healthy foods such as produce in
underserved areas (e.g., tax breaks, grants and loans, eminent domain/land
assembly, conditional use zoning, dedicated assistance funds for infrastructure
improvements such as refrigeration and signage)

•

Identify appropriate sites for farmers’ markets (e.g., municipal parks, street
closures) and drop-off sites for community-supported agriculture “shares”
(direct marketing between farmers and consumers), and prioritize those uses
in appropriate locations (create specific zoning ordinances that define these
uses and identify where they are most appropriate/needed)

•

Encourage farmers’ markets to accept credit and food stamp Electronic
Benefit Transfer (EBT) cards; Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) benefits;
and Senior Farmers’ Market Nutrition Program benefits (e.g., require all farmers’ markets in a jurisdiction to accept food stamps and other public benefits
through definition in zoning code, provide technical assistance and support to
farmers’ markets to ensure their ability to accept public benefits)

• Work with local transit agencies to ensure that bus routes provide service from
underserved neighborhoods to healthy food retail outlets
•

Link efforts to protect local farmland with the development of diverse markets
for local produce (e.g., community-supported agriculture programs, farmers’
markets, farm-to-institution programs, grocery stores, restaurants)
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•

Provide fast-track permitting for grocery stores in underserved areas

•

Prevent restrictive covenants that keep new grocery stores from using a
competitor’s abandoned site

Objective 4.2: Encourage healthy eating habits and healthy eating
messages.
Rationale: Information about nutrition helps residents make healthier food choices.

model

health

Policies
•

Disseminate information about healthful eating habits (e.g., Champions for
Change Campaign)

•

Serve only food consistent with dietary guidelines (e.g., Dietary Guidelines
for Americans) in government-owned buildings/hospitals and at governmentorganized events

•

Encourage or require restaurants to post nutrition information for menu items

•

Offer incentives/publicity for restaurants that adopt menus consistent with
dietary guidelines and/or serve locally grown foods

•

Encourage restaurants to participate in a voluntary ban on trans fats

•

Consider restricting outdoor advertisements (e.g., limiting location, size, or
density) throughout the jurisdiction or in certain geographic areas (e.g., around
schools)

•

Consider charging stores a fee for the privilege of selling low-nutrient foods;
the fee would fund activities aimed at mitigating the harmful health effects of
these foods

Objective 4.3: Avoid a concentration of unhealthy food providers
within neighborhoods.9
Rationale: People choose among foods that are readily available; healthy options
should be at least as available and accessible as unhealthy options.
Policies
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•

Prioritize healthy food development incentives in areas with a high ratio of
convenience, fast food, and liquor stores (see Objective 4.1)

•

Consider limiting the number or concentration of “formula” restaurants via
zoning ordinance

•

Ban or limit drive-through food outlets, or those within certain geographic
areas (e.g., around schools)

•

Restrict approvals of new liquor stores or other retailers that sell alcohol for
off-site consumption, in target areas (e.g., high crime areas, near schools)

•

Identify fast food restaurants, liquor, and convenience stores as “conditional
uses” only; instate conditional use review upon lease renewal or at point of
business sale
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model

Objective 4.4: Provide ample opportunities for community gardens
and urban farms.10
Rationale: Community gardens help increase the availability and appreciation for
fresh fruits and vegetable, in addition to providing an opportunity for exercise, green
space, and a place for community gatherings
Policies

•

Identify and inventory potential community garden/urban farm sites on existing parks, public easements and right-of-ways, and schoolyards, and prioritize
site use as communities gardens in appropriate locations

•

Consider setting a community garden standard (e.g., at least one community
garden for every 2,500 households)

•

Offer residents such classes as gardening or composting, or support a
community-based organization to do so; prioritize classes in neighborhoods
that lack access to healthy foods and/or green space

•

Encourage or require all new building construction to incorporate green roofs
(could limit to multifamily residential, commercial, or civic), and encourage
conversions of existing roof space to green roofs, in order to maximize
opportunities for gardening

language

Encourage the use of vacant lots for community gardens (e.g., allow community gardens as a use in all zones, create specific “community garden”
zoning regulation, protect gardens from confiscation, provide free water/trash
collection)

health

•

Objective 4.5: Preserve regional agriculture and farmland as a
source of healthy, local fruits and vegetables and other foods, and
connect local food markets to local agriculture.11
Rationale: Preserving and protecting local farmland creates opportunities to link
consumers to sources of fresh, healthy food and can improve local food access.
Policies
•

