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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This Community Food Assessment is a
compilation of data offering a holistic
view of Orange County’s food system.
The report aims to inform the Orange
County Food Council in its effort to
support a socially, economically, and
environmentally just food system that
provides safe, culturally appropriate,
and nutritious food.
Our food system is a complex and
interwoven network that includes the
following components: production,
processing, distribution, consumption,
and food waste management. The
assessment reports on each of those
categories and used the Whole
Measures Framework, adapted from
the Center of Whole Communities, to
guide data collection and analysis. Data
was compiled in the fall of 2015,
primarily from public resources.
Interviews with a few stakeholders
were also conducted to fill in gaps and
add context to specific data. Additional
stakeholder interviews would add

useful context and information to
future assessments.

incubators and grant programs.
This area of the food system holds
growth potential.

KEY FINDINGS
GROWING FOOD
Orange County enjoys a long farming
history, and the nature of agricultural
production has changed over time. The
number of farms increased while the
size of farms and total farming acreage
declined. The types of food grown and
profitability of farms are changing as
local food systems gain support.
Farmers themselves are older, and are
relatively a homogenous demographic.
The rural buffer in Orange County is an
asset that supports high air, water, and
soil quality.
PREPARING FOOD
Processing and distribution are regional
assets within a food system. In Orange
County a handful of operations provide
produce and meat processing,
aggregation,
and/or
distribution
services. Orange County supports food
business
development
through

SELLING FOOD
Both demand and supply for local food
are on the rise in Orange County.
Traditional retailers are interested in
selling more local food, though they are
challenged to do so. Direct-toconsumer markets such as farmers’
markets and community supported
agriculture
arrangements
(CSAs)
experienced growth and continue to
grow.
ACCESS TO FOOD
Orange County is consistently ranked
among the healthiest in North Carolina;
however, the majority of Chapel Hill
and Carrboro is a classified as a low
income, low access area. Additional
communities in Orange County also lack
access to grocery stores. The
percentage of households receiving
Supplemental Nutritional Assistance
Program (SNAP), formerly known as
food stamps, increased dramatically
i

over the last 15 years, though the
proportion remains low relative to
North Carolina. Food insecurity is
relatively low, though a substantial
proportion of food insecure individuals
are ineligible for SNAP. Diet-related
health outcomes such as obesity and
diabetes improved. The proportion of
students receiving free and reduced
lunch increased with a greater need in
Orange County schools.
COMPOSTING FOOD
Orange County does not have a county
provided composting service, but
residents have access to privately run
composting services. The Orange
County Solid Waste Management
department sells compost and compost
bins, and offers waste reduction
programming including a district wide
composting program at schools,
composting
education
and
demonstration activities, composting at
select grocery stores, and event specific
initiatives.

ADDITIONAL FINDINGS
Our food system exists within a larger
institutional framework made up of
organizations and policies that shape all
aspects of the food system’s inner
workings. Orange County programs and
policies working to create a more viable
and equitable food system include:
community-based
organizations
working with farmers and retailers to
connect food insecure households with
fresh foods; policies promoting
economic growth in agriculture and
food entrepreneurship; and school
initiatives such as gardens and farm to
school programs. The Orange County
Food Council will join this infrastructure
as a collaborative network between key
stakeholders already engaged in the
health of the food system and the
community.
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INTRODUCTION
CONTEXT & GOALS
This Community Food Assessment was
researched and written on the behalf of
the Orange County Food Council Task
Force in 2015-2016 in order to provide
baseline data surrounding food related
issues within the county. The
information will serve as a resource for
the council and the greater community.
It is the hope that this report may help
the council better conceptualize how it
may support a successful and socially,
economically, and environmentally just
system providing safe, culturally
appropriate, and nutritionally sound
food.
APPROACH: We used an approach
developed by the Center for Whole
Communities, the Whole Measures
Framework, to identify types of useful
data. The Whole Measures Framework
uses six fields (described on the
following page) to categorize relevant
information on food systems. We

defined these fields to inform our
process. We then adopted additional
indicators from other food assessment
models to enhance the descriptive
power of the assessment. The
information presented is primarily
compiled from public resources.
Interviews with additional key
stakeholders were conducted to fill in
data gaps and provide context.

successes and challenges, as well as
assist the Orange County Food Council
in setting priorities to further support
local food systems that serve the
community.

This report serves only as a baseline
assessment. There is a wealth of local
knowledge throughout the county that
can provide a more in-depth view of the
system’s assets and gaps and deserves
to be explored through further
research.
In an effort to provide holistic and
comprehensive information about the
Orange County food system, the report
first provides background information
about Orange County. The information
that follows is a snapshot of a
complicated system that this research
only begins to explore. It is meant to
inform residents about existing
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WHOLE MEASURES FIELDS

VIBRANT FARMS AND GARDENS
Vibrant farms are foundational to a healthy, community-based
food system. A strong farming community has a diversity of
farm sizes, methods, crops, and people. Vibrant farms are
financially sustainable; practice and value environmental
stewardship including but not limited to managing waste and
pesticides, treating animals humanely, and supporting
biodiversity; provide safe and just working conditions; and
participate in the local economy. Community and home gardens
support local food systems.

SUSTAINABLE ECOSYSTEMS
Sustainable ecosystems are built upon interdependent
environmental interactions, require clean air and water and
healthy soil, and provide the foundation for all life. A
sustainable food system depends upon a sustainable ecosystem
and produces, processes, and distributes food in a way that
supports and enhances rather than destroys ecological systems.

THRIVING LOCAL ECONOMIES
Thriving local food economies create local jobs, encourage
innovation and entrepreneurship, and build long-term economic
vitality within the local food system. The result is an increased
capacity for and community control of food resources and
assets within a resilient local food economy.

HEALTHY PEOPLE
Healthy people extends to both an individual and a community’s
quality of life, including good physical, social, and mental wellbeing. All people should have an equal opportunity to attain her
or his full health potential.

STRONG COMMUNITIES
Strong communities foster collective work that strengthen the
community. Cultivating leadership from within and forging
relationships based on characteristics such as trust, respect, and
transparency strengthen resilience, build capacity, and progress
toward a shared vision of community. Strong communities
support policies and programs that protect and promote
community-based food systems.

JUSTICE AND FAIRNESS
A strong food system supports communities across class, race,
age, education, and other social categories. It is accessible,
inclusive, and culturally open. Just and fair food comes from
food systems deliberately organized to promote social equity,
justice, worker rights, and health through all activities.
Achieving justice and fairness is a process that cultivates
appropriate venues to recognize and dismantle unjust systems
and that works to create alternative just systems.
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WHAT IS A FOOD SYSTEM?
A food system is made up of all the
inputs and work that contribute to
growing,
processing,
packaging,
transporting,
selling,
consuming,
composting and managing waste that is
associated with food. Many of these
processes happen at national and
global scales, but Figure 1. shows some
of the local organizations already
contributing to a strong local food
system. However, this map is not all
inclusive as there are many players
involved. Figure 1 also does not
completely reflect the regional nature
of local food systems. Only a few of the
organizations in neighboring counties
participating in local food systems in
Orange County are included.
The diagram shows the path most food
takes from production to food waste
management. Using definitions from
the Cabarrus County Food System
Assessment, each phase is defined. 1

Figure 1: The Orange County Food System
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PRODUCTION: The cultivation of
edible plants and domestication of
animals, including rural and urban
farms as well as community or school
gardens, rooftop gardens, urban and
rural greenhouses, edible landscaping,
backyard gardening and others.
PROCESSING: All the processes that
add value to and/or transform raw
commodities into food products,
including baking, cooking, freezing,
canning, and packaging. Examples of
business enterprises include bakeries,
commercial kitchens, and meat
packers.

WASTE MANAGEMENT: The series of
activities where discarded food
materials are collected, sorted,
processed and converted into other
materials and used in the production of
new products. This includes backyard
composting, large-scale composting,
edible food waste recovery, recycling,
and land filling.

DISTRIBUTION: All activities related to
getting raw and processed foods to
consumers, including transporting,
storing, and retailing.
CONSUMPTION: All the activities and
processes that individuals, society and
culture engage in to acquire and use
food that has been produced and
distributed. This includes home
kitchens.
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ORANGE COUNTY
Local food systems are place-based; to
better understand our food system we
must also have an understanding of the
community that resides in Orange
County. The demographics, history, and
opportunities of a place all shape the
sustainability and health of a food
system. This section provides a brief

overview of the demographics and
quality of life in Orange County.
The 2014 population estimate of
140,420 people is growing rapidly, with
a growth rate of 5 percent since 2010
and 19 percent since 2000.2 The
majority of residents identify as white
(75 percent); 12 percent identify as
black, 8 percent identify as Hispanic or
Latino, and 7 percent identify as Asian.3
According to the American Community

Survey (ACS), 52 percent of the
population was female, and 47.7
percent was male in 2014.3 The
population is mostly made up of
working age adults, with 57 percent of
the population aged between 18 and 64
years old.3

Orange County Population by Race/Ethnicity

White alone
Black or African American alone
American Indian and Alaska Native alone
Asian alone
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone
Two or More Races
Hispanic or Latino

Figure 2: Population by Race/Ethnicity. Data from 2014 American Community Survey

Source: Mike Ortosky
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The median household income declined
in real value between 2000 and 2014,
from $60,225 to $57,261 (both values
adjusted to 2014 inflation).3,4 If all of
the household incomes in Orange
County were ranked on a spectrum the
income at the halfway point would be
the median household income. In
Orange County the median household
income estimate is below the living
income standard of $58,047 meaning
that many households do not earn
enough income to afford an adequate
standard of living.5 The living income
threshold is higher in Orange County
than much of North Carolina; it is the

third most expensive county to live in
after Wake and Currituck counties.5
(See
the
Glossary
for
more
information.)

living. The population living under 200
percent of the FPL, considered
“struggling”
by
the
American
Community Survey, makes up 32

17 percent of Orange County residents live in poverty.
Poverty in Orange County is high and on
the rise, with 17 percent of residents
living below the Federal Poverty Level
(FPL), representing a 3 percent increase
since 2000.3 However, the FPL may not
be an appropriate way to understand
populations at risk for food insecurity in
Orange County, due to the high cost of

percent of Orange County residents.
In addition, the living wage in Orange
County is more than 40 percent greater
than what the census considers
“struggling;” therefore the statistic of
one in three people who are struggling
is an underestimate.

Annual Living Income Leves for a Family of Four in Orange County, NC in 2014

$23,550

Federal Poverty Level

$52,275

$57,261

$58,047

NC Living Income
Standard

Median OC Household
Income

OC Living Income
Standard

$30,160

Minimum Wage

Figure 3: Annual Living Income Levels. Data from the North Carolina Justice Center.
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GROWING FOOD
Orange County enjoys a long farming history, but the nature of agricultural production shifted away from tobacco,
as well as towards small and medium sized farms growing a wider range of crops. The overall number of farms
increased between 2007 and 2012; however, the size of farms declined, as did the overall acreage used for farming
activities. The types of produce grown and the profitability of farming shifted in response to renewed interest in
local food and support for farmers to transition out of tobacco farming. Farmers themselves are an aging and
relatively homogenous group. Land use policy also impacts farmland. The rural buffer in Orange County is a
tremendous asset for farmers and farming because it reserves land for agricultural uses and protects air, water, and
soil quality.

