
 Food Policy Forum – October 7, 2021 | Page 1 

FOOD POLICY FORUM 
MEETING NOTES  
 
October 7, 2021: 1:00pm-3:00pm 
Webinar 
 
Food Policy Forum Meeting Attendees 
 
Members 

First Last Affiliation 
Aaron  Czyzewski Food Lifeline 
Addie Candib American Farmland Trust 
Ali  Jensen Whatcom County Health Department  
Aslan Meade Thurston Economic Development Council 
Babette  Roberts Washington State Department of Social and Health Services  
Brian Estes LINC Foods 
Chris  Voigt Washington State Potato Commission  
Chris  Elder Whatcom County Public Works 
Christina  Wong Northwest Harvest 
Claire  Lane Washington State Anti-Hunger and Nutrition Coalition 
Dan  Wood Washington State Dairy Federation 
Diane Dempster Clark County Food Systems Council 
Judy Warnick Washington State Legislature  
Kate Delavan Washington State Conservation Commission  
Laura Lewis Washington State University 
Laura Raymond Washington State Department of Agriculture 
Leanne Eko Washington Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction 
Lucas Garcia Washington State Legislature (for Rep. Andy Billig) 
Mary Dye Washington State Legislature 

Melissa  Spear Tilth Alliance 

Mia Gregerson Washington State Legislature 
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Nancy Warner Initiative for Rural Innovation and Stewardship 

PJ Cawley Charlie’s Produce 
Richard Conlin Puget Sound Regional Council 
Ron  Shultz Washington State Conservation Commission 
Tom  Davis Washington State Farm Bureau 

Tom Salzer Washington Association of Conservation Districts 

Trish Twomey Washington Food Coalition 

 
 
 
Non-Members 

First Last Affiliation  
Alicia McClendon Washington State Conservation Commission  
David Uhl Feeding Washington 
Evan Sheffels WSDA 
Jake Garcia Northwest Harvest 
Janell Harvey Spokane Food Policy Council 
Michelle Hennings WAWQ ED 
Mike  Poteet Pierce County PPW  
Nicole  Barry Snohomish County 

 
Facilitation and meeting support provided by Ross Strategic. 

 

ROLL, WELCOME AND AGENDA OVERVIEW  
• Two meeting objectives were identified: 

1) Discuss what each Challenge Team learned in applying the equity analysis. 
2) Determine which key points from the equity analysis will be shared with the Legislature. 

• Meeting participants were reminded of the process and timeline leading up to the October deliverable. 
1) Summer 2020: The 2020 report committed to identify how actions and recommendations of the Forum impact equitable outcomes 

for Washingtonians.  
2) Spring 2021: The Forum developed its Equity Filter. 
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3) October 2021:  The Forum is using the Equity Filter for the first time as it develops its October deliverable: a report to the legislature 
containing an abbreviated list of actionable recommendations.  

 

REVIEW OUTCOMES OF CHALLENGE TEAM CALLS AND DISCUSSION 
• In this section, each Challenge Team presented on the recommendations the equity considerations they plan to elevate in the October 

deliverable, based on conversations that took place in their small group calls last week.  
CHALLENGE TEAM 1 

• Opportunity 1; Recommendation G: Support technical assistance providers (e.g., local CDs, WSU, SCC, WSDA, etc.) using state or federal 
dollars to work with producers to tackle a variety of issues related to pivoting from one market to another.  

o Equity Considerations: 
 Support a diversity (in terms of culture, race, geography, size, economic conditions, crops, and markets) of producers 

accessing useful and relevant TA that helps them successfully navigate market disruptions, enter new markets, and 
achieve greater economic viability.  

 Maximize the reach of TA by including a networking and education component to reach diverse growers. King CD has 
found success reaching a greater diversity of growers through education and engagement. King CD has increased the 
grantees who are BIPOC led orgs from few to 25%, to 50%.  

 TA is successful when it meets the needs of producers and is provided by trusted entities. More information is needed 
on the current TA landscape – specifically, the TA needs of producers not currently served by the system, who is 
currently offering what TA and to what extent growers trust the TA providers. 

 Smaller producers don’t have the same capacity to make the market pivot or make it fast, consider extending application 
deadlines and targeting some producers with extra help to participate.  

 Consider how to include smaller non-profit technical assistance providers (e.g., Living Well Kent, etc.) which either serve 
or are led by BIPOC communities. Ensure smaller TA providers serving underserved communities have more access to 
capacity building resources. Partnership development among TA providers may be one way to support capacity of 
smaller or newer TA providers. 