Protect agricultural land from urban development except where the general
plan land use map has designated the land for urban uses (establish green
belts or agricultural buffers around urban land; require developers to place
lands within this buffer into permanent agriculture land trusts or other
agricultural easements)

•

Support strategies that capitalize on the mutual benefit of connections between
rural economies as food producers and urban economies as processors and
consumers (e.g., developing farmers’ markets and other markets for local
foods)

• Assess and plan for local food processing/wholesaling/distribution facilities
to connect local agriculture to markets such as retailers, restaurants, schools,
hospitals, and other institutions (e.g., protect areas zoned for industrial use
from being zoned for other uses such as commercial or residential; attract
and retain local food processing/wholesaling/distribution firms through
economic development incentives such as land assembly, streamlined
permitting, and tax breaks)
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Goal 5 Policies
Policies in support of Goal 5
could be incorporated
into land use, circulation,
housing, open space, parks
and recreation, noise, air

health

quality, and safety elements.

Goal 5: Pursue a comprehensive strategy to ensure
that residents breathe clean air and drink clean
water.
12

Objective 5.1: Reduce residents’ reliance on cars.
Rationale: Motor vehicles are often the principle contributors of particulate matter,
nitrogen oxides, and ozone, which contribute to asthma and bronchitis. Roads and
parking lots comprise most of the impervious surface in a metropolitan area, leading
to water-contaminating run-off, with auto leaks and emissions contributing the most
non-point-source pollution in this run-off.
Policies

model

• Adopt mixed-use residential, commercial, and office zoning where appropriate
to encourage walkability
•

Establish density minimums for residential, commercial, and retail development to ensure development that supports transit and walkable environments
(see Objective 3.1)

•

Build and maintain safe, pleasant streets for walking and bicycling (see
Objective 3.3)

• Work with regional authorities to improve transit service linking residents
with destinations (such as jobs and retail), especially in underserved neighborhoods
•

Prioritize new infill development near transit nodes

•

Support business districts outside of city centers that are well served by public
transit facilities

•

Utilize parking restrictions to deter car use (e.g., parking requirement
maximum rather than minimum, congestion pricing)

Objective 5.2: Protect homes, schools, workplaces, and stores from
major sources of outdoor air pollution.
Rationale: Populations in close proximity to noxious land uses are more vulnerable
to respiratory diseases and cancers.
Policies
•

Locate stationary emitters (e.g., incinerators, factories, refineries) away and
downwind from homes and schools

•

Locate sensitive uses, such as schools and family housing, at least 500 feet
from highways

•

Plan truck routes that avoid neighborhoods and schools

•

Minimize the pollution associated with stop-and-go traffic by implementing
traffic calming techniques (e.g., replacing stop lights, stop signs, and speed
bumps with chicanes, narrower streets, or modern roundabouts)

• Adopt a policy to purchase fuel-efficient/low-emission vehicles for government fleet
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•

Increase safe household hazardous waste disposal programming and outreach

•

Evaluate sanitation guidelines and codes to permit and support efforts that
reduce the seepage of human waste into nonagricultural water

•

Explore the feasibility of new ordinances that would eliminate exposure to
secondhand smoke by creating smoke-free environments for all workplaces,
multi-unit housing, and outdoor areas such as parks, dining areas, service
lines, and other public gathering places

health

Incentivize energy conservation and waste reduction by businesses and
residences

model

•

Objective 5.3: Prioritize “greening” efforts to keep air and water
clean.
Rationale: Trees and other vegetation slow erosion and filter pollutants from water
and air while reducing the heat island effect and ozone formation.

language

Policies
•

Identify protecting and developing tree cover as a priority (set a target for
street tree canopy cover in new development and/or in areas identified as
tree-deficient)

•

Preferentially plant female street trees to reduce pollen, especially in the most
populated areas

•

Prioritize natural filtration (as opposed to impermeable hardscaping) along
stream and river banks (see Objective 3.2)