Source: Mike Ortosky
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FARMLAND POLICY IN ORANGE
COUNTY
Farmland quality and access are
important
elements
of
food
production. The Orange County 2030
Comprehensive Plan establishes laws
and guides for land use in the county.
Many of the goals of the plan support
agriculture and local food systems, and
serve as an important framework and
resource for planning, implementing,
and measuring food systems work.6
The county is fortunate to have a rural
buffer that helps to preserve farmland.
The buffer requires that land
development is limited to activities that
maintain the “rural character” of the
land. Some parts of the rural buffer will
transition out of the buffer over the
next ten and twenty years, shown in the
orange and red areas in Figure 4, but
the majority of the land will remain
rural.7 This data is from the Orange
County Environmental Report 2014,
which is a comprehensive report on the
status of environmental quality and

standards. The following
reviews relevant highlights.

section

Policy makers and planners use a legal
definition of a farm to make decisions
about farmland use, and to ensure that
agricultural policies support
working farms.
In North
Carolina legally recognized
farms, called Bona Fide Farms,
are defined as places relating
to: “the production and
activities relating or incidental
to the production of crops,
fruits, vegetables, ornamental
and flowering plants, dairy,
livestock, poultry, and all
other forms of agricultural
products as defined in G.S.
106 581.1 having a domestic
or foreign market.” 8 In
addition to farming outright,
the
Orange
County
Comprehensive Plan provides
rules for activities relating to
farming.
Non-community
owned agricultural processing
facilities
and
livestock
Figure 4: The Rural Buffer in Orange County. Source: Orange
markets are not allowed in the
County State of the Environment Report 2014
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rural buffer. Cold storage, farmers’
markets, composting, cooperative farm
stands, farm supply stores, communityprocessing facilities are all allowed
within Conditional Zoning Districts by
right, meaning a special permit is not
Finally, there
are
necessary.6,7
Agricultural
Support
Enterprise
Conditional Use Districts that support
farming activities that are not Bona Fide
Farms.6,7
The county plans to continue educating
and
assisting
the
agricultural
community with Voluntary Agricultural
District (VAD) and Present Use Value
Taxation programs that support
farmers.
These
programs
tax
agricultural and forested land for the
value for farming, rather than the
market value for development,
alleviating substantial pressure on
farmers. There are seven VADs in
Orange County, each has at least one
farm enrolled in the VAD or Enhanced
VAD (EVAD) program and a member on
the Agricultural Preservation Board
represents each district. The number of

acres enrolled in the program more
than doubled between 2010 and 2012.
As of November 2015, Orange County
preserved 8,536 and 1,859 acres in the
VAD and EVAD programs, respectively.9

Figure 5: Acres Enrolled in VAD or EVAD 19922013. Source: Orange County State of the
Environment Report 2014

In addition, North Carolina provides
state income tax credits for property
taxes paid for farm machinery and the
donation of conservation easements.
Farm equipment purchases and inputs
are exempt from sales tax. Some farms
enrolled in the EVAD program are also
permanent conservation easements
through the County’s Lands Legacy
program, guaranteeing the farms are

Figure 6: Voluntary Agricultural Districts in Orange
County, 2013. Source: Orange County State of the
Environment Report 2014

protected
from
non-agricultural
development in perpetuity. 7
See the Glossary for more detailed
information on land use policy and
farming.
9

FARMLAND IN ORANGE COUNTY
Despite a net increase in acreage and
number of farms since 1992, the total
farmland acreage decreased from
71,010 acres to 56,555 acres between
2002 and 2012. However, the number
of farms increased since 1992, with
some fluctuation, from 433 farms to
645 between 1992 and 2012. Orange

declined as shown in Figure 7; of the 22
percent of land in Orange County that is
farmland, only 7 percent was
harvested.10

Farms and Farmland 1959-2012
160,000

1,600

140,000

1,400

120,000

1,200

100,000

1,000

80,000

800

60,000

600

40,000

400

20,000

200

0

Number of Farms

Orange County set a goal to protect at
least 12 percent of county land area by
2020, with a focus on Natural Heritage
Areas.7 Currently 24,648 acres of land
are protected, comprising 9.6 percent
of the county’s total land area. Of that
land, 14,473 acres (5.8 percent of the
county) are considered “permanently
protected.”7 This number did not meet
the goal of “10 percent by 2010”, which
is largely accredited to a time period
when funding for land conservation
was limited and cutback. Water quality
meets safety standards, but reports use
limited information and water quality
lacks monitoring.7

County now has more, smaller farms.
The average and median sizes of farms
decreased from 113 to 88 acres and 80
to 43 acres respectively.10

Acres of Farmland

LAND CONSERVATION

0
1959 1964 1969 1974 1978 1982 1987 1992 1997 2002 2007 2012

Land in Farms

Number of Farms

Figure 7: Farms and Farmland 1959- 2012. Data from the USDA Agriculture Census

Not only has the land in farms
decreased over the long and shortterm, but also the total cropland and
harvested cropland acreage declined.
(Definitions can be found in the
glossary.) Acres of land harvested

Data on organic farm production is
limited, as it was only collected starting
in the 2012 Agricultural Census. The
census identified five certified farms;
three farms exempt from certification;
and seven farms transitioning to
10

organic production. Of the five organic
farms, three of them reported sales up
to $4,999 and two reported sales over
$5,000. The acreage of organic farms
was not reported.10

Acres of Farmland
80,000

71,010

70,000

Land in farms

60,057

56,666

Acres

60,000

Cropland
Harvested Land

50,000
34,770

40,000
30,000

19,405

20,000

26,021
18,447

21,834
17,854

2007

2012

10,000
0
2002

Figure 8: Acres of Farmland. Data from the 2012 Agricultural Census

Farm Size and Farmland
120

80,000

Land in farms
acres:

70,000

100

60,000
50,000

60

40,000
30,000

40

20,000
20

10,000

0

Acres

Farms

80

Average size
of farm
acres:
Median size
of farm
acres:

0
2002

2007

2012

Figure 9: Farm Size and Farmland. Data from the 2012 Agricultural Census
Source: Mike Ortosky
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FARMER DEMOGRAPHICS
According to the 2012 Agricultural
Census, 300 out of 483 farmers call
farming their primary occupation. The
number of operators (See Glossary for
definition) increased by 13.6 percent,
from 425 to 483 between 2007 and
2012. Farmers are predominantly
white, and on average are almost 59
years old. The average age increased
between 2007 and 2012, consistent
with the national trend of an aging
farming population. Women are
increasingly represented in the farming
population, with 377 women selfreporting as principal operators (See
Glossary for definition) in 2012. The
number of female operators increased
by 11.7 percent from 913 to 1020
between 2007 and 2012.10
Two hundred and three farms utilized
656 hired laborers (See Glossary for
Definition), which amounted to
$6,059,000 in wages (in 2012 dollar
values). The majority of farms using
hired labor did so for fewer than 150

days. Eleven farms reported 32 hiring
migrant workers and 727 unpaid
laborers were reported.10

Acres Posessed by Principal Operator by Self-Identified
Race/Ethnicity
Asian principal
operator , 132, 0%
Black or African
American principal
operator , 2057, 4%
White principal
operator, 52978,
92%

Principal operator
reported more than
one race, 1319, 2%
Spanish, Hispanic, or
Latino principal
operator, 1303, 2%

Figure 10: Farmer Demographics in Orange County. Data from the 2010 U.S. Agricultural Census
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FARM PROFITABILITY
Farms and farmer incomes portray a
mixed picture. The total gross income
from farm related sources before taxes
and expenses, adjusted for inflation
into 2015-dollar values, shows a
decrease between 2007 and 2012 from
$5,048,022 to $2,849,233. The number
of overall farms increased, so the
number of farms reporting both net
gains and losses also increased. When
analyzing net gains and net losses, keep
in mind the trend towards more,
smaller farms. The number of farms
reporting net gains increased yet the
average size of the gain decreased. The
number of farms reporting net losses is
almost double those reporting net
gains, and in contrast to net gains the
average size of those losses increased.10
(See the glossary for definitions.)
However, remembering that of the 645
farms in 2012, only 300, or less than
half, were operated by full time
farmers, meaning that farming is not
the primary source of income for many

farmers. (See glossary for a definition of
net income of operators and
operations.)10

$28,084,000. Average sales per farm
reached $47,462 while in 2007 it was
$46,497. All of these numbers are in
2012 dollar values. 10

In 2012 sales from all farms totaled
$32,368,054; in 2007 sales totaled

Farm Income
232
206

Farms Reporting Net Gains

413
398

Farms Reporting Net Losses
2012

2007
$5,048,022

2012
$2,849,233
Total Gross Income from FarmRelated Sources in Orange
County

2007

2007
$54,999
2012
$16,692

2012
$40,151
Average Farm Net Gain

2007
$12,601
Average Farm Net Loss

Figure 11: Farm Income. Data from 2012 Agricultural Census.
*Valued adjusted for inflation to show values in 2015 dollars
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The number of farms with crop or livestock insurance increased from 14 to 20, but
the total spent on insurance decreased by 22.7 percent. Government support for
agriculture increased per farm (10.6 percent) and in total spending (additional
$146,000 in 2012 dollar values). The value of farmland and the structures on the land
increased per acre (7.7 percent), while the value of the machinery and equipment
decreased (13.8 percent).10
PRODUCTION CHARACTERISTICS

PRODUCT TYPE (INCLUSIVE)

We also saw an increase in aquaculture and vegetable farms. There are more
livestock farms than any other type of farm in Orange County, with $15 million in
sales in 2012. Notably, the number of tobacco farms decreased, but the acreage and
pounds of tobacco
Farm Products by Number of Farm
harvested
2007-2012
increased, for a
total of $3.6 of sales
Aquaculture
in 2012 (in 2012
Orchards
Vegetables Harvested for Sale
dollar values).10
Tobacco
Broilers and Meat Chickens
Layers (chickens)
Sheep and Lambs
Hogs and Pigs
Cattle and Calves
0

50

100

150

200

250

NUMBER OF FARMS
2007

Breeze Incubator Farm. Source: Mike Ortosky

2012

Figure 12: Farm Types in Orange County 2007 and 2012. Source: USDA
Agricultural Censuses for 2007 and 2012.
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CASE STUDY BREEZE INCUBATOR FARM

The Orange County Cooperative Extension and the Orange
County Economic Development Office addressed barriers
to newer, small-scale farmers with the Breeze
Farm Incubator farm. The facility has land available to
lease and offers a workshop series called PLANT (People
Learning Agriculture Now for Tomorrow).