 Consider how TA programs can bridge cultural and language gaps by hiring bilingual and bicultural staff. 
 Support federal grant seekers who may have trouble navigating the often-burdensome system (e.g., grants.gov 

navigation, receiving and DUNS number, etc.). Consider how state entities or established TA providers can be the 
applicant to federal opportunities in partnership with producers. 

o Discussion with Forum: 
 The group discussed capacity of current TA providers in Washington state. While participants recognized the good work 

of current TA providers there was agreement that increased capacity in specific areas is necessary. Specifically, capacity 
is needed around emerging needs related to COVID-19 and market pivots coupled with an acknowledgement that 
historically available TA has not met all producers’ needs. Participants also noted a departure of expertise from WSU has 
led to a proliferation of people practicing in a generalist role.  
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• Opportunity 1; Recommendation I: Explore partnering with Workforce Development Councils to seek funding for labor and staff for key 
agricultural supply chain positions to help build out the needed regional-scale production, processing, and distribution systems needed 
to make our food system more resilient to the pressures of a crisis such as COVID-19.  

o The team did not put this recommendation through the equity filter due to a lack of information about Workforce Development 
Councils.  

o During this call, Aslan Meade from Thurston Economic Development Council provided narrative around his successful experience 
working with a local Workforce Development Council and creating a lasting partnership. Many Forum members expressed 
interest in learning more about Workforce Development Councils and how they operate across the state. However, at this time a 
clear role for the Legislature was not identified. 

o Due to a lack of a clear role for the Legislature to play in advancing this recommendation, it will not appear in the October 
report to the Legislature. That said, there is energy to keep this conversation going.  

CHALLENGE TEAM 2 
• Opportunity 4; Recommendation A: Provide $100 million in funding to existing WSCC programs for the purchase of agricultural 

conservation easements or development rights to protect farmland for continued agriculture production and to secure multi-benefit 
agricultural lands owned by producers most impacted by COVID-19. These tools not only provide direct cash support for producers in 
need but also reduce land costs for the next generation of farmers while protecting the agricultural conservation values of the property 
in perpetuity. The SCC’s Office of Farmland Preservation has developed the flexible administrative structure, technical expertise, and 
relationships with conservation practitioners necessary to get significant funding on the ground quickly to support farmers in dire need. 
The landscape continues to change, and the sector needs support. This speaks directly to the problems of today that require solutions.  

o Equity considerations: 
 In order for this program to advance equity, it needs to target BIPOC farmers, female farmers, and new and 

beginning farmers; all groups that historically have had less access to such programs. In order to effectively 
reach and serve these groups, the program needs to be capable of disseminating funds quickly.  

 Quick dissemination will rely on program flexibility, including but not limited to not requiring matching funds 
and not locking in a new landowner to maintain production of the same crops as the previous owner. 

 Include peri-urban lots, rural small acreage lots as well as larger rural parcels 
 Offer technical assistance to participate (e.g., navigating financing) and conduct outreach to educate about the 

opportunity. 
 Housing for farming families is an issue in Washington State. The development of a new easement needs to 

consider that and allow for those who are selling development rights to maintain options around building 
housing for themselves and farm labor if necessary.  

 Latino farmers are the fastest growing population of producers in WA State. An effective program should 
consider multilingual and multicultural outreach strategies to increase the chances that all producers learn 
about the program. 

o Discussion with Forum: 
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 Forum members noted the necessity to clarify that this proposal is to protect farmland. There is a distinction 
between a conservation easement that prohibits farming while preserving another distinct ecological feature 
and a conservation easement that maintains the farmland status of a plot. The group agreed that it was 
necessary to be extremely clear that the intention with this recommendation is the ladder, to maintain the 
farmland status of a plot. As a result of this discussion, the edits that are noted above in red were made to the 
recommendation.   

 The idea of incorporating zoning laws that advance greenbelts around urban growth boundaries was voiced in 
this discussion. While the intention of this meeting was not to change the intent of a recommendation this idea 
was noted as one to revisit at a future date.  

• Opportunity 2; Recommendation F: Alleviate processing and packaging barriers. Procuring fresh products (from Washington 
producers) for use in current operating models of emergency food programs like food banks and take-away school meals, will 
require identifying or developing infrastructure capacity for raw agricultural products to be minimally processed and packaged 
(e.g., chopped, sliced, diced, flash frozen in single servings and/or household size packages). The shift school meal providers 
have made from congregate to take-away meals means schools need products in different forms (this is true for food banks too). 
Lack of skilled workforce is a significant issue facing the agriculture sector currently.  

o The team did not put this recommendation through the Equity Filter. This recommendation is going to be reflected in 
the report as a success rather than a recommendation. This will be an opportunity to highlight the funding awarded to 
WSDA to roll out infrastructure and supply-chain support grants.  
 It is likely that a future conversation will be convened for WSDA to engage the Forum on ideas around 

implementing these new grant programs in ways that consider the questions in the Forum’s Equity Filter.  