•

Update the building code to support compliance with “green building”
practices

•

Provide fast-track permitting for projects that implement “green building”
design and construction

•

Encourage or require all new building construction to incorporate green roofs
(could limit to multifamily residential, commercial, or civic), and encourage
conversions of existing roof space to green roofs, to reduce heat island effect
and mitigate contaminated water drainage into streams

•

Develop standards for approving rainwater harvesting systems (identify
responsible government agency, such as the public health department)

•

Foster the growth of environmentally friendly agricultural business and
industry by encouraging sustainable practices such as organic farming

Objective 5.4: Promote healthy indoor air quality.
Rationale: People spend about 90 percent of their time indoors, yet indoor air quality
is not as well regulated and can be worse than outdoor air quality.
Policies
•

Identify improving indoor air quality as a priority in the “open space” or “air
quality” element

How to Create and Implement Healthy General Plans: Model Health Language
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•

Explore the feasibility of new ordinances that would eliminate exposure to
secondhand smoke by creating smoke-free environments for all workplaces
and multi-unit housing (see Objective 5.2)

•

Promote green building practices that support “healthy homes” (e.g., use
materials with low-VOC emissions, windows for natural light, and heating
with minimal need for furnace-combustion)

•

Disseminate information about methods for reducing mold growth

•

Enforce standards for mold mitigation

•

Encourage radon inspections in geologically at-risk locations

•

Maintain rigorous efforts to prevent insect and rodent infestation, reducing
vectors for disease and sources of asthma-inducing allergens before requiring
hazardous pesticides

• Augment support for existing lead abatement programs
Goal 6 Policies

model

Policies in support of Goal 6
could be incorporated
into land use, circulation,
housing, open space, and
safety elements.

Goal 6. Encourage neighborhoods that sustain mental
health and promote social capital.
13

Objective 6.1: Prioritize affordable housing and the ability to live
near work.
Rationale: Too often affordable housing is either far away from a person’s work and/
or concentrated in areas of poverty. Long commutes are associated with personal
stress and neighborhoods with little cohesion, while concentrations of poverty
expose residents to environmental health risks and exacerbate health disparities.
Policies
•

Strive to eliminate residential segregation and concentrations of poverty by
promoting affordable housing that is integrated into mixed-income neighborhoods (e.g., adopt inclusionary housing requirements)

•

Balance commercial and residential development (jobs and housing) within
[neighborhoods/city/county] to reduce the number of people who must commute a long distance of work; prioritize commercial/economic development
strategies that match jobs to existing residents’ skills and employment needs

•

Remove obstacles to cohousing and other nontraditional housing types
(e.g., zoning that allows “granny flat” additions)

•

Provide a range of house types and affordable housing units around schools

Objective 6.2: Support cohesive neighborhoods and lifecycle housing
to promote health and safety.
Rationale: Social connections are correlated with lower stress, reduced risk of
cardiovascular disease, and faster recovery for illness or injury. People experience
less stress when they feel in control of their environment.
Policies
•
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Maintain neighborhood continuity by targeting new affordable housing
developments for existing residents
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Support healthy aging in place and childhood development by promoting
safe, “complete” streets (see Objective 3.3) and a range of housing types and
affordability within neighborhoods

•

Promote housing practices that support aging in place (e.g., universal design,
multiple housing types available within neighborhoods)

model

•

health

Objective 6.3: Build diverse public spaces that provide pleasant
places for neighbors to meet and congregate.
Rationale: Pleasant streetscapes are associated with more social connections, lower
stress, and greater pedestrian safety, and public space provides opportunities to build
community.
Policies
Develop and implement street design guidelines that create walkable, pleasant
environments (e.g., traffic calming, street trees, lighting, well-maintained
sidewalks and benches, front porches on residential developments) (see
Objective 2.3)

•

Identify street trees as an important technique for stress- and crime-reduction
(see Objective 5.3)

•

Implement walkability and level of service standard for parks and recreation
areas (see Objective 3.2)

language

•

Objective 6.4: Pursue an integrated strategy to reduce street crime
and violence.
Rationale: Violence is a significant threat in some neighborhoods, while fear of
violence causes great stress and deteriorates the pedestrian/bicycle environment.
Better design can reduce the opportunity for (and fear of) street crimes.
Policies
•