Breeze Incubator Farm. Source: Mike Ortosky

BREEZE FARM

The workshop is held in off-season months, and teaches
new farmers sustainable farming techniques regarding soil
quality, irrigation, harvesting, crop rotations, pests, and
weeds. In addition, new farmers learn about the business
of farming, including record keeping, taxes, and marketing
opportunities. Business classes are provided in
collaboration with a local business consulting firm, Chapel
Hill SCORE, which
also
helps
aspiring
farm
entrepreneurs write business plans.

Breeze Farm provides access to land for aspiring farmers who may not own farmland or have enough capital to start
a farm. The incubator supplies land, deer fencing, irrigation systems, wash stations, coolers, greenhouses, high
tunnels, tractors, equipment, and tools. Between 2008 and 2016, 377 student-farmers completed the PLANT
workshop series and 13 student-farmers completed business-planning workshops. Over the same time period, 36
apprentice farmers utilized land at Breeze Farm.
Mike Lanier, an Agricultural Economic Development for Local Foods Coordinator for Orange County’s Cooperative
Extension, recognized Breeze Incubator Farm’s longstanding commitment to local food, which has had broad impacts
for the community: “local food and food system issues are complex and involve economic opportunity for farmers
and local economies, food quality and public health, environmental issues, land use issues, animal welfare issues,
etc.”
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PREPARING FOOD
This report focuses on Orange County yet a regional perspective is needed to fully understand processing and
distribution. A handful of local operations provide produce and meat processing or aggregation and distribution
services. Orange County currently supports food business development through incubators and grant programs.
However, this area of the food system has growth potential, particularly for poultry processing and additional
distribution infrastructure.

Source: Mike Ortosky
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PROCESSING AND DISTRIBUTION
As demand for locally sourced food
grows there is growing recognition that
farmers markets and direct sales alone
can no longer meet the increased
demand for local food.11 Researchers
increasingly identify a need for local
food supply chains to serve broader
markets. In order to meet this growing
level of demand food production needs
to increase. In addition, small producers
need to have access to infrastructure
that may not exist yet. Often this means
either introducing or increasing
processing or packaging. Distribution
will need to have a farther or deeper
reach, since there is more food to sell.
Processing and distribution add value
to products produced on a farm.
Producers can sell their products in
more forms (such as milk becoming ice
cream and cheese, which earn higher
profits for the farmer) and in more
places. For example, the products may
be sold at the farmers’ market as well

as retail stores such as Weaver Street
Market.

Figure 13: Value-Added Diagram

This is an area of the food system where
taking a regional perspective makes
sense
because
processing and
distribution increase the geographic
range where products can be sold and
frequently increases the shelf life of
products.
DEVELOPING INFRASTRUCTURE
Orange County has some food
processing and food distribution for
local food; for example, Weaver Street

Market uses a commissary kitchen to
consolidate processing and packaging
in one location for all three of its stores.
However, it is an area that could
continue to grow to further support
local food systems. This could be by
increasing
access
to
storage,
distribution,
and
equipment.
Additional processing, especially when
taking into account the high number of
livestock farms and the increase in
poultry production, could be helpful,
too.
Another asset for increasing small food
related business capacity in Orange
County is the Piedmont Food &
Agricultural Processing Center (PFAP).
PFAP is a business incubator for food
entrepreneurs and farmers that
supports new businesses in adding
value to local farm products.12 PFAP has
44 clients, 31 of which are considered
active and 18 are regular users.
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SEAL THE SEASONS
CASE STUDY

Living in North Carolina is not always conducive to
maintaining a locally sourced diet, because many crops do not
grow year-round. Seal the Seasons is a company addressing
this problem by aggregating and preserving local food, which
in turn enhances farmer profitability and community access
to locally produced food.
The company flash freezes food with a technique that
maintains flavor and nutritional content and extends the shelf
life of strawberries, blueberries, broccoli and spinach for up
to nine months. The frozen food is aggregated and sold to
higher-volume retail stores, increasing market access for local
food and the size of the market for local food. CEO and
founder, Patrick Mateer explains that this model “fits the
needs of farmers, retailers, and eaters. [It] works for farmers
because we offer a guaranteed market for a large volume of
product. Frozen is familiar for retailers, making it easy for
stores to stock local. Finally, our washed and chopped
produce is easy for eaters to incorporate into their diets.”

POLICY SUPPORTING INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT
A portion of the one quarter cent sales tax in Orange
County’s Article 46 supports infrastructure development.
The Small Business Loan Fund received $200,000 and may
go towards agriculture and food processing businesses. The
loans may be up to $100,000 and are repaid over ten years.
Business Investment Grants received $100,000 of funding
and may also support food related businesses. In 2015
$61,713 of the Business Investment Grants had been
dispersed, some of which helped the processing and
packing local food company, Seal the Seasons. The
Agricultural Economic Development Grant received
$60,000 to assist local farming operations, food processing
firms and start-ups, and related agricultural and food
systems businesses. In 2015 seven small business grants
had been dispersed for a total of $57,987, and a dozen
other applications were under review. These funds support
graduates from the PFAP for business expansion as well as
machinery and infrastructure such as irrigation systems.13

Seal the Seasons produce is sold at local North Carolina
grocery stores such as Weaver Street Market, Durham Co-op
Market and LoMo Market, and soon will be found at local
Whole Foods. Seal the Seasons recently acquired a
refrigerated truck, through collaboration with Bull City Cool,
which increased the company’s ability to deliver frozen food
to markets farther away. As the company grows so will its
community impact; the company donates 20 percent of
profits to efforts that increase food access.
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SELLING FOOD
Demand and supply for local food are on the rise in Orange County. Traditional retailers are interested in selling
local food, though they are challenged to do so. Direct-to-consumer markets such as farmers’ markets and
community supported agriculture arrangements (CSAs) experienced growth and continue to grow. Restaurants
continue to be an important buyer and seller of local food, and efforts are being made to better understand their
impact on the local food economy. Additionally, there is momentum to implement policies around institutional
purchasing.
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Source: Chapel Hill Farmers’ Market

Creating avenues for producers and
distributors to sell food is an important
component of supporting local food
systems. This section describes the
various avenues to buy and sell food,
some of which is local food, in Orange
County. Table 1 gives an overview of
the types and frequency of food
retailers, including grocery stores, food
cooperatives, convenience stores, and
restaurants.
GROCERY STORES &
COOPERATIVES
Retail stores are the primary way
people access food and include
supercenters, grocery stores, and food
cooperatives as well as those that offer
a more limited selection such as
convenience stores and dollar stores.
Chain grocery stores do not sell much
local food. Preliminary efforts to shift
purchasing towards local food is
challenged by seasonal production
patterns, inadequate supply to
consistently fill shelves, higher and
variable pricing of local food, and

logistical issues with packaging and
distribution.
Cooperative stores such as Weaver
Street Market (with three locations in
Orange County), struggle with many of
the same challenges to purchase local
food. However, Weaver Street Market
prioritizes local food sales as part of its
mission, and offers local products
ranging from meat, dairy, produce,
eggs, and home goods such as jam. The
cooperative supports local food to the
extent possible within its business
model.
Local aggregators, such as food hubs
(see Glossary for definition), and

distributors address some of the
challenges associated with selling local
food in retail stores by coordinating the
logistics and scale required to develop
these market avenues for local farmers.
Grocery store density (see Glossary for
definition), an indicator of the
frequency of grocery stores within a
certain geographic range, is one metric
to consider food access. Grocery store
density in Orange County is relatively
low, (.15 per 1000 persons) which
ranked in the 25th to 50th percentile in
comparison to other U.S. counties.14
While important, the location of stores
is just as crucial for creating adequate
access to food.

Types of Food Retail in Orange County in 2012
Grocery
Stores
21

Food
Cooperatives*
3*

Convenience
Stores
47

Full Service
Restaurants
105

Fast Food
Restaurants
98

Table 1: Orange County Food Retailers. Source: USDA ERS Food Environment Atlas
*Food Cooperatives count from authors’ calculation
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One hundred and five full-service
restaurants fed Orange County
residents in 2012, according to the U.S
Census, County Business Patterns.15
Restaurants play an important role in
promoting food entrepreneurship,
creating jobs, and increasing market
access for local producers. They often
also publicize local food and create
consumer awareness about the
benefits of eating local. The amount of
locally produced food purchased by
restaurants varies by business, but
many restaurants prefer the high
quality of locally produced ingredients
and also use sourcing locally as a
marketing strategy. The Orange County
Economic
Development
Office
maintains a database of restaurants
and other businesses that purchase
local food, but amount sourced in
unrecorded.
DIRECT-TO-CONSUMER MARKETS
Retail outlets and restaurants offer
food that usually passes through

multiple processes, such as processing,
packaging, and distribution, before
ending up in front of a consumer.
Alternatively, food sold through a
direct-to-consumer market travels
straight from the producer to an
individual. Examples of direct-toconsumer markets are farmers’
markets,
community
supported
agriculture (CSA) arrangements, and
roadside stands. (See the Glossary for
more information.)

Direct-to-Consumer
Sales
Direct-to-Consumer Sales
Total Sales
$33,710,000
$28,084,000

$40,000

1992

$683,000

2007

$30,613,000

$1,420,000

2012

Farms Selling Directly to
Individuals for Human
Consumption
Number of Farms
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Figure 15: Farms Selling Directly to Individuals.
Data from the 2012 Agriculture Census.

In the last 20 years, the number of
farms reporting direct-to-consumer
sales increased over 300 percent, and
farms reporting direct-to-consumer
sales increased from 78 farms in 2007
to 120 farms in 2012. 10 This type of
market makes up a growing portion of
food sales in Orange County. The total
direct-to-consumer sales for the county
increased from $40,000 (2012 dollars)
in 1992 to $1,420,000 in 2012,10
representing 4.64 percent of total

Figure 14: Direct-to-Consumer Sales
(2012 dollars). Data from 2012 Agriculture Census.

