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“During COVID if there are any positives, it has caused us to be more collaborative for sure because 
there is just so much need out there […] seeing those collaborations helped me to understand that 
there needs to be a lot more cohesiveness, during COVID especially”  
 
 
 
 
 
"I think many of us know that Emergency food is not the answer [...] there should be a sustainable 
way to eventually phase out the FB. However, right now there is tension between need and shutting 
things down […] we need new models to keep providing and also to indicate a progressive shift; [We 
need to keep] pressure on the COR to help meet the need for this hub where people can access food 
and other resources in one centralized location […] The city needs to step up, be deeply engaged in 
these conversations and the needs and help with solutions” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
“Food is an official program [of ours] and it is core. But really, we use food as the pathway to 
delivering all the other programs […] we go and deliver the food but the food is just the food. The real 
issue is helping with system navigation and accessing the resources, the determinants of health stuff. 
The food is a true pathway to improving overall quality of life” 
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Executive Summary 
 
This report presents the findings of a Richmond focused environmental scan that was undertaken to 
examine the makeup, gaps and opportunities in the shifting emergency food provisioning landscape 
spurred on by the COVID-19 pandemic.  
 
A background review of relevant reports and academic literature helped frame interview questions and 
themes. Interviews were conducted with twelve emergency food provider organizations (n=12) and 
informal discussions were held with five city of Richmond staff (n=5). Interview data was analyzed for 
key themes.  
 
The key insights and recommendations that emerged from this environmental scan and analysis have 
their own sections within this report. However, data from both the literature and the participant 
interviews revealed three, high level ideas that deserve mention in the summary of this report: 
 
 

I. Enhanced need for, and willingness to, plan and develop a more formalized and coordinated 
network of emergency food providers. This network can:  

 
● Provide support to one another 
● Increase overall knowledge of network operations and encourage innovation and best 

practice transfers  
● Understand the true collective impact.  

 
 

II. Enhanced need to work together to develop tools and techniques to allow real time data to 
be shared both inter-organizationally, intra-organizationally, with the public and with city 
officials 

 
● enhance the development of efficient grant applications 
● provide a policy and advocacy work with up-to-date statistics 
● facilitate evidence informed planning (individual organizations and network level strategic) 
● Enhance the public’s knowledge of the number and types of operations throughout the city 

 
 

III. Evaluate and build on the success of COVID-19 inspired successful pivots and continue to 
innovate emergency food provisioning while integrating community food system theory and 
practice into individual strategic plans and shared network-level objectives 

 
● provide greater linkages to local food systems 
● champion community food system type service models that build capacity 
● allow for the development and evaluation of network level objectives and outcomes 
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1.0 Introduction 
 
Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, there have been an increased number of community agencies that 
have added food access to their existing services by providing food hampers, food vouchers and/or 
meals.  
 
As phase one of a larger applied research project, the Richmond Food Bank Society set out to complete 
an environmental scan of the organizations that have included food in their services since the COVID-
19 pandemic by conducting a needs assessment of these Richmond based community organizations. 
Due to the pandemic, anecdotal evidence showed that many Richmond based community 
organizations expanded their organizational mission and included food as part of their services. 
Examining how and in what ways these additions are connected to increased community need is 
crucial to future planning and effective service delivery. As such, a more integrated, robust community 
food systems approach is needed to identify the scope of existing and new Emergency Food 
Provisioning Operations (EFPO’s) in the region, understand and categorize their work, and work with 
these organizations to coordinate services and develop network level objectives. Questions regarding 
whether organizations plan/desire to sustain newly developed EFPO’s, and/or how these EFPO’s can 
be sustained, both individually and as key contributors to a larger network beyond the pandemic, is 
important for strategic planning.  
 
In order to accomplish this goal, an environmental scan of known operations was conducted. The 
purpose of an environmental scan is to identify trends and changes in the landscape of organizations 
and additions to larger networks. Environmental scans are intended to provide broad overviews of 
data and can be used to inform policy. In the case at hand, data from the environmental scan of the 
EFPO’s in Richmond may help identify needed support systems, innovative models for cross network 
efficiency gains, and help assess the variety of ways in which emergency food programming can occur 
within the region moving forward.  
 
*However, it must be stated that the primary purpose of this analysis is exploratory and descriptive. 
Conclusions and recommendations are made only insofar as common themes suggest.  

Section 2.0 Study Location  
 
Richmond is a culturally diverse and geographically unique community centrally located on the west 
coast Canada in metro Vancouver. The city is 20 minutes from downtown Vancouver, 25 minutes from 
the US border and is the location of Metro Vancouver's international airport. The 2020 population is 
estimated at 214,2751.  
 
Richmond is a very diverse region. In Richmond in 2016, 76.3% of the population was considered a 
visible minority. Estimates suggest that this number has risen in the last five years. The predominant 
minority group in Richmond is Chinese, at 53% of the total population (the highest proportion in 
Canada). The next most common minority groups are the South Asian group (for example East Indian, 
Pakistani), at 7.3% of the total, and Filipino at 6.9% of the total2. The recent BCCDC survey on impacts 
of COVID-19 showed that 17% of Richmond residents reported increased food insecurity due to 
COVID-19. 
 
                                                 
1
 https://www.richmond-news.com/local-news/richmond-population-growth-stats-released-by-provincial-government-

3116116 
2
 https://www.richmond.ca/__shared/assets/2006_Ethnicity20987.pdf 
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Section 3.0 Methodology 
 
Following an extensive literature review, in-depth semi structured interviews were carried out with 
program managers and/or organizational representatives from 12 local service sector organizations in 
Richmond, British Columbia. Organizations were approached upon the basis that they had either an 
existing food security/food program (pre-March 2020) or had begun operating an emergency food 
provisioning operation (EFPO) through their organization since March 2020. These 12 organizations 
represent approximately 60% of the city’s 22 known/active emergency food providers (see Table #4 in 
Section 6.1) 
 
During the interviews, subjects were asked to provide details about their organization’s mission and 
mandate, the type(s) of food programs they offered, the motivation for starting it as well as any 
marked demographic or financial shifts they could identify since the project launch. Respondents were 
also asked to provide details about their organization’s long term planning strategy to sustain these 
operations and their willingness/interest to be involved in a larger and coordinated ‘Richmond 
Emergency Food Network’ to help coordinate and complement a host of established providers and any 
new entrants, in the region.  
 
Qualitative interview transcripts were analyzed via a hybrid inductive and deductive thematic analysis 
process. Thematic analysis involved the search for and identification of common threads/ideas that 
extend across a set of interviews. Interviews were also examined with identified literature review 
themes in mind.  
 
In addition to these organizational interviews, the consultant also had informal conversations with five 
members of the City of Richmond in various departments. All these representatives were connected in 
some way to food system/security efforts in the region. These included members involved with social 
planning, poverty reduction, affordable housing, economic development, and the parks department.  

Section 4.0: ‘Emergency Food’ defined 
 
“The term ‘Emergency Food’ refers to programs that distribute food, either as prepared meals or as 
groceries, directly to people in need” (Poppendeick, 1994). However, emergency food provisioning is a 
difficult thing to define. Broad networks and individual organizations involved in food banks, soup 
kitchens, faith-based organizations and other social service organizations can provide emergency food 
to populations in various ways. Topley et al (2021) use the catchall term “Food Access Organizations” 
to describe community service organizations that provide food provisions through programs such as 
good food boxes, food hampers, meal programs and community kitchens that feed people. There are 
an estimated 500 of these across the province of British Columbia. While Topley’s team recognizes the 
spectrum, that some organizations are very ‘food focused’ and others only have food as part of their 
programming (also to be discussed later in this report), they use the broad term Food Access 
Organizations when reporting their data about all organizations in the BC wide landscape (Food 
Access Report, 2021, p.7).  
 
The current era has also seen grocery cards, frozen prepared take away meals and in some cases, direct 
cash transfers added to this list of offerings. “Although such programs may occasionally respond to 
actual emergencies -- floods, fires, hurricanes, and the like, the emergency to which they are primarily 
addressed is poverty” (Poppendeick, 1994, p. 69).  
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Food banking has been a staple of 

emergency provision for 30+ years 

providing countless amounts of 

food to those in need across 

dozens of countries 

The last fourteen months have also 

highlighted key shifts in service 

delivery models, expanded network 

capacity and the addition of some 

new entrants 

Food banking has been a staple of emergency provision for 30+ years providing countless amounts of 
food to those in need across dozens of countries. But as Riches (1994, 2002, 2014) points out, the food 
banking system has “become a new form of charitable social institution with a long-term life 
expectancy” (Riches, 2002, p. 652).  Others argue that 
Food aid – in all its evolving forms – is symptomatic of the 
broader trend of state retreat from the provision of welfare 
services (Thompson et al, 2019). Still others argue that the 
whole complex system of emergency food aid is the result 
of “….the erosion of public entitlement programs and the 
rise of a secondary welfare system that devolves the state 
from its responsibility to guarantee the right to food” 
(Lohnes, 2020, p. 2). While there is general consensus in the literature about the integral role that the 
charitable/emergency food sector is providing in the absence of systemic and structural changes to 
poverty reduction and increases to social safety nets, the challenges of how to continue to meet the 
need and reform/revise the system remain unanswered as the landscape shifts around them. The 
reality is that food banking and, in many ways, the whole emergency food provisioning system, is now 
expected to contribute in a large part, to the battle of chronic food insecurity. 
 