Support community policing, neighborhood watch, and walking/biking police
patrols that engage community residents

• Adopt street design guidelines that incorporate strategies for Crime Prevention
Through Environmental Design (CPTED) (e.g., “defensible space,” “eyes on
the street,” and pedestrian-friendly lighting) without creating barriers that
disconnect neighborhoods
•

Consider limiting approvals of new liquor stores in target areas (e.g., in highcrime areas, areas of overconcentration, near schools) (could use conditional
use zoning as mechanism) (see Objective 4.3)

•

Utilize nuisance enforcement to close liquor stores that fail to operate in a
way that upholds community health, safety, and welfare

•

Pursue a graffiti abatement program to clean up residential and commercial
properties

How to Create and Implement Healthy General Plans: Model Health Language
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Goal 7 Policies
Policies in support of Goal 7
could be incorporated into
land use and circulation
elements.

Goal 7. Locate health services throughout the
community and especially close to those who need
them the most.
Rationale: Easy access to health services is vital for helping residents prevent illness
before it arises or worsens.

health

Policies
•

Make it a priority to provide a range of health services (e.g., primary, preventative, specialty, prenatal, and dental care, and substance abuse treatment and
counseling) in locations that are accessible to community residents

•

Locate new clinics with a goal of creating walkable access for a majority of
users’ trips (map total clinic visits by neighborhood origin of patients)

• Work with local transit agencies to develop transit routes that connect
residents to health service facilities, especially in the most underserved
neighborhoods
Provide free shuttle service to health services for those who require it or who
live in underserved areas

model

•

1 For good examples of broadly oriented health language, see
Ventura’s general plan and Benicia’s health element.
2 The Healthy Development Measurement Tool (HDMT) is a
good collection of health-based rational and findings, as
well as measurable health-oriented standards, available at
www.TheHDMT.org.
3 South Gate’s general plan includes language on citizen
participation in the general planning process (not specific to
health-related policies).
4 See the general plans for the cities of Ventura, Sacramento,
Azusa, and Oakland.
5 See Ventura’s park standard, and Richmond’s forthcoming park
standard.
6 Note that cities and counties do not have legal jurisdiction over
schools, but they can enter into joint use contracts with schools.
7 See the general plans for Marin County and Azusa, as well as San
Jose’s traffic calming guidelines.
8 See the general plans for Chula Vista, Marin County, and Oakland.
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9 See Calistoga’s restrictions on “formula” restaurants, and Carmelby-the-Sea’s restrictions on liquor stores.
10 See Seattle’s community gardens standard.
11 See Davis’ general plan (chapter 15, Agriculture, Soils and
Minerals) for policies on agricultural preservation (does not
include a health and nutrition rationale). The city of Madison’s
comprehensive plan includes policies supporting rural-urban
market connections.
12 The Sacramento Air Quality Management District has written
a model air quality element (http://airquality.org/lutran/
ModelAQElement.pdf). Concord has adopted language in its
general plan to eliminate exposure to secondhand smoke. See
Ventura’s general plan for its goal to reduce vehicle miles traveled,
and Seattle’s “healthy homes” effort to improve indoor air quality.
13 See San Francisco’s support for inclusive public housing and
the San Francisco Department of Health’s Healthy Development
Measurement Tool, which include support for HDMT citizen
participation and affordable housing. See Sacramento’s design
guidelines for mitigating crime, and Benicia’s general plan
language emphasizing mental health.
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Appendix D