21

agriculture sales in 2012, up from just
over 2 percent in 2007.10
FARMERS’ MARKETS
Orange County is home to seven
farmers’ markets, mapped in Figure 17,
that provide consistent spaces for
farmers to sell a wide variety of locally
produced products. Small farm stands
selling produce from individual farms
also dot the county. Farmers’ markets
vary in size, but together regularly host
at least 60 farmers and local food
entrepreneurs.
Farmers’
market
managers perceived an increase in
customers in the last several years and
started collecting data on sales and the
number of visiting customers to
understand the true trends.
Farmers’ markets aim to increase
customer attendance, particularly
among low-income residents. Two
efforts to support those customers

include
accepting
SNAP/EBT benefits and
implementing incentive
programs to use those
benefits. Currently three
farmers’
markets
in
Orange County accept
SNAP/EBT through a
central point-of-sale (POS)
system. This enables all
vendors who sell SNAPeligible
goods
to
participate without the
burden of the cost of
equipment to process the
transaction. The Carrboro
Farmers’ Market (see case
study) and the Chapel Hill
Farmers’ Market operate
incentive programs that
enhances affordability of
local
produce
for
customers using SNAP.
Figure 16: Orange County Farmers’ Markets
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THE CARRBORO FARMERS’ MARKET, a farmer-owned and operated market, celebrated its 37th year in 2015. The market is home to
over 70 vendors selling the highest quality produce, meats, eggs, cheeses, breads, pastries, woodwork, metalwork, pottery, woven
rugs, baskets, and much more. The market’s mission is to create and sustain a vibrant and innovative market that supports our local
farmers and artisans, while extending the benefits of local food to the greater community .
The Carrboro Farmers’ Market is also a local and national leader in initiating
programs to reach low-income shoppers and encourage healthy eating. In 2012
the market implemented Market Match, a healthy food incentives program
designed to stretch the food dollars of customers using SNAP benefits by offering
a dollar-for-dollar match. Carrboro Farmers’ Market increased its match to up to
$10 in 2016, therefore for every SNAP dollar a customer spends, they receive an
additional $1 free in Market Match tokens for up to $10 free each market day.

Source: Farmers Market Coalition

CASE STUDY CARRBORO FARMERS’MARKET
The market has experienced a 66 percent increase in low-income shopper
spending since 2012, with over 800 individual visits from customers using SNAP in
2015. One SNAP shopper says, “[The Matching Program] encourages me to shop
at the market even more and allows me to eat much more high quality food than
I would get anywhere else. Not many other places that accept SNAP offer this
incentive, so I am really glad that the Market does.”
Additionally, the market widens the reach of its incentives program with outreach activities, coupon distributions, and education
programming such as kids cooking classes and farmers’ market tours. “Healthy Food Incentives are at the core of our food outreach
program,” says market assistant manager Margaret Krome-Lukens. "They mean better access to healthy, high-quality local food for
low-income families, and are an economic boost to our farmers. This program is a big win for everyone involved.
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COMMUNITY SUPPORTED
AGRICULTURE (CSAS)
Community Supported Agriculture
(CSAs) programs are another way for
farmers to sell food directly to
consumers. Individuals or households
sign up and pay for “a share” prior to
the start of a season (spring, summer,
or fall), then receive “shares,” or
packages of the harvested food
throughout the season at regular
intervals (weekly, biweekly, and
monthly are all common). This model
provides farmers with upfront income
to invest in the farm for the growing
season and decreases the farmers’ risk
of not finding a market for the food
once it is grown.

security.
See the case study on
Transplanting Traditions.
According to the 2012 U.S. Census of
Agriculture, 36 farms in Orange County
marketed products through a CSA in
2012, an 111 percent from 2007.10 It is
likely there are more CSAs than
reported in the 2012 Agriculture
Census.
Transplanting Traditions’ Farmers Pot Hsu and Paw Moo seeding in their row.
Photo by Ivan Weiss

CSAs initially sold produce, but the
model is used today for all kinds of local
goods including meat, bread and other
value-added food products. The CSA
model supports a refugee community in
Orange County by connecting members
of the community to economic
opportunities and increasing food
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CASE STUDY TRANSPLANTING TRADITIONS

TRANSPLANTING TRADITIONS COMMUNITY FARM offers a community-based,
sustainable agricultural model that creates economic opportunities for Burmese
immigrants while also increasing healthy food access for low-income families. The
farm provides a 5-acre agricultural growing space as well as vegetable marketing
opportunities and sustainable agricultural trainings for 36 participating refugee
farmers, all of whom were previously farmers in Burma. Kelly Owensby, Project
Director, further explained, “For refugee families at Transplanting Traditions farming
provides meaningful and culturally relevant economic opportunities. For them
farming is a way of life, practiced for generations in Burma, and here in North
Carolina farming connects families to their heritage despite being relocated far from
home. Farmers [at Transplanting Traditions] add important diversity to our local
food system by bringing over 40 Asian vegetables and herbs to our markets and by
increasing the inclusiveness and diversity of our farming community.” Farmers at
Transplanting Tradition sold over 52,000 pounds of food to CSA members, customers
at two farmers’ markets, and local restaurants. CSA farmers filled 1,800 boxes with
sustainably produced vegetables for 92 CSA customers over a span of 27 weeks. Sales
totaled $125,000 over the last four years.
Farmers share their community and
program benefits by donating produce to
over 600 neighbors and friends. In addition,
the “Share a Share” program donates
sponsored CSA boxes to low-income
families through a partnership with PORCH.
This program provided 1,200 pounds of
produce for 112 refugee families during
July, August and September of 2015.

INSTITUTIONAL PURCHASING
Institutions such as the University of
North Carolina at Chapel Hill (UNC), the
UNC Hospital System, school districts,
and local governments hold buying
power that could substantially
strengthen local and regional food
systems. By purchasing large amounts
of local food, institutional purchasing
may stabilize pricing and demand for
farmers, which helps in planning which
food and how much food to grow as
well as create revenue streams to
strengthen the local food economy
more broadly. Considering the large
presence of UNC, this effort could be an
important step for Orange County to
provide greater market access for its
farmers and surrounding food
producers.
UNIVERSITY PURCHASING
The Real Food Challenge is a national
movement
to
shift
university
purchasing towards local food through
student activism. Students at the
University of North Carolina at Chapel
25

Hill participate in this campaign and
formed the student organization Fair,
Local, Organic (FLO) in 2008 in order
to “educate students about the food
system and creating a better food
economy at UNC.”16 Their efforts
include encouraging Carolina Dining
Services (CDS) to spend 20 percent of
the food budget on “real food” from
“local
and
community
based”
producers. (See the glossary for
definitions from the Real Food
Challenge.) FLO also offers education
events and occasional farmers markets
on campus to promote local food on
campus.
In response to this campaign, CDS has
shifted sourcing strategies. Despite
some constraints due to purchasing
contracts, during the 2014-15 school
year $1,235,000 (22.1 percent of total
spending) was spent on products from
North
Carolina
growers
and
17
producers. According to data from the
Real Food Calculator, 18 percent
($1,026,000) of CDS’s spending was
considered “real food” and 13.1

percent ($732,000) of CDS purchases
were considered “local and community
based” products.17 FLO members and
UNC students recently successfully
campaigned for the Chancellor of UNC
to sign onto the Real Food Challenge
commitment and officially pledged to
keep CDS’ spending on local food above
20 percent.
FARM-TO-SCHOOL PROGRAMS
Federal and state programs to develop
farm-to-school
programs
take
advantage of institutional buying power
to benefit local farm economies and
simultaneously enhance nutrition in
schools and support local economies.
Orange
County
School
District
participated in the NC Farm to School
program for the past five years. Chapel
Hill-Carrboro City Schools (CHCCS)
participated in three of the last nine
years, but has not since 2012.18 School
districts also purchase local food
occasionally through relationships with
farms. Implementing these programs is
logistically challenging for a number of

reasons
that
deserve
consideration and analysis.

further

GOVERNMENT PURCHASING
The 10% Campaign is an initiative led by
the Center for Environmental Farming
Systems (CEFS) to market local food in
North Carolina and encourage
individuals and firms to spend ten
percent of food dollars on local food.
Orange County Government pledged to
join this campaign in 2010. In early 2015
county officials reenergized efforts to
meet this goal by committing to cater
government events with local catering
companies who use locally produced
ingredients.19 The campaign also
rejuvenated efforts towards local
purchasing in school districts.19
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LABOR IN FOOD RETAIL
30
25
20
$/Hr

Employment in industries that
prepare and sell food makes up a
large portion of labor in Orange
County and represents another
important element of the Selling Food
section of the assessment. Wages in
food related occupations vary widely.
People in higher level positions make
enough money to meet the living
wage standard while many support
staff positions, such as cooks, make
less than the state average and the
living wage. See Figure 18 for more
detailed information and the Glossary
for more details on the Living Wage.

Living Wages in Food Related Jobs

15
10
5
0

Orange County Average Hourly Wage

NC Avg. Hourly Wage

Living Wage

Figure 17: Living Wages in Food Related Jobs in Orange County. Data from the 2014 American Community
Survey, the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, and the NC Justice Center
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ACCESS TO FOOD
Orange County is consistently ranked among the healthiest in North Carolina; however, the majority of Chapel Hill
and Carrboro is a classified as a low income, low access area. Additional communities in Orange County also lack
access to grocery stores. The percentage of households receiving Supplemental Nutritional Assistance Program
(SNAP), formerly known as food stamps, increased dramatically over the last 15 years, though the proportion remains
low relative to North Carolina. Food insecurity is relatively low, though a substantial proportion of food insecure
individuals are ineligible for SNAP. Diet-related health outcomes such as obesity and diabetes improved. The
proportion of students receiving free and reduced lunch increased with a greater need in Orange County schools.

Source: Chapel Hill Farmers’ Market
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FOOD INSECURITY
Orange County ranks among the
healthiest counties in North Carolina,
yet an estimated 15.4 percent of
Orange County residents are food
insecure.20 The World Food Summit
defined food security as when “all
people, at all times, have physical and
economic access to sufficient, safe, and
nutritious food that meets their dietary
needs and food preferences for an
active and healthy life”.21 In addition to
basic nutritional needs, this definition
advocates for personal agency in
deciding dietary needs and food
preferences. Cultural acceptability and
Orange
County (2010)

food
preferences
are
critical
components of food security because
they advocate for the right to choose

15.4% of Orange County residents
experience food insecurity.
what to eat, and to not be forced to eat
food that only conforms to a strict
definition of hunger alleviation. The
food insecurity rate in Orange County
rose 1.5 percent from 2010 to 2013;20
however, Orange County is below the
state rate of 18.3 percent. (See the
Glossary for more information.)

Orange
North Carolina National (2013)
County (2013) (2013)

Food Insecurity 13.9
Rate

15.4

18.3

15.8

Child
Food 20.9
Insecurity Rate

20.7

26.1

21.4

FEDERAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
SUPPLEMENTAL
NUTRITION
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (SNAP)
According to the 5 year American
Community Survey, 2009 – 2014, an
estimated 4,543 Orange County
households a month received SNAP
benefits.22 This number is less than the
Orange County Department of Social
Services’ estimate of approximately
6,400 households that received Food
and Nutrition Services (FNS) benefits
monthly in 2014-2015.23 (See glossary
for definitions of federal programs. The
proportion of the population receiving
nutrition assistance increased from 3
percent in 2000 to 8.35 percent in 2013,
an increase of 170 percent.15 The
growth in SNAP participants follows
nationwide trends in response to the
Great Recession.24

Table 2: Food Insecurity Rates. Source: Map the Meal
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A snapshot of the demographics of
Orange County SNAP participants in
August 2015 shows disparities between
race and gender. Sixty-five percent of
primary participants were female,
compared to 35 percent male.23 Of all
primary participants, 51 percent
identified as White, 40 percent as Black,
6 percent as Asian, and less than 1
percent reported other.23

Percent of Population Receiving SNAP Benefits, by
Race/Ethnicity, 2013
35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
0%

SNAP Participants in
Orange County, by Race,
2015
3%
Orange County, NC

White

6%

40%

United States

Figure 18: Percent of Population Receiving SNAP Benefits, by Race/Ethnicity. Source: Community
Commons; ACS 2009-2013.