Emergency food is sometimes used interchangeably when talking about what is more broadly known 
as the ‘charitable food sector’. Wetherill et al (2019) provides an inclusive and helpful definition of the 
sector and recognizes its interconnectedness.  
 

“The charitable feeding system is a complex ecosystem comprised of food banks, food 
rescue organizations, food pantries, soup kitchens/free dining rooms, shelters, and other 
organizations that provide food (groceries or prepared meals) whose collaborative goal 
is to support households with inadequate food budgets” (Wetherill et al, 2019, p. 594).  

 
The breadth and/or inclusivity of this definition is applicable to the research at hand. Many of the 
Emergency Food Provisioning Operations (EFPOs) observed in the environmental scan in Richmond 
BC fit within this broad definition. Efforts to increase food security for low-income residents are being 
shuffled more and more towards a complex and wide-reaching charitable food sector. This sector is 
typically defined by non-profits and driven by their diverse capacity networks of funding, volunteerism 

and donated food relationships. However, the last fourteen 
months have also highlighted key shifts in service delivery 
models, expanded network capacity and the addition of 
some new entrants. And in an ecosystem, changes in one 
area impact other areas. The charitable food sector or the 
emergency food sector has taken on new dimensions in light 
of the COVID-19 pandemic. It is possible to see a distinction 

between a pre-March 2020 system (institutionalized or otherwise) and what could now be understood 
as a ‘Pandemic Food Assistance Response’ (Jablonski et al, 2021). Food (in)security has become more 
pronounced, spurred on by the economic losses from lockdowns and business restructuring as well as 
lack of access to needed support services.  
 
The Government of Canada responded by delivering 200 million dollars in the Emergency Food 
Security Fund so food banks, related agencies and Indigenous organizations can keep helping 
struggling Canadians put food on the table during the COVID-19 pandemic3. Food Banks Canada has 

                                                 
3
 https://www.agr.gc.ca/eng/agricultural-programs-and-services/emergency-food-security-fund/?id=1585855025072 
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Food banks can utilize their assets 

in documenting community need, 

attracting people to work for 

change and offering a gateway to 

other helpful programs and 

services 

recently put out funding calls to distribute 18.5 million dollars of the 2021 funds4. All told, 2020-2021 
has seen a large investment of financial resources into food security and emergency food aid 
provisioning across the country.  
 
For the purposes of this report, we focus mainly on identifying the actors and organizations that made 
up the pre-COVID emergency food network in Richmond BC. Furthermore, this report then highlights 
some of the ways this system has been altered, or has altered itself, as a result of pandemic induced 
regulations, influxes of funding and increased identified community needs. We recognize, as Daniels 
(2017) points out that “…non-profit organizations have varying capacities that may influence their 
ability to adapt or enhance their services in response to changes in demand”. This observation is 
applicable to shifts seen within the network in Richmond BC.  
 
Some scholars argue that the emergency food system is broken, delivering undignified, poor quality 
and limited food choice (Pollard et al, 2018) via a system which removes state level responsibility and 
the right to food. “Internationally, researchers have questioned whether the expansion and reliance on 
food charity and food banking is the appropriate response to food insecurity in developed countries, 
based on users negative experiences of shame and being stigmatised and poor quality or limited food 
choices” (Pollard et al, 2018, p. 2). However, food banks and other organizations operating in the 
emergency food space have significant opportunities to reshape the emergency food landscape. Social 
innovation, defined in the context at hand is “…the re-strategizing of the food bank model for 
increased impact and efficiency towards community food security” (p. 17).    
 
Social innovation in service delivery models and organization structures can play an important role in 
the emergency food sector being seen as contributors to community food security. As de la Salle & 
Unwin (2016) argue, food banks should focus on “…shifting their role from solely emergency food 
services to one that supports collaborative long-term 
solutions for community food security and social justice. 
This trend also includes the emergence of social justice 
movements that roundly include food access as a lens to 
socio-economic issues”. They go on to note that food banks 
can draw on their “significant assets” to contribute to food 
systems change (de la Salle & Unwin, 2016). In fact, 
evidence suggests that food banks can utilize their assets in 
documenting community need, attracting people to work 
for change and offering a gateway to other helpful programs and services. They have deep connections 
with industry, other service organizations, a trusting and committed volunteer base to drive civic 
engagement and ongoing relationships with thousands of clients. In essence, some food banks are 
changing, “...increasingly becoming spaces to share healthy food in a dignified way” (CFCC Food Bank 
Manual, 2017, p. 5). For example, the Richmond Food Bank offers an example of one of these 
progressive institutions, challenging long held perceptions of food bank offerings and striving to 
provide fresh, good quality food in a dignified fashion. 
 
While fully recognizing that critical analysis and ensuing reform are worthwhile endeavors, this report 
chooses to focus primarily on the strengths and opportunities to truly realize and report on an 
‘engaged system’ in Richmond BC that is, according to recent self-reported data, collectively providing 
nearly 4000 meals weekly to residents in need (FAD Coalition data, 2021). Richmond Food Bank 
specific statistics indicate upwards of 1800 clients served weekly by 230 volunteers, delivering what 

                                                 
4
 https://www.foodbankscanada.ca/2021-Emergency-Food-Security-Fund.aspx 
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amounts to over 1.2 million meals annually (RFBS Infographic presentation, 2021). Furthermore, by 
applying a ‘community food systems’ lens or a ‘community food security perspective’ to our analysis 
and recommendations, we attempt to move beyond the binary of the ‘local food system’ (farmers 
markets, urban agriculture, CSA’s, farm stands) and the ‘local emergency food system’ (hot meals, 
meal delivery, food banks, grocery cards) focus on the community and community resources as the 
unit of analysis (Winne, 2017) and can begin to observe opportunities for greater collaboration 
between what have often been seen as two distinct systems. As Nelson and colleagues note:  
 

“Within a community food security framework, there has been a growing trend to move away 
from the traditional, charity-based, emergency food provision model and toward more holistic 
strategies that aim to ensure access to healthy food for all people, regardless of economic status 
(Nelson et al, 2011)”.  

 
Such goals are fully on the radar of the food system in Richmond BC, but are not always easily planned 
or enacted given logistical, funding and or human resource constraints. However, shifts to 
organizational structures, service delivery models, sourcing policies and cross-sector collaboration are 
required to meet the challenges of truly applying a community food system approach to emergency 
food provisioning. Innovation is key to ensuring the desirability and sustainability of this shift.  
 
De la Salle & Unwin (2016) provide some great examples of social innovation within Canadian Food 
Banks, examples which will be examined in more detail shortly. However, their work still focused on 
Food Banks as individual units and as only one type of player within the larger emergency food 
provisioning network. A larger question might be: what does Social innovation and/or greater 
coordination look like throughout emergency food networks/emergency food provisioning and what 
sorts of tools/platforms/policies could be built/utilized/implemented/ to help meet these needs?  
 
As Pollard et al notes “Disconnected and incoherent policy making is a key challenge in global food 
systems but equally applies to charitable food systems. In the Charitable Food Sector, the policy 
disconnect and incoherence occurs because decisions are being made in different spaces by diverse 
policy actors, e.g., government departments, IS, DS, food donors and referring social welfare agencies, 
which serve diverse interests. Good policy requires a clear [and shared] agenda” (Pollard et al, 2018, p. 
9 italics mine). While policy will benefit from new shared tools across collaborative networks, coherent 
or targeted policy is not the only benefit.  
 
The goal of enhanced network collaboration and cross sectoral collaboration (especially further 
bridging between non-profit and government), more rigorous and consistent data collection plus social 
innovation objectives within the entire network is a timely and important endeavor to meet a variety of 
goals. This research provides a foundation to begin further conversations and explorations. 
 

Section 5.0 Theoretical Framing 
 
The following section examines possible changes within the emergency food landscape and its needs 
through the lens of social innovation.  
 
Social innovation is defined as “…any initiative, product, programme, platform or design that 
challenges, and over time changes, the defining routines, resource and authority flows, or beliefs of the 
social system in which the innovation occurs’ (Westley and Antadze, 2010, cited in Moore et al, 2015). 
Emergency food networks should be poised for not only increased collaboration in their existing 
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service delivery models, but also poised for innovation as they seek to address their goals alongside 
pronounced shifts in the larger socio-economic landscape.   
 
As one participant from our study noted:  

 
“It’s about complementing the work that’s already been done; knowing that you have 
done a great job … but we are in a new time frame. It's 2021. We need to look at what the 
society is shifting into and we need to adapt a little bit”  

 
The proposed adaptation can take the form of innovation. This might involve:  
 

● Changing long held patterns of service delivery 
● Building new and possibly unconventional partnerships 
● Developing new sourcing relationships and/or 
● Expanding revenue generation activities to ensure financial sustainability and growth.  

 
De la Salle & Unwin (2016) propose the following areas where, and ways in which, social innovation 
can take place. While their work focused solely on food banks across Canada, this research work posits 
that the framework is, in many ways, applicable to other operations working within the larger 
emergency food systems landscape. The following table (from De la Salle & Unwin, 2016) lists 13 
examples of social innovation within food banks and corresponding types of activities/operations. 
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The moments of pivots and changes 

experienced by the network present 

huge opportunities to innovate 

without having to return to pre-

pandemic models 

In the network under examination in this report, examples of social innovation are present already. 
Online food skills and video cooking classes, outreach food trucks for the delivery of food and services, 
coordinated groups involved in advocacy and provisioning, partnerships with city initiatives to provide 
space for growing and processing, large scale partnerships 
with innovative tech platforms to repurpose and redirect 
food that would otherwise be wasted, and mini-circuit 
value chains to bring/turn locally produced food into meals 
for school programs. And while it is clear that the COVID-
19 pandemic forced some innovation in delivery styles and 
models for individual organizations, sustainable and 
impactful social innovations at the network level need to be strategically planned, organizationally 
executed and collectively monitored to ensure success and staying power. Emergency food networks 
should be poised for not only increased collaboration in their existing service delivery models, but also 
poised for innovation as they seek to address their goals alongside pronounced shifts in the larger 
socio-economic landscape. The moments of pivots and changes experienced by the network present 
huge opportunities to innovate without having to return to pre-pandemic models; if things worked 
well/better, opportunities exist to build what might have been seen as short term pivots into lasting 
innovations.  
 
