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Abstract

Agrihoods are residential communities intentionally
designed around agriculture and green space to
foster connections with food, nature, and neigh-
bors. Despite their growing popularity, little is
known about who is drawn to these developments
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ot the amenities they value. This study examined
the characteristics, health behaviors, and housing
ptiorities of prospective agrihood homebuyers.
From March to July 2024, adults interested in pur-
chasing a home in a Fort Bend County, Texas, agri-
hood (IN = 128) completed an online survey dis-
tributed through the developer’s marketing chan-
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nels. Measures included sociodemographics, health
behaviors (time spent in nature, amount of sleep,
physical activity, fruit and vegetable consumption),
housing priorities, and willingness to pay more or
extend commutes for specific amenities. Respond-
ents were predominantly female, racially and
ethnically diverse, middle-income, and highly edu-
cated. Although many respondents reported health
behaviors below national recommendations, they
expressed interest in health-promoting amenities.
Affordability, school quality, and proximity to im-
portant places and people emerged as key housing
priorities, while most respondents indicated they
would be willing to pay more or extend their com-
mutes to gain access to opportunities for physical
activity, nature, fresh produce, social spaces, and
agricultural features. These findings suggest that
agrihoods may not only attract individuals already
engaged in healthy lifestyles but also those who
view these environments as potential catalysts for
positive behavior change. As such, agrihoods may
represent a promising setting for embedding pre-
ventive health promotion into residential develop-
ment. Longitudinal research is needed to determine
whether relocation to an agrihood translates into
measurable improvements in health outcomes.
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Introduction and Literature Review

Chronic diseases such as heart disease, diabetes,
obesity, and certain cancers are leading causes of
death and disability in the U.S., accounting for an
estimated 90% of health care expenditures and
contributing substantially to reduced quality of life
(Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
[CDC(], 2025; Hacker, 2024; Kochanek et al., 2022).
Modifiable health behaviors (e.g., diet, physical
activity, social engagement) play a crucial role in
both the prevention and progression of these con-
ditions and are largely shaped by the environments
in which people live (CDC, 2024; Office of Disease
Prevention and Health Promotion, n.d.; Raheli¢ et
al., 2024; Zhang et al., 2023). A recently published
meta-analysis revealed that closer residential prox-
imity to grocery retailers is associated with higher
dietary quality, greater residential walkability and
access to space for exercise is associated with
higher levels of physical activity, and greater diver-
sity in residential land use is associated with lower
body weight (Dixon et al., 2021).

To support these health and quality of life ben-
efits, innovative community designs have emerged
that integrate residential living with local food sys-
tems and green space. One such model is the “agti-
hood,” an agriculturally integrated residential devel-
opment designed to foster stronger connections
between residents, their food sources, and natural
environments suitable for safe outdoor activities
(Notris, 2018). The developments often feature a
working farm as a central amenity, complemented
by trail networks, communal gathering areas, and
other infrastructure to promote sustainability,
active living, and social cohesion. By shortening the
food supply chain and encouraging local produc-
tion, agrihoods may contribute as well to reduced
environmental impacts associated with long-
distance food transportation. Agrihoods can also
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help support local economies through job creation
for farming, food production, and community-
based enterprises, as well as increase property val-
ues and local commerce (Breger, 2020; Donnally,
2015; Murphy, 2014; Norris, 2018).

Despite growing interest in agrihoods across
the U.S. and globally—an estimated 200 agrihoods
now span more than 30 states (National Associa-
tion of Homebuilders, 2024; Nortis, 2018)—Ilim-
ited research has investigated who chooses to live
in these communities, how such environments
influence health behaviors, and the extent to which
prospective homebuyers value specific agrihood
features (Lewis et al., 2025; Norris, 2018).
Although the literature supports the benefits of
proximity to fresh food, walkable infrastructure,
and green space, the associations have not been
thoroughly examined in agrihood-specific contexts
(Lewis et al., 2025). Furthermore, understanding
the characteristics of individuals drawn to these
communities is essential, as self-selection into
health-promoting environments may affect
observed outcomes and the broader scalability of
agrihoods as a public health strategy (James et al.,
2015).