Black
Asian

North Carolina

51%

Other/ Multiple
Races

Figure 19: SNAP Participants in Orange County, by
Race. Data from the Orange County Department of
Social Services

Figure 19 displays the percent of the
population receiving SNAP benefits, by
Race/Ethnicity according to 2009 -2013
ACS Estimates. Minority populations in
Orange County represented higher
proportions of individuals receiving
SNAP; only 3 percent of White
households in Orange County received
SNAP benefits compared to 27 percent

of Black households and 23 percent of
Latinx households.14
Proportions of residents receiving
benefits varied by geographic location;
Figure 20 displays the percentage of
households receiving SNAP benefits
within each census tract along with the
number of households enrolled in the
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program as of May 2015. Additional
federal nutrition assistance program
are utilized in Orange County, including
Women, Infants, and Children (WIC),
and Farmers Market Nutrition Program
(FMNP), both of which serve young
mothers
and
their
children.
Unfortunately, county specific data was
not available at the time of this report.
ADDITIONAL
BURDENS

FOOD

INSECURITY

Many of the individuals identified as
food insecure are ineligible for
receiving nutrition assistance through
programs such as SNAP/EBT. An
estimated 41% of all individuals and
43% of children were above the income
threshold for assistance in 2013,
despite being food insecure.20 The
proportion of food insecure people
ineligible for assistance is over 1.59
times than the state proportion (27
percent estimated eligible).
Figure 20: Map of Households Receiving SNAP Benefits. Source: ACS 2009 -2013
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LIMITED
ACCESS
RETAILERS

TO

FOOD

Preserving food access for residents
secures their ability to enjoy food
security, food sovereignty, and
personal health. Food access varies
based on where residents live, and in
Orange County over 15,000 residents –
or one in ten people – lived in a lowincome, limited food access area in
2010.15 (See glossary for the USDA
definition for low-income, low access.)
Over half of the areas designated as low
access in Orange County are also lowincome areas.15 Individuals who lack
access to healthy foods are more likely
to have poor health outcomes linked to
poor diet, such as increased risk of
obesity, diabetes and cardiovascular
disease.25
Figure 22 displays the proportion of the
population within each census tract
that lives in a low-income, low access
area. It is important to note that these
federally designated low-access areas
only account for grocery stores and not
small retailers such as farmers’

markets.
When
farmers’ markets are
overlaid on the map, as
they are in Figure 22,
majority of markets are
located in areas of
limited food access.
Local food and public
health advocates are
leveraging locations of
farmers’ markets to
increase food access
through
outreach
programming and the
acceptance
of
SNAP/EBT benefits.
SNAP AUTHORIZED
FOOD RETAILERS
The
geographic
location of stores
relative to residents’
homes impacts food
access significantly, but
it is not the only barrier
to accessing fresh food.
Figure 21: Proportion of Population within a Census Tract that are LowAffordability is another
Income and Low Access, 2010. Data from USDA ERS Food Environment Atlas.
important construct of
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access; one that is supported through
nutrition assistance program such as
SNAP. Using SNAP to support healthy
food access requires retailers accepting
SNAP benefits to offer fresh foods,
including retailers such as the corner
stores and convenience stores that
traditionally sell processed foods with
longer shelf lives.
In 2015, Orange County fifty-six
retailers accepted SNAP-benefits.15
However, these stores are not
necessarily healthy food retailers. With
only 21 grocery stores in the county,
over half of these retailers are either
convenience stores or dollar stores that
often lack fresh food.
Two opportunities exist to expand
access for SNAP participants. The first is
to ensure that all healthy food retailers
are SNAP-authorized, especially those
that have potential to have triple
bottom line outcomes (economic,
social and environmental) such as
farmers’
markets;
and
stock
convenience and dollar stores with

Source: Farmer Foodshare

healthy, fresh foods as they are often
the closest point of food access.
Progress on both initiatives is underway
in Orange County.
CHILD FOOD INSECURITY
Food insecurity among children is
linked to poor physical health outcomes
as well as behavioral issues and
performance in school. Food insecure

children are more likely to develop poor
chronic health conditions, such as
anemia and asthma and have a greater
chance of becoming obese.26–28
Additionally, children from food
insecure households are more likely to
experience depression/anxiety and
hyperactivity/inattention as well as
fighting and aggression.29–31
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One out of five children, or almost 6000
children in Orange County are
considered food insecure.20 There are
two school districts within in Orange
County. CHCCS serves the townships of
Carrboro and Chapel Hill and the
Orange County School District serves
Hillsborough and the remaining rural
areas.
FREE AND REDUCED LUNCH
Free and Reduced Lunch is a federal
assistance program administered by
the state that offers free or reduced
breakfast and lunch to K-12 students
during the school year. Students are
eligible if they come from households
that are below 185 percent of the
federal poverty level. (See the Glossary
for detailed eligibility guidelines.)
All schools in Orange County have a
larger proportion of students enrolled
in Free and Reduced Lunch programs
today than in the previous 10 years.
Between both school districts, 37
percent of students, or 6,311 children,
participated in the program during the

Percent of Students Receiving Free and Reduced Lunch,
Orange County 2006 - 2015
50%
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46.25%
32.60%
27.89%
21.67%
Orange County Schools
Chapel Hill- Carrboro
Schools

Figure 22: Percent of Students Receiving Free and Reduced Lunch.
Data from Public Schools of North Carolina

2014-2015 school year, which is
significantly lower than the state where
52% of students received school
lunches in 2014-2015.32
The need differs between school
districts. During the 2014-2015 school
year, 46 percent of students in Orange
County schools received assistance and
28 percent of students in CHCCS

participated
in
the
program.32
Proportions of students receiving free
and reduced lunch differs from school
to school as well, from 20 percent to 98
percent of the student body
participating.32
SUMMER MEAL PROGRAMS
During the school year children rely on
school meals to supplement their daily
34

food intake. However, low-income
families
struggle
without
that
assistance during the summer months.
In 2015, 26 sites in Orange County
received federal funds to address this
need through two summer nutrition
programs, the Seamless Summer
Option (SS0) or the Summer Food
Service Program (SFSP).33,34 CHCCS
sponsored twenty sites. Three of the
sites served breakfast in addition to
lunch and a total of thirteen served an
afternoon snack.
Based on statewide data it is likely that
there is a large unmet need for
additional programs; sites statewide
only serve 10 percent of children
eligible for SFSP or SSO meals.
EMERGENCY
EFFORTS

HUNGER

RELIEF

Grassroots hunger relief organizations
work to fill the gap between the reach
of government programs and the actual
need.

Food
pantries
provide
crucial
emergency hunger relief. There are at
least nine food pantries in the county
along with smaller church-run or school
specific programs.

PORCH Food for Families Pick-Up Site
Source: PORCH Chapel Hill-Carrboro

Community based programs facilitate
collecting food and delivering it to
emergency relief organizations, such as
food pantries. PORCH and TABLE are
two organizations working across the
county to feed children and families,
especially when other assistance slows
such as over school vacations,
weekends, and the end of the month
for SNAP recipients (SNAP benefits are
disbursed on a monthly basis). Other
innovative programs not only provide
food for those in need but also support
local farmers, such as Farmer
Foodshare, a model that connects
those that grow food with those that
need food. See case study on Farmer
Foodshare.
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CASE STUDY

FARMER FOODSHARE

Established in 2009, Farmer Foodshare addresses food insecurity through innovative community programs that are mutually
beneficial for farmers and food-insecure communities.
Farmer Foodshare's flagship program accepts produce and financial donations at farmers' markets from customers and farmers
alike. Non-profits working with food insecure families distribute food to those in need. In 2014, 31 farmers markets in North
Carolina collected almost 60,000 pounds of fresh produce—$33,000 of sales for over 304 local farms—and distributed that food
through 36 agencies to over 20,000 food-insecure individuals.40
In a similar fashion Farmer Foodshare’s POP Market connects local farmers to low-wealth communities. Acting as a small-scale,
local food distributor, the program purchases locally produced food and sells it to organizations that serve people experiencing
food insecurity. The POP Market created a new wholesale market for dozens of local farmers that generated $150,000 in new
sales in 2015. In the same year, the POP Market served over 25,000 people throughout the Triangle through food pantries,
childcare centers, and emergency feeding programs.
Farmer Foodshare also employs Food Ambassadors to share recipes, storage information, and cooking education to provide
individuals receiving produce with support to eat and enjoy fresh food.
Executive Director of Farmer Foodshare Gini Bell explained Farmer Foodshare’s role in the local food system of Orange County:
“the region operates in a largely traditional food supply chain, which supports a competitive win-lose system that often
requires farmers to bear the burden of risk and unevenly distributes profits. As a result farmers struggle to stay in business, and
there is a huge burden put on new farmers hoping to enter the marketplace. Furthermore, lower-income and underserved
consumers are often left out of this supply chain completely with limited affordable options for purchasing fresh produce. Nonprofits are playing a vital role in the future of an equitable and sustainable local food system because by design we are able to
take risks where the market can't yet succeed. Farmer Foodshare is testing alternative markets to build a values based food
system that supports farmers and consumers alike.”
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DIET AND DIET RELATED HEALTH
OUTCOMES

such as obesity, diabetes and heart
disease.

Currently number one in the state in
Robert Wood Johnson Foundation’s
overall county health rankings, the
county also tops lists of different
components of health.35
Due to
significant impacts on human health
from food consumption, those
suffering from food insecurity are at a
higher risk of additional health risks

OBESITY
Obesity declined slightly among adults
and children in Orange County from
2004 to 2012. The adult obesity rate in
Orange County decreased in the most
recent five year data period for which
data is available (2009-2012), from 22.7
percent to 19.9 percent.36 In 2011,
almost half of residents self-reported as
overweight or obese,36 which is lower

Percentage of Overweight and Obese Children,
Ages 2 to 4, WIC enrolled Families in Orange County

There are barriers to collecting obesity
data for children at the county level.
The NC Department of Public Health
collects data for children who visit
social services, including those enrolled
in WIC. Figure 25 displays the decrease
in overweight and obese children, ages
2-4, enrolled in WIC.38
(See the
Glossary for more on WIC.)
DIABETES

50
40

40.9%

30

21.7

18.7

16.4

30.1%
16.8

20
10

than North Carolina’s rate of 29.1
percent and the U.S. rate of 34.9
percent in 2011.36,37 The BRFSS no
longer collects Orange County specific
data, but instead groups it within a
larger region.
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Figure 23: Percentage of Overweight and Obese Children. Data from North Carolina Nutrition and Physical
Activity Surveillance System (NC-NPASS)

Diabetes prevalence did not change
much between 2004 and 2012. In 2012
approximately 7 percent of Orange
County’s population was diagnosed
with diabetes, compared to a state level
of 11 percent.39 A larger proportion of
men (7.1 percent) were diagnosed than
women (6.3 percent). Incidence, new
cases, of diabetes stayed relatively
steady in the same period.39
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COMPOSTING FOOD
Orange County does not have a county supported composting service, but residents have access to privately run
composting services. Other waste reduction programming includes a district wide composting program at schools,
composting at select groceries, and event specific initiatives.