De la Salle at Unwin’s (2016) Table #1 above has many strategies that could be useful at the network 
level in Richmond. However, the question of “how leaders of social change initiatives may achieve 
scale, and thus, affect large systems change” (Moore et al, 2015) is an important one and one that we 
can ask of this particular network and the niche initiatives within Richmond. Large systems change 
has to do with the ability to scale. Moore et al’s (2015) work on assessing the different levels of scaling 
in order to drive innovation is useful as it helps move beyond the idea that innovations and shifts in 
impacts are simply the product of ‘replication’ and ‘duplication’ in different contexts. Scaling Up, 
Scaling Out and Scaling Deep, represent different ways to move ideas through a network and utilize 
the strength of the network to leverage much higher-level policy and organizational change.  
  

Table #2- Social Innovation Objectives (Richmond Specific-Network Level) 
 

Social 
Innovation 

Area 

Short Term Long Term 

   
Strategic 
Planning 

Develop strategic plan for network 
level objectives and milestones 

Audit of milestones yearly; pivot and adjust 
collective vision/plan as needed and as new 
innovations happen within the network and 
outside of it 

   
Food 

Distribution to 
Member and 

Partner 
Agencies 

Examine existing gaps in types of 
food (culturally appropriate/dietary 
restrictions) 

Develop strategies to close gaps, implement 
‘choice models’ options; develop shared 
branding, promotions and communications 
around these changes across the network 

   
Data Collection 

and Metrics 
Shared document for 
weekly/monthly reporting. 
Encourage organizations to add to it 
and be active on consistent data 
collection 

Yearly audit of process indicators, objectives and 
stated action items 
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Governance 

Strategies 
Examine bylaws to ensure they do 
not restrict efforts at community 
food security (i.e. local sourcing, 
product procurement) 

Examine the network to make sure no one is 
excluded based on governance or organizational 
structure 

   
Human 

Resources 
Shared volunteer database Development of rotating volunteer base that is 

available to operate as needed outside of 
individual’s home organization 

   
Partnerships Identify and build on existing ‘mini-

networks’ and well-established 
partnerships to scale them up and 
bring new players into networks 

Include all actors/organizations in a large 
network with offering list; request input from 
individuals also operating in the space 

 
Programming 

Always stack services to help with 
larger system navigation challenges, 
provide complimentary food systems 
education opportunities when 
possible 

Ensure that staff and volunteers have the 
capacity to educate; create opportunities for 
recipients to be involved in 
production/gleaning/cooking seasonally or as 
required 

   
Community and 

Donor 
Education and 

Engagement 

Seek unrestricted funding to be able 
to be able to make purchasing 
decisions to fill gaps 

Establish pre-season contracts with local farms 
to ensure regular supplies of fresh local food; 
yearly reports on successes for public 
communication and donor updates; report on 
collective impacts alongside organizational 
successes  

   
Advocacy Continue dialogue and engagement 

with COR on the connections 
between planning and the emergency 
food system 

Champion the COR to advocate at the provincial 
and national level with up-to-date data given 
freely by the network as a whole 

   
Development 
and Finance 

Consider some collaborative funding 
pools where dollars are distributed 
and based on activities 

Develop larger collaborative funding pools, 
shared grant applications & social enterprise 
models to help fund operations and increase 
financial sustainability (staff, resources) 

   
Food purchasing Commit to 5% more local food into 

emergency food value chains where 
seasonally appropriate 

Commit to 15% local food into emergency food 
value chains where seasonally appropriate 

   
Food recovery & 

waste 
management 

Try to ensure low waste through 
existing communication methods 
(calls, emails) 

Ensure near zero waste through newly developed 
digital communication & sharing methods 

   
Communications Development of digital home page 

for listings and data collection; 
employ social media 
communications to highlight 
innovations and coordination within 
the organizations and the network as 
a whole 

Development of interactive emergency food asset 
map and resource sharing tool; utilize social 
media and other media tools to showcase 
measurable shifts towards new models of 
delivery and enhanced 
collaborations/cooperation 
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The above table includes some suggestions for network cooperation, social innovation and scaling up, 
out and deep existing operations that have proven successful in other contexts. All are suggestions 
alone and would need to be adapted to suit the local context, capacity and collaborative desire of the 
network in Richmond.  Thinking about elements from such theoretical frameworks can help generate 
ideas for social innovation at the network level, ideas that include some notable action items and 
quantitative measurements at specific time intervals.  

Section 6.0 Results 
 

6.1 Types of Providers 
 
The emergency food landscape in Richmond is made up of over twenty organizations from various 
sectors. For the purposes of organization, they have been classified into five distinct categories. Our 
typology includes: Food Driven/Oriented; Social Service, Faith Based; independent and Government 
Initiatives. The table below lists the key organizations/operations/departments in the city.  

 

Table #3- List of known organizations by type 
 
Organizational Name Organizational Type Interviewed 
Richmond Food Security Society  Food Driven Yes 
The Sharing Farm Food Driven Yes 
Richmond Food Bank Society Food Driven Yes 
Richmond Family Place Social Service Yes 
Richmond Cares/Richmond Gives Social Service Yes 
Turning Point ORS recovery Social Service  
Touchstone Family Association Social Service Yes 
Heart of Richmond Aids Society Social Service Yes 
The Giving Truck Independent Yes 
Salvation Army Social Service  
Salvation Army Outreach Social Service  
Richmond Food Aid Delivery Coalition Independent  Yes 
Family Services of Greater Vancouver Social Services Yes 
Rotary Club of Richmond Service Organization  
SD38 School District  
Station Stretch Alternate Program School district No 
Somali Women’s Empowerment Society Independent  
Global Access and Inclusion Independent Yes 
BC Muslim Association  Faith Based  
Church on Five Faith Based Yes 
Richmond Baptist Church Faith Based Yes 
St. Alban’s Church Faith Based  
Gilmore Park United Church Faith Based  
Peace Mennonite Faith Based  
Kehila Society Faith Based Yes 
Beth Tikvah Faith Based  
*Food Mesh CoR initiative PPP  
COR Social Planning Government Yes 
COR Affordable Housing Government Yes 
COR Community Social Development Government Yes 
COR Economic Development Government Yes 
COR Parks Government Yes 
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6.2 The landscape: A high level overview 
 
The COVID 19 pandemic has exacerbated the need for emergency food and many disparate service 
organizations in the city of Richmond have risen to the provisioning challenge and the associated 
complexities of service delivery given shifting public health orders and a pandemic restricted 
environment. The network has proven itself to be nimble, adaptable, and open to pivots in order to fill 
gaps. Contrary to anecdotal evidence, few organizations who have traditionally not offered emergency 
food programs of any kind applied and were awarded funding to expand their service offerings to 
include a variety of emergency food programs. One participant summed up the shifts well: 
 

“we offered to do more baskets so that was a shift, but generally it wasn't a far cry from 
what we would normally do, it was a slight reshuffle, normal grants in previous years 
might be different from our core mandate, whereas last year I definitely felt like there 
was just more money just to grow food for donation [which is what we do]” 

 
In fact, only two out of 12 organizations noted the out of the ordinary addition of ‘grocery gift cards’ in 
March 2020 purchased with United Way funding. Total dollar value of these additions alone was close 
to $130,000 
 
Many participants shared the sentiment that there are challenges with the whole emergency food 
system. Some said they hoped the need for emergency food “would go away” or that the “system would 
disappear”. Others noted that food insecurity was the symptom, but the larger “upstream cause is 
poverty”. One participant noted the following 
 

“Food is core to our main mission and mandate. Emergency food programming is 
currently one aspect of our work. But long term, we don't want to have it embedded in 
our main programming" 

 
Another participant echoed this sentiment: 
 

"[we need to] give skills and capacity to improve their own lives without relying on us 
and when I look at the meal provision (in general) I see that as a band-aid solution 
rather than a skill developing capacity building endeavour for parents. And I don't mean 
any insult by saying band-aid because the families need it and we were scrambling to 
provide service so..." 

 
However, crises can impact the ‘noble’ progression away from the traditional emergency food 
provisioning landscape and as COVID has shown us, emergency food provisioning has proved to be an 
invaluable service that can be expanded without reaching market saturation (assuming a diversity of 
offerings and scheduling).  
 

“the whole idea is that food insecurity is based on income so until income levels become 
higher, and people are paid a living wage or beyond a living wage you will always, 
always have people who need emergency food. So that pipeline, say it’s a two-inch pipe 
will always be filled with people. They will go through that continuum and empower 
themselves; they will empty from that pipeline but there will be other people coming to 
fill that void. That two-inch pipeline is basically the emergency food services that we 
have in the community right now”   
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The diversity of offerings represents a combination of a) response to client need and b) level of 
organizational infrastructure, knowledge and capacity. Evidence from this study suggests that this 
diversity of offerings should be paid attention to as it lends insight into patterns of user engagement 
(or not) shifting demographics and desires about how and in what ways are desirable to access 
emergency food.  
 

