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Flint Food System Values
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Example: How participants defined metrics for “Health” Value

describe their visions for the Flint food system, different food system values have be converted to measurable metrics. However, “Urban Farming”, “Health”, and Health: The food system should offer healthy food options
been identified and ranked for the future desirable food system in Flint. “Health”, <A ffordability” were the ones that participants could define measurable metrics for
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* Twenty one themes have been extracted after inductive coding and five different

 Food System evaluation benefits from analysis of both academic

Economic Opportunity: The food i . . i - :
Local Food: The food system system should support local Common Good: The food system groups of themes regardlng the defined metrics have been identified. Metrics

should offer local food options ownership and economic should promote public welfare related to the “Food Environment” were the most frequent metrics and metrics members and COmmunity'based experts’ definitions of metrics for
advancement - . .
_ S _ | L _ related to the “Consumers” were the less frequent metrics for measuring the food assessing the fOOC_I Sysj[e_m values, as It broadens the range of ideas for
study examines how Individuals translate qualitative values about the food system —, 10 yefined metrics by academic members and community-based experts were  community experts utilize to approach similar problems.

Into measurable metrics to evaluate and assess their change. Moreover, this study
extracts different themes that are dominant for measuring the food system values.
Finally, asking from community-based experts and academic members to gather
Ideas about how to measure the values, their approach for defining the food system
metrics have been compared.

contextually similar (regarding the five groups of themes) in most of food system « According to the frequency of extracted themes, metrics related to the
values. However, both groups have provided divers ideas for measuring the values. food environment (especially metrics related to the distribution of
 Regarding the “Diversity Index”, participants have defined more divers metrics for retailors) play a pivotal role for assessment of progress toward a more
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desirable food system in Flint.
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