Source: Amanda VanDerBroek, News of Orange
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COMPOSTING EFFORTS
Food waste management is the last section of the food system, but it is
often left out. Orange County does not offer a composting service to its
residents but there are several privately owned operations. The Orange
County Office of Solid Waste Management provides recycling services,
and promotes compost and other waste reduction efforts. At CHCCS,
they replaced Styrofoam trays with paper and cut garbage collection by
40 percent because much more of the waste was compostable. Six Food
Lion grocery stores in the county participate in a composting program
through the county that will hopefully expand and continue.
The Commercial Organics Recycling Program partners with businesses to
collect food waste and compostable material that is turned into
gardening compost for sale at Southern States in Carrboro and the
Orange County Landfill. Classes and composting services for big events
are also provided by the Orange County.
Due to land use permitting and complaints about the odor of composting
materials, finding locations to support the expansion of composting
services is challenging.

CASE STUDY ORANGE COUNTY SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT The Orange County Solid Waste
Management Department (OCSWMD) supports composting
in a myriad of ways, and encourages composting at home.
Barry Jacobs, Orange County Commissioner and a
Chairperson on the Solid Waste Advisory Group explained
the benefits of composting, “for every pound of waste you
divert, you don’t have to pay for fees for hauling… it’s
cheaper, as well as environmentally more sound”. 41
OCSWMD, in partnership with Brooks Contractor, collects
food waste and other organic waste from commercial
businesses. The program eliminates approximately 1,500
tons of organic waste from the landfills annually by
collecting waste from over 40 partners, including Food Lion,
Weaver Street Market, UNC Hospital, Carolina Inn, and
Interfaith Council Community House.42 Brooks Contractor
also diverted 600 tons of food waste for UNC Chapel Hill and
125 tons for Chapel Hill-Carrboro school system. The
success in reducing food waste through composting has led
OCSWMD, the Town of Carrboro, and the Carrboro Farmers’
Market to consider creating a drop-off site at the Carrboro
Farmers’ Market for food waste to further composting
availability.
In addition to commercial composting, OCSWMD maintains
a public waste and recycling center where individuals may
bring food waste. OCSWMD’s Education and Outreach
Coordinator, Muriel Williman, organizes composting at
special events and composting educational workshops
39
multiple times a year.

CONCLUSION
This baseline assessment is meant to
establish a foundation to inform the
community and the newly formed
Orange County Food Council about our
food system. It is important that this
information is kept up to date and
expanded
through
community
engagement. The information provided
through this report as well as the Whole
Measures Framework fields and
definitions may hopefully guide the
Food
Council
and
community
discussion going forward.
Institutional and policy frameworks
also impact our food system. Although
these organizations do not directly
participate in food production
activities, they play an important role in
influencing how our food system
functions. Many of the policies
mentioned in the report demonstrate
the influential role county level policy
can play in supporting local food
systems. Some examples are providing
financial support for food systems

projects,
supporting
county
government purchasing patterns of
local food, and expanding farm to
school programming. The Orange
County Food Council is another
example of an organization that may
facilitate food systems programming
although it does not carry out policy
itself.
An important next step to support our
vibrant local food system is integrating
community knowledge to both
substantiate as well as challenge the
information presented here. It is
important that there are opportunities
for the community to develop a shared
vision of the food system they would
like to build and that it be integrated
into food council priorities.
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APPENDIX
GLOSSARY

ELECTRONIC
TRANSFER (EBT)

Source:

DIET
RELATED
OUTCOMES

Source:

BENEFITS An electronic system that allows a recipient to authorize transfer of their government benefits from a
Federal account to a retailer account to pay for products received. The 1996 Farm Bill required
replacement of the SNAP paper coupon system (i.e. food stamps) by an EBT debit card system, which was
rolled out on a State-by-State basis and completed in 2004.
Economic Research Service. (2015). Trends in U.S. Local and Regional Food Systems: Report to Congress.
United States Department of Agriculture.

HEALTH Diet-related disparities can be defined as “differences in dietary intake, dietary behaviors, and dietary
patterns in different segments of the population, resulting in poorer dietary quality and inferior health
outcomes for certain groups and an unequal burden in terms of disease incidence, morbidity, mortality,
survival, and quality of life.” Thus, diet-related disparities reflect differences in diet, as well as in the
incidence, prevalence, mortality, and the burden of disease between and within specific population
subgroups. Typically, racial and ethnic minority groups --defined here as Black or African American,
Hispanic, Asian, and American Indian/Alaska natives -- experience diet-related disparities, and
consequently tend to have poorer nutrient profiles and dietary behaviors and patterns relative to whites.
These disparities are often defined as diets high in fat, particularly saturated fat; low in fruits, vegetables,
and whole grains; and high in salt. However, it is important to note that while disparities are often defined
on the basis of race and ethnicity, factors contributing to disparities may be more associated with
socioeconomic status rather than ethnicity or race.
Satia, J. A. (2009). DIET-RELATED DISPARITIES: UNDERSTANDING THE PROBLEM AND ACCELERATING
SOLUTIONS.
Journal
of
the
American
Dietetic
Association,
109(4),
610–615.
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jada.2008.12.019
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DIRECT-TO-CONSUMER
MARKETS

Local food marketing arrangement in which producers sell agricultural products directly to the final
consumers, such as sales to consumers through farmers’ markets, community supported agriculture
arrangements (CSAs) or farm stands.

COMMUNITY
SUPPORTED Marketing arrangement in which members purchase shares of a farmer’s expected yield before planting.
Each week during the growing season the farmer delivers each member’s weekly share of food to
AGRICULTURE ARRANGEMENTS
predetermined locations or packs the share for members to pick up at the farm.
(CSAS)

Source:

Economic Research Service. (2015). Trends in U.S. Local and Regional Food Systems: Report to Congress.
United States Department of Agriculture.

FARMERS’ MARKET NUTRITION The WIC Farmers’ Market Nutrition Program (FMNP) is associated with the Special Supplemental
Nutrition Program for Women, Infants and Children, popularly known as WIC. The WIC Program provides
PROGRAM (FMNP)
supplemental foods, health care referrals and nutrition education at no cost to low-income pregnant,
breastfeeding and non-breastfeeding post-partum women, and to infants and children up to 5 years of
age, who are found to be at nutritional risk. The FMNP was established by Congress in 1992, to provide
fresh, unprepared, locally grown fruits and vegetables to WIC participants, and to expand the awareness,
use of, and sales at farmers’ markets.

Source:

http://www.fns.usda.gov/fmnp/overview

FARMLAND

The acreage designated as ‘‘land in farms’’ consists primarily of agricultural land used for crops, pasture,
or grazing. It also includes woodland and wasteland not actually under cultivation or used for pasture or
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grazing, provided it was part of the farm operator’s total operation. Large acreages of woodland or
wasteland held for nonagricultural purposes were deleted from individual reports during the edit process.
Land in farms includes CRP, WRP, FWP, and CREP acres. Land in farms is an operating unit concept and
includes land owned and operated as well as land rented from others. Land used rent-free was reported
as land rented from others. All grazing land, except land used under government permits on a per-head
basis, was included as ‘‘land in farms’’ provided it was part of a farm or ranch. Land under the exclusive
use of a grazing association was reported by the grazing association and included as land in farms. All land
in American Indian reservations used for growing crops, grazing livestock, or with the potential of grazing
livestock was included as land in farms. Land in reservations not reported by reservation, individual
American Indians, or non- Native Americans was reported in the name of the cooperative group that used
the land. In many instances, an entire American Indian reservation was reported as one farm.

Source:

United States Agricultural Census of 2012 USDA NASS. (2012). 2012 Census of Agriculture. Retrieved from
http://www.agcensus.usda.gov/Publications/2012/Full_Report/Volume_1,_Chapter_2_County_Level/N
orth_Carolina/

FEDERAL POVERTY LEVEL AND There are two slightly different versions of the federal poverty measure: poverty thresholds and poverty
guidelines. The poverty thresholds are the original version of the federal poverty measure. They are
POVERTY THRESHOLDS
updated each year by the Census Bureau. The thresholds are used mainly for statistical purposes — for
instance, preparing estimates of the number of Americans in poverty each year. (In other words, all
official poverty population figures are calculated using the poverty thresholds, not the
guidelines.) Poverty thresholds since 1973 (and for selected earlier years) and weighted average poverty
thresholds since 1959 are available on the Census Bureau’s Web site.
The poverty guidelines are the other version of the federal poverty measure. They are issued each year
in the Federal Register by the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS). The guidelines are a
simplification of the poverty thresholds for use for administrative purposes — for instance, determining
financial eligibility for certain federal programs.
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The poverty guidelines are sometimes loosely referred to as the “federal poverty level” (FPL), but that
phrase is ambiguous and should be avoided, especially in situations (e.g., legislative or administrative)
where precision is important.
The January 2016 poverty guidelines are calculated by taking the 2014 Census Bureau’s poverty
thresholds and adjusting them for price changes between 2014 and 2015 using the Consumer Price Index
(CPI-U). The poverty thresholds used by the Census Bureau for statistical purposes are complex and are
not composed of standardized increments between family sizes. Since many program officials prefer to
use guidelines with uniform increments across family sizes, the poverty guidelines include rounding and
standardizing adjustments in the formula.
Programs using the guidelines (or percentage multiples of the guidelines — for instance, 125 percent or
185 percent of the guidelines) in determining eligibility include Head Start, the Supplemental Nutrition
Assistance Program (SNAP), the National School Lunch Program, the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance
Program, and the Children’s Health Insurance Program. Note that in general, cash public assistance
programs (Temporary Assistance for Needy Families and Supplemental Security Income) do not use the
poverty guidelines in determining eligibility. The Earned Income Tax Credit program also does not use
the poverty guidelines to determine eligibility.
The poverty guidelines (unlike the poverty thresholds) are designated by the year in which they are
issued. For instance, the guidelines issued in January 2016 are designated the 2016 poverty
guidelines. However, the 2016 HHS poverty guidelines only reflect price changes through calendar year
2015; accordingly, they are approximately equal to the Census Bureau poverty thresholds for calendar
year 2015. (The 2015 thresholds are expected to be issued in final form in September 2016; a preliminary
version of the 2015 thresholds is now available from the Census Bureau.)
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Source:

Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation. Poverty Guidelines 01/25/2016.
https://aspe.hhs.gov/poverty-guidelines

FREE AND REDUCED LUNCH

The National School Lunch Program is a federally assisted meal program operating in public and nonprofit
private schools and residential child care institutions. It provides nutritionally balanced, low-cost or free
lunches to children each school day. The program was established under the National School Lunch Act,
signed by President Harry Truman in 1946.
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Source:

http://www.fns.usda.gov/nslp/national-school-lunch-program-nslp

FOOD DESERT

While there are many ways to define a food desert, the Healthy Food Financing Initiative (HFFI) Working
Group considers a food desert as a low-income census tract where a substantial number or share of
residents has low access to a supermarket or large grocery store. To qualify as low- income, census tracts
must meet the Treasury Department's New Markets Tax Credit (NMTC) program eligibility criteria.
Furthermore, to qualify as a food desert tract, at least 33 percent of the tract's population or a minimum
of 500 people in the tract must have low access to a supermarket or large grocery store.