“[grocery purchasing, and delivery was very successful] And we want to do more, 
because this is very effective rather than cooking hot meals in the church during COVID- 
we have a budget of 50 dollars per family each week and this buys potentially milk and 
eggs and fresh vegetables and that has become very effective and until we open, or 
maybe we will just continue this type of grocery program; we have a community here 
and it has become very effective"  
 

Long term strategic planning can ensure that these disparate organizations are working together 
effectively and efficiently to deliver a needed variety of services across a wide spectrum of need.  

 
“we haven’t really looked at the data to make informed decisions and choices. Our work 
should be pure knowledge translation” 

 
A few organizations noted the underutilized potential value of collective bulk buying (i.e. purchasing 
power) wherein organizations doing meals/groceries and buying individual ingredients could receive 
lower prices for larger purchases made collectively. Collective purchasing represents an immediate and 
tangible action that the network could take which would reduce costs (although maybe not the 
associated logistics of scheduling pick up, delivery etc.). 
 
It’s also clear the network needs a leader. Given the positioning, their history and their 
interconnectedness, the Richmond Food Bank is well positioned to act as ‘network coordinator’ to a 
larger collaborative initiative. As one participant noted, “…whatever we do, the food bank should be up 
front and centre”. There can/will be varying levels of participation from different actors, but the goals 
of the network coordinator will be to engage and facilitate some of the higher level discussions, 
network wide strategic goals and monitoring as needed.  
 
Most participants indicated a desire to begin an action-oriented initiative designed to improve the 
efficacy of the emergency food system as soon as possible. It is important to take advantage of the 
current momentum around making improvements to existing services by initiating action-oriented 
activities.  
 

“Look, can we do something together because from a grassroots level, I tell you… in 
whatever way we can work together, I don’t know what that is, [but] let’s just get to the 
table and start something”  

 
“There are already many partnerships in the community. I think we should keep meeting 
at these different committees and discussing the emerging issues. If we bring it up, we 
can together work towards a solution and if we all kind of stick to our lane, we can all 
work effectively. I'm not going try and apply for grants that the food bank is getting; we 
will stay in our lane and do our bit to support an application, but to try to work together 
that makes most sense [...] for solutions, who is the most obvious agency to meet the 
need, who needs to provide what [etc.]" 
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Another participant echoed the need for greater coordination and a way to get there. 
 

“Strategically mapping out with some of these community organizations who are doing 
the food delivery program and finding a way to come up together in a collaborative 
manner, creating maybe a new name for ourselves as a group, it doesn’t matter […] […] 
lets come together collaboratively, revamp our image a little bit so people, the ones who 
have felt undignified in the past will feel oh, there’s a new image here, a new sense of 
people who want to support us and then after that we diversify our approach to food 
given”.   

 
The expressed sentiments for greater collaboration/coordination also have evidence in the network as 
it currently stands. The network already displays a series of ‘mini circuits’ currently in operation. Each 
of the individual actors represents a ‘node’ that is connected to one or more other nodes. 
 

● Somali Women’s Empowerment Society- Global Access Inclusion  
● RFSS- St. Albans- Church on Five- Richmond Rotary 
● COR- RFSS- RFBS 
● St. Albans- FAD- Salvation Army Outreach 

 
These small circuits/existing collaborations demonstrate that supply chain logistics can be successfully 
executed, shared vision exists between some actors, relationships are mutually beneficial to meet client 
needs/demand and that capacity exists to maintain partnerships. These mini circuits can be expanded 
upon (scaled up and scaled out) to include more actors and thus begin to cover more of the total 
network possibilities. In fact, it is some of the peripheral mini networks which can provide access to 
new information, connected organizations to other ‘non-traditional partners’ as well as inspire 
individual and network level innovations due to their ‘weak ties’ and the “…bridges out of their own 
strong tie network” (Granovetter, 1973, 1983, 2012). The strength of weak ties in this sense is 
important to note should the network wish to continue to build on, for example, any newly developed 
relationships in response to the COVID-19 pandemic.  
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Section 6.3 Meal provisioning and matrix of services and offerings 

 
While exact numbers are difficult to track and measure, cumulative efforts from the 12 interviewed 
organizations revealed a large amount food delivered in variety of different formats5 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
5
 Numbers are subject to fluctuations, pre-COVID, during, as public health orders shift. Some reported daily, others 

weekly, others monthly 

Category Other 
Organizations 

Richmond Food 
Bank Society 

Hot/Prep/Frozen Meals/Deli 1085 2100/week 

Fresh Vegetables  50+ families 700 produce 
hampers/week 

Grocery Gift Cards ($ value) $135,000 $47,650 in 2020 

Direct Grocery Supplementation (various 
daily, weekly, monthly,   

203 families  900 households/month 

Seasonal/Weekly Hampers 150+ families 
 

700 households/week 
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The Richmond Food Bank Society on its own makes a significant impact in food distribution in the 
region. In 2020, RFBS recovered and distributed a total of 1.6M lbs of food among neighbours in need. 
Out of this, a total of 726,113kgs (154,143lbs) was shared with Community Sharing Partners (RFBS 
Infographic 2020). The following table displays the distribution dynamics of the 114, 980kgs of food 
(equivalent to 68,988 meals) shared directly with community partners from Jan2020-Mar2021.   
 

Richmond Food Bank: Community Sharing Partners     

Food Shared January2020-March2021     

Community Agency  
Weight 
(kgs)  Lbs 

BCIT 51 112 

Beth Tikvah 2,216 4,875 

Bodhi Meditation  1,114 2,451 

Boundless Vancouver 6,117 13,457 

Church on Five  2,437 5,361 

City Dream Centre 88 194 

Family Services of Greater Vancouver 374 823 

Fresh Wave Ministries  535 1,177 

Gilmore Park Community Meal 3092 6,802 

Greater Vancouver Food Bank 1,523 3,351 

Harbour Light  104 229 

Heart of Richmond 1,841 4,050 

Kajaks 20 44 

Luv The Grub 148 326 

Mamas for Mamas  20 44 

Richmond Family Place 271 596 

Richmond Food Security Society 2,411 5,304 

Richmond House 271 596 

Richmond School District  1,293 2,845 

Salvation Army Richmond 61,140 134,508 

St. Alban Community Meal  1,460 3,212 

St. Alban Outreach  23,716 52,175 

Temporary Modular Housing  608 1,338 

Turning Point Recovery Society  1,396 3,071 

Vancouver Food Runners 1,753 3,857 

VCH  29 64 

Youth Unlimited  952 2,094 

 Total Food Shared 114,980 252,956 
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Furthermore, the first graph below shows the need, partner distribution and overall volume for 2019-
2020 and lists the top sharing partners. The second represents some significant shifts, showing the 
increased need, total distribution to new partners and overall volume increases to sharing partners 
(2019-2020 and 2020-2021).  
 

 
 
 
 

 



 

 

Beyond the Richmond Food Bank, the emergency food network in Richmond BC is characterized by a 

variety of offerings. The following table (Table #4) outlines the variety of emergency food services and 

offerings and provides a SWOT analysis of each type of Emergency Food Provisioning Operation 

(EFPO). The top three reported types across the province (2021) are food hampers (76%), gift cards 

(54%), and meals served as part of a community service program (51%). Richmond’s EFPO activity 

compares closely to this provincial distribution.    

 

Table #4 
EFPO type Strengths Weakness Opportunities  Threats Opportunities 

for network or 
cross sectoral 
collaboration 
with other EFPOs  

      

Grocery 
Gift Cards 

Increase 
diversity and 
reduce stigma, 
enhance choice 
with possible 
connections to 
greater long term 
health outcomes 
since the 
expansion allows 
consumers to 
choose products 
(nutrition over 
volume) 

Economically 
challenging; 
reduction in 
volumes, price of 
food means less 
food for same 
card value as 
prices rise, time 
and 
transportation 
constraints can 
still remain 

Purchase of 
groceries 
brought to 
commissary/com
munity kitchens 
to create prep 
meals from 
recipes (i.e. food 
skills, meal 
planning, group 
learning and 
support) 

Funding for direct 
cash purchase of 
cards is no longer 
available 

Redirection of cards 
from agencies who 
received them to 
agencies with 
identified need and 
expertise in 
delivering them 

      

Hot Meals Prepared 
nutritious meals 
with limited time 
commitment 
required 

Challenging 
during pandemic 
times; 
challenges for 
those with social 
anxiety 

Serve the dual 
purpose of food 
provisioning and 
providing 
opportunities for 
food reskilling 
(cooking classes, 
utilization of 
fresh foods). Also 
contribute to 
time strapped 
families. 