ARTICLE 33
OPEN SPACE SUBDISTRICTS
(;Article inserted on March 8, 1988)
SECTION 33-1. Preamble. This article supplements the creation of an
open space district (OS) designation, which under Text Amendment No. 101 can
be given to public lands or, with the written consent of the owner, to private
property. The open space district and nine open space subdistricts, taken
together, present a comprehensive means for protecting and conserving open
spaces through land use regulations. The open space (OS) designation and an
open space subdistrict designation can be used in conjunction with each other,
thus establishing for the land so designated the particular restrictions of one of
the subdistricts: community garden, parkland, recreation, shoreland, urban wild,
waterfront access area, cemetery, urban plaza, or air-right. Land can be given
the OS designation, however, without the simultaneous designation of a
particular subdistrict, such as "park" or "garden," where the desired subdistrict
designation is yet to be determined. This system instills flexibility into the
regulation of open space.
SECTION 33-2. Statement of Purpose. The purposes of this article are
to encourage the preservation of open space for community gardens, parkland,
recreation, shoreland, urban wild, waterfront access area, cemetery, and urban
plaza purposes; to enhance the quality of life of the city's residents by
permanently protecting its open space resources; to distinguish different open
space areas in order to provide for uses appropriate to each open space site on
the basis of topography, water, flood plain, scenic value, forest cover, urban
edge, or unusual geologic features; to prevent the loss of open space to
commercial development; to restore Boston's conservation heritage of Olmsted
parks; to coordinate state, regional, and local open space plans; to provide and
encourage buffer zones between incompatible land uses and mitigate the effects
of noise and air pollution; to promote and maintain the visual identity of separate
and distinct districts; to enhance the appearance of neighborhoods through
preservation of natural green spaces; and to ensure the provision of adequate
natural light and air quality by protecting the supply of vegetation and open space
throughout Boston.
SECTION 33-3. Definitions. For the purposes of this article only, the
following words and phrases, when capitalized, shall have the meanings
indicated.
1.

"Applicant" shall mean any person or entity having a legal or equitable
interest in a Proposed Project subject to the provisions of this article,
or the authorized agent of any such person or entity.
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2.

"Planning and Zoning Advisory Committee" shall mean any
neighborhood- based committee appointed by the Mayor to render
advice to neighborhood residents, the Mayor, city departments, and
the Boston Redevelopment Authority regarding land use planning and
zoning issues.

3.

"Neighborhood Council" shall mean any neighborhood-based council
established by the Mayor to render advice to neighborhood residents,
the Mayor, city departments, and the Boston Redevelopment
Authority regarding any municipal issues of neighborhood concern.

4.

"Proposed Project" shall mean the erection, extension, or demolition
of any structure or part thereof, or the change of use of any structure
or land, for which the Applicant is required to obtain a building or use
permit.

5.

"Public Agency" shall mean the Commonwealth or one or more
political subdivision(s) of the Commonwealth, or a department,
agency, board, commission, authority, or other instrumentality of the
Commonwealth, or of one or more political subdivision(s) of the
Commonwealth, or the United States.

6.

"Transit Corridor" shall mean any interstate, state, or local highway or
rail line which lies below the grade level of abutting parcels of land,
not including abutting transit corridors which lie below grade level.

7.

"Vacant Public Land" shall mean any land owned by a Public Agency
that is not in use for an essential public purpose.