Source:

http://www.ers.usda.gov/dataFiles/Food_Access_Research_Atlas/Download_the_Data/Archived_Versi
on/archived_documentation.pdf

FOOD SECURITY & INSECURITY

Food security means access by all people at all times to enough food for an active, healthy life. In 2006,
USDA introduced new language to describe ranges of severity of food insecurity. USDA made these
changes in response to recommendations by an expert panel convened at USDA's request by the
Committee on National Statistics (CNSTAT) of the National Academies. Even though new labels were
introduced, the methods used to assess households' food security remained unchanged, so statistics for
2005 and later years are directly comparable with those for earlier years for the corresponding categories.
USDA's labels describe ranges of food security
Food Security:
•

High food security (old label=Food security): no reported indications of food-access problems or
limitations.

•

Marginal food security (old label=Food security): one or two reported indications—typically of
anxiety over food sufficiency or shortage of food in the house. Little or no indication of changes
in diets or food intake.
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Food Insecurity:
•

Low food security (old label=Food insecurity without hunger): reports of reduced quality, variety,
or desirability of diet. Little or no indication of reduced food intake.

•

Very low food security (old label=Food insecurity with hunger): Reports of multiple indications of
disrupted eating patterns and reduced food intake.

Source:

http://www.ers.usda.gov/topics/food-nutrition-assistance/food-security-in-the-us.aspx

FOOD HUBS

Regional enterprises that aggregate locally-sourced food to meet wholesale, retail, institutional, and even
individuals’ demand. They have become key entities in local food systems’ infrastructure allowing small
and midsized farmers to adapt to increases in demand by outsourcing marketing to them.

Source:

Economic Research Service. (2015). Trends in U.S. Local and Regional Food Systems: Report to Congress.
United States Department of Agriculture.

HIRED FARM LABOR

Data are for total hired farm workers, including paid family members, by number of days worked. Data
exclude contract laborers.

Source:

United States Agricultural Census of 2012 USDA NASS. (2012). 2012 Census of Agriculture. Retrieved from
http://www.agcensus.usda.gov/Publications/2012/Full_Report/Volume_1,_Chapter_2_County_Level/N
orth_Carolina/
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INTERMEDIATED SALES

Sales through non-direct local food marketing channels that in turn sell directly to consumers, such as
restaurants, grocery stores, schools, hospitals, or regional food aggregators.

Source:

Economic Research Service. (2015). Trends in U.S. Local and Regional Food Systems: Report to Congress.
United States Department of Agriculture.

LOW-INCOME
AND
LOW- Treasury Department's New Markets Tax Credit (NMTC) program defines a low-income census tract as:
any census tract where (1) the poverty rate for that tract is at least 20 percent, or (2) for tracts not located
ACCESS CENSUS TRACTS
within a metropolitan area, the median family income for the tract does not exceed 80 percent of
statewide median family income; or for tracts located within a metropolitan area, the median family
income for the tract does not exceed 80 percent of the greater of statewide median family income or the
metropolitan area median family income.
Low access to a healthy food retail outlet is defined as more than 1 mile from a supermarket or large
grocery store in urban areas and as more than 10 miles from a supermarket or large grocery store in rural
areas. The distance to supermarkets and large grocery stores is measured by the distance between the
geographic center of the 1-km square grid that contains estimates of the population (number of people
and other subgroup characteristics) and the nearest supermarket or large grocery store. Once the
distance to the nearest supermarket or large grocery store is calculated for each grid cell, the estimated
number of people or housing units more than one mile from a supermarket or large grocery store in urban
tracts (or 10 miles for rural census tracts) is aggregated to the census tract level. (A census tract is
considered rural if the centroid of that tract is located in an area with a population of less than 2,500, and
all other tracts are considered urban tracts.) If the aggregate number of people in the census tract with
low access is at least 500 or the percentage of people in the census tract with low access is at least 33
percent, then the census tract is considered a food desert.
Application of these criteria results in 6,529 food-desert census tracts in the continental U.S. (food deserts
are not yet defined for Alaska and Hawaii). Roughly 75 percent of these food- desert tracts are urban,
while the remaining 25 percent are rural. An estimated total of 13.6 million people in these census tracts

48

have low access to a supermarket or large grocery store-that is, they live more than 1 or 10 miles from a
supermarket or large grocery store. Of these 13.6 million people, 82.2 percent are in urban areas.
Note: Some census tracts that contain supermarkets or large grocery stores may meet the criteria of a
food desert if a substantial number or share of people within that census tract is more than 1 mile (urban
areas) or 10 miles (rural areas) from the nearest supermarket. Furthermore, some residents of food
desert census tracts may live within 1 or 10 miles of a supermarket; these residents are not counted as
low access and thus not counted in the 13.6 million total.
Many low-income census tracts in dense urban areas are smaller than 1 square kilometer. For these
tracts, grid-level population data are not available. The level of access in these tracts was assessed by
determining whether each tract centroid fell within a 1-mile radius of a supermarket or large grocery
store. Census tracts in which centroids fell within the 1-mile radius were assumed to have adequate
access. Tracts in which centroids fell outside of the 1-mile radius were assumed to be low access tracts
and everyone in the tract was considered as having low access to a supermarket or large grocery store.
140 densely-populated urban census tracts were assumed to be low-access tracts because the centroid
of the tract fell outside of the 1-mile radius of a supermarket.
The way that a small set of urban census tracts--those smaller than 1-kilometer square--were designated
as "low-income" was corrected on December 16, 2011. The low-income designation used in the 2009 ERS
report to Congress (based on poverty status alone) had been applied to these small census tracts instead
of the low-income designation used by the NMTC program (based on poverty and median income
criteria). An additional 29 urban tracts that meet the NMTC definition of low-income and the low-access
criterion have been added to the Food Desert Locator. This results in an additional 102,300 people in food
desert census tracts that have low access to a supermarket or large grocery store, bringing the total to
13,563,920, in all 6529 tracts.

Source:

http://www.ers.usda.gov/dataFiles/Food_Access_Research_Atlas/Download_the_Data/Archived_Versi
on/archived_documentation.pdf
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MINIMUM WAGE

The federal minimum wage provisions are contained in the Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA). The federal
minimum wage is $7.25 per hour effective July 24, 2009. Many states also have minimum wage laws.
Some state laws provide greater employee protections; employers must comply with both.

Source:

https://www.dol.gov/whd/minimumwage.htm

MARKET
VALUE
OF Market value of agricultural products sold. This category represents the gross market value before taxes
AGRICULTURAL
PRODUCTS and production expenses of all agricultural products sold or removed from the place in 2012 regardless
of who received the payment. It is equivalent to total sales and it includes sales by the operators as well
SOLD
as the value of any shares received by partners, landlords, contractors, or others associated with the
operation. It includes value of direct sales and the value of commodities placed in the Commodity Credit
Corporation (CCC) loan program. Market value of agricultural products sold does not include payments
received for participation in other federal farm programs. Also, it does not include income from farmrelated sources such as customwork and other agricultural services, or income from nonfarm sources.
The value of crops sold in 2012 does not necessarily represent the sales from crops harvested in 2012.
Data may include sales from crops produced in earlier years and may exclude some crops produced in
2007 but held in storage and not sold. For commodities such as sugarbeets and wool sold through a coop that made payments in several installments, respondents were requested to report the total value
received in 2012.
The value of agricultural products sold was requested of all operators. If the operators failed to report
this information, estimates were made based on the amount of crops harvested, livestock or poultry
inventory, or number sold. Caution should be used when comparing sales in the 2012 census with sales
reported in earlier censuses. Sales figures are expressed in current dollars and have not been adjusted for
inflation or deflation. See Farms with sales and government payments of less than $1,000.
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Source:

USDA
NASS.
(2012).
2012
Census
of
Agriculture.
Retrieved
from
http://www.agcensus.usda.gov/Publications/2012/Full_Report/Volume_1,_Chapter_2_County_Level/N
orth_Carolina/

NET CASH FARM INCOME OF This concept is derived by subtracting total farm expenses from total sales, government payments, and
other farm-related income. Depreciation is not used in the calculation of net cash farm income. Net cash
THE OPERATIONS
farm income of the operation includes the value of commodities produced under production contract by
the contract growers.
For publication purposes, farms are divided into two categories:
1. Farms with net gains (includes those operations that broke even).
2. Farms with net losses.

Source:

United States Agricultural Census of 2012 USDA NASS. (2012). 2012 Census of Agriculture. Retrieved from
http://www.agcensus.usda.gov/Publications/2012/Full_Report/Volume_1,_Chapter_2_County_Level/N
orth_Carolina/

NET CASH FARM INCOME OF This value is the operators’ total revenue (fees for producing under a production contract, total sales not
under a production contract, government payments, and farm-related income) minus total expenses paid
THE OPERATORS
by the operators. Net cash farm income of the operator includes the payments received for producing
under a production contract and does not include value of commodities produced under production
contract by the contract growers. Depreciation is not used in the calculation of net cash farm income.
For publication purposes, farms are divided into two categories:
1. Farms with net gains (includes those operators that broke even).
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2. Farms with net losses.

United States Agricultural Census of 2012 USDA NASS. (2012). 2012 Census of Agriculture. Retrieved from
http://www.agcensus.usda.gov/Publications/2012/Full_Report/Volume_1,_Chapter_2_County_Level/N
orth_Carolina/

Source:

LIVING
(LIS)

INCOME

STANDARD The 2014 Living Income Standard (LIS) is a market-based approach for estimating how much income a
working family with children needs to afford basic expenses. The LIS uses actual cost data to approximate
how much money is required for four representative family types to pay seven basic expenses: 1) housing,
2) food, 3) child care, 4) health care, 5) transportation, 6) other necessities and 7) taxes.
Raw data for the LIS come from a variety of federal and state sources. For each budget item, the most
conservative estimate is used. Food costs, for example, are based on the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s
“Thrifty Food Plan,” which assumes that a family always buys bulk groceries, prepares every meal at
home, never eats out and seldom purchases meat. By using conservative estimates, the LIS provides a
basic budget for an extremely modest, if not austere, lifestyle.
The LIS also generally excludes the value of work supports, such as food stamps or Section 8 housing
subsidies, for which a family might be eligible. Exceptions include an allowance for public health
insurance, non-group health insurance subsidies, and certain tax credits. These exceptions are made
because health insurance coverage can greatly reduce a family’s income needs while the tax credits offset
the effects of regressive tax policies. By excluding the value of work supports, the LIS shows how much a
family would need to earn to meet its basic needs without assistance.
Most of the procedures underlying the LIS are based on the work of the Economic Policy Institute (EPI), a
nonprofit research organization in Washington, D.C. Owing to significant methodological improvements,
the 2014 LIS is not comparable on all measures to previous LIS reports by the North Carolina Budget and
Tax Center.

52

Unless noted, all data are for 2013, and all dollar figures represent 2013 values. Where necessary, dollar
amounts from earlier years have been adjusted to their 2013 equivalents by using the U.S. Bureau of
Labor Statistics’ Consumer Price Index for all urban consumers (CPI-U).
According to the U.S. Census Bureau, nearly 1.1 million families with children live in North Carolina. Since
it’s impossible to create detailed budgets for every family, the LIS constructs budgets for four
representative family types. The following chart summarizes the characteristics of each model family.

See
the
Justice
Center
report
at
http://www.ncjustice.org/sites/default/files/LIS%20final%20report%202014.pdf For a full explanation of
methods and listing of LIS in North Carolina.

http://www.ncjustice.org/sites/default/files/LIS%20final%20report%202014.pdf

Sources:

PRESENT
TAXATION

USE

VALUE The State of North Carolina allows counties to reduce local property taxes for certain qualifying farmland,
forestland, and horticultural land. In doing so, these “working lands” are taxed based on their current use
(such as farming) rather than their potential use (such as a residential subdivision). This lessening of the
tax burden reduces pressures on landowners that might otherwise sell their land for development.
Orange County’s Present Use Value (PUV) program enables landowners to provide essential agricultural
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products to the community while also encouraging the protection of open space and lessening the
opportunities for urban sprawl.
Over 43.5 percent of the total land area in Orange County is enrolled in the PUV program. Between 1993
and 2013, the number of properties (or “land parcels”) active in the program increased from 37,906
parcels in 1993-1996 to 54,092 parcels in 2013.

Source:

Orange County Commission for the Environment. (n.d.). State of the Environment 2014. Retrieved from
http://www.orangecountync.gov/document_center/DEAPR/2014_SOE_complete_report.pdf

PRINCIPAL OPERATOR

The person primarily responsible for the on-side, day-to-day operation of the farm or ranch business. This
person may be a hired manager or business manager.

OPERATOR

The term operator designates a person who operates a farm, either doing the work or making day-to-day
decisions about such things as planting, harvesting, feeding, and marketing. The operator may be the
owner, a member of the owner’s household, a hired manager, a tenant, a renter, or a sharecropper. If a
person rents land to others or has land worked on shares by others, he/she is considered the operator
only of the land which is retained for his/her own operation. The census collected information on the
total number of operators, the total number of women operators, and demographic information for up
to three operators per farm.

Source:

United States Agricultural Census of 2012 USDA NASS. (2012). 2012 Census of Agriculture. Retrieved from
http://www.agcensus.usda.gov/Publications/2012/Full_Report/Volume_1,_Chapter_2_County_Level/N
orth_Carolina/
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TOTAL CROPLAND

This category includes cropland harvested, other pasture and grazing land that could have been used for
crops without additional improvements, cropland on which all crops failed or were abandoned, cropland
in cultivated summer fallow, and cropland idle or used for cover crops or soil improvement but not
harvested and not pastured or grazed.

Source:

United States Agricultural Census of 2012 USDA NASS. (2012). 2012 Census of Agriculture. Retrieved from
http://www.agcensus.usda.gov/Publications/2012/Full_Report/Volume_1,_Chapter_2_County_Level/N
orth_Carolina/

HARVESTED CROPLAND

This category includes land from which crops were harvested and hay was cut, land used to grow shortrotation woody crops, Christmas trees, and land in orchards, groves, vineyards, berries, nurseries, and
greenhouses. Land from which two or more crops were harvested was counted only once. Land in tapped
maple trees was included in woodland not pastured. The 2012 census definition for harvested cropland
is the same as the 2007 definition.

Source:

United States Agricultural Census of 2012 USDA NASS. (2012). 2012 Census of Agriculture. Retrieved from
http://www.agcensus.usda.gov/Publications/2012/Full_Report/Volume_1,_Chapter_2_County_Level/N
orth_Carolina/

REAL
FOOD
CHALLENGE Real Food Challenge is a national movement to shift university purchasing through student activism. The
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill uses a “Real Food Calculator” and publishes reports (during
APPROACH TO “REAL FOOD”
2014-15 school year) concerning the goal for 20 percent of UNC's dining services overall spending to be
on local and community-based products as defined by the Real Food Guide. The RF Guide expands
local/community-based from only a radius/food miles-based definition to include restrictions of size and
scale, so as to ensure some integrity of the products. See their website for a complete list of definitions
and explanations.
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LOCAL AND COMMUNITY BASED Producer must be a privately-traded or cooperatively-owned business that grosses less than 1 percent of

the industry leader. Independently owned businesses must have full autonomy and decision-making
power about business processing and distribution practices. All production, processing, and distribution
facilities controlled by the producer, its parent or family companies, and contract farmers must be within
150 miles of the institution. Products from cooperatively owned businesses must have been produced,
processed, and distributed within 150 miles of the institution. Must be a true co-op rather than
contractors to a larger corporation.

Source:

http://www.realfoodchallenge.org/sites/g/files/g809971/f/201403/Real%20Food%20Guide%20Version
%201.0%20March%202014_0.pdf

SUPPLEMENTAL
NUTRITION Federal program administered by USDA FNS that offers nutrition assistance to eligible, low-income
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (SNAP) individuals and families. FNS works with State agencies to ensure that those eligible for nutrition
assistance can access benefits.

Source:

Economic Research Service. (2015). Trends in U.S. Local and Regional Food Systems: Report to Congress.
United States Department of Agriculture.

VALUE
OF
AGRICULTURAL
PRODUCTS SOLD DIRECTLY TO
INDIVIDUALS FOR HUMAN
CONSUMPTION.

This item represents the value of agricultural products produced and sold directly to individuals for human
consumption from roadside stands, farmers’ markets, pick-your-own sites, etc. It excludes non-edible
products such as nursery crops, cut flowers, and wool but includes livestock sales. Sales of agricultural
products by vertically integrated operations through their own processing and marketing operations were
excluded.
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Source:

United States Agricultural Census of 2012 USDA NASS. (2012). 2012 Census of Agriculture. Retrieved from
http://www.agcensus.usda.gov/Publications/2012/Full_Report/Volume_1,_Chapter_2_County_Level/N
orth_Carolina/

VOLUNTARY
AGRICULTURAL
DISTRICTS AND ENHANCED
VOLUNTARY
AGRICULTURAL
DISTRICTS

The State of North Carolina authorizes counties to implement programs to encourage farmland
preservation. Many NC counties have passed ordinances establishing Voluntary Agricultural Districts
(VAD) and Enhanced Voluntary Agricultural Districts (EVAD). These ordinances call for the formation of
Agricultural Advisory Boards, which review applications to establish and join districts. Districts may
contain a single farm or two or more contiguous farms. In addition to recognition of their farm, farmers
enrolled in the VAD program enjoy increased protection from nuisance suits related to noise, odor, or
slow-moving farm vehicles; waived fees for connections to County water and sewer systems; the right to
a public hearing for public projects that may condemn their land; and greater access to local, state, and
federal farmland preservation funds. Farms enrolled in the EVAD program are also entitled to receive as
much as a quarter of gross sales from non-farm products and still qualify as a “farm exempt” from zoning
regulations. EVAD farms may also be eligible to receive a much higher percentage of cost-share funds
under the Agriculture Cost Share Program (as high as 90 percent). To be eligible for a VAD, a farm must
1) be participating in or eligible for the Present Use Value taxation program; 2) be managed in accordance
with erosion control practices for highly erodible land, as defined by the Soil Conservation Service; and 3)
be subject to a conservation agreement that prohibits development for at least ten years, except for an
allowance of no more than three sub-divided lots. The landowner may revoke the conservation
agreement at any time, at which point the farm would no longer qualify for VAD status. To qualify for
EVAD status, a farm must meet all the terms for VAD status, but the conservation agreement is irrevocable
for ten years and renewed automatically for another three years.
Districts may contain a single farm or two or more contiguous farms. In addition to recognition of their
farm, farmers enrolled in the VAD program enjoy increased protection from nuisance suits related to
noise, odor, or slow-moving farm vehicles; waived fees for connections to County water and sewer
systems; the right to a public hearing for public projects that may condemn their land; and greater access
to local, state, and federal farmland preservation funds. Farms enrolled in the EVAD program are also
entitled to receive as much as a quarter of gross sales from non-farm products and still qualify as a “farm
exempt” from zoning regulations. EVAD farms may also be eligible to receive a much higher percentage
of cost-share funds under the Agriculture Cost Share Program (as high as 90 percent). To be eligible for a
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VAD, a farm must 1) be participating in or eligible for the Present Use Value taxation program; 2) be
managed in accordance with erosion control practices for highly erodible land, as defined by the Soil
Conservation Service; and 3) be subject to a conservation agreement that prohibits development for at
least ten years, except for an allowance of no more than three sub-divided lots. The landowner may
revoke the conservation agreement at any time, at which point the farm would no longer qualify for VAD
status. To qualify for EVAD status, a farm must meet all the terms for VAD status, but the conservation
agreement is irrevocable for ten years and renewed automatically for another three years.

Source:

Orange County State of the Environment Report Orange County Commission for the Environment. (n.d.).
State
of
the
Environment
2014.
Retrieved
from
http://www.orangecountync.gov/document_center/DEAPR/2014_SOE_complete_report.pdf

SPECIAL
SUPPLEMENTAL
NUTRITION PROGRAM FOR
WOMEN,
INFANTS,
AND
CHILDREN PROGRAM (WIC)

Federal program administered by USDA FNS that provides Federal grants to States for supplemental
foods, health care referrals, and nutrition education for low-income pregnant, breastfeeding, and nonbreastfeeding postpartum women, and to infants and children up to age five who are found to be at
nutritional risk.

Source:

Economic Research Service. (2015). Trends in U.S. Local and Regional Food Systems: Report to Congress.
United States Department of Agriculture.
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