Inability to eat 
together and 
socialize can 
limited operations, 
volunteer 
commitments 

stackable and 
complementary 
service offerings in 
a centralized 
location while meals 
are being offered 

      

Take away 
meals 

Well suited to 
pandemic 
protocols, clients 
can eat at their 
own home; can 
share with other 
family members 

lack of 
community 
building and 
socialization/ed
ucational 
opportunities, 
require large 
time 
commitments 
from volunteers, 
storage space for 
frozen meals and 
preparation 
ingredients 

Recipe cards 
home with meals 
for education 
and meal 
planning, no 
anxiety for those 
who don't want 
to socialize, 
option to give 
meal to/share 
meal with 
family/friends 

volunteer 
engagement and 
coordination crucial 
to successful 
operations and 
service delivery 
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Bag 
Lunches 

Well suited to 
pandemic 
protocols, clients 
can eat at their 
own home 

lack of 
community 
building and 
socialization/ed
ucational 
opportunities, 
often lower 
quality/lower 
nutritional value 

have clientele 
volunteer to 
prepare, 
diversity in 
offerings is 
possible and 
flexible, bread 
baking learning 
opportunities 

Variable nutritional 
complexity 
dependent upon 
ingredients  

 

      

Traditional 
Grocery/ 
Hampers 

Ability to access 
a wide range of 
donations 
(perishable but 
mostly shelf 
stable), easy of 
distribution and 
transport;  

quantity over 
quality (often) 
stigma 
associated with 
picking up pre-
packaged 
grocery, lack of 
choice and 
diversity, 
possibly not 
culturally 
appropriate food 

"self-shop 
model", 
increasing fresh 
offerings (veg 
and proteins), 
linkages with 
more local farms 
to provide fresh 
offerings 

self-perpetuating 
system in terms of 
provisioning but 
not actually solving 
the structural food 
poverty issue; 
negative 
associations with 
food banking 

Situating food bank 
distribution within 
a larger community 
food hub model 
wherein all types of 
EFPO are made 
available at one 
location and in an 
integrated fashion. 
How  
How can these shift 
towards becoming 
‘social enterprise 
responses to food 
insecurity”  

      

Direct Cash 
transfers 

freedom of 
choice, fully 
dignified means 
of food access  

public 
perception: risk 
of not directing 
funds towards 
food access 

building 
supplementary 
cash transfers 
alongside other 
models (grocery, 
gift cards, hot 
meals) 

access to 
unrestricted capital 
difficult to acquire 
for redistribution 

non-conditional 
cash transfers can 
be built into/added 
on to other models 
of provisioning 



 

 

 

Section 6.4 Key Themes 
 
The Emergency Food Provision network in Richmond, BC has proven to be a nimble, resilient set of 
somewhat connected actors, organizations and agencies capable of shifting and reordering service 
delivery as conditions require. The majority of agencies within the network were driven to 
expand/pivot/reorganize operations to meet an increasing need following the start of the COVID-19 
pandemic. This finding is consistent with provincial trends showing that 92% of food access 
organizations required “a major reorganization of their services” (p. 17). However, it must be noted 
that the vast majority of operations within the network have deep and longstanding ties to emergency 
food provisioning in the region and have been actively engaged in various forms of collaboration, 
advocacy work at multiple levels alongside traditional service provisioning.  
 
Interview data revealed a number of key themes. These include, but are not limited to the following: 
 
Food as core or connected to programming (Only 2/12 noted food as “not core/foundational” or “not 
connected” in any meaningful way to their regular programming) 
 
84% of respondents indicated that food was “core” “central” or “foundational” in some way to the work 
they do. This number is much higher than the 40% provincial average of Food Access Organizations 
surveyed by Public Health BC in their recent report (p. 13).  
 
In Richmond BC, the vast majority of the organizations saw food as central to their work in some way, 
shape or form. Respondents conceptualized these understandings in their own words: 
 

“I think food has taken on a bigger role in the organization, more now than ever, because 
we can't have the support groups […] the food has been a way to connect and help provide 
the support they need” 
 
“[food programming] has always been part of this; what we do, for members to get and 
empower themselves to buy nutritious food" [...] they have always had the meals" "The 
food from the food bank and the cooked food has come about from the pandemic; 
supplementary health program” 
 
“Food is core to the work we do; it’s at the heart of our efforts” 

 
This is connected to sub-theme 1.1- The vast majority of participants noted the distribution of 
food/meals as a way of connecting to clients/community, building trust and relationships  
 

“Food helps build relationships with people and then we learn about the other needs of 
our community members. So, the food opens up possibilities to reach out and help in 
other areas" So, it’s a big part of our overall programming and the work we want to do. We 
have found this very effective, and we have built that relationship, bringing people 
together; that is awesome to see" 
 
"Food is a great olive branch to connect with people; food is a great way to build trust 
and build connections [...] and food is so important in relationships"  
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“I think that's where it starts, you enjoy the meal, you enjoy the company, and they will 
keep coming back and a little bit of warmth. It starts with serving the community, 
somehow connecting with them in some way. We don’t have an ulterior motive”  

 
So, one could assume that the addition of food related programming is an effort to keep 
building relationships and connections during troubling and challenging times.  
 
Vast majority had a longstanding provisioning program prior to March 2020 
 
Contrary to our initial thoughts, data revealed that the vast majority of organizations had food 
provisioning programs before COVID-19 arrived. Some with a programming history of 15+ years. 
While some new additions or ‘shifted models’ were noted, the overwhelming sense was that actors 
within the network were established and connected to each other and to their clients/communities.  
 

“Just an expansion on existing offerings to meet need, but wasn't opportunistic for 
COVID” 
 
“Started in 2017; but there was a new and greater need observed during COVID; people 
lost jobs, lost income and need to eat” 
 
“[new] funding just allowed for an increase in scale; sponsorship of boxes was always part 
of our operations”  
 
“We’ve had our community kitchen program for 20 years [...] but since COVID and since 
we’ve switched to zoom, things have gone really well; number wise are even more than 
before [...] 120-150 people total since Covid” 

 
Every organization noted some kind of relationship with the Richmond Food Bank  
 

“We have a long history and a well-established relationship” 
 
“Right from the start they were always a support for us”  
 
“We have a strong knowledge of, and a relationship with the Richmond Food Bank” 
 
"we are on some of the same committees, Hajira has come and presented at some of our 
events [...] we have a relationship of sorts"- we refer people to get the delivery from the 
food bank too" 
 
"I am always involved with them a bit. I go there when I need something that they have 
offered. I'm not a regular, going every week but we have done stuff with them in 
partnership" 

 
Most organizations noted partners/supporters to assist them with operations 
 
Most organizations listed between 2 and 5 partners (including funding partners) who work with them 
on a regular basis as part of their service delivery. The COVID-19 restrictions and need for 
organizations to pivot have led to the development of new partnerships and/or the strengthening of 
long-standing partnerships/relationships. Community members/donors have also contributed in this 



27 
 

 

time of lost revenues and fundraising potential. These contributions have come in the form of cash 
donations, donations of space, and in some cases, even physical infrastructure. All operations 
interviewed were able to financially sustain and/or increase current offerings over the last 12 months. 
However, some speculated that service levels may decrease in the year ahead should funding not be 
available and or past services become operational again. Most operations expressed a desire to 
continue providing operations at current levels to meet need if funding, human resources and capacity 
are available.  
 
The vast majority of the food is supplied through conventional outlets (large retail, donations from 
large retail) 
Provincial numbers suggest that of 168 Food Access Organizations, 82% of respondents indicated that 
their organizations use or warehouses donated food. This was closely followed by 80% of respondents 
indicating key purchase food from grocery stores and warehouses. Food harvested for community 
purposes and bought directly from farmers were the least popular types of food procurement sources, 
at 47% and 38% respectively (p.31). This is consistent with our findings in Richmond that the vast 
majority of food that moves through the emergency food provisioning supply chain is from the 
corporate-retail sector, whether purchased or donated.  

 
“[Food is] mostly purchased, some donated. We use funds from […] organizations like 
RCRG, private donors [and] some donations from the food banks” 
 
“Mostly purchased; our community meal budget moved over to provide grocery purchase 
and delivery” 
 
“Sharing Farm (1x weekly); the Food Bank if they had “too much of something" Staff 
would have put together a binder that had a certain number of meals complete with 
recipes and how much product we needed so we could rotate through and then as the 
extra products would become available they would research other recipes" ---but overall, 
its mostly purchased through supermarkets” 

 
There is varied knowledge of existing and complementary operations within the network  
 

“…a big part is info and referral- people phone us and they want to know where to turn to so we 
need to know what is happening within the community as well" 
 
"if there was a kind of connection between all of them; if all this information was all in one place 
or if there was one person who was taking care of that part, that would be helpful because all the 
programs would have more reach in every sense because we could share ideas, we could pass 
clients to each other, yeah I do see that each agency or each food program or each food security 
related programs are kind of doing their own stuff and it would be nice to have a better 
connection and have them all under one umbrella somehow, I don't know how" ----  
 
"I think most of my staff have clarity [about what is going on the emergency food network] they 
are pretty good about sharing when one person has a need they often email each other and they 
have a resource list and a resource area on our server that they all know how to access but it 
would have a list of food security/emergency food type providers and how they can link people, 
where they are located [...] 
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“In all honesty, I’m not as knowledgeable as I'd love to be. I'd love to learn more about this and 
apply it with our service. We have worked with different cities and different organizations, but 
we'd love to work more with our home city so just trying to connect with more people and 
organizations locally and just see the good work that people are doing and share that with others" 
 
"Everybody is doing amazing work I consider in Richmond, but if we had more, sort of like [...] at 
least for the people who want to have these kinds of services to have an idea of what they are, 
where these are collectively in one place or under one section of some agency that takes care of 
that. I know the city has many times prepared maps food maps, but I don't know how accessible 
those are to people not everybody goes online to check these things"--- asked about anywhere 
beyond the food bank that had food. And I didn't know, and I am in food programming” 

 
Many operations offered stacked services (information sharing, stage for other organizations)  
 

“We use food as the pathway to delivering all the other programs […] we do system navigation 
[…] we go and deliver the food but the food is just the food. The real issue is helping with 
system navigation and accessing the resources, the determinants of health stuff. The food is a 
true pathway to improving overall quality of life” 

 
“I made a list of some things we could use and found services to complement the food 
work, wrap around services… I think having those kinds of things to provide to our 
guests" 
 
“I see a huge part of food education missing in the whole country, not just here [...] for 
me that is the part is that is essential and it’s not happening […] the piece of education 
for me is very important because sometimes I notice that people get good stuff from the 
foodbank, especially in the summer, beautiful veggies from the sharing farm, organic and 
they don't know what to do with it and it goes to waste so this education has to go hand 
in hand. If we are providing food to people we have to provide education on what to do 
with it too” 

 
Coordination/volunteers needed to scale up/continue operations of their new or modified 
programming 
 
Food sector organizations are reported as one of the top places for volunteering in Canada (Sinha, 
2015) and volunteers make up much of the value and labour of the non-profit sector in general. 
Richmond Food Bank for example, reports over 230 volunteers who contribute nearly 29000 hours of 
collective labour with an estimated dollar value of $418,000 annually. This represents a major source 
of in kind value to the organization. While the collective value of labour is not known, other 
organizations certainly utilize volunteers to a high degree. In fact, many participants in this study 
noted the reliance on volunteers to deliver their food programs. However, some noted challenges with 
declining volunteerism, some of it as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic.  
 