SECTION 33-4. Petitioning for Open Space Subdistricts. Any property
owner, or property owner representing a Planning and Zoning Advisory
Committee or Neighborhood Council, or the Boston Redevelopment Authority, or
the Boston Conservation Commission may petition the Zoning Commission to
establish or to substantially change the use of an open space subdistrict within
an open space (OS) district.
SECTION 33-5. Establishment of Open Space Subdistrict Categories.
The nine categories of open space subdistricts established in Section 3-1 are:
(a) OS-G, Community Garden; (b) OS-P, Parkland; (c) OS-RC, Recreation; (d)
OS-UW, Urban Wild; (e) OS-SL, Shoreland; (f) OS-WA, Waterfront Access Area;
(g) OS-CM, Cemetery; (h) OS-UP, Urban Plaza; and (i) OS-A, Air-Right.
SECTION 33-6. Land Eligible for Open Space Subdistrict Designation.
Open space subdistricts may be established by the Zoning Commission only on
land within an OS zoning district. An open space subdistrict designation imposes
land use restrictions, as provided for in Sections 33-8, 33-9, 33-10, 33-11, 33-12,
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33-13, 33-14, 33-15, and 33-16, which augment the basic use restrictions
pertaining to OS districts (see Section 8-7). An open space subdistrict may be
established on any land contained within one or more open space districts,
provided that such land is: (a) owned by a Public Agency, including but not
limited to the City of Boston, the Boston Conservation Commission, the Boston
Parks and Recreation Department, the Boston Redevelopment Authority, the
Boston School Department, the Massachusetts Department of Environmental
Quality Engineering, the Massachusetts Port Authority, the Metropolitan District
Commission, the Boston Public Facilities Department, the Boston Real Property
Department, or the Boston Water and Sewer Commission; or (b) owned by a
private person, entity, or conservation trust, such as the Boston Natural Areas
Fund, which consents in writing to the establishment of an open space subdistrict
on such land.
SECTION 33-7. Minimum Area of Open Space Subdistricts. There
shall be no minimum land area requirement for an open space subdistrict.
SECTION 33-8. Community Garden Open Space Subdistricts.
Community Garden open space (OS-G) subdistricts shall consist of land
appropriate for and limited to the cultivation of herbs, fruits, flowers, or
vegetables, including the cultivation and tillage of soil and the production,
cultivation, growing, and harvesting of any agricultural, floricultural, or
horticultural commodity; such land may include Vacant Public Land.
SECTION 33-9. Parkland Open Space Subdistricts. Parkland open
space (OS-P) subdistricts shall consist of land appropriate for and limited to
passive recreational uses, including walkways, picnic areas, and sitting areas;
such land may include Vacant Public Land. No building or structure which
exceeds six hundred square feet in land area shall be erected within a Parkland
subdistrict, and any structure in such subdistrict is subject to the provisions of
Use Item No. 27A of Section 8-7; provided, the Boston Parks and Recreation
Department, the Metropolitan District Commission, or the National Park Service
may erect in parks that are now or hereafter may be under their control, except
the Boston Common, Public Garden, and public squares, structures for the
shelter and refreshment of persons frequenting such parks and for other park
purposes, of such materials and in such places as in the opinion of the
Commissioner of the Boston Fire Department do not endanger buildings or
structures beyond the limits of the park.
SECTION 33-10. Recreation Open Space Subdistricts. Recreation
open space (OS-RC) subdistricts shall consist of land appropriate for and limited
to active or passive recreational uses, including walkways, physical education
areas, children's play areas, swimming pools, skating rinks, and sporting areas,
or a combination thereof, where such uses are administered by the Boston Parks
and Recreation Department, the Metropolitan District Commission, or any
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nonprofit organization established for the purposes of carrying out the land uses
allowed in this article; such land may include Vacant Public Land.
SECTION 33-11. Shoreland Open Space Subdistricts. Shoreland open
space (OS-SL) subdistricts shall consist of land appropriate for and limited to that
which borders on tidewater or the ocean, including land over which the tide ebbs
and flows, or any bank, marsh, beach, dune, swamp, salt meadow, tidal flat, or
other low land subject to tidal action or coastal storm flowage. Any Proposed
Project in a Shoreland subdistrict shall be limited to the following uses: (a)
water-based recreational facilities such as swimming beaches, fishing piers,
facilities accessory to the operation of a boating program open to the public, and
launching ramps and transient dockage for recreational boats; (b) parks,
walkways, children's play areas, or other open spaces for public enjoyment of the
waterfront; and (c) facilities or services related to waterborne passenger
transportation in excursion boats, ferries, cruise ships, water-taxis, or other
similar types of vessels.
SECTION 33-12. Urban Wild Open Space Subdistricts. Urban Wild
open space (OS-UW) subdistricts shall consist of land not in the city's park
system which includes undeveloped hills, rock outcroppings, quarries,
woodlands, meadows, scenic views, inland waters, freshwater wetlands, flood
plains, wildlife habitat, or any estuary, creek, river, stream, pond, or lake, or any
land under said waters. Urban Wild open space subdistricts shall be limited to
conservation and passive recreational uses. Unpaved walkways are allowed in
Urban Wild subdistricts.
SECTION 33-13. Waterfront Access Area Open Space Subdistricts.
Waterfront Access Area open space (OS-WA) subdistricts shall consist of land
which abuts or lies under the waters of the Commonwealth within the jurisdiction
of the city. Any Proposed Project in a Waterfront Access Area subdistrict shall
be limited to the following uses: (a) water-based recreational facilities such as
swimming beaches, fishing piers, facilities accessory to the operation of a
boating program open to the public, and launching ramps and transient dockage
for recreational boats; (b) parks, walkways, children's play areas, or other open
spaces for public enjoyment of the waterfront; and (c) facilities or services related
to waterborne passenger transportation in excursion boats, ferries, cruise ships,
water-taxis, or other similar types of vessels. Such facilities are subject to the
provisions of Use Item No. 27A of Section 8-7.
SECTION 33-14. Cemetery Open Space Subdistricts. Cemetery open
space (OS-CM) subdistricts shall be comprised of land appropriate for and
limited to the purposes of interment.
SECTION 33-15. Urban Plaza Open Space Subdistricts. Urban Plaza
open space (OS-UP) subdistricts shall consist of land appropriate for and limited
to passive recreational uses; Urban Plaza subdistricts shall be directly accessible
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to the public from an adjoining street and may be furnished with benches, chairs,
or other seating facilities and contain works of art, plantings, and other features.
SECTION 33-16. Air-Right Open Space Subdistricts. Air-Right open
space (OS-A) subdistricts shall consist of land used as Transit Corridors owned
by a Public Agency; Air-Right open space subdistrict regulations shall apply only
to the development of spaces over such Transit Corridors.
1.