CHALLENGE TEAM 3 
• Opportunity 2; Recommendation F: Ensure public schools have adequate funding and flexibility to purchase needed food 

products, and to purchase from local farms. Available Washington-grown food might be at a higher price point than institutional 
buyers can afford. Use federal and state dollars to help make Washington-grown purchases. Allow Farm to Food Bank funds 
(FTFB) to be used for purchase, transport, and storage of commodities from local producers that would have otherwise been 
sold through direct marketing or institutional procurement that are not operating as a result of COVID-19 social distancing 
measures.  

o Equity Considerations 
 Often, due to funding restraints, there cannot be immediate universal implementation of a program like this in 

districts across the state. As a result, careful consideration needs to be placed on equity when making decisions 
about which schools are beneficiaries of the program. Simply providing the program to the schools with the 
highest concentration of poverty will result in leaving many food insecure kids behind.  

 Also consider how to reach farmers who have not historically been connected to the systems and relationships 
to participate in programs like this and how to reach schools with fewer staff resources and know-how to apply 
for funds. 
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 The fiscal note needs to adequately compensate community stakeholders who participate in program design for 
their expertise and time. It also needs to account for funding for the agencies standing these programs up so 
they can do so in a thoughtful and careful manner.  

 The creation of a program like this should incorporate enough flexibility to be able to account for learning that 
will take place throughout program creation; this learning should involve people who may be experiencing food 
insecurity so they can help design solutions that meet their needs. 

o Discussion with Forum 
 No meeting participants had comments related to this recommendation’s equity considerations.  

• 2019: Food Insecurity Rec. 2D: Explore the use of state resources to maximize participation and access to nutrition assistance 
programs, such as: Explore data share agreements and IT investments and how systems can be better connected to support 
eligibility outreach and enrollment for WIC and SNAP and FRMP and child nutrition to ensure seamless enrollment for 
participants who are eligible for more than one program, and to make WIC participation easier (e.g. online scheduling for 
appointments, online classes, etc.).  

o Equity Considerations 
 Automation will not be the answer for all eligible SNAP/WIC/FRMP participants, nor should it be viewed as such. 

Once accomplished, it will allow the state to focus resources on the people for whom automation does not 
work. It will free up time for people to engage face to face with applicants who need more support or develop 
needed partnership to reach all who are eligible.  

 Understand barriers to enrollment from the eligible but unenrolled perspective. 
 These improvements would allow Washingtonians in need to layer the benefits that they are eligible for, which 

is a proven mechanism for reducing hunger and improving health outcomes. It is possible that this would entail 
large upfront costs of time and money, that will ultimately have a huge payoff in savings and efficiencies for the 
state as well as long-term benefits for food insecure Washingtonians.  

 This recommendation will improve utilization of the systems, therefore making them more effective for our 
state.  

o Discussion with Forum  
 A conversation took place among meeting participants around the notion of layering benefits. Team 3 members 

shared data and resources related to the proven benefits around layering benefits for eligible individuals. Such 
as, if someone is eligible for Medicaid, they are likely also eligible for food benefits (SNAP, WIC or free or 
reduced-price school lunch) and are exponentially assisted when receiving those benefits in conjunction.  

• However, while the merits of layering benefits were discussed, the group recognized that eligibility is 
largely set by congress and what this recommendation is about is streamlining enrollment for those 
Washingtonians who are already eligible to receive benefits.  

 An additional conversation took place around the availability of localized data about poverty and economic 
statuses of households in Washington State. The following resource was shared: 
https://nutr.uw.edu/cphn_project/examining-impact-of-covid-19-pandemic-on-food-systems-food-security-

https://nutr.uw.edu/cphn_project/examining-impact-of-covid-19-pandemic-on-food-systems-food-security-and-food-access-in-washington-state/
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and-food-access-in-washington-state/ -- however, a there was recognition that more detailed information did 
not really exist in our state before COVID-19.  

• Meeting participants commented on how relevant, granular data around the economic effects of COVID-
19 across the state would help humanize hardship and increase buy-in from decision-makers who might 
not have these impacts front of mind.  

CHALLENGE TEAM 4 
• Opportunity 1; Recommendation A: Support conservation programs and resources that provide direct financial assistance to 

farmers to implement best management practices that address impacts of climate change and also provide employment 
opportunities and economic development. Programs such as the Sustainable Farm and Fields and Soil Health Initiative have the 
potential to be examined for this purpose. Provide funds and technical assistance for farmers to implement cover crops, no till, 
organic amendments, etc. This allows farmers to have funding – not tied to loans – that directly supports farm viability and 
production, and addresses conservation and climate change goals. 

o Equity considerations 
 This proposal works to address issues that otherwise would have equity implications, but only if it is 

implemented in a proper way would it be effective.  
 It is important in the implementation of this recommendation to ensure that the process for participating in 

conservation programs is streamlined and does not create undue burdens.  
 Consider if the program has gone through initial climate risk assessment to identify who are socially 

disadvantaged farmers and where these programs may have a greater impact. Use an equitable approach to 
building the climate risk component.  

o Discussion with Forum 
 Team 4 members reminded the group that the genesis of this recommendation came from a desire to support 

farmers to implement climate resilient best management practices and a recognition that much of the COVID-19 
support came on-line in the form of loans, a mechanism that is not entirely supportive of the long-term viability 
of farm enterprises.  

 Questions were raised about what a climate risk assessment is. It was explained to be a study that would locate 
farmers that are more vulnerable to the impacts of climate change due to the conditions of their geographic 
location (e.g., flood plain, drought-prone area, etc.). Participants agreed this clarification should be added to the 
report.  

• 2019 Opportunity 1; Recommendation A: Develop a strategy and set of policies to ensure water availability for Western 
Washington agriculture. For those basins that do not already have a basin office, consider an Office for Western Washington 
Basins to coordinate efforts. 

o Equity considerations 
 Farmers and entities that already have legal water rights are already at an advantage. It is important to be aware 

of and consider those who don’t have legal water rights in the implementation of this recommendation. 

https://nutr.uw.edu/cphn_project/examining-impact-of-covid-19-pandemic-on-food-systems-food-security-and-food-access-in-washington-state/
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However, even farmers with legal water rights have some risks; legal water rights are not guaranteed water 
access (relinquishment, senior rights trumping junior water rights, etc.).  

 Climate change will impact farmers universally and impact certain farmer groups more significantly. This 
recommendation should be implemented through the lens of climate impacts.  

 In some watershed/management planning, farmers do not have the same level of support (government / 
administrative knowledge) as other entities. The proposed Office of Western WA could provide farmers with 
more support to be successful in the face of a changing climate.   

o Discussion with Forum 
 Members remarked that the first sentence of the equity considerations (which appears above with a strike 

through) might have an unintended negative impact on farmers that have legal water rights. The team agreed 
they were amenable to striking that sentence.  

 Team members provided clarification that the idea of an office for Western Washington Basins is for it to mimic 
the office of the Columbia River which is under the Department of Ecology.  

 

REVIEW DRAFT REPORT 
• A draft version of the October Report to the Legislature was shared with meeting participants. The report will include the following items: 

o Challenge Team recommendations  
o Rationale regarding why these recommendations are relevant right now 
o Equity considerations for each recommendation 
o Successes related to the four Challenges  

• The discussion from this meeting, including edits to recommendations and equity considerations will be worked into the report.  
 

OUR WORK AHEAD 
• The Forum co-conveners shared about the work ahead for the Washington Food Policy Forum. The intention is to move beyond report 

writing and to both formalize how the Forum works together and dive into new activities.  
o Formalizing how we work together based on the statute and our collaboration habits to date.  

 Prepare a draft charter and operating guidelines based on the statute, current operation practices, and feedback already 
gathered from Forum members.  

 Reflect on membership. The statute directs us to attempt to ensure a diversity of knowledge, experience, and perspectives 
reflecting the issues to be addressed by the Forum.  

 Two-part process: Engagement with the Directors & the full Forum to review and discuss. 
o Possible upcoming activities beyond the charter: 

 Deep dive sessions on specific topics of relevance 
 Tracking and communicating progress toward achieving its recommendations 
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 Advocating for state, regional, and local policy solutions including writing letters of support 
 Identifying effective programs and projects that support the Forum's recommendations 
 Creating space for Forum member coordination and collaboration on recommendation ideas 
 Coordinating with appropriate local, state, and federal agencies, tribes, & NGOs to avoid duplication of effort 
 Coordinating with local food policy councils around the state 
 Articulating new recommendations 
 Acting as a clearinghouse for research, tools, and promising practices  

NEXT STEPS 
• Report will go to Forum for review Monday October 11; edits are due Monday October 18. 
• Please use track changes while editing the report. 
• Final review will take place October 20-22. 
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