As one participant noted: 
 

“If we want to continue this program, we could really use personnel to run this part time 
or in the summer as an intern. The church can subsidize some of that wage and maybe 
we can get some funding from other organizations and this program will run very 
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effectively. Definitely need a coordinator for that. It’s a lot of work; you need the budget 
and you really need someone to look after that program" 

 
Another noted the following:  

 
“We really depend on and require volunteers; it’s a member helping members [thing]; so 
there are definitely personal capacity issues”  

 
Others echoed this sentiment: 
 

[We need] volunteer help for deliveries […] more volunteers have been called back to 
work and we even got more referrals today" 

 
“We have lots of volunteers coming to work at the farm so we have links with those 
groups who are providing us volunteers, [but] not so much this year” 

 
On the other hand, some organizations reported a surge in interest to volunteer, finding ways to give 
back during the pandemic 
 

"we will definitely continue [our program]. It just so happened with the pandemic we had to 
increase our support services and it was also just a response from the volunteers and seeing 
how eager they are to help out even despite a pandemic was very encouraging so, we are 
definitely continuing"  
 

There are a number of mini circuits/networks are currently in operation   
 
All organizations interviewed reported at least one ‘relationship’ that connects their work to others, 
while many noted official partnerships that provide volunteer labour, in kind contributions, financial 
support or physical infrastructure. Our findings also support Public Health of British Columbia’s 
(2021) provincial survey work which showed that when it comes to partnerships and connections 
between Food Access Organizations, the top four partnerships were with; other non-profits (76%), 
community members or engaged citizens coming together to help (74%), food industry (73%), and 
faith-based group or organizations (60%).   
 
The value of the relationships/partnerships and mini networks within the Richmond emergency food 
landscape is important to organizations. As one respondent noted: 

 
"During COVID if there are any positives, it has caused us to be more collaborative for 
sure because there is so much need out there […] Seeing those collaborations, helped me 
to understand that there needs to be a lot more cohesiveness, during COVID especially, 
with our particular meal program, I’d say there has been a lot of teamwork" 

 
Another noted collaboration again, this time envisioning the possibility to scale it up 

 
“so there is a lot of collaboration involved there... I think it's good, but we need to be better 
[...] so many of us are talking about how we can collaboratively be bigger. We have all 
talked about having a food hub somewhere people can go and pick up food or get a meal or 
along with that have other types of services available and I think that would be a great 
start” 
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Another noted the partnerships and the value of knowledge sharing for maximizing resources and 
ensuring efficiency 
 

“[there are] many partnerships in the community. I think we should keep meeting at these 
different committees and discussing the emerging issues. If we bring it up, we can together 
work towards a solution and if we all kind of stick to our lane, we can all work effectively. 
I'm not going try and apply for grants that the food bank is getting; we will stay in our lane 
and do our bit to support an application, but to try to work together that makes most sense 
[...] for solutions, who is the most obvious agency to meet the need, who needs to provide 
what” 

 

Section 6.5 Challenges  
 

6.5.1 Limited or no in person gatherings 
 
In many ways the process, and results of, social innovation(s) across the network is restricted by lack 
of in person offerings. This applies equally to service providers (agencies) and clients.  
 
The ability to learn about, adapt, implement or share with others ‘best practices’ for the times is vitally 
important to efficiency and the spread of good ideas between agencies and organizations; especially in 
times where adjustments and pivots are constantly required as has been demonstrated since March 
2020. A lack of in person activities was mentioned by a number of respondents and Jablonski’s (2021) 
work showed that a lack of in-person activities/operations led to disorganization and a lack of 
coordination amongst the organizations in their study. He goes on to note the direct consequences 
“…[that] groups designed and implemented their own plans, resulting in redundant efforts” 
(Jablonski, 2021, p. 178). Our hope is to share best practices and develop some level of shared and 
collaborative planning to increase and scale impact, avoid redundant efforts and duplication of 
services.  
 
In addition to organizational management, there are implications at the client level. Without in person 
gatherings, the client's knowledge of the shifting landscape of operations and offerings is restricted. In 
the past, conversations and referrals could happen easily during in person gatherings. With deliveries, 
pick-ups, and limited social interactions, knowledge of the whole network may decline and forces 
individuals to navigate digital tools to find listings or contact service providers who are then expected 
to know the dynamics of the shifting landscape. Research has revealed that this high level shared 
resource is not complete and would be an asset to the network, especially in times of limited social, 
venue changes, and new organizations navigating service delivery.  
 

6.5.2. Individual Measurement and Consistent Network Measurement  
 
Challenges surrounding measurement and impact abound and this challenge is not unique to any 
network or agency in particular.  
 
 Many of the agencies interviewed reported on their successes in terms of ‘meals served’ ‘gift cards 
given out’ or participant attendance. These are common and agreed upon ways that organizations 
within the charitable food sector report on their impact. These findings support Pollard’s analysis that 
“The Charitable Food Sector works to provide community food security, yet currently measures their 
impact in terms of kilograms of food rescued or meals provided”. (Pollard et al, 2018, p. 13). However, 
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given that a community food security approach seeks to ensure healthy food through a sustainable 
system promoting community self-reliance and social justice (with a focus on building long term 
capacity) are meals distributed or pounds distributed the best/most reliable way to measure success 
towards achieving community food security?  
 
Pollard (2018) argues that “…the aim of the Charitable Food Sector approach should be to ensure 
“community food security” which focuses on local sustainable solutions to ensure ongoing food 
security rather than just providing short-term food relief” (Pollard et al, 2018, p. 13). In order to work 
towards community food security, consistent system-wide plans (in the case at hand, network-wide 
plans) need to be implemented and then tracked by all participating organizations. Consistent system-
wide measures would enable all players […] to articulate [the network’s] value in terms of achieving 
community food security. (Pollard, 2018). In British Columbia, recent survey work also showed that 
“there were varying degrees of metrics that each organization collects to track the effectiveness of their 
programs. Due to this, it is challenging to obtain an accurate number related to the volume of food 
access services provided across the province” (PHABC Food Access Report, p.40).  
 
Such observations open up possibilities for alternative models to measure service provision to 
highlight and track impact, but also keep a main focus on the road to community food security. Such 
measurement tools could include shared indicators such as  
 

● declining service usage 
● shifting demographics 
● social enterprise/new model development 

 
Whether it is these or others, determining network level values, outlining action items to ensure 
delivery that meets these values and monitoring its success are important next steps for the network as 
a whole.  
 

6.5.3 Supply Chains and Sourcing Opportunities    
 
A very small percentage of food within the network comes directly from the local food system 
(Richmond or regionally based agriculture) as it currently stands. Most comes via donations through 
large scale retailers & corporate chains. While the sourcing for emergency food provisioning has 
always been reliant to a certain extent on corporate donors “… [the] COVID-19 crisis has clearly 
revealed, charity continues to act as a powerful social imaginary for policy makers and large food 
conglomerates eager to resolve food system inefficiencies” (Lohnes, 2020, p.2). “…charitable food 
networks function as secondary circuits of accumulation for the capitalist food economy” (Lohnes, 
2020, p.2). While the efforts of some players within the network are laudable and valuable in getting 
local fresh vegetables into the hands of those in need (Sharing Farm Society, Richmond Food Security 
Society, Richmond Family Place) evidence suggests that the vast majority of supply is still sourced 
through conventional channels. At this point in time, the corporate food regime is the de facto supplier 
of the emergency food network. The CFCC Food Bank Manual (2017) suggests that “Believing and 
investing in the power of good food means considering larger food systems questions- How is the food 
produced? Where does it come from? Are the farmers and food producers paid fair wages? (2017, p. 
15). So what does a slow but gradual shift away from corporate supplier dominance mean to overall 
supply and need?  
 

● Local purchasing targets set  
● Scaling up gleaning and local farm recovery programs and ensuring cold chain logistics 
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● Phasing in farmers market coupons in lieu of grocery store cards (if applicable) 
● CSA subscriptions to local farms to supply weekly client need  
● Development of individual, or a network wide, healthy food policy that is foundational to 

donations and purchasing 
 
At the provincial level, 29% of Food Access Organization respondents expressed the need for the 
organizations to have funding support to purchase food for distribution. Provincial recommendations 
support directing funding specifically for local food procurement which could have positive impacts on 
participants’ access to healthy fresh food while also stimulating the local food economy (p. 42). This is 
consistent within the context of Richmond.  
 