Prospective homebuyer preferences are equally
important for guiding developers, planners, and
policymakers. Insights into how much value poten-
tial residents place on amenities such as farms,
trails, or communal spaces, and whether willing-
ness to pay more ot to extend commutes for these
amenities varies by sociodemographic group, can
help align design and marketing strategies with
community-identified needs. Such information is
also critical for promoting equitable access to
mixed-use land that has the potential to protect
local food systems and reduce chronic disease
risks.

To address these gaps, this study examined the
sociodemographic characteristics, health behaviors,
and purchasing preferences of a sample of individ-
uals interested in buying homes in a planned agri-
hood development in the southern U.S. Specifi-
cally, we explored (1) whether these prospective
residents represented diverse populations,

! https://www.indigocommunity.com

2 https://www.meristemcommunities.com
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(2) whether they were currently engaging in be-
haviors associated with health and wellbeing, and
(3) the extent to which they valued certain health-
promoting neighborhood features.

Applied Research Methods

Details regarding the study design, participant
recruitment, survey measures, and analytic
approach are provided below.

Design

The present cross-sectional study served as forma-
tive research to inform a larger project examining
longitudinal changes in health behaviors and out-
comes among agrihood residents compared to
those in a nearby development matched on home
prices and square footage, zoning, and mixed-use
amenities (Maddock et al., 2025). An online survey
was administered from March to July 2024. The
survey was designed to take approximately 12—15
minutes to complete and was available in English,
consistent with the developet's English-language
marketing materials and recruitment channels
through which the survey was distributed. Study
procedures were approved by the Baylor University
Institutional Review Board prior to beginning
recruitment efforts.

Respondents

The study was focused on Indigo Community,' a
planned agrihood located in Richmond, Texas,
approximately 28 miles southwest of downtown
Houston in Fort Bend County. Respondents were
recruited online based on their expressed interest in
purchasing a home in Indigo, identified through
the developer’s website,? email listservs, and direct
communication (e.g., one-on-one emails, phone
conversations, scanned QR codes on flyers availa-
ble onsite at welcome centers) targeting prospec-
tive homebuyers. Eligible respondents were 18
years or older, and consent was given at the start of
the survey. Of the 307 adults who initiated the sur-
vey, 171 consented, and 128 completed all items
and were included in the final sample.


https://www.indigocommunity.com/
https://www.meristemcommunities.com/
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Measures

Survey items were developed by the research team
with 40 questions total, including a mix of multiple
choice, open-ended response, and ranking formats.
Most measures were derived or adapted from exist-
ing validated sources.

Sociodemographic Characteristics
Sociodemographic items were derived from the
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
(CDC) 2022 Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance
System (BRESS) survey (CDC, 2022). Respond-
ents were asked to provide their current relation-
ship status, highest grade or year of school com-
pleted, whether they currently owned or rented
their home, how many bedrooms were in their
current home, their current state of residence, the
type of region in which they currently resided
(urban, suburban, or rural), current employment
status, how many children less than 18 years of
age currently living in their household, annual
household income from all sources, self-reported
race and ethnicity, age in years, sex at birth, and
sexual orientation.