No Proposed Project which is not necessary for the operation and
maintenance of the Transit Corridor shall be permitted in an Air-Right
open space subdistrict unless: (a) the Proposed Project preserves an
area of open space equal to at least fifty percent (50%) of the site
area of the Proposed Project, provided that such open space is
exclusive of land that is paved for parking or loading or used for
parking or loading; and (b) the Proposed Project provides open space
which has landscaping features and a shape, dimension, character,
and location suitable to assure its use for park, recreation,
conservation, or garden purposes. The Public Agency or Applicant
shall provide an open space plan which demonstrates compliance
with the requirements of this paragraph; such plan shall be subject to
the approval of the Boston Conservation Commission.

2.

The Boston Conservation Commission shall base its approval of the
open space plan required in paragraph 1 above on the Public
Agency's provision of a perpetual conservation restriction of the type
described in General Laws, Chapter 184, Section 31, as amended,
which restriction shall run to or be enforceable by the city and
recorded in respect to such open space. Such restriction shall
provide that the open space shall be retained in perpetuity for one or
more of the following purposes: conservation, garden, recreation,
parkland, or any other purpose allowed pursuant to this article. Such
restriction shall be in such form and substance as the Boston
Conservation Commission prescribes and may contain such
additional restrictions on development and use of the open space as
the Boston Conservation Commission may deem appropriate
pursuant to an agreement executed between the Boston
Conservation Commission and the Public Agency.

SECTION 33-17. Direct Designation of Open Space Districts.
Notwithstanding any other provision of this article, the Zoning Commission finds
the following areas are in compliance with the provisions of this article, and
hereby designates the following areas as open space (OS) districts in their
present uses.
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Name of Park

Address/Location

Government Center
Cardinal Cushing Park
James M. Curley Memorial Plaza

Cambridge Street/New Chardon Street
119-133 Hanover/16-64 Union Street

Waterfront
Christopher Columbus Park
Rose Kennedy Garden

115-157 Atlantic Avenue
115-157 Atlantic Avenue

South Cove
Tai Tung Park
Elliott Norton Park

116 Tyler Street/Tai Tung
301-317 Tremont Street, Charles Street
South

South End
Peter's Park
Watson Park
James Hayes Park
Titus Sparrow Park
David L. Ramsay Park (formerly
Derby Park)
St. Helena's Park

Shawmut Avenue/Briggs Street/Bradford
Street/Wilkes Street/Washington Street
12-14 Taylor Street
167 West Canton Street/ 158 Warren Avenue
176-224 West Newton Street
3 Ball Street/622 Shawmut Avenue/
1901-1903 Washington Street, 1 Worcester
Place
95-99 Union Park Street

Fenway
Morville Community Park

Norway Street/48-58 Edgerly Road/
Burbank Street

Roxbury
Madison Park High School Track
and Field
Jeep Jones Park

Cabot Street/Ruggles Street/Dewitt Street

Malcolm X Park (formerly
Washington Park)

2700 Washington Street/Dale Street/Paulding
Street/Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard

New Dudley Street/King Street/Roxbury
Street

Charlestown
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Shipyard Park

Charlestown Navy Yard

SECTION 33-18. Severability. The provisions of this article are
severable, and if any such provision or provisions shall be held invalid by any
decision of any court of competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not impair or
otherwise affect any other provision of this article.
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NINTH DISTRICT

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
December 11, 2007

Contact:
Eva Kandarpa/Perry
Bernard Parks Jr./Parks

(213) 473-2308 (o)
(213) 359-3084 (m)
(213) 473-7008 (o)
(213) 494-6447 (m)

FAST FOOD INTERIM CONTROL ORDINANCE
APPROVED BY COUNCIL COMMITTEE:
Ordinance Would Give Councilmembers Perry & Parks
Oversight in Planning Process, to Help Spur the
Development of Diverse Food Choices in South Los Angeles
Los Angeles—Today, a an Interim Control Ordinance (ICO) drafted in response to a
motion, authored by Councilwoman Jan Perry and seconded by Councilman Bernard
Parks, was approved by the City Council's Planning and Land Use Management
Committee (PLUM). The ordinance proposes a 1-year period which prevents new fast
food establishments from opening in the South Los Angeles, Southeast Los Angeles,
West Adams, Baldwin Hills and Leimert Park community planning areas. This will allow
time for City planners to study the economic and environmental effects of the overproliferation of fast-food restaurants in these communities and develop permanent
solutions.
"This ordinance is in no way attempting to tell people what to eat but rather responding to
the need to attract sit-down restaurants, full service grocery stores, and healthy food
alternatives," said Councilwoman Perry. "Ultimately, this ordinance is about providing
choices—something that is currently lacking in our community. South Los Angeles
represents a mere 32 square miles of a city that is 468 square miles in size and yet it is
home to the largest percentage of fast food establishments."
"I am looking forward to continuing to build momentum for this motion. Our proposed
ordinance to limit the over saturation of fast-food restaurants in our districts is not about
telling people what to eat, as some suggest, it's really about options. Our communities
have an extreme shortage of quality foods whether it's because of the over abundance of
fast-food restaurants or because of the lack of quality grocery stores. And, everyone in
the city should have the right to have a variety of different, high quality and healthy foods
no matter where they live," added Councilman Parks.
The ICO is designed as stop-gap measure to allow City Planning time to study the effects
of these establishments as they pertain to community design, traffic, and other important
urban planning issues. During this time, Planning will work with the affected Council
Councilwoman Jan Perry
200 North Spring Street, Room 420
Los Angeles, CA 90012
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Districts to create permanent guidelines designed to address these issues in a manner that
will improve the quality of life for South Los Angeles communities.
The ICO will also allow both Perry and Parks time to actively attract grocery stores and
restaurants to the area, by preserving existing land for these uses. In support of these
efforts, a grocery store and sit-down restaurant package, spearheaded by Perry and Parks,
will be marketed to attract greater amenities to the area. The incentive package was
designed for redevelopment project areas in South Los Angeles where there is a need for
healthy food options and alternatives to fast food restaurants. In response, a working
group comprised of the Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA), Community
Development Department (CDD), the Department of Water and Power (DWP), and the
Chief Legislative Analyst (CLA), worked collaboratively to identify incentives to attract
grocery stores and sit-down dining restaurants to under-served areas of the City such as
South Los Angeles. The plan includes the following redevelopment project areas located
in South Los Angeles: Broadway/Manchester, Council District Nine Corridors,
Crenshaw, Crenshaw/Slauson, University Park, Normandie 5, Vermont / Manchester, and
Western Slauson.
"South Los Angeles is ripe for development. Studies have shown that there is a large and
growing residential population that is in need of important amenities like grocery stores
and sit-down restaurants for the entire family to enjoy. The people of our community
deserve choices," said Councilwoman Perry. "As a City we can create policies to
encourage these businesses to open their doors in South Los Angeles."
Councilwoman Perry represents the Ninth Council District, which encompasses the most
culturally diverse and vibrant communities in Los Angeles, including Bunker Hill, Little
Tokyo, and South Los Angeles.
###

Councilwoman Jan Perry
200 North Spring Street, Room 420
Los Angeles, CA 90012
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Socio-Ecological Model of Eating Behavior
(Story et al. 2008)