6.5.4. Capacity to scale up and scale out for network coordination and efficiency  
 
The reality is that volunteer driven organizations/efforts are subject to disruptions such as COVID and 
these disruptions can impact envisioned shifts, new initiatives and overall project stability. One of the 
major questions is where and how to utilize human resources in the most effective way possible. As 
one scholar notes: 
 

“Should people committed to just social policy use their legal, legislative, and 
organizational skills to make the Emergency Food System stronger, better organized, more 
flexible, and better able to meet the needs of the hungry poor? Should they seek to invest 
their energies in more fundamental solutions, remaining aloof from the difficulties of the 
struggling kitchens and pantries? (p. 71).  

 
It is possible that declining volunteers can “divert the energy of advocates” as they step up to become 
front line providers rather than doing much needed high level dialogue. Furthermore, given the 
linkages back to the corporate food regime as prime supplier, advocacy and activist solutions may 
need to be tempered, or dialogue needs to be approached differently. In a time where income based 
solutions are desperately needed and thus critical engagement with government and industry needs to 
be bold, network members need to ask “Does such involvement with industry exert a restraining 
influence upon the political activism of the food banks and their affiliated pantries and kitchens?” (p. 
74). According to some, food banks and in this case all actors in the charitable food sector “...are in a 
prime position to amplify their member’s voices and experiences. They can speak to the larger issues 
that cause hunger [...] thinking about programs and activism at the individual, community and 
national scales” (CFCC Food Bank Manual, 2017, p. 7). However, how do we manage/balance ‘getting 
political’ and potential constructive criticism of supply chains, alongside meeting the clear need on a 
week-to-week basis by whatever means possible? These are questions well beyond the scope of this 
research but deserve mention as they speak to the role of collective network experiences translated to 
network power in larger efforts at systemic change.  
 

Section 7.0: Gaps, Opportunities and Recommendations 
 
The report now turns its attention to a summary of the gaps and opportunities and a series of 
recommendations designed to facilitate the integration of many existing providers and new entrants 
into a coordinated and valuable Emergency Food Provisioning Network. This network can offer 
support and best practices to its component organizations and act as a resource for the city of 
Richmond. 
 



33 
 

 

 
 
High Level Opportunities 
 
Data from the 2021 environmental scan of emergency food providers in the region identified the 
following high level opportunities for further network development 
 
 

Opportunity Desired Outcomes 
Enhanced need for, and 
willingness to, plan and develop a 
more formalized and coordinated 
network of emergency food 
providers. This network can: 
 

 

• provide support to one another 
• increase overall knowledge of network 
operations and encourage innovation and 
best practice transfers 
• understand the true collective impact 

 

Enhanced need to work together 
to develop tools and techniques to 
allow real time data to be shared 
both inter-organizationally, intra-
organizationally, 
with the public 
and with city officials. This 
collaboration can: 

 

• enhance the development of efficient 
grant applications 
• provide a policy and advocacy work with 
up-to-date statistics 
• facilitate evidence informed planning 
(individual organizations and network 
level strategic) 
• Enhance the public’s knowledge of the 
number and types of operations 
throughout the city 

 
Evaluate and build on the success 
of COVID-19 inspired successful 
pivots and continue to innovate 
emergency food provisioning 
while integrating community food 
system theory and practice into 
individual strategic plans and 
shared network-level objectives. 

 

• provide greater linkages to local food 
systems 
• champion community food system type 
service models that build capacity 
• allow for the development and evaluation 

of network level objectives and outcomes 

 
 



 

 

This section outlines a large number of draft recommendations emerging from this research. The 
recommendations correspond to identified gaps and opportunities for greater network coordination 
and service delivery. 

Recommendations (Table #6 a-d): 
 
The following recommendations (6a-6d) are separated into four areas:  

1. Diversity of Services of Innovation Pathways 
2. Supply Chain Logistics and Financing 
3. Network Development and Efficiency 
4. Network Coordination / Data Collection / Information Sharing 

 

6a. Diversity of Services of Innovation Pathways 

1.  Utilize the diversity of offerings and the activation of an informal/formal network to inspire further social 
innovation in Richmond Food Bank programming. This includes trialing new responses which offers 
pathways out of the traditional emergency food model, while continuing to meet demand level needs 
 

2.  Identify populations, explore and determine need, serve the need by the best means possible (best, 
not always the most ‘efficient’ way) paying attention to DIVERSITY and CONTEXT by putting “focus on 
the person, rather than the service” 

 

6b. Supply Chain Logistics and Financing 
 

1.  Create an official purchasing network that allows for more buyer power (bulk/quantity) driving prices 
down by a margin (meaning more meals/meal components for the same number of financial 
resources) 

2.  Develop possible ‘global budget’ for all organizations to draw from to meet acute individual service 
needs and/or network level goals 

3.  Lobby the Richmond government for year over year funding to a unified network to meet existing and 
future service needs  

 

 

6c. Network Development and Efficiency 

1.  Food providers should continue to use stacked/complementary services alongside provisioning 
(education, outreach, service navigation assistance) 
 

2.  Build on the existing ‘mini-networks’ (1-3 partners) and scale up to strategic, network wide linkages 
and goals 
 

3.  Create a map of each organization’s services. Recognize and acknowledge ‘niches’. This provides 
greater opportunities for expanded reach and less redundancy 
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6d. Network Coordination / Data Collection / Information Sharing 

1.  Increase the organizational capacity of the entire charitable food sector/network as a unit through 
open data sharing, strategic gap filling and maximization of resources 
 

2.  Simplified access to updated information on provision locations, times, types, opportunities and data 
sharing needs to be available, current and in a centralized location.  The database system needs to 
utilize the bridge built between government and civil society/non-profit with regards to emergency food 

3.  Address and better coordinate the large gap in after-hours provisioning to ensure the equity and 
access aspects of provisioning 

4.  Set specific and measurable ‘network level;’ objectives and provide metrics to measure collective 
progress 

5.  Consider data driven applications that encourage and facilitate information/product 
sharing in real time across the organizational network and embed consistent data 
collection and evaluation metrics into the strategic mission of the coordinated 
network. 

 

 
*It is imperative to recognize that needed innovations and shifts are coming quickly and it is advised to project 
2025 and onwards demographics and associated needs into long range planning. It is expected that responses 
and delivery models will be different (to varying degrees) than they were in 2000 and even different than they 
were in 2018.  



 

 

 

Section 8.0: Future directions and resource development 
 
This final section outlines a list of possible resources (i.e. tools/end products) that could be built to 
assist with network coordination, efficiency and effectiveness. At the end of it all, the final goal is to 
serve the needs of clients in the best way possible.  
 
The tools identified here include digital knowledge sharing infrastructure, networking-organization 
tools, and physical tangible infrastructure. Each of these is listed below and some examples from other 
communities are provided for reference.  

 

8.1 Digital knowledge sharing infrastructure 
 
Digital knowledge sharing infrastructure can provide an important resource for organizations and 
clients. The term ‘digital knowledge sharing infrastructure’ is open to interpretation and there are 
various examples of how such a platform could proceed. This could be anything from a print version 
meal program map6  to a digital and interactive map of similar services7 or simply a database/list of 
providers with days, hours, offerings among other data that could be made publicly available.  
 

● Richmond Emergency Food Provision Database 
● Emergency Food Landscape Listings 
● Emergency Food: A regional, digital Hub 
● Emergency Food Network Guide 
● Food Access Guide (connect to COR’s Poverty Reduction Strategy) 

 
There are a number of examples of this type of work89 in the region. 
 
A database/interactive map/resource site of listings could be the ‘low hanging fruit’ of this network 
and could be a measurable and actionable item that would require limited financial and time 
resources. The benefits would be great to all organizations, governmental departments and the larger 
client base that crosses the city. The existing Food Asset Map offers a great foundational tool to build 
on and one that would serve the interests and needs of many within the network and as a public facing 
resource.  
 