Health Bebaviors

Health behavior items were derived from various
sources. First, nature exposure was measured using
a previously validated two-item measure assessing
frequency and duration (Maddock et al., 2022). The
first question measures frequency of visits to
nature areas and was adapted from the Monitor of
Engagement with the Natural Environment (White
et al., 2019). The second question measures dura-
tion in nature (in this case, the previous year) and
comes from the Nature of Americans Study (Kel-
lert et al., 2017; White et al., 2019). Physical activity
was measured using a single item asking respond-
ents to report typical weekly moderate and vigor-
ous physical activities lasting at least ten minutes
(i.e., where their heartbeat increases and they
breathe faster) during both leisure time and
transport (Danquah et al., 2018, p. 2). This item is
included in the Nordic Physical Activity Question-
naire short version (NPAQ-short), which has
established test-retest reliability and acceptable

3 https://www.cde.gov/brfss/index.html

kappa correlations (Danquah et al., 2018). Total
hours per week in moderate and vigorous physical
activity (MVPA) were calculated. Fruit and vegeta-
ble consumption was measured using six items
from the Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance Sys-
tem (BRESS)? (CDC, 2022), which asked respond-
ents to report usual dietary intake (e.g., fruit, fruit
juice, leafy greens, fried or other kinds of potatoes,
other vegetables) in the past 30 days. The median
frequency of fruit and vegetable daily intake was
first calculated by converting weekly and monthly
intake into daily intake by dividing the frequency of
weekly or monthly reported intake by 7 or 30,
respectively. Subsequently, the frequencies of all
fruit and vegetable variables were summed to
obtain the total frequency of fruit and vegetable
intake. Exclusion criteria included those who
reported implausible values (e.g., consuming

fruits >16 times and vegetables >23 times per day).
The median was then calculated using total daily
fruit and vegetable intake frequency as a continu-
ous variable (Lee & Moore, 2017). Sleep was meas-
ured by an item from the Pittsburgh Sleep Quality
Index (PSQI) survey, which asked respondents to
report on their usual total hours of sleep per night
in the past 30 days (Buysse et al., 1989). General
perceived health status was measured using the
2022 BREFSS single-item for Health Status: “Would
you say that in general your health is: Excellent,
Very Good, Good, Fair, Poor” (CDC, 2022).

Prioritized Agribood Features

Items related to agrihood features were developed
to assess preferences and rank priorities of neigh-
borhood design features and number of bedrooms
in prospective and current homes. Items were also
developed using the contingent valuation method
(Carson, 2000; Markandya et al., 2019; Mitchell &
Carson, 1989) to estimate what people would be
willing to pay and how much time they would be
willing to spend driving in order to live in a devel-
opment with specific neighborhood health and
wellbeing design features. Respondents were asked
to drag-and-drop the following items: “Zoned for
good schools,” “Price of home,” “Proximity to
work or other frequented locations,” “Proximity to

Advance online publication
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family or current close friends,” “Walking distance
to trails,” “Walking distance to fresh fruits and veg-
etables and healthy foods,” “Places nearby to exer-
cise or be physically active,” “Easy access to nature
and outdoor spaces,” “Walking distance to parks or
playgrounds,” “Having safe places to walk for fun
ot to get to places,” “Easy opportunities and/or
places to interact with others in the neighbor-
hood,” “Peacefulness of the community,” “Living
near people like myself,” “Having a farm, agricul-
ture, Community Supported Agriculture program
(CSA), or large community garden within the
neighborhood,” and “Organized events and/or
programming within the neighborhood” according
to their importance (i.e., Extremely Important,
Very Important, Moderately Important, Slightly
Important, or Not At All Important). Respondents
were also asked to rank these same fifteen items
from 1 to 15, 1 being most important when
looking for a house or place to live.

Respondents were asked questions about how
much more they would be willing to pay for a simi-
lar house that: has access to more outdoor spaces
and nature, has access to more places to walk
and/or be physically active (e.g., trails, sidewalks,
parks, fitness places); has access to more fresh
fruits and vegetables and other healthy foods; that
is in a neighborhood with a farm, agriculture, a
CSA, or a large community garden; or thatisin a
neighborhood with easy opportunities and/or
places to interact with others in the neighborhood,
with six multiple-choice response options (i.e.,
None at all, $5,000 more, $10,000 more, $15,000
more, $25,000 more, or $50,000 more.* Respond-
ents were also asked, “When looking at homes in
the Indigo Community, how many bedrooms are
in the home you are most interested in?”” To ascer-
tain willingness to add to commute times, respond-
ents were asked: “How many minutes would you
be willing to add to your daily commute to live
somewhere that provides you with the following
neighborhood amenity or resourcer” Specified
amenities were access to open outdoor space and
nature; access to fresh fruits and vegetables and
healthy foods, places to walk and/or be physically
active (e.g., trails, sidewalks, parks, fitness places);

