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1 Executive Summary

Institutional purchasing is increasingly being recognized and employed as a powerful tool to implementing various forms of sustainability policy.  Though the purchasing of greener, more environmentally and socially responsible local products, institutions such as levels of government, universities, and schools are redirecting their purchasing power towards more sustainable systems.  This policy document, as developed within the Institutional Food Purchasing Policy (IFPP) sub-committee of the Vancouver Food Policy Council, contains background information, specific policy statements, and an implementation plan to be adopted by the City of Vancouver.  Further, this document sets out key elements to the IFPP for Vancouver.

2 Introduction

2.1 Background 

Internationally government procurement policies are being recognized for the power they have to foster the purchase of sustainable goods and services. 
  Increasingly, it is recognized that a necessary pre-requisite to sustainable purchasing is the development of an explicit written policy coupled with a goal setting process that establishes strict targets and a system of accountability.
, 
  In fact, as noted by Larry Berglund Manager of Materials Management for the City of Vancouver, a primary barrier to implementing sustainable food procurement in municipalities is not having an Institutional Food Purchasing Policy (IFPP). 

This document was created for the Institutional Food Purchasing Policy sub-committee of the Vancouver Food Policy Council (VFPC) It was prepared as a working document in the same format as the final IFPP document will be written. The primary audience for this document is City of Vancouver Food Procurement Staff (including Vancouver School Board and Park Board procurement staff), however it is hoped that purchasers of other organizations that operate within the City of Vancouver (e.g. hospitals, federal and provincial offices, private sector firms, etc.) will also make use of it  

2.2 Purpose and Objective

The City of Vancouver spends $3.7 million of its $15 million dollar budget on food procurement.  The purpose of this document is to provide clear policies and supporting actions that will help Vancouver food procurement staff make purchase decisions that foster a more sustainable food system (see the glossary in Appendix 2 for definitions). 

Supporting objectives of the document include:

· Providing a rationale for why an IFPP is useful and important and the associated benefits of having an IFPP;

· Presenting a set of barriers to developing an IFPP;

· Documenting a concise set of actions for implementing an IFPP;

· Ensuring that the policies and recommended actions are useful to non-City of Vancouver food purchasers; and

· Ensuring that the policies and recommended actions fit within and build on the City of Vancouver Ethical and Sustainable Purchasing Policy (see Section 3.3 for more information on the ESPP).

3 Institutional Purchasing Policies (IFPs) in other Jurisdictions

While there are a variety of documents that address sustainable food procurement in general, very few examples exist where specific institutional food procurement policy statements have been developed.  However, there is a large body of documentation of various green policies written from and institutional perspective. The most relevant statements are presented below.

3.1  Summary of Relevant IFPs in other jurisdictions

While there are a variety of documents that address sustainable food procurement in general, very few examples exist where specific institutional food procurement policy statements have been developed.  The most relevant statements are presented below.

Chatham Market Place:
  The purchasing policy developed by the Chatham market place is designed to provide purchasers with direction and understanding around purchasing products.  The Purchasing Policy of Chatham Marketplace was developed in January 2004 and presents the following principles to assure consistent quality and support of the local agricultural community:

a) Carry products that are produced in the most environmentally sound manner available 

b) Strive to promote social and economic responsibility through its purchasing and pricing.

c) Carry products whose creation/production respects all creatures.

d) Strive to carry products that are of high nutritional content, quality, and value.

e) Seek quality products produced with a 250 mile distance, taking into consideration price, availability, and quality.

This policy also provides specific guidelines for purchasing different types of food such as meat, produce, eggs, seafood, dairy, processed and unprocessed foods as well as outlining farmer-market relations. (see Appendix 3 for more details).
DEFRA:  The Department for Environment Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) of the UK, has initiated the Public Sector Food Procurement Initiative (PSFPI).
  One of the documents produced under this initiative is PSFPI: Guidance for Buyers and their Internal Customers.
  DEFRA (2004) provides advice for public sector bodies on integrating sustainable development into food and catering service contracts.  This initiative is designed to help the government deliver its sustainable farming and food sector priorities.  Chapter 22 of DEFRA’s Procurement Policy is especially relevant here.
  For example, it is explicitly stated that “the governments policy on procurement is to achieve value for money…”.  Further, general principles of the policy and procurement policy guidelines are outlined.  DEFRA initiated a Public Sector Procurement Initiative (PSPFI).  Five priority objectives were developed under this initiative, which are to:

a) Raise production and process standards 

b) Increase tenders from small and local producers 

c) Increase consumption of healthy and nutritious food 

d) Reduce adverse environmental impacts of production and supply 

e) Increase capacity of small and local suppliers to meet demand 

Alliance for Better Food and Farming Criteria:  the alliance for better food and farming have developed a set of excellent criteria for sustainable food.  While this is not a set of policy statements, the criteria could easily be adapted into a set of policy statements.  Specifically their definition for sustainable food includes the following criteria:

a) Proximate:  originating from the closest practicable source or the minimization of energy use

b) Healthy: as part of a balanced diet and not containing harmful biological or chemical contaminants

c) Fairly or cooperatively traded:  between producers, processors, retailers and consumers

d) Non-exploiting:  of employees in the food sector in terms of pay and conditions

e) Environmentally beneficial:  or benign in its production (i.e. organic)

f) Accessible:  Both in terms of geographic access and affordability

g) High animal welfare standards:  in both production and transport

h) Socially inclusive of all people in society

i) Encouraging knowledge and understanding:  of food and food culture

Queensland: The state of Queensland Australia developed a state purchasing policy in 2000 that is designed to harness the purchasing power of the government and provide them with greater flexibility to buy locally.  The stated objectives of this policy are to advance government priorities through purchasing, to achieve value for money (including non monetary value such as whole-life-cost, transaction costs, quality…etc) and to ensure probity and accountability for outcomes.  The policy is intended to reduce the bureaucratic processes to buying local and to assist local suppliers to identify opportunities.  While this document is a great example of state purchasing policy, there is no mention of food throughout this material.  However, and environmental purchasing guide is offered. 
 

United Kingdom Re-Localizing food procurement program:  While not specifically a set of policy statements, a number of guidelines focusing on “buying local” were developed. They encourage:
a) buying more fresh food (fresh ingredients favour local producers)

b) Buying more organic food

c) Buying more domestic varieties (domestic varieties favor domestic growers)

d) Buying seasonal products (seasonal consumption favours local producers

e) Using service specifications( such as only buying in bulk, which favours local suppliers) (needs source)

Others:  There are several examples of green purchasing policies that are on a much smaller scale than the above mentioned ones.  For example, Duke University has responded to the need for “environmental stewardship” and has developed a policy to green its products and services.
  This policy focuses on the: practicable
 use of pre- and post-consumer recovered material, the ability of a product and its packaging to be re-used, reconditioned, recycled, and the amount of toxic waste generated in the production, use, recycling and disposal of a good and its packaging.  This policy also states how the strategy is to be promoted (website, inside stores) and how green products are to be identified (green tagging, preferential shelf placement, special displays).  Another green purchasing policy has been developed by the Stroud District Council who have elected to avoid purchasing products, packaging and services that are environmentally damaging where suitable alternatives are available.
  Generally, the policy covers recycling, waste reduction, having minimum environmental impact caused by production, distribution, use, and disposal, of goods, encouraging use of local products, improving environmental performance of suppliers, and raising internal awareness.  Similar to the Stroud policy is the Mid Devon District Council green purchasing policy.
  Based on recognition of the positive impact institutional green purchasing can have on the environment, this policy seeks to purchase environmentally preferable, ethically sound, locally produced, and value for money products and services: “where practicable, goods and services should be purchased that are environmentally preferable, ethically sound and locally produced as well as providing good value for money”.  City of Long Beach has also developed a green purchasing policy.
  Similar to the above listed policies, the City of Long Beach has undertaken a process of promoting environmentally preferable products through procurement policy

3.2 General Policy Statements:

While there is a plethora of green purchasing policies developed and implemented by a number of different bodies (universities, municipalities, federal governments…etc) there are few policy statements specifically regarding food procurement.  However, some elements of the wording of green purchasing polices transfers to policy statements for food procurement.  The following table 3-1 contains policy statements that other organizations have developed for their own purchasing departments and that is relevant and transferable to the key elements of this IFPP.

Table 3‑1  Policy Statements:

Key Element
Policy Statements from other IPPs

1. Antibiotics
· As part of its commitment to pursue practices and policies that promote a healthier environment for patients and the community at large, [INSTITUTION] will work to purchase meat, poultry, dairy and seafood (including finfish and shellfish) products produced with reduced amounts of antibiotics.



2. Ecological Integrity
· Ensure that, wherever possible, environmental and local economic criteria are used in the award of contracts.

· Green Purchasing Policy: This (ORGANISATION) will give preference to purchasing environmentally preferable products and services that meet current performance, safety and regulatory requirements. This organisation will continue to source and increase the purchase of products and services that are deemed "Environmentally Preferable” as set out in our Purchasing Criteria Document.

· Ban the future use (by the Council or its contractors) of certain specified environmentally damaging products where an alternative product or method is available.

· Phase out the use of specific substances such as ozone depleting chemicals and certain pesticides that are damaging to health and the environment.

· The Co-op will carry safe, healthful products that are produced in the most environmentally sound manner available.

· Procure Environmentally Preferable Products and services where criteria have been established by governmental or other widely recognized authorities (e.g. Energy Star, Green Seal, and EPA Eco Purchasing Guidelines).


3. Social Responsibility
· The Co-op will strive to promote social and economic responsibility through its purchasing and pricing.


4. Animal Welfare
· The Co-op will carry products whose creation/production respects all creatures.


5. Nutrition
· The Co-op will strive to carry products that are of high nutritional content, quality, and value.


6. Local Sourcing
· Encourage and promote the purchase of locally produced products or services of local companies, where there are no legislative restrictions, to reduce the impact of transport on the environment. Include environmental considerations in our assessment of suppliers and their products, and work together with suppliers to improve environmental performance.
 
· Where practicable, goods and services should be purchased that are environmentally preferable, ethically sound and locally produced as well as providing good value for money.

· Encourage and promote the purchase of locally produced products or services of local companies, where there are no legislative restrictions, to reduce the impact of transport on the environment.
 
· The Co-op first and foremost seeks quality products produced in Chatham County. Staff will evaluate price, availability, quality and proximity when purchasing products within our definition of local- 250 miles from Pittsboro.


7. Processed Foods
· 

8. FoodWaste Recovery
· 

9. Management Systems
· Include environmental considerations in our assessment of suppliers and their products, and work together with suppliers to improve environmental performance. 

· Include environmental considerations in all contract documentation.
 

· Ensure that products derived from natural sources, such as timber, are produced in a sustainable manner and comply with all national and international legislative requirements.

· Include environmental considerations in our assessment of suppliers and their products.

· Encourage suppliers to investigate and introduce environmentally friendly processes and products at competitive prices.

· Ensure that, wherever possible, environmental and local economic criteria are used in the award of contracts.


10. Packaging And Recycling
· Hence forth, Duke Stores will give preference to environmentally superior products, where quality, function and cost are equal or superior. Products and packaging materials will contain a prescribed minimum post-consumer recycled content and will be minimized and/or substituted with more environmentally appropriate alternatives whenever possible. All products will be chosen based on efficient use of energy, natural resources, and potential for safe, non-hazardous disposal.

· Reduce the purchasing of new products by cutting down on waste and repairing or reducing the use of existing products

· Specify products which are made from recycled materials; can be recycled or reused; can be operated in an energy efficient manner; and cause minimal damage to the environment in their production, distribution, use and disposal, so long as the requirements of value for money and quality are met. 

· Minimize the use of finite resources and repair goods where appropriate to reduce purchasing levels.

· Use refurbished and recycled products and materials where possible and practicable.


11. Production Practices
· Encourage suppliers to investigate and introduce environmentally friendly processes and products at competitive prices.

· Ensure that products derived from natural sources, such as timber, are produced in a sustainable manner and comply with all national and international legislative requirements.

· Encourage suppliers and contractors to offer Environmentally Preferable Products at competitive prices.


12. Education
· Raise staff awareness of the environmental issues affecting procurement through the provision of appropriate information and training.
 
· Raise staff awareness on the environmental issues affecting procurement by providing relevant information and training.


13. General
· Identify and implement measures that take into account environmental, ethical, locality and value for money criteria when making purchasing decisions.

· Continue and if possible expand its existing programs to purchase Environmentally Preferable Products (such as re-refined automotive oils and coolants; the use of integrated pest-management, green seal custodian supplies, etc.). City departments are also encouraged to evaluate Environmentally Preferable Products and purchase them when possible.


3.3 Key elements of the policies reviewed         

In Table 3.1, we summarize the key elements of the policies reviewed in the previous section.  As can be observed, 9 topic areas are covered.  The most popular topic is local sourcing.  Local sourcing was mentioned in more documents than any other single item.  Other popular topics include ecological integrity and social responsibility.

Table 3‑2 Key elements of food and sustainable purchasing-related policies in other jurisdictions


Purchasing Policy in other Jurisdictions*

Key Element
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14

ANTIBIOTICS

Reduce purchasing of meats that contain  antibiotics















ECOLOGICAL INTEGRITY

Buy products produced in most env. sound manner

















SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY

Buy more fair trade products (e.g with sound labour practices)















ANIMAL WELFARE

Buy products that respect all creatures















NUTRITION

Buy products of high nutritional content, quality, and value

















LOCAL SOURCING

Prioritize purchasing local, in season (less exotic)  products 





















PROCESSED FOODS

Buy more fresh foods and less processed foods















FOOD WASTE RECOVERY

Reduce food waste















MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS

Third party management of  meal provisions. Require supplier codes of conduct















RECYCLING, PACKAGING AND WASTE REDUCTION















EDUCATION















PRODUCTION PRACTICES















1. *Chatham Market-place

2. UK Relocalizing Food Procurement

3. DEFRA Food Procurement Initiative

4. Alliance for better food and farming

5. General Policy Statements

6. Green Purchasing Policies (City of Long Beach, Mid Devon, Stroud District Council)

7. Heath Care Without Harm

8. Queensland

9. Oklahoma Food Policy Council

10. City of Berkeley

11. City of Hartford

12. Connecticut Food Policy

13. Knox County Food Policy Council

14. Toronto Food Policy Council

4 Barriers and Opportunities in Developing IFPPs

4.1 Primary Barriers to developing IFPPs

The primary barriers to developing IFPPs come from two main perspectives; the food supplier-producer and the food purchaser.  While each perspective encounters unique barriers to creating a successful IFPP, there are also common challenges both groups face.  The information presented here is based on a number of survey research studies and observations of policy implementation.  This table is broken down into three main categories:  barriers for producers 
, 
, 
, 
, 
,
 , primary obstacles for food purchasers 
 , 
,
 
, 
, 
, 
   and Common challenges to both the producer and the purchaser.

Table 4‑1:  Barriers to Producer-Supplier 

in Developing IFPPs
, 
, 
, 
, 
,


Barrier
Explanation

TO PRODUCERS

Lack of Year round supply of food:  
agriculture in a temperate zone has limitations in terms of growing food all year round.  Many food purchasers want a secure supply at all times which is a clear barrier for local producers to be an attractive option for institutional buyers.

Ability to produce the needed quantity, quality

Restrictive Regulations: 


Many purchasing institutions require that suppliers have liability insurance.  This can be an extra cost for small producers.

Limited ability to penetrate market
Lack of knowledge on how to sell to a new markets and to break into existing supply chains

Poor Internal organization:  


Being set up to take orders, payment procedures of the food service (money not up-front, less control over price, communication with food buyer)

Lack of Availability of proper packaging:  
Producers are not always set up to provide consistent package sizes or clean and sturdy packaging

Lack of processing infrastructure:  


Often food purchased for institutional kitchens is processed: canned, frozen, precooked, or pre-cut.  The inability of producers to process or store (cold storage) their goods coupled with the want of institutions to purchase goods that have a long shelf life is a barrier.

Lack of organizational structure: 
Commonly, there is no regional organization of producers

Poor Distribution infrastructure:  
Delivery at set times, transportation for delivery.  Distribution barriers include a lack of infrastructure, information, organization, management standards and efficiency.  Distribution barriers can be understood as an issue that is real or perceived and that, unless it is addressed, will prevent or slow down the flow of goods along the supply chain.
 

TO PURCHASER

High Cost:  


Often local goods are significantly more expensive than non-local goods.  This increase is not feasible under budget restrictions.  Also the overhead cost of dealing with multiple suppliers is a barrier.  That is, there is a lack of time for facilitating and administering more local and possibly more numerous contractors.

Lack of information:  


Many purchasers do not know what local products are available and at what cost.  Also, purchasers may be uninformed of the benefits of local purchasing and hold false perceptions of local good (e.g. Expensive, poor quality)

Lack of  Availability of Environmental Information:


One of the major difficulties encountered at all levels of purchasing is in the scarcity of available and reliable information about the environmental characteristics of products and services. In fact, lack of information is sometimes considered to be the major obstacle to greener purchasing initiatives, because it limits the development of multi-criteria specification of environmental characteristics of products.



Availability and Supply that do not meet demand:  


Demand of a purchaser may exceed the supply available or there may be a general shortage of suitable suppliers.  Also, the fragmented organization of local producers is non-competitive with large-scale food brokers that are better able to make timely and efficient sales calls.

Mandatory contracts:  


Institutions often have existing procurement contracts that prohibit purchasing outside designated vendors.  Unless flexibility is built into these contracts, local buying potential is limited

COMMON

Culture of pre-processed foods
Institutional kitchens have become accustomed to pre-processed food, and to food items that have long shelf life.  Short supply of labor, and centralization (meals all prepared in one kitchen and served at satellite locations) often drives many kitchens to order pre-made food items. 

Inhibitory International and National Legislation
That prohibits the issuing of contracts on non-economic grounds.  Also currencies and fiscal policies- favouring food imports- subsidized the cost of transportation of food imports by plane.  This creates conditions of cheap non-local food goods where local producers can not compete price-wise.



Lack of a Labeling system
There is a lack of system for identifying local products.  Even if these products were distinguishable from others, there is not guarantee that they were produced in an ethical manner.



4.2 Primary Benefits and Opportunities in developing IFPPs

Similar to the primary barriers to developing an IFPP, the opportunities for creating such a policy are based in the producer and purchaser perspectives.  The literature on the opportunities of developing an IFPP, also listed many benefits of this type of policy.  For the purpose of simplicity, benefits and opportunities are listed here interchangeably. The opportunities for producers stem from economic benefits of IFPPs as well as the increase in quality of food as well as contributing to the overall sustainability of the food system.  The literature reflected the following opportunities and benefits:
, 
, 
 For purchasers, many of the opportunities and benefits are based on a decrease in the amount of inputs needed to produce food products. 
, 
, 
, 
, 
 Also, the overall quality of local food is potentially higher than food imports.  Many of these benefits and opportunities are based on the assumption that the food is being produces in a socially responsible, ecologically sound way.  There are common opportunities and benefits for producers and purchasers.
, 
  For example IFPPs can:

Table 4‑2:  Benefits of Developing IFPPs

Benefit
Explanation

Improved local economy:  


In supporting local growers, the local economy becomes more stable.  Helps small and medium sized companies to be more competitive. Building sustainable economic development

Higher quality goods: 


Safer, higher nutritional quality of food, greater variety, increased customer satisfaction.  Increased availability of fresher and higher quality product, ability to purchase small quantities, special produce varieties, known product source, safer foods, fresher produce containing fewer preservatives

Reduced food travel distances 

Lower transportation costs (i.e. Congestion and carbon emissions), lower food costs, decreased externalities

Ability to concentrate on fewer crops
Producers are able to focusing on specific crops 

Increased educational opportunities
For purchasers, consumers, producers….

Greater Flexibility: 


Local suppliers can be more flexible than long distance suppliers, access to producer (feedback)

Generalized benefits of IFPPs:  


· Animal welfare improved, 

· healthier happier communities, aid to local economy,, feel good factor, enthuse people about their local culture and land, knowledge of where the product comes from as well as production and growing practices, create links between rural and urban areas , creating a new market, 

· better performing students and workforce, more sustainable environment, less harm to the environment decreased used of pesticides, reduction in food miles,

· good public relations

· tap into use of funds for specific initiatives (e.g. Organic), seasonal menus in schools, rise in demand for local, farm/school link- educating kids about local food.

Greater Local relevance: 


As noted in the FORC report,
 procurement for the 2010 Olympics is a key opportunity for business and government.

Success stories:

1. Hendrix College: Hendrix College started a local food system initiative in 1989 and it lasted until 1992.  The college food system went from 2% local & organic to over 30% in this short period.  However, once the grant money for this initiative was used-up, the effort faded and the local purchases that are now made are principally from big agriculture.

2. Ferrara, Italy: 
   Consumer pressure was instrumental in the push to get municipal authorities in Ferrara, Italy, to introduce organic food into local school cafeterias. After a group of concerned parents drew attention to the poor quality of food being served in area kindergartens in 1994, the town established a commission to study the possibility of switching its food procurement.  The idea was to oblige the supplier to be contracted to give preference to typical and traditional food stuff, fruits and vegetables from mixed or organic agriculture, milk products, processed organic food, and other kind of foodstuff qualitatively and quantitatively controlled. The environmental impact of food transport and delivery was also taken into account. Within four years, Ferrara had systematized the purchasing of organic food into a special procurement request, and by 2000, 80% of the food served in city’s kindergartens was organic.  Further, green purchasing activities have moved into all municipal schools as well as to a wider range of organic goods.

4.3 Current food-related purchasing policies in the City of Vancouver 

IFPP is congruent with and complimentary to the Ethical Purchasing policy of the City of Vancouver

Background on the development of the Vancouver Ethical and Sustainable Purchasing Policy (VESFP)

In developing and IFPP strategy, the IFPP group must describe-explain how this policy fits with other VFPC and CoV objectives and more specifically into the City’s overall procurement strategy reflecting broader government priorities.

Key elements of the VESFP

Future Directions for the VESF

5 The City of Vancouver IFPP

The IFPP sub-committee proposes the following IFPP for the City of Vancouver: 

Preamble:  The Vancouver Food Policy Council has developed the following statements to assist City of Vancouver food purchasers to make food purchasers that promote a more just and sustainable food system.  This policy is also designed to be relevant to other institutional food purchasers that operate within Greater Vancouver.

Policy statements: City of Vancouver Institutional Food Purchasers are encouraged to favour the purchase of foods that:
· Are high in nutritional content, quality and value;

· Are grown or processed close to or within the City of Vancouver;

· Are produced in an environmentally sound manner, with minimal or no use of chemicals and with minimal packaging;

· Are ethically sourced (e.g. have not been made with child labour or abusive labour practices);

· Respect all creatures and avoid the use of antibiotics;

· Are fresh as opposed to processed

· Once used, are recovered or composted to minimize waste

Food purchasers are encouraged to purchase food goods within the framework of the life-cycle, value-for-money cost of foods.  This is so that all costs involved in producing, distributing, consuming and disposing of a product are internalized, or included in the cost of the product.  This will contribute to purchasers ability to make the best, long-term economic choices for the City of Vancouver

6 Implementing the Vancouver IFPP

6.1 Key Strategies to Successfully Implement the IFPP 

Implementing the Vancouver IFPP will need to adopt a multi-stage, multi faceted implementation plan.    These stages and strategies are outlined in this section and are accompanied by barriers to implementation. Table 6-1 identifies the general tactics used in other jurisdiction (This table is elaborated in Appendix 5).  


Table 6‑1:  Implementation Strategy

(See Appendix 5 for details)

IPP
POLICIES AND GUIDELINES
ECONOMIC 

INCENTIVES
EDUCATION AND COMMUNICATION
INFORMATION 

TRACKING
INSTITUTIONAL

 STRUCTURES

Duke University



√
√
√

Johannesburg

√
√
√
√
√

NAGPI



√

√

London

√

√
√


City of Long Beach

√
√
√
√
√

Queensland





√

Some generalized key strategies and recommended IFPP policy focus to implementation include:

1.  FUNDING/ FISCAL MEASURE/ COSTS.

Increased funding should be directed to federal and state food assistance and nutrition education programs. City authorities can also lobby central government to use fiscal incentives (e.g. tax waivers) to encourage private investment in market infrastructure, storage and trade. They can introduce fiscal measures such as graduated business rates favoring businesses which buy a proportion of their food locally, plan policy encouraging and revitalize local shops and town centers.

2. COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION : Encourage consultation and participation.
The supermarket industry should establish joint ventures for community participation in inner city markets. The Food Policy Council could create incentives for supermarkets to participate in these ventures. 

More local and state support should be directed toward farmers' markets, a statewide direct marketing program, and urban agriculture.  In Los Angeles, the city council was persuaded to provide $100,000 a year for food access programs, which has been used to fund farmers' markets, community gardens, a fresh-food access guide, and community organizing projects. 
The Food Policy Council could help coordinate urban agriculture and farmers’ market programs. They could also provide technical support for urban agriculture projects. Farmers should adjust when and what they plant in order to better match school calendars. On the other side of the equation, school officials must have a genuine commitment to placing local produce on their menus food, incentives from school boards and other public entities, and parental support, can help school officials adopt such programs.

Encourage farm-to-institution approaches for direct marketing of local products that offer healthy food choices to schools (including Head Start), hospitals, prisons, and businesses, while creating economic opportunities for urban growers and related industries.

Government, banks, land-grant universities, and private businesses need to tailor their offerings so that urban growers as well as rural farmers also have access to such benefits as start-up capital, credit, crop insurance, horticultural and financial advice, soil testing, markets, subsidies, tools, and inputs such as seeds and soil amendments.

Link training and welfare-to-work work programs for unemployed people to opportunities in urban food-related businesses as a source of living wage jobs.

3. FOOD DISTRIBUTION

As noted in previous sections, growers often find it difficult to market their locally-grown foods to groceries, restaurants, and institutions because of wholesale distributers’ monopolies.  Responses to this challenge include the following:

· Food buying clubs and cooperatives are popular ways that allow consumers to pool their orders to take advantage of wholesale prices and preferences for local food producers.

· “Buy-local” campaigns fostered by business councils and government development agencies support local food production enterprises.

· Culinary trends such as the “slow food” movement are influencing consumer choices that favor foods prepared with care by locally-owned restaurants using locally-raised produce.

· Universities and non-profit organizations can provide market growers with data about consumer preferences, market niches, etc.
4. PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT 

Food waste disposal management, traffic and noise levels, food safety.

Improving regulations in health and safety, food hygiene, environmental health, and labeling so that they do not disproportionately affect smaller producers and enterprises over larger ones.  Improving traceability and labeling regulation to incorporate mandatory availability of information of the origin and journey of food. The recent example of beef being labelled as Scotch beef when in fact the animals had been borne and raised in England (and then ‘finished’ in Scotland) illustrates the inadequacies in traceability and the current labeling legislation.

6. PROMOTE COMPETITION : one step in improving urban food supply channels is to break group wholesaler monopolies sheltering under restrictive municipal regulations.”
  In Hartford, the council has served as a watchdog of the supermarket industry, monitoring and publishing grocery prices on a quarterly basis, advocating for fair and consistent pricing policies, and monitoring a proposed merger to prevent monopolistic practices. 
7. EMBRACE DIVERSITY. This diversity should be seen as a strength. Larger firms bring market stability and can reduce costs in bulk operations; smaller operators increase variety and consumer access.

6.2 Barriers to implementation

Based on a review of the implementation of IFPPs in other areas, the following list highlights some of the main barriers to implementation:

· Public apathy and disinterest in IFPPs. 

· Entrenchment of special interest lobbies.

· The implementation of the food policy often require extra labor, staff training, new equipment, and changes in the way food is delivered, packaged, and procured. Local food can be more costly. These extra costs, the mismatch between the school calendar and the growing season in colder climates, and staff inertia are all potential barriers. 

· The absence of the necessary infrastructure at a regional level is a significant obstacle to more local food.
· Lack of full time staff working on the food policy. In reality, the fluctuation of staff leads to a loss in continuity. Obstacles : maintaining attendance at the general meetings and, related to this, making the meetings worthwhile and maintaining cohesion among members ; finding time that members can work together on group projects and complete other tasks for the council.

· Economies of scale: larger food companies have a lower average cost of production than small companies, due to economies of scale, often giving them a competitive price advantage in the marketplace.
6.3 Implementation Plan 

TABLE 6‑2 Implementation Strategies for the City of Vancouver

IFPP  Strategy
Explanation/ Notes about other jurisdictions

POLICIES AND LEGISLATION


Develop a mandatory labeling policy


EDUATION and TRAINING


Provide training to City of Vancouver Staff on sustainable food purchasing


information and planning


Improve labeling for local products


Develop a purchasing tool-kit
Establish a process of identifying need, specification, selection, tender evaluation, and contract management.



Identify when city contracts are up


POLICY 1:  FOOD NUTRITION





POLICY 2: LOCAL FOOD


Create a local food processors association


Create a commercial kichen for expanded local food production.


POLICY 3: ENIVORONMENTAL INTEGRITY


Establish Vancouver as a Genetically Modified free zone


Support progressive techniques such as IPM, and give preference to organic products

Packaging


POLICY 4: ETHICAL SOURCING


Find more fair trade suppliers


POLICY 5: ANIMAL WELFARE
BC SPCA  guidelines as an example? - http://www.spca.bc.ca/farm/

Develop a policy on the use of antibiotics


Develop an organic purchasing program, which includes animal welfare standards


6.4 Steps to Implementation

Based in implementation strategies in other jurisdictions as well as special considerations relevant to the City of Vancouver the below action plan provides a framework for integrating Vancouver’s IFPP into purchasing policy.  This list encompasses only the first stages of implementation of this policy.  As such, development of a further implementation plan is an immediate task for the IFPP committee and City purchasers. 

The IFPP sub-committee of the VFPC recommends the following actions for the first stage of the implementation of the IFPP policy (in no particular order):

1. Building internal capacity to implement this policy and strategy.  This may involve developing a detailed purchasing tool-kit for purchasers that includes market specification data and information on new suppliers as well as strategies to comply with this policy.

2. Establish a process of identifying need, specification, selection, tender evaluation, and contract management.

3. Integrate sustainable purchasing initiatives with in the City.  This may involve instituting formal communication networks between City purchasers, VFPC, other staff, and other City departments such as the Office of Sustainability.

4. Receive approval of this document by VFPC and integrate it into the Ethical Purchasing Policy already in place.  Further, submit this document to City Council for approval and formal integration into City policy.

5. Identify and engage outside stakeholders, such as suppliers, as to incorporate their perspectives into this policy. This will help to give this plan more credibility among those who are involved with its implementation.

6. Determine market readiness internal and external to the City of Vancouver.  Internally this may involve identifying when contract come up for renewal as well as the readiness of purchasers to effectively implement this policy.  Externally, this may involve stakeholder consultation into the level of demand they are able to meet as well as their willingness to comply to a new set of regulations.

7. Building sustainability considerations into the City’s competitive bidding process to ensure that this process is able to withstand legal scrutiny.

8. Developing a monitoring and compliance framework both for tracking purchasing with in the City as well as evaluating compliance with suppliers and other stakeholders.

9. Reviewing the policy and implementation policy annually to address changing opportunities and barriers as to keep all aspects of this policy relevant and in-tact.

7 Appendices:

Appendix 1:  Acronyms used

IFPP:  
Institutional Food Purchasing Policy

IFP:  
Institutional Purchasing Policy

Appendix 2:  Glossary

Animal Welfare:

Five Freedoms of Animal Husbandry:

1. Freedom from thirst, hunger and malnutrition - by ready access to fresh water and a diet to maintain full health and vigor.
2. Freedom from discomfort - by providing a suitable environment including shelter and a comfortable resting area.
3. Freedom from pain, injury and disease - by prevention or rapid diagnosis and treatment.
4. Freedom to express normal behavior - by providing sufficient space, proper facilities and company of the animals own kind.
5. Freedom from fear and distress - by ensuring conditions that avoid mental suffering.
Whole life Cost: 

The full cost to an organization of a solution to a requirement over the full period that the requirement will exist. Whole life costs will take into account running costs such as energy usage, maintenance requirements, staff training needs, and disposal costs such as recycling, as well as the initial purchase price. The life span of the product will also need to be considered.

Whole-life costing is an analysis of the full cost to a contracting authority of meeting a requirement. It can be divided into three broad categories:

· Acquisition costs

· Operating costs

· Disposal costs

Whole-life costs can be considered at various stages of the procurement process – at the initial stage of identifying a need and developing a business case, when producing specifications, and when awarding a contract (in order to achieve value for money).

As discussed earlier, even when a more environmentally sound option is not the option that has the lowest whole-life cost it may still be specified by the Department if it is in line with its overall objectives, and meets the tests of need, affordability and cost-effectiveness.

Value for Money

“value for money is the optimum combination of whole life cost and quality to meet the users requirement”.

Importance of definitions (reiterated by Larry and Vicki)

· Sustainable food: Definition of sustainable food includes the following criteria:

· Proximate:  originating from the closest practicable source or the minimization of energy use

· Healthy: as part of a balanced diet and not containing harmful biological or chemical contaminants

· Fairly or cooperatively traded:  between producers, processors, retailers and consumers

· Non-exploiting:  of employees in the food sector in terms of pay and conditions

· Environmentally beneficial:  or benign in its production (i.e. organic)

· Accessible:  Both in terms of geographic access and affordability

· High animal welfare standards:  in both production and transport

· Socially inclusive of all people in society

· Encouraging knowledge and understanding:  of food and food culture 

· Sustainable local food economy:   a system of producing, processing and trading, primarily of organic and sustainable forms of food production, where the physical and economic activity is largely contained and controlled within the locality or region where it was produced, which delivers health, economic, environmental, and social benefits to the communities in those areas.

· Local: (herb?) local, vs bioregional, substitute proximate for local Emphasize how local is the new organic.  Local’s role in creating a more sustainable food supply.

· Consider (and define) “life cycle cost” of goods (Larry, in ethical purchasing policy)

Appendix 3  Examples of Full Policy Statements from table 3.2

A PURCHASING POLICY FOR CHATHAM MARKETPLACE

INTRODUCTION
This Purchasing Policy is meant to give Chatham Marketplace staff and owners focused direction and a clear understanding of our priorities and commitments when purchasing products for sale. This statement of principles, generally worded for flexibility, will become an addition to the Chatham Marketplace By-laws and be posted on the web page for general information and educational benefit. We welcome and expect member/owner input in our purchasing policy. Please contact Laura Lauffer at laural@blast.com.

THE POLICY
The Purchasing Policy of Chatham Marketplace shall be in accordance with the following principles. These principles will guide the cooperative in local buying practices to assure consistent quality and support of our local agricultural community.

The Co-op will carry safe, healthful products that are produced in the most environmentally sound manner available.

The Co-op will strive to promote social and economic responsibility through its purchasing and pricing.

The Co-op will carry products whose creation/production respects all creatures.

The Co-op will strive to carry products that are of high nutritional content, quality, and value.

The Co-op first and foremost seeks quality products produced in Chatham County. Staff will evaluate price, availability, quality and proximity when purchasing products within our definition of local- 250 miles from Pittsboro.

Compliance with this Purchasing Policy will be verified through the Farm Visit Protocol and the Producer Affidavit.


PRODUCE
The Co-op will maintain a top quality, certified organic produce section and/or will carry produce determined to meet at least three of the following criteria: Products that meet more than three criteria will be preferred. 
1. locally produced within a 250-mile radius of Pittsboro 
2. no synthetic pesticides (insecticides, herbicides, and fungicides
3. free of chemical/synthetic fertilizers
4. produced on farms that create dignified and safe employment
5. GMO free
6. produced with soil conservation practices that enhance and protect soil and water quality.


MEAT
The Co-op will maintain a top quality, certified organic meat section and/or will carry meat determined to meet our high standards. All meat products from ruminants sold in our store must be fed a diet free of animal products or by-products. Also, CM prohibits the intentional inclusion of manure or litter in feed for any animals. Meat that is not certified organic must meet at least four of the following criteria (products that meet more than four criteria will be preferred):
1. locally produced within a 250-mile radius of Pittsboro 
2. no synthetic pesticides (insecticides, herbicides, and fungicides
3. free of chemical/synthetic fertilizers
2. no synthetic hormones 
3. antibiotic free 
4. free access to the outdoors 
5. no synthetic pesticides in pastures (insecticides, herbicides, and fungicides)
6. no chemical/synthetic fertilizers used in the pastures 
7. produced with soil conservation practices that enhance and protect soil and water quality. 
8. no GE feed 
9. produced using best management practices for animal waste 
10. no irradiation 
11. nitrate free 
12. 100% grass fed beef
13. adheres to the Five Freedoms of Animal Husbandry (see Addendum A). 


SEAFOOD
The Co-op will maintain a top quality, certified organic seafood section and/or seafood determined to meet at least three of the following criteria: Products that meet more than three criteria will be preferred.
1. locally produced within a 250-mile radius of Pittsboro 
2. not deemed over fished or threatened (as defined by Seafood Watch)
3. meet sustainable feeding methods 
4. no GE species 
5. no GE feed 
6. no irradiation
7. adheres to the Five Freedoms of Animal Husbandry (see Addendum A).


DAIRY
The Co-op will maintain a top quality, certified organic dairy section and/or dairy determined to meet our high standards. All dairy products sold in our store must be from animals fed a diet free of animal products or by-products. Also, CM prohibits the intentional inclusion of manure or litter in feed for any animals. Dairy products that are not certified organic must meet at least four of the following criteria (products that meet more than four criteria will be preferred):
1. locally produced within a 250-mile radius of Pittsboro 
2. hormone free 
3. antibiotic free 
4. from animals with free access to the outdoors 
5. no synthetic pesticides (insecticides, herbicides, and fungicides) in pasture
6. no synthetic/chemical fertilizers used in the pasture
7. produced with soil conservation practices that enhance and protect soil and water quality.
8. GE free feed
9. produced using best management practices for animal waste
10. no irradiation
11. adheres to the Five Freedoms of Animal Husbandry (see Addendum A).


PREPARED AND PROCESSED GOODS
The Co-op will maintain a top quality, certified organic prepared and processed goods section and/or prepared and processed goods determined to meet at least three of the following criteria: Products that meet more than three criteria will be preferred.
1. locally produced within a 250-mile radius of Pittsboro 
2. minimally packaged 
3. preservative free 
4. produced with fair labor practices 
5. GMO free 
6. do not contain irradiated ingredients
7. adheres to the Five Freedoms of Animal Husbandry (see Addendum A).


EGGS
The Co-op will carry top quality, certified organic eggs and/or eggs determined to meet at least three of the following criteria: Products that meet more than three criteria will be preferred.
1. locally produced within a 250-mile radius of Pittsboro 
2. hormone free 
3. antibiotic Free 
4. from hens with free access to the outdoors 
5. no synthetic pesticides (insecticides, herbicides, and fungicides) in the feed or in the area the hens are roaming
6. no synthetic/chemical fertilizers used in ranging area
7. GE free feed
8. produced using best management practices for animal waste
9. adheres to the Five Freedoms of Animal Husbandry (see Addendum A).


Customers will be notified via conspicuous labeling if a particular item (in any category)meeting the above criteria is not available due to market conditions, and if a substitute product is available.


RATIONALE
1. Environmental Impact
The co-op will strive to minimize the environmental impact of the products we carry by purchasing minimally packaged products and by offering an extensive bulk goods section.
To reduce the impact of hazardous chemicals in the environment and diet, the co-op is committed to purchasing certified organic produce, ideally from local sources as well as other certified organic products. In addition we are committed to purchasing non certified products that meet our purchasing criteria (listed above).
By obtaining products, food or non-food, from local or regional sources, the Co-op will help to minimize pollution due to excessive transportation of these products. An added benefit is the promotion and empowerment of local farmers and craftspeople who need our support.

2. Social and Economic Responsibility
We seek to purchase products produced by farms and businesses that create dignified and safe employment. When the Co-op buys from worker cooperatives, companies and farms with good labor practices, and sustainable small farmers and craftspeople, we promote ethical, socially responsible business practices and help to create a more inclusive community.
Our goal is to create a shopping environment that is inclusive to all members of our community. To reach that goal we will strive to carry a range of products that make healthy, sustainable food choices accessible to people of all income levels. Every department in our store will offer some products at prices close to or comparable to conventional competitors.

3. Respect for All Creatures
Chatham Marketplace will carry animal products produced in a humane manner. The criteria for purchasing meat and dairy products are listed above.
Chatham Marketplace is respectful of consumers who choose not to eat animal products and will offer vegan and vegetarian options.

4. Nutrition
Chatham Marketplace will offer both processed and fresh food items that meet our above criteria. In addition, we will strive to provide choices that support a balanced, healthy diet.
The board and management are open to continued discussion about the purchasing policy and encourage members to contact CM with any questions, recommendations or comments about the policy. Please contact Laura Lauffer at laural@blast.com.


Farmer/Co-op Relations
The producer relations committee will be a permanent feature of the Chatham Marketplace operations structure. The committee will be made up of at least two board members, two representatives from local organizations that serve producers, and may include up to two owners who are also producers.
Any local producer who sells to the cooperative must sign an affidavit agreeing to the specific requirements in the purchasing policy and describe the production methods that meet our purchasing requirements.

In addition to signing the contract, a representative from the cooperative (staff or producer relations committee member) will visit the farm or production facility annually. The purpose of this visit is to further establish a working relationship with the manager and to assess the operation as a qualified supplier to the cooperative.

Prior to opening, as many farm visits will be done as possible, affidavits or provisional affidavit will be signed, producers should have their documents on file (permits, licenses, organics certifications, liability insurance, etc.) with Chatham Marketplace. Provisional approval will be granted based on the receipt of the affidavit. 


Addendum A

Five Freedoms of Animal Husbandry:
1. Freedom from thirst, hunger and malnutrition - by ready access to fresh water and a diet to maintain full health and vigor.
2. Freedom from discomfort - by providing a suitable environment including shelter and a comfortable resting area.
3. Freedom from pain, injury and disease - by prevention or rapid diagnosis and treatment.
4. Freedom to express normal behavior - by providing sufficient space, proper facilities and company of the animals own kind.
5. Freedom from fear and distress - by ensuring conditions that avoid mental suffering.

DEFRA CHAPTER 22
22.1  Summary

Key points

22.1.1  This chapter sets out the general principles which apply to the acquisition of goods and services, including works. The government's policy on procurement is to achieve value for money having regard to propriety and regularity.1
Departmental responsibilities

22.1.2  Departments are responsible for:

achieving value for money (22.2.1), normally through competition (22.2.2); 

ensuring that they comply appropriately with their legal obligations under the European Communities' (EC) procurement rules and other international agreements (22.2.3); 

ensuring that the roles and responsibilities of staff are clearly defined and that there is adequate separation of duties (22.2.5–6); 

ensuring that staff are aware of the Procurement Policy Guidelines (Annex 22.2) and the guidance on procurement which is issued by the Office of Government Commerce (OGC) (22.2.7); 

ensuring that the guidelines are brought to the attention of other public bodies for which they are responsible (22.2.7); 

ensuring that they approach the Procurement Policy Unit, OGC, before seeking advice from the European Commission on the EC procurement rules; and 

drawing to the OGC's attention issues which may have wider implications for procurement policy or practice, or on which wider legal issues arise (22.2.8).

Consulting the Treasury

22.1.3  Departments should consult the Treasury where expenditure arising from the award of a contract would fall outside their department's delegated limits (2.4).

22.2  Procurement: general principles

22.2.1  In procuring goods, works or services, departments are responsible and accountable for achieving value for money. This reflects Accounting Officers' general responsibility for the efficient and effective use of resources (Annex 4.1, paragraph 6). PFOs are responsible for ensuring that procurement strategies, procedures and responsibilities are clearly set out and understood by all staff and for obtaining value for money for the department (Annex 4.2, paragraph 22).

22.2.2  Goods, works or services should be acquired by competition unless there are compelling reasons to the contrary. Subject to the department's legal obligations, the form of competition should be appropriate to the value and complexity of the product or service to be acquired.

22.2.3  Government departments are subject to EC procurement rules and other international agreements setting out a legal framework to which they must adapt their contract award procedures. In addition to EC Treaty obligations, specific rules apply to most contracts where the estimated value exceeds a specified threshold.2
22.2.4  Subject to those legal requirements, and the government's policy on value for money, Accounting Officers are responsible for determining the circumstances in which contracts may be awarded without competition.

22.2.5  Within budgeting rules, departments should ensure that there is a clear definition of the roles and responsibilities of staff involved in specifying requirements, giving financial authority and making purchasing commitments. The role of specialist purchasers is to work in partnership with budget managers and end users, and to ensure that, through the application of professional skills and knowledge, value for money is obtained from end users' purchasing budgets.

22.2.6  Within devolved budgeting arrangements, there should be a separation of financial authority and purchasing authority (other than for standard call-off arrangements). Budget holders should have freedom to commission orders by specifying their requirements and providing financial authority for the expenditure. The authority to place that order should be in separate hands. In addition, there should be an appropriate separation of duties within the purchasing cycle between staff who place orders, those who receive goods or services, and those who authorise payment. Separation of functions should be designed both to provide necessary safeguards against impropriety or unethical practice and to ensure achievement of value for money.

22.2.7  Departments should ensure that all staff responsible for the procurement of goods, works or services, and all sponsored bodies, are aware of the Procurement Policy Guidelines and any guidance on purchasing policy and practice issued by the OGC.

22.2.8  Departments should notify the OGC of issues which may have wider implications for procurement policy or practice. This will enable the OGC to consider, for example, whether the matter should be drawn to the attention of the wider procurement community or whether general guidance is needed.

ANNEX 22.1  Procurement Policy Guidelines: key points for senior management

Policy objective:  All public procurement of goods and services, including works, is to be based on value for money, having due regard to propriety and regularity.
Value for money: Value for money is the optimum combination of whole-life cost and quality (or fitness for purpose) to meet the user's requirement.
Legal framework: Departments and other public bodies are responsible for ensuring they comply appropriately with their legal obligations.
The user's requirement: The purpose of procurement is to meet the user's requirement. The requirement, including any specific level of quality or standard of service must, however, be tested critically for need, cost-effectiveness and affordability under whatever arrangements are in place for financial approval and the separation of functions.
Competition:  Goods and services should be acquired by competition unless there are compelling reasons to the contrary. Competition promotes economy, efficiency and effectiveness in public expenditure. Competition also contributes to the competitiveness of suppliers, contractors and service providers.
Relationships with suppliers In all their dealings, purchasers should do their best to preserve the highest standards of honesty, integrity, impartiality and objectivity.
Legal advice: Departments should seek advice from their own legal advisers in the first instance
ifting the lid on public

SDC GREEN PURCHASING POLICY

All products have an impact on the environment. It may be due to the use of valuable natural resources such as minerals or wood used as raw materials for packaging; or pollution caused during manufacture or processing. Energy use during production or distribution may be excessive particularly if produced many miles from its destination or after disposal problems occur, such as leaching or gas formation. It is important therefore that the products we all use have the minimum impact possible on the environment - they should be sustainable.

Stroud District Council needs to conserve non-renewable resources and prevent environmental damage by using resources without compromising the environment. Our aim is to base the Council's purchasing policy on avoiding the use of environmentally damaging products, packaging and services where a suitable alternative is available and promote the use of the least environmentally damaging products, packaging and services within the District.

Stroud District Council is committed to the following policy:

· Reduce the purchasing of new products by cutting down on waste and repairing or reducing the use of existing products. 

· Specify products which are made from recycled materials; can be recycled or reused; can be operated in an energy efficient manner; and cause minimal damage to the environment in their production, distribution, use and disposal, so long as the requirements of value for money and quality are met. 

· Ban the future use (by the Council or its contractors) of certain specified environmentally damaging products where an alternative product or method is available. Click here for a list of banned products 
· Encourage and promote the purchase of locally produced products or services of local companies, where there are no legislative restrictions, to reduce the impact of transport on the environment. 

· Include environmental considerations in our assessment of suppliers and their products, and work together with suppliers to improve environmental performance. 

· Include environmental considerations in all contract documentation. 

· Raise staff awareness of the environmental issues affecting procurement through the provision of appropriate information and training. 

· Establish detailed policies and guidelines for products with a significant environmental impact. 

· Review and develop the environmental purchasing policy in accordance with EMAS considerations. 

MID DEVON GREEN PURCHASING POLICY

Themes: The purchase and use of products and services can have a profound impact on the environment. Mid Devon District Council recognises the positive impact that it can make through its purchasing decisions and the critical need to act as a role model by carrying out its purchasing activities in an environmentally responsible manner. Where practicable, goods and services should be purchased that are environmentally preferable, ethically sound and locally produced as well as providing good value for money.

Environmentally Preferable
These goods and services have the least environmental impact in terms of their production, delivery, use and disposal.

Ethically Sound
Wider ethical issues should be considered when purchasing certain products e.g. fairtrade goods that ensure reasonable returns for small overseas producers, non-animal tested cleaning products, etc.

Locally Produced
Regional goods will support and boost the local economy, in addition to having reduced environmental impact and costs associated with their transportation.

Value for Money
Pricing, quality, performance, availability and safety considerations should form part of all purchasing decisions. 

Policy Statement

Mid Devon District Council will seek to:
· Minimise the use of finite resources and repair goods where appropriate to reduce purchasing levels.

· Identify and implement measures that take into account environmental, ethical, locality and value for money criteria when making purchasing decisions.

· Use refurbished and recycled products and materials where possible and practicable.

· Phase out the use of specific substances such as ozone depleting chemicals and certain pesticides that are damaging to health and the environment.

· Ensure that products derived from natural sources, such as timber, are produced in a sustainable manner and comply with all national and international legislative requirements.

· Include environmental considerations in our assessment of suppliers and their products.

· Encourage suppliers to investigate and introduce environmentally friendly processes and products at competitive prices.

· Ensure that, wherever possible, environmental and local economic criteria are used in the award of contracts.

· Raise awareness of the environmental issues of procurement with staff, producers, suppliers and the general public through education and information provision. 

Issues to Consider

All phases of a product's lifecycle should be considered when determining its environmental suitability. An assessment of the potential impact of goods and services should take account of:

· Fitness for purpose and value for money 

· Efficiency of energy and resource utilisation in its production 

· Ethical considerations 

· Level of use of virgin materials and post-consumer waste 

· Pollution arising from production and use 

· Durability and capacity for repair and upgrading 

· Amount and type of packaging materials 

· Reuse and recycling potential 

· Waste disposal implications and biodegradability 

· Location of production 

· Type, sustainability and source of raw materials 

· Transport of product and raw materials 

· Environmental credentials, policies and performance of supplier and producer 

· Award of any recognised labels to the product (e.g. European Ecolabel, Forest Stewardship Council, etc.) 

CITY OF LONG BEACH

Environmentally Preferable Procurement Policy

1. Purpose

This policy shall be known as the "City of Long Beach Environmentally Preferable

Procurement Policy." The primary purpose of this policy is to maximize environmental

benefits of the City’s activities by encouraging the procurement of services and products

that:

  reduce toxicity

  conserve natural resources, materials, and energy

  maximize recyclability and recycled content

The purchase of environmentally preferable products is preferred whenever such

products perform satisfactorily and are available at the lowest bid.

A collateral purpose of this policy is to support markets for recycled goods and other

environmentally preferable products and services.

2. Definitions

Practicable means sufficient in performance and available at the lowest bid. Final

determination of the practicability of any given product must lie with the users of the

product since it is the user who understands the product’s performance and the user’s

budgetary requirements.

Environmentally Preferable Product has a lesser or reduced negative effect on human

health and the environment when compared with competing products which serve the

same purpose. This comparison may consider raw materials acquisition, production,

manufacturing, packaging, distribution, reuse, operation, maintenance, and disposal of

the product. This term includes, but is not limited to, recycled products, recyclable

products, low toxicity products, and reusable products.

Life Cycle Analysis is the comprehensive examination of a product’s environmental

and economic effects throughout its lifetime, including new material extraction,

transportation, manufacturing, use, and disposal.

Recyclable Product is a product that, after its intended end use, can demonstrably be

diverted from the City's solid waste stream for use as a raw material in the manufacture

of another product.

Recycled Product is a product containing recycled material.

Reusable Product is a product that can be used several times for an intended use

before being discarded, such as a washable food or beverage container or a refillable

ballpoint pen.

3. Policies

The City shall acquire its goods and services in a manner that complies with city, state

and federal laws. The City shall promote the use of Environmentally Preferable

Products in its acquisition of goods and services. Nothing in this policy shall be

construed as requiring a department to procure products that do not perform adequately

for their intended use or products that are not the lowest price bid, as required by the

City Charter.

Procedures and guidelines may be established as necessary to encourage the

continuation of a strong Environmental Procurement Program. It is the policy of the City

of Long Beach to:

1. Procure Environmentally Preferable Products and services where criteria have

been established by governmental or other widely recognized authorities (e.g.

Energy Star, Green Seal, and EPA Eco Purchasing Guidelines).

2. Raise staff awareness on the environmental issues affecting procurement by

providing relevant information and training.

3. Encourage suppliers and contractors to offer Environmentally Preferable

Products at competitive prices.

4. Encourage providers of services to consider environmental impacts of service

delivery.

5. Encourage departments to include specifications for Recycled and

Environmentally Preferable Products in all City contracts. The City Charter

allows departments to evaluate the efficacy of a product prior to formulation of

product specifications and further allows departments to specify both

Environmentally Preferable Products and standard products in the same bid.

Departments may also specify only Environmentally Preferable Products and

select the lowest priced bidder.

6. Continue and if possible expand its existing programs to purchase

Environmentally Preferable Products (such as re-refined automotive oils and

coolants; the use of integrated pest-management, green seal custodian supplies,

etc.). City departments are also encouraged to evaluate Environmentally

Preferable Products and purchase them when possible.

4. Implementation Recommendations

4.1 Lead Departments

The Environmental Services Bureau of Long Beach Energy will collaborate with the

Purchasing Division and the Green Purchasing Implementation Team in the

implementation of this policy by providing training, information when requested, and

assistance in the evaluation of the Environmentally Preferable Purchasing status of a

product or service.

The Green Purchasing Implementation Team will be composed of representatives from

the departments of Long Beach Energy, Public Works, Tech Services, Fire, Police,

Harbor, Water, and Parks, Recreation and Marine as well as a member of the Chamber

of Commerce. Other departments are encouraged to participate in the Green

Purchasing Implementation Team. The Green Purchasing Implementation Team will:

  Evaluate specifications for Environmentally Preferable Purchasing on City-wide

contracts.

  Undertake LifeCycle Analysis, on a pilot basis, when developing specifications

for costly durable products.

  Participate in training and ensure that all departments are represented in training

to raise awareness of Environmentally Preferable Purchasing.

  Develop and continue to refine Environmentally Preferable Purchasing

benchmarks and measurable goals for the program.

  Promote the Environmentally Preferable Purchasing efforts that departments are

currently undertaking.

  Promote department recognition program.

  Work to continuously improve the City of Long Beach’s Environmentally

Preferable Purchasing performance.

  Apply for grant funding to support Environmentally Preferable Purchasing

activities.

  Hold public workshops on Environmentally Preferable Purchasing with minority

chambers of commerce, including: Latino Chamber of Commerce, African

American Chamber of Commerce, Cambodian Chamber of Commerce as well as

the Long Beach Chamber of Commerce.

  Report program outcomes/accomplishments to City Council every two years.

4.2 Purchasing Systems

The Purchasing Division will also facilitate Environmentally Preferable Purchasing by

setting up systems to:

  Track Environmentally Preferable Purchases by department and category (e.g.

paper, paint) and report the results to all departments and City Council.

  Publish a monthly hot sheet of new Environmentally Preferable Products

available for purchase.

  Develop an Environmentally Preferable Purchasing web page which links to

existing Environmentally Preferable Purchasing websites with information about

products, specifications, cost comparisons, suppliers, etc.

  Identify all Environmentally Preferrable Products in City contracts.

4. 3 Environmentally Preferable Purchasing Incentives

The City can facilitate implementation of this policy throughout City departments by

developing an incentive program. An Environmentally Preferable Purchasing incentive

program could include:

  An award (monetary, recognition, etc.) for the Department with the best

annual or monthly Environmentally Preferable Purchasing outcomes.

  Creation of an Environmentally Preferable Purchasing VIP award program

with its own review panel that includes representatives from purchasing and

environmental services.

5. Policy Goals

City departments should work to integrate environmental factors into the City’s buying

decisions where external authorities have not established purchasing criteria, for

example:

  Replace disposables with reusable or recyclable items.

  Support eco-labeling practices by buying products bearing such labels in

preference to others, where they are available and provide value for money.

  Take into account life cycle costs and benefits.

  Evaluate, as appropriate, the environmental performance of vendors in

providing products and services.

City departments should follow the following specific purchasing recommendations:

  Imprinted letterhead paper, envelopes and business cards used by City of

Long Beach Departments should be composed of recycled paper and bear a

symbol identifying the paper as recycled, provided the quality and pricing

meet City criteria.

  The percentages of post-consumer content (minimum 10%) and recycled

content (minimum 20%) should be spelled out in the bid specifications for

letterhead and other paper grades based on industry availability.

  City departments are encouraged to request and obtain life-cycle cost

analysis from potential suppliers as part of the bid submittal procedure.

Appendix 4:  Further Reading and Resources

· New American Dream, http://www.newdream.org/procure/.  This website is full of links to other green purchasing policies in other jurisdictions.

· The Government of Queensland has published a number of guides for their purchasers and suppliers.  While none of these relate directly to food, there is a complete guide on how to get “value for money” in purchasing products.  See:  http://www.qgm.qld.gov.au/00_downloads/bpg_value.pdf
· An investigation into the local market potential for Somerset Food and Drink (2004).  Response to the governments call for farmers to diversify production

http://www.somerset.gov.uk/celebratingsomerset/business/pages/Somerset%20Food%20and%20Drink%202004.pdf
· Local Perspective: Biting into Sustainability: The 2002 UBC Food System Collaborative Project Report
http://www.sustain.ubc.ca/pdfs/foodbitingintosust.pdf
· On the Portland Community Food website has a write up on Eco-trust Food and Farms programs such as producer chef links, guide to local seasonal products and buy local campaign.

http://www.portlandcommunityfood.com/ecotrustfoodandfarms.html
· “Farm to Cafeteria Connections” (2003), a ninety-seven-page report on market opportunities for small farms in Washington state.

http://agr.wa.gov/Marketing/SmallFarm/102-FarmToCafeteriaConnections-Web.pdf
· David J. Telfer and Geoffrey Wall – “Strengthening Backward Economic Linkages: Local Food Purchasing by Three Indonesian Hotels” - pp. 421-447 (abstract) http://www.geog.nau.edu/tg/contents/v2/abstracts2-4.html#4 
· Out of the Drake University Agricultural Law centre, this “State and Local Food Policy Councils” site is a clearinghouse of information on the development of food policy councils and features education and outreach materials, reports, and publications. 

http://www.statefoodpolicy.org/
· The Oklahoma farm to school report of the Oklahoma food connection farm to school project of the Oklahoma Food Policy Council

http://www.kerrcenter.com/ofpc/farmtoschool.htm
· Localize food Works– library resource page

http://www.localfoodworks.org/web/sa/saweb.nsf/localfoodworks_info.htm
· Food Policy Recommendations for Portland-Multnomah Food Policy Council (2003)

http://www.sustainableportland.org/stp_food_full_report_10-03.pdf
· A how-to piece for producers

Cottingham, J., Hovland, J., Lenon J,. Roper, T., & Techtmann C. (2000).  Direct Marketing of Farm Produce and Home Goods.  Masison, WI University of Wisconsin Cooperative Extension Services, A3602.  https://cecommerce.uwex.edu/pdfs/a3602.pdf
· Hotel, Restaurant and Institutional Management Extension-  Local foods Form Farm to Food Service.  Resource page for Iowa Local Food Purchasing

http://www.extension.iastate.edu/hrim/localfoods/
· Good Food on the Public Plate - A manual for sustainability in public sector food and catering, Sept 2003, Sustain and East Anglia Food Link.

· USDA Community Food Security Initiative

http://attra.ncat.org/guide/a_m/cfsi.html
· USDA resource page: farm to school and farm to institutions publications

http://attra.ncat.org/attra-pub/farmtoschool.html
Appendix 5:  Expanded version of table 3.2 Implementation Policies

IPP
Implementation Strategy


POLICIES AND GUIDELINES
ECONOMIC INCENTIVES
EDUCATION AND COMMUNICATION
INFORMATION TRACKING
INSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURES

Duke University



to establish an end-user education program to educate end-users about green products 

to engage vendors in finding more green products to make available to the Duke community
to design an accounting system for tracking and reporting Duke's progress on green purchasing from year to year 

to revamp the product catalog to make green products easier to identify and purchase 
to characterize Duke's current purchasing behavior with respect to green office products 

Johannesburg

Promote public procurement policies that encourage development and diffusion of environmentally sound goods and services
Continue to promote the internalization of environmental costs and the use of economic instruments, taking into account the approach that the polluter should, in principle, bear the costs of pollution, with due regard to the public interest and without distorting international trade and investment
Provide capacity-building and training to assist relevant authorities with regard to the implementation of the initiatives listed in the present paragraph
Use environmental impact assessment procedures
Provide support for the development of sustainable development strategies and programmes, including in decision-making on investment in infrastructure and business development

NAGPI



√

√ (monitoring, reporting sucess)

London

·Form partnerships with suppliers to apply the council’s principles within corporate procurement and purchasing activities and to promote and encourage innovative improvement in environmental performance, through the development of environmental criteria in the award of contracts.

support staff in the delivery of this policy by: providing supporting guidelines and resources, as appropriate, to allow effective implementation of the Policy.

Develop best practices guide
Regularly communicating progress on the implementation of this Policy and providing a mechanism for staff and suppliers to be consulted and provide feedback to the Council. Providing training and awareness raising tools


City of Long Beach

Establish a green purchasing team comprised of lead people from departments of energy, public workds, tech services, fire, police, harbout, water, parks, chamber of commerce
An award (monetary, recognition, etc.) for the Department with the best

annual or monthly Environmentally Preferable Purchasing outcomes.

Creation of an Environmentally Preferable Purchasing VIP award program

with its own review panel that includes representatives from purchasing and

environmental services.

Apply for grant funding to support Environmentally Preferable Purchasing

activities.

An award (monetary, recognition, etc.) for the Department with the best

annual or monthly Environmentally Preferable Purchasing outcomes.

  Creation of an Environmentally Preferable Purchasing VIP award program

with its own review panel that includes representatives from purchasing and

environmental services.


Participate in training and ensure that all departments are represented in training

to raise awareness of Environmentally Preferable Purchasing.

Hold public workshops on Environmentally Preferable Purchasing with minority

chambers of commerce, including: Latino Chamber of Commerce, African

American Chamber of Commerce, Cambodian Chamber of Commerce as well as the Long Beach Chamber of Commerce.

Develop an Environmentally Preferable Purchasing web page which links to

existing Environmentally Preferable Purchasing websites with information about

products, specifications, cost comparisons, suppliers, etc.


Evaluate specifications for Environmentally Preferable Purchasing on City-wide

contracts.

Undertake LifeCycle Analysis, on a pilot basis, when developing specifications

for costly durable products.

Develop and continue to refine Environmentally Preferable Purchasing

benchmarks and measurable goals for the program.

Track Environmentally Preferable Purchases by department and category (e.g.

paper, paint) and report the results to all departments and City Council.

  Publish a monthly hot sheet of new Environmentally Preferable Products

available for purchase.

Identify all Environmentally Preferrable Products in City contracts.


Promote the Environmentally Preferable Purchasing efforts that departments are currently undertaking.

  Promote department recognition program.



Queensland





Stages for awarding a contract: planning, inviting offers, evaluation of offers, post-evaluation.
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