8.2 Network-Organization tools (relational infrastructure) 
 
Network organizational tools are vital to ensuring there is a location for shared statistics and 
operations that is available across non-profit and governmental divides. Network-Organizational tools 
like this are not necessarily designed to be publicly available. They are for ensuring data sharing and 

                                                 
6
 https://vancouver.ca/files/cov/emergency-meal-program-map.pdf 

7
 https://www.google.com/maps/d/u/0/viewer?fbclid=IwAR253xNbAn749cOhBl2-6Ntfp41KJj-

CaMryCQ79zJgy4JHGRtjVuqZ-SbE&ll=49.282856852799775%2C-
123.09696064863329&z=15&mid=11gyzTVyoZqSsUL7_-k6FbbElF3slegRv 
8
 https://www.neighbourhoodfoodhub.com/covid-19-support 

 
9
  

https://www.surreylibraries.ca/services/community-services/covid-19-information-and-programs/food-and-meals 
 

https://www.neighbourhoodfoodhub.com/covid-19-support
https://www.surreylibraries.ca/services/community-services/covid-19-information-and-programs/food-and-meals
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individual actions/plans across the network. Some thought that there was more connection that there 
is  
 

“we are all connected through different coalitions and discussion groups so we have [had] 
weekly, monthly meetings around that.... but I think there is talk of streamlining it [the 
emergency food provisioning activities] to bring some cohesiveness to all the players that are out 
there” 

 
These tools can be as simple as a shared google sheet with formulas that auto update a master sheet all 
the way up to a professionally designed digital database where data is entered and centrally stored 
until a user accesses or downloads for their purposes. Overall, the purpose of these tools would be to  
 

● Enhance knowledge sharing 
● Network wide bank of data for communications, research reports and grant writing 
● Inspire cross network innovation(s)  

 
One participant noted the need for this type of network sharing 
 

“...it's essential that we get to know what else is going on out there [...] it was from this regional 
learning and best practices that got us thinking about bringing the food in because they brought 
us bags of groceries which the memberships cued up outside the door to get"  

 
Another participant noted their strategy of ‘identifying gaps’ 
 

"Yes, I am pretty sure that’s why it works [...] we deliberately looked for collaboration, we looked 
for those gaps in services and set out to help fill them. The collaborations help us use food as an 
outreach tool" 

 
Finally, the recognition that best practices do exist in the network and organizations would 
benefit from more frequent sharing with a strategic purpose: 
 

“In the past, the RFSS used to have bi-monthly meetings and invite community agency reps to get 
together and talk about ideas, resources, talk about things like line up challenges, how to manage 
that, how to announce, what has worked and what hasn’t […] we’ve got to be trying to find out 
from others what worked well" 

 
Network organizational tools would help make such gaps very apparent to all actors and allow for 
individual and strategic level moves to meet unmet needs. Furthermore, network-organization tools 
such as data sharing systems and lists of innovations in service delivery are a great way to scale up and 
build upon the number of mini-networks (circuits) that are already in operation. Complex and fully 
scaled up versions of network sharing activities and master plans can be found here10 and here11 but in 
the case of Richmond, the scope and scale could be much smaller to begin with and still be extremely 
effective. While recent (2021) provincial numbers show that 60% respondents in Food Access 
Organizations indicated they wanted to network and learn from other organizations doing similar 
work (p. 41), the desire for networking and willingness to work across boundaries was much higher, 
with 100% of Richmond respondents indicating a desire to work more closely together, without 
identifying the degree or shape that such collaborations might take.  

                                                 
10

 https://www.digitalsupercluster.ca/covid-19-program-page/emergency-food-distribution-network/ 
11

 http://tbfoodstrategy.com/resources/emergency-food-coordination/ 
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8.3. Physical Infrastructure 
 
The main topic of conversation around needs when it comes to physical infrastructure was the Food 
Hub- Garden City Lands 
 

“we had always planned on their being a production centre on site and potentially a learning 
centre […] but what we’ve heard from the community and the result of food mesh and just the 
growing need for these types of spaces that are providing food security, we are hearing it from 
the community, but not just from the Richmond community We are hearing it from other 
municipalities, on a global scale so our response has been driven by community need and 
community desire” 

 
One participant spoke of the need for “progressive alternatives to emergency food provisioning” and 
the need to “create new relationships, de-stigmatize, and make them dignified”. Other participants 
noted the concept of dignity and shame associated with some models of provisioning. This participant 
noted that these feelings represent a “natural and progressive decentralization away from a core food 
banking model to a hub model”. Currently there are a number of ‘hubs’ but they are distributed and 
located within other service provisioning. However, the possibility exists to bring the diversity of 
services and access together under one roof. In keeping with a community food systems approach, it is 
clear that “…the development of food hubs can be viewed as one means of taking the more theoretical 
concept of community food security and turning it into practical action” (Nelson et al, 2011, p.9).  
 
Evidence from this research shows that a number of key players as well as city departments are 
committed to and invested in the food hub concept.  
 
As one participant noted: 
 

“Our goal is to really have a food hub, a real food hub, a location to have a building where people 
can come and congregate, prepare meals, have community meals, teaching space, storage space, 
allow small scale farmers to do value added products and that’s always been the goal” 

 
What the exact end product looks like and the governance and management logistics remains to be 
seen . All evidence suggests that it will be subject to changes as need and capacity dictate. This is in fact 
one of the main strengths of the food hub concept. As Nelson et al (2011) note: 
 

“To put it more simply, a food hub is a place (that can be physical or virtual) where a number of 
different food-related activities are concentrated and coordinated in an effort to maximize 
efficiency and impact. Because the way a food hub initiative will look is highly context-specific, it 
is impossible to define it in any more detail” (Nelson et al, 2011, p. 9)  
 

A food hub offers a chance to reshape the emergency food distribution and the emergency food supply 
chain, and to possibly “…embed food aid into a relationship with the agricultural sector and through a 
modified version of the retail sector” (de labarre et al, 2016).  
 
One of the most famous food hub that follows this vision is “The Stop Community Food Centre” in 
Toronto12. More information can be found following the link in the previous footnote, but in summary: 
 

                                                 
12

 https://www.thestop.org/ 

https://www.thestop.org/
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The Stop CFC maintains its emergency food programs in the form of a food bank and a drop-in food 
program, but has complemented these with a range of capacity-building, educational, and skills 
training programs that include community kitchens, community gardens, and educational workshops 
that emphasize food-related skills and the reduction of social isolation, as well as civic engagement 
programs that involve program users in advocacy and community development initiatives” (Levkoe & 
Wakefield, 2011, p. 251).  

 
While the Richmond network displays many of these things as separate nodes, in the case of The Stop, 
these are all housed in one location. This clustering is vital for ease and efficiency of service delivery, 
connecting clients to ancillary services and most importantly, driving innovations.  

 
As one participant noted: 
 

“Many of us are talking about how we can collaboratively be bigger. We have all talked about 
having a food hub somewhere people can go and pick up food or get a meal or along with that 
have other types of services available and I think that would be a great start. We would love the 
city to step up; you'll hear that from all the other groups, especially the faith groups, is our city 
needs to step up” 

 
And the city has stepped up. The developing food hub in the garden city lands represents an effective, 
existing partnership between academic institutions (KPU), the Richmond Food Security Society and 
the City of Richmond. What this means for locating some level of emergency food provisioning on site 
remains to be seen. However, given the inclusive nature of the planning, the ties to community 
organizations and the overall desire to serve the community need, the possibilities for further rich 
collaborations are apparent and the support for this type of production-knowledge-provisioning hub 
appears unanimous.  
 
There are a number of other opportunities for physical infrastructure innovation. Apart from talk and 
energy around the developing food hub in the garden city lands, there are also a number of other 
physical infrastructure related initiatives that could be launched in tandem, in advance and/or in the 
meantime during development. These might include, but are not limited to the following: 
 

● Pop-up depots- during community meals, grocery distribution  
● Consolidate some resources into one location for efficient travel 
● The development of a ‘shop choice model’ with donations 
● The development of a solidarity store model (France, Quest) where prices are reduced but 

monetary transactions still required to take place13 or what CFCC calls “affordable food 
markets” 

● Engaging clients in growing and gleaning operations14 
 

                                                 
13

 These models may also bring in a new clientele who avoid the food bank or community meals due to logistic or stigma 
14

  
However, assuming an inherent transformative and positive outcome for these types of projects cannot be made without critical 

analysis.  As some scholars point out “After all, not every (garden) project seeks social justice; it depends who's doing it and how, 

where it is, how it is connected to other places, and why it is the chosen action (Cadieux & Slocum, 2015, p. 15).  Still others ask about 

what such projects bring to reshaping existing access relationships“…to what extent do these diverse gleaning, gardening, and farming 

activities signal new roles for food banks in community and regional food systems (Viteiloo et al, 2015).  
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Other initiatives include the newly launched Salvation Army Food Truck. The FAD reported on an 
accepted grant for this truck and that logistics are in process for rollout. The Giving Truck is also 
another active independent player in the network.  
 
Finally, given the community food security approach this research seeks to take, it would be remiss to 
overlook the cumulative role of individual food production as a major contributor to a food chain of 
healthy, local food, emergency and/or otherwise. The city of Richmond reported that they added 58 
new plots in 2020, which was “pandemic inspired” and “more than in a typical year”. 2021 plans call 
for even more garden beds within the city limits.  
 

 “We are now looking to install 200 new garden beds [at garden city lands] and that is pretty 
much in direct response to the pandemic. We had planned community garden spots on that site 
eventually but certainly not that many and not this quickly” 

 
These 58 new plots are in addition to the other 382 beds at thirteen different locations on city 
owned lands that are managed by the RFSS. The RFSS is such an important bridge between 
broad community food systems/security work, the emergency food provisioning network and 
the government and providing guidance for their collaborative initiatives. A city of Richmond 
official spoke to the important role that RFSS plays in helping move along community food 
security initiatives within the city.  
 

[“RFSS] their business is community gardens, food security and outreach into the community 
and I can’t tell you how lucky we are to have this type of engaged community partner to oversee 
this area and these operations for food security”  

 
Each of these beds makes a significant contribution to the overall production output of city residents 
and some of this production finds its way into fresh grocery bags/baskets, hampers or meals provided 
through the emergency food provisioning network in Richmond.  
 

Section 9.0 Conclusion 
 
This report has provided an overview of the emergency food systems landscape in Richmond BC and 
suggested some avenues to build on existing relationships and success to innovate in service delivery 
and continue to meet rising demand from clients. Overall, high level observations of the network 
reveal a relatively coordinated and collaborative set of organizations and individuals providing for food 
needs via a variety of means and through a diverse range of channels. The recommendations within 
are meant to act as food for thought for the network to consider and to discuss in light of shared 
objectives, capacity and desire for enhanced collaboration.  
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