4 All currencies are in USS.
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opportunities and/or places to interact with others
in the neighborhood; and a farm, agriculture, CSA,
or a large community garden, with seven multiple-
choice response options (10 minutes, 1020
minutes, 20—30 minutes, 30—45 minutes, 45—60
minutes, More than 60 minutes, or I would not be
willing to add more time to my daily commute to
have access to this amenity).

Data Collection and Analyses

Data were collected using the Qualtrics platform.
After surveys were completed, the research team
checked for completeness and accuracy of
responses. Descriptive analyses were calculated to
summarize sociodemographic characteristics,
health behaviors, and neighborhood preferences.
Analyses were conducted using SPSS.

Results

Among our sample of 128 respondents, most were
female (71.4%) and middle-income (54.7% re-
ported annual household incomes between $50,000
and $150,000). A little over half identified as non-
Hispanic White (57.0%), followed by 15.6% Black,
12.5% Hispanic, and 13.3% Asian. About two-
thirds (64.8%) owned their home, and nearly half
(49.0%) had children under 18 living in their
household. Ages ranged from 22 to 81 years, with a
median age of 39 years (interquartile range [IQR]:
32-53 years). Most respondents were highly edu-
cated, with 87.5% reporting having obtained a col-
lege degree. Table 1 provides complete descriptive
statistics.

In a typical week, 39.4% of respondents
reported spending less than one hour in nature.
During the previous month, 34.6% reported sleep-
ing fewer than seven hours per night, falling short
of the American Academy of Sleep Medicine and
Sleep Research Society’s joint recommendation for
promoting optimal health for adults, 27 hours of
sleep per night (Watson et al., 2015), with only
28.9% reporting at least eight hours per night.
About two-thirds (63.2%) self-reported meeting
physical activity guidelines, 2150 minutes of mod-
erate-to-vigorous physical activity per week (U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services, 2018),
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Table 1. Respondent Sociodemographic Characteristics

Characteristic Number (%)
Sex (N = 126)
Male 34 (27.0)
Female 90 (71.4)
Prefer not to answer 2(1.6)
Sexuality (N = 126)
Lesbian or Gay 2 (1.6)
Straight (that is, not gay) 105 (83.3)
Bisexual 8 (6.3)
Something else 5(4.0)
| don’t know the answer 1(0.8)
Prefer not to answer 5 (4.0)
Race and Ethnicity* (N = 128)
American Indian 1(0.8)
Asian 17 (13.3)
Non-Hispanic Black 20 (15.6)
Hispanic 16 (12.5)
Native Hawaiian 0 (0.0)
Non-Hispanic White 67 (52.3)
Other 10 (7.8)
Marital Status (N = 128)
Married 82 (64.1)
Divorced 16 (12.5)
Widowed 3(2.3)
Separated 2 (1.6)
Never married 15 (11.7)
Member of an unmarried couple 10 (7.8)
Educational Attainment (N = 128)
Grade 12 or GED (high school graduate) 1(0.8)
College 1-3 years (some college or technical school) 15 (11.7)
College 4 years or more (college graduate) 54 (42.2)
Post-graduate degree (e.g., MS, EdD, PhD, MD, JD) 58 (45.3)
Current Residence Ownership Status (N = 128)
Own 83 (64.8)
Rent 33 (25.8)
Other arrangement 12 (9.4)
Current Residential Urbanity—Rurality (N = 128)
Urban 32 (25.0)
Suburban 94 (73.4)
Rural 2(1.6)
Employment Status (N = 128)
Employed for wages 88 (68.8)
Self-employed 14 (10.9)
Out of work > 1 year 1(0.8)
Homemaker 10 (7.8)
Student 1(0.8)
Retired 14 (10.9)
continued
6

averaging 3.95 hours/week (SD=3.3).
About two-thirds (65.6%) reported con-
suming 28 servings or less of fruit per
month (less than one per day, on average,
compared to the recommended two serv-
ings per day) and 62.4% reported consum-
ing 12 servings or less of vegetables per
month, less than half a serving per day, on
average, compared to the recommended
2.5 servings per day (U.S. Department of
Agriculture & U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services, 2020). Overall,
52.2% rated their general health as Very
Good or Excellent.

Common measures of home owner-
ship preference, including price (93.2%),
quality of schools (59.5%), proximity to
work or other frequented locations
(56.5%) and proximity to family and close
friends (51.8%) were frequently rated as
being Extremely Important or Very Im-
portant by respondents. Features support-
ing active and healthy lifestyles were also
highly valued, including having safe places
to walk (83.1%), community peacefulness
(79.0%), easy access to nature and outdoor
space (76.1%), proximity to physical activ-
ity opportunities (62.9%), and walking
distance to parks or playgrounds (66.1%),
trails (65.3%), or fresh and healthy food
outlets (49.6%). Social and community-
oriented features were less frequently rated
as essential, including places to interact
with others (45.6%), living near like-
minded people (40.3%), having a commu-
nity garden, farm, or CSA (27.3%), and
organized community events (16.8%).
Most respondents were willing to extend
commute times for access to walkable
areas (86.7%) and to pay more for a home
with better walkability (83.6%0), with 25.8%
willing to pay $15,000 or more. Many also
reported willingness to pay more and
extend commutes for access to nature
(76.6% and 85.9%, respectively), although
fewer were willing to pay more or extend
commute times for access to a community
farm or garden (53.9% and 62.5%, respec-

Advance online publication
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Table 1, continued

Annual Household Income (in US$) (N = 126)

Less than $25,000

$25,000 to < $35,000

$35,000 to < $50,000

$50,000 to < $75,000

)
$75,000 to < $100,000 21 (16.7)
$100,000 to < $150,000 32 (25.4)
$150,000 to < $200,000 19 (15.1)

Number of Children (<18 years of age) in Home (N = 123)

0 62 (50.4)
1 27 (22.0)
2 23 (18.7)
3 8 (6.5)
4 0(0.0)
5 3(2.4)

* Respondents could select more than one category

tively), or to spaces that facilitate social interaction
(53.9% and 62.5%, respectively). More specifically,
more than half indicated willingness to extend
commutes by more than ten minutes for nearby

places to be active (57.8%) and be in nature

(61.8%), with less than half indicating will-
ingness for nearby places in order to access
fresh food (41.0%), social spaces (35.9%),
and a community farm or garden (33.6%).
See Tables 2 and 3.

Discussion

This study provides an eatly exploration of
the demographic, behavioral, and commu-
nity preferences of adults considering relo-
cation to an agriculturally integrated neigh-
borhood (“agrihood”). Overall, the findings
suggest that agrihoods and their design fea-
tures may appeal to a range of prospective
homebuyers, with greater prioritization of
physical activity and nature-related features
than agriculture or social features, and mod-

erate interest in access to fresh food. Our sample of
128 respondents was sociodemographically diverse
in age (22—81 years), race and ethnicity, and income,
although respondents were more likely to be highly
educated (87.5% with a college degree), middle-

Table 2. Respondents’ Willingness to Pay More Money for Agrihood Amenities

(N = 128; all amounts in USS$)

Willingness to Pay None $5,000 $10,000 $15,000 $25,000 $50,000
More Outdoor Spaces and Nature 30 (23.4%) 37 (28.9%) 28(21.9%) 18(14.1%) 9(7.0%) 6 (4.7%)
'\P"&rseic';'ﬁ;iitti‘\)/;’va'k and/or Be 21(16.4%) 45(35.2%) 29(22.7%) 21(16.4%) 7(55%) 5 (3.9%)
Mggﬁ;ﬁi@;‘“‘s Veggies,andOther 54 (39.8%) 54 (422%) 12(9.4%)  6(4.7%  2(L6%) 3 (2.3%)
ggfgft;ﬁgg%ﬂgE?}E{‘;'G/zﬁgz;'t“re’ 59 (46.1%) 45 (35.2%) 13(10.2%) 7(5.5%)  1(0.8%) 3 (2.3%)
Easy Opportunities and/or Places to

Inte{acffl’vith Othare in t/he Neighborhood 59 (46:1%)  38(29.7%) 18(14.0%)  6(4.7%)  3(23%) 4(3.1%)
Table 3. Respondent Willingness to Commute More Minutes for Agrihood Amenities (N = 128)

Commuting Minutes None 10 10-20 20-30 30-60 > 60
More Outdoor Spaces and Nature 18 (14.1%) 31(24.2%) 48 (37.5%) 20(15.6%) 10(7.9%) 1 (0.8%)
'\P"hoyrseicjﬁyciitti‘\’/!"a'k and/or Be 17 (13.3%) 37 (28.9%) 41(32.0%) 23(18%) 9(7.1%)  1(0.8%)
m:arﬁrf;iizg;“'ts veggies, and Other 37 09 1%) 38(29.9%) 33(26.0%) 10(7.9%) 9 (7.1%) 0 (0.0%)
ggfﬁ:’tgggdc\é"rgmi:{‘;'G/z%g‘;‘;'t“'e' 48 (37.5%) 37(28.9%) 22 (17.2%) 13(10.2%) 8(6.3%) 0 (0.0%)
Easy Opportunities and/or Places to

Inte¥ac[t)5vith Othare in t/he Neighborhood 28 (37:5%)  34(26.6%)  25(19.5%) 14(10.9%) 6(4.7%)  1(08%)
Advance online publication 7
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income (54.7% reporting annual household incomes

between $50,000 and $150,000), and female (71.4%).

Neatly two-thirds were current homeowners, and
almost half had children under 18 years of age living
in the household.

Compared to the broader population of Rich-
mond and Fort Bend County, our survey response
sample reflected a somewhat distinct demographic
profile. From 20192023, the estimated median
household income in Richmond was $87,282, and
$113,409 in Fort Bend County (U.S. Census
Bureau, 2023). Educational attainment was consid-
erably higher in our sample than in both Richmond
(36.7% bachelor’s degree or higher) and the county
overall (49.3%) (U.S. Census Bureau, 2023).
Females were also overrepresented (71.4% com-
pared to 51.0% in both Richmond and Fort Bend
County) (U.S. Census Bureau, 2023). The local
median ages resembled our sample, 34.9 years in
Richmond and 37.1 years countywide, which cap-
tured a range of both younger and older prospec-
tive homebuyers (U.S. Census Bureau, 2023).
Racial and ethnic diversity was lower than that of
the surrounding communities: Richmond and Fort
Bend County include sizeable Hispanic (39.0% and
24.0%, respectively) and Black (18.0% and 20.0%,
respectively) populations. Although our sample is
distinct from the surrounding area, it does not nec-
essarily reflect all who are interested in agrihood
living, considering our limited response rate.

Despite strongly expressed interest in a com-
munity model emphasizing opportunities for physi-
cal activity and nature, and tempered interest in
opportunities related to food systems, many re-
spondents reported relatively low engagement in
recommended health behaviors. About two-fifths
(39.4%) spent less than one hour per week in
nature, about one-third (34.6%) slept fewer than
the recommended seven hours per night, and
36.8% fell short of recommended physical activity
levels (i.e., they reported engaging in less than 150
minutes of moderate-to-vigorous physical activity
per week). Fruit and vegetable consumption was
also below public health guidelines, with nearly
two-thirds (65.6%) consuming less than one serv-
ing of fruit daily and a similar proportion (62.4%)
consuming less than half a serving of vegetables
daily. Although over half rated their general health

as Very Good or Excellent, self-reported percep-
tions did not consistently align with evidence-based
health behaviors, underscoring an important
opportunity for built environment designs to
support healthier daily routines.

Homebuying preferences reflected both con-
ventional and health-oriented priorities. Traditional
factors such as price (93.2%), school quality
(59.5%), and proximity to work or other fre-
quented locations (56.5%) and to family and close
friends (51.8%) remained central. However, many
respondents also prioritized features linked to
healthier living, such as safe places to walk (83.1%),
peaceful surroundings (79.0%), and easy access to
nature and outdoor spaces (76.1%). Social or com-
munal features such as organized events and prox-
imity to like-minded neighbors were less frequently
prioritized, although a substantial proportion of
residents expressed a willingness to financially
invest more for enhanced walkability and nature
access. For example, 83.6% were willing to pay
more for a home with better neighborhood walka-
bility, one-quarter of whom were willing to pay
$15,000 or more.

Taken together, these findings highlight an
emerging public health opportunity that needs to
be further studied in larger longitudinal samples,
examining how behaviors are influenced by resid-
ing in an agrihood. Agrihoods represent a novel
residential model that merges traditional homebuy-
ing considerations with built environment and
social features known to facilitate preventive health
behaviors. Importantly, although our sample is rel-
atively small, the appeal of agrihoods appears to
extend beyond prospective homebuyers who cur-
rently meet recommended guidelines for health
behaviors such as sleep, physical activity, and diet.
This suggests that agrihoods may not only attract
individuals already engaged in healthy lifestyles but
also those who view these environments as poten-
tial catalysts for positive behavior change. Under-
standing the motivations and expectations of pro-
spective residents offers insight into how commu-
nities intentionally designed around nature, activity,
food systems, and social connection may shape
health outcomes over time.

For researchers, this emphasizes a need to
investigate place-based determinants of health

Advance online publication



Journal of Agriculture, Food Systems, and Community Development
ISSN: 2152-0801 online
https:/ /foodsystemsjournal.org

beyond conventional settings, using longitudinal
and mixed-method approaches to assess lived
experiences, behavioral change, and objective out-
comes (Zheng et al., 2024). For practitioners,
including planners, developers, and public health
professionals, the evidence points to growing
demand for health-oriented residential features
such as trails, green space, and overall walkability
that can be integrated into new developments or
retrofitted into existing ones (Frumkin et al., 2017).
For policymakers, agrihoods present an oppor-
tunity to incentivize residential models that embed
preventive health into housing and land use
through supportive zoning reforms, tax incentives,
and grants (Sangroniz et al., 2024). Collectively,
these implications suggest several avenues for
expanding the public health intervention toolkit in
transformative ways, creating replicable and scala-
ble residential models that can promote both indi-
vidual and community wellbeing.

Several limitations should be acknowledged.
This study relied on a self-selected convenience
sample of individuals already interested in agrihood
living, which may limit generalizability to broader
homebuyer populations. Respondents were dispro-
portionately female and highly educated, which
may reflect recruitment methods and the
demographics of early adopters. Because the survey
was conducted in English, non-English-speaking
adults may have been underrepresented. Non-
response bias is also possible, as only 128 of 307
individuals who opened the survey completed it. In
addition, a small proportion of respondents did not
complete several of the priority-ranking items,
resulting in limited or missing data for those
measures. While this study provides valuable infor-
mation regarding an emerging trend that aligns
with evidence-based health promotion practices,
the sample is relatively small and was recruited
from a prospective buyer list for one specific agti-
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hood located in Texas, limiting generalizability.
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planning, and sustainability in everyday living
